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 Extensive literature research revealed that little was known about the 

effectiveness of athletic training continuing education workshops in increasing athletic 

trainers’ knowledge, skills and abilities. The three purposes of this mixed method 

exploratory study were: 1) to examine whether continuing education workshops were 

perceived by athletic trainer participants as effective; 2) to determine if a relationship 

existed between efficacy and perceived workshop training effectiveness; 3) to 

demonstrate the transfer of training through work experiences. Participants were recruited 

through Board of Certification for the Athletic Trainer (BOC) approved continuing 

education workshops. Eighty-four participants completed a questionnaire packet on the 

day of the workshop. The packet contained the Athletic Training Efficacy Questionnaire, 

subject matter pre-test, workshop evaluation, and subject matter post-test. Two months 

after the workshop, participants were contacted and asked to complete an online 
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questionnaire that focused on their perceptions of the workshop they attended and their 

transfer of the training to the workplace. 

 Quantitative data analysis revealed no significant relationships between 

participants’ levels of efficacy and ages, genders, work experience, and degree 

attainment. Nor was there a significant relationship found between participants’ level of 

efficacy and their perceptions of workshop effectiveness. The characteristics of the 

workshops were perceived as effective in increasing participant knowledge, skills and 

abilities related to athletic training. Overall, 20.2% of participants perceived the 

workshops as being very effective, 46.4% perceived the workshops to be effective, and 

33.3% perceived the workshops as ineffective. 

Qualitative analysis revealed that the perceptions of workshop effectiveness were 

related to the presentation format, characteristics of the instructor, and the relevancy of 

the workshop material to real life situations. Barriers to the transfer of training were also 

identified and included workshop format factors (delivery, environmental, and learning 

styles) and a lack of information presented. Recommendations for the development of 

continuing education workshops that better meet the needs of athletic trainers were 

discussed, and suggestions for future research were provided.
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 According the US Department of Labor, healthcare is the largest industry in the 

United States. In 2004, there were over 13.5 million people working in the healthcare 

field (US Dept of Labor, 2007). The American Medical Association (2007) recognizes 71 

allied health professions. One of these allied health professions is athletic training. 

Athletic trainers are health care professionals that “specialize in injury and illness 

prevention, assessment, treatment, and rehabilitation for all physically active people” 

(National Athletic Trainers’ Association, 2007). According to the National Athletic 

Trainers’ Association (NATA) there are over 31,000 certified athletic trainers working in 

the United States (2007). Currently, 44 states have licensure/regulation requirements for 

athletic trainers and efforts are underway to establish similar requirements in the 

remaining states (NATA, 2007). The Board of Certification for the Athletic Trainer 

(BOC) is an independent corporation that is responsible for establishing athletic training 

certification requirements. All certified athletic trainers must adhere to the standards the 

board dictates. Currently, the board requires all certified athletic trainers to obtain 75 

continuing education credits every three years to maintain certification. The BOC states 

that the purpose of this requirement is “to focus on increasing knowledge, skills, and 

abilities relate to athletic training” (NATA, 2007). 
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 According to the Participation Trends and Patterns in Adult Education (Creighton 

& Hudson, 2002), those working in professional or managerial jobs have the highest 

adult education participation rate of all occupations (65%). The study indicated, that 

people holding a bachelor’s degree, or higher, are more likely to participate in adult 

education programs (54-65%). Interestingly, studies indicate that those individuals that 

are required to participate in professional continuing education programs are more likely 

to participate in work and non-work related adult continuing education courses as 

compared to those without these requirements. 

Certified athletic trainers must have a bachelor’s degree and over 70% have a 

master’s degree or doctorate (NATA, 2007). In addition, athletic trainers are required to 

obtain 75 continuing education requirements every three years to maintain their 

certifications. As studies suggest, athletic trainers should have higher than average 

participation rates in adult continuing education programs. However, it is not clear if the 

required continuing education credits in the field of athletic training are successful in 

increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities relate to athletic training. 

Statement of the Problem 

As previously mentioned, certified athletic trainers are required to acquire 

continuing education credits to maintain their certifications. However, no studies had 

been conducted to measure the effectiveness of the continuing education credits in 

increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities related to athletic training. Previous studies 

conducted in the field of athletic training indicate that many athletic trainers experience 

occupational stress due to high time demands of the profession (Reed & Giacobbi, 2004). 

In addition, high occupational stress had been linked to burnout and attrition of athletic 
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trainers (Hendrix, Acevedo, & Hebert, 2000). At the time of this study, it was unclear 

what, if any, impact acquiring the continuing education requirements had on athletic 

trainers. It stood to reason that if athletic trainers have high demands on their time, they 

may experience an increase in stress when attempting to acquire continuing education 

requirements. These effects may be compounded if the athletic trainers did not perceive 

the credits as worthwhile. 

Purpose Statement 

 The purpose of this study was threefold. The first purpose was to determine if the 

current continuing education requirements in the field of athletic training were perceived 

by certified athletic trainers to be effective in increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities 

related to athletic training.  The second purpose was to determine if a relationship existed 

between self-efficacy and perceived workshop training effectiveness of these individuals. 

The third purpose was to describe the transfer of training that resulted from continuing 

education workshops. 

Research Questions 

1. What is the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and 

participants’ ages, genders, ethnicities, degree attainment, and length of work 

experience?  

H01 There are no correlations between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and age, 

gender, ethnicity, degree attainment, and length of work experience. 

2. What is the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and 

perceived workshop training effectiveness? 
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H03 There is no correlation between levels of self-efficacy and perceived 

workshop training effectiveness. 

3. What workplace experiences demonstrate transfer of training for certified 

athletic trainers engaged in a continuing education program? 

Significance of the Study 

At first glance, requiring continuing education credits appears to be a good 

method to ensure athletes receive high quality care from athletic trainers. However, no 

studies have been conducted to determine the effectiveness of the continuing education 

programs. In addition, studies imply that the time demands of the continuing education 

programs may increase the stress experienced by athletic trainers. Without investigating 

the perceptions of the athletic trainers, there was a chance that the requirement could be 

causing more harm. This study investigated athletic trainers’ perceptions of a continuing 

education program and attempted to illustrate what, if any, transfer of training that 

occurred from the workshop material and the role self-efficacy played in the transfer of 

training. 

Definitions 

The following is a list of key terms used in this study:  

Approved Provider. The Board of Certification for the Athletic Trainer (BOC) provided a 

list of approved providers where athletic trainers obtain continuing education credits. 

Continuing education programs apply to the Board of Certification for the status and are 

awarded the status when they meet BOC continuing education guidelines. Currently there 

are over 1,000 approved providers (Board of Certification for the Athletic Trainer, 2007). 
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Athletic Trainers (ATCs). For this study, athletic trainer referred to a person certified by 

the National Athletic Trainers’ Association. Athletic trainers specialize in athletic 

healthcare and are employed in a variety of settings including high schools, universities, 

physical therapy offices, and professional sports teams. 

Continuing Education Units (CEUs) are those required of athletic trainers by the BOC to 

maintain certification. Currently, athletic trainers must obtain 75 credits every three years 

to maintain certification. Continuing education credits may be earned in four categories: 

Approved Provider Programming, Professional Development, Post-Certification 

College/University Coursework, and Individualized Option. This study focused on 

approved provider programming continuing education credits. 

Equity Theory is a theory of motivation developed by Adams in 1963 based on the idea 

that people want to be treated fairly. In this theory it is believed that employees want 

balance between what they put in (inputs) and receive (outcomes) when compared to 

other employees. 

Expectancy Theory is a theory of motivation developed by Vroom in 1964 based on the 

idea that a person makes a choice to behave in ways that maximize pleasure. 

Length of Work Experience for the purposes of this study, this referred to the amount of 

time a participant has been certified by the NATA. 

National Athletic Trainers Association (NATA) is a professional association for athletic 

trainers and those that support athletic training. The association has approximately 30,000 

members worldwide. 

Board of Certification for the Athletic Trainer (BOC) is responsible for certifying athletic 

trainers and “to identify for the public, quality healthcare professionals through a system 
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of certification, adjudication, standards of practice, and continuing competency 

programs” (BOC, 2007).  

Perspective Transformation is a process whereby a person’s meaning schemes and  

perspectives undergo radical change (Mezirow, 1991). 

Self-efficacy is a person’s belief that he/she is competent and can perform in specific 

situations (Bandura, 1986). 

Transfer of Training, in this study, referred to the continued application of skills and 

knowledge in a work setting that were learned in a training context (Baldwin & Ford, 

1988). 

Delimitations 

 This study was delimited by the following: 

1. Only NATA certified athletic trainers were used in this study. 

2. Only certified athletic trainers who participated in pre-determined 

continuing education workshops were asked to participate in this study. 

3. Participants were limited to those who had access to the internet as some 

data collection occurred through the use of an internet based survey. 

Limitations of the Study 

 The limitations of this study were: 

1. Permission to collect data was ultimately only received from three 

workshop hosts. As such, the perception of the continuing education workshop 

effectiveness was limited to these workshops that were similar in design and may 

not be generalizable to all continuing education programs available. 
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2. Workshops for participant recruitment were limited and obtaining 

permission to survey participants regarding their experiences was difficult. There 

may be a difference in the quality of instruction and workshop material between 

those that agreed to participate and those that declined involvement with the 

study. 

3. Workshops were time intensive and may be geographically limited 

(participants may come from only surrounding areas). As such, participants may 

not adequately represent the population of all certified athletic trainers. 

Role of Researcher 

The researcher’s undergraduate degree was in athletic training. While not 

employed as an athletic trainer during the time of this study, her interest in the field 

remained active. When reading professional journals on athletic training, she noticed 

disagreement over the current continuing education requirements in the field. As a NATA 

certified athletic trainer, the researcher was familiar with the continuing education 

requirements and the reporting system. The researcher was in agreement with the NATA 

on the importance of staying current with advances in the field. However, the researcher 

questioned whether the continuing education offerings met the needs of athletic trainers. 

It was important that the researcher acknowledged her biases and attempted to remove or 

minimize them during the study and the data analysis. 

Conceptual Framework 

Continuing education is essential in the field of athletic training to ensure athletic 

trainers stay up to date on new medical discoveries and maintain high levels of patient 

care. In the continuing education workshops, athletic trainers are adult learners with 
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different education and experience levels as well as different motivations for attending. 

As individuals, they all have different levels of self-efficacy when it comes to performing 

the tasks being presented during the training. It was believed that the self-efficacy of the 

athletic trainer would play a role in determining the effectiveness and transfer of the 

training. 

 Self-efficacy generally refers to a person’s belief in their abilities to accomplish 

some task. In organization training scenarios, self-efficacy is described as a person’s 

beliefs in their ability to learn information/tasks that are being presented (Gist, 1987). 

Various studies have found that before trainees can learn, they must have the experience 

necessary to learn the material and the motivation to learn it (Goldstein, 1986). A meta-

analysis conducted on training research indicated that self efficacy was the primary 

learning motivational determinant and led to higher retention of material and transfer of 

the training (Colquit, LePine, & Noe, 2000). 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter introduced the profession of athletic training and the continuing 

education requirements of maintaining an athletic training certification. The question was 

raised whether the continuing education requirements were meeting the needs of athletic 

trainers. Concern over the possible negative impact the requirements could have was 

evident. The purposes of this study were provided and operational definitions were given 

for terms that would be used throughout the paper. The study delimitations and 

limitations were also stated. In addition, the role of the researcher and the conceptual 

framework were discussed.  
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In the next chapter, a literature review was presented. Topics covered in the 

review will include an overview of continuing education and requirements in helping 

professions, self-efficacy and its role in transfer of training. In addition, adult learning 

theories will be discussed as they relate to the transfer of training. Findings from an IRB 

approved pilot study will also be presented. 

Chapter Three includes procedures and methods used in this study. Chapter Four 

presents the results of the study and Chapter Five presents a discussion of the findings.
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

The following literature addresses the evolution of the athletic training profession, 

a brief historical overview of continuing education, continuing education requirements in 

helping professions, adults as learners, transfer of training, and self-efficacy. It was 

essential to set the stage for the research through a number of lenses. 

Athletic Training 

The profession of athletic training can be traced back to the ancient Greeks, but 

the first formal meeting of athletic trainers occurred in 1950. In this meeting, 200 athletic 

trainers gathered in Kansas City to discuss the future of the profession. In 1982 the Board 

of Certification for the Athletic Trainer (BOC) was accredited by the National 

Commission for certifying agencies. In 1990, the profession was recognized by the 

American Medical Association as an allied health care profession.  

Athletic trainers are health care professionals that “specialize in injury and illness 

prevention, assessment, treatment, and rehabilitation for all physically active people” 

(NATA, 2007). In some states, non NATA certified athletic trainers may still work as 

athletic trainers if they meet state specific licensing requirements. This study focused 

only on NATA certified athletic trainers. Based on NATA requirements, these 

individuals must have a bachelor’s degree and must obtain 75 continuing education 

requirements every three years to maintain their certifications.  
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Continuing Education 

Apprenticeships and guild systems were the first informal continuing education 

programs in the middle ages. In 1960, the term continuing professional education was 

coined. Wilson and Hayes (2000) stated that continuing education was the result of the 

public questioning “professional responsibility, accountability, and service” (p. 375). 

While continuing education appeared to be the answer to the public’s questions, it soon 

was apparent that continuing education did not guarantee competence in professions. 

In 1968 the Bureau of Education created a task force on continuing education 

(International Association for Continuing Education and Training, 2005). This task force 

determined guidelines for university continuing education and created the continuing 

education unit (CEU). In addition, the International Association for Continuing Education 

and Training (IACET) was established to discuss education standards and promote 

quality. This association created the benchmarks in continuing education that many 

professional fields adapted within their own organizations. 

Continuing Education in Helping Professions 

There have been no published studies conducted on the continuing education 

requirements in athletic training. However, some research has been conducted in other 

helping professions. For example, it has been found that younger, highly educated nurses 

have positive attitudes regarding continuing education legislation. However, older nurses 

with less education have a more negative view (Thurston, 1992). Various studies have 

been conducted on how continuing education can be improved to meet the needs of 

health care professionals (Cannon & Waters, 1993; Fox, 1984). 
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 One study conducted on 535 registered nurses found that the nurses preferred to 

attend conferences to gain continuing education credits (Cannon & Waters, 1993). In this 

same study, 70% of participants indicated that they preferred taking credits that counted 

towards academic credit.  In another study comparing educators with health 

professionals, it was found that there was a slight preference for small group continuing 

education formats (Fox, 1984). In a more recent study, 19 nurses enrolled in a continuing 

education course were interviewed to determine why they were taking the course (Bahn, 

2007). The study revealed that most of the participants enrolled in the course because 

they wanted to keep up with new nurses and their higher levels of education. 

Unsurprisingly, these nurses reported the perception that more education resulted in 

higher levels of patient care. 

As noted earlier, limited research studies have been conducted in the field of 

athletic training. Pitney (1998) developed a continuing education model to be used in the 

athletic training profession. The purpose of this model was to increase self-direction 

among athletic trainers. The model was developed based on Pitney’s literature review of 

research conducted on adult learning and his experience working in the field of athletic 

training. The model hinged on the idea that to be self-directed, athletic trainers needed to 

engage in reflection. Interestingly, the model did not provide a transfer of learning loop to 

reengage the learner (athletic trainer). Suggestions were provided for facilitating self-

direction and continuing education. The suggestions included creating an environment 

where new ideas are expected, establish goals, discuss new concepts monthly, encourage 

different styles of practice, and promote role models. 
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Figure 1. Pitney’s (1998) continuing education model for athletic 
training. 

 

Adult Learning: Transfer of Learning 

 How adults learn is a topic that has gained attention in recent years and also 

supported the premise of why individuals in this study would pursue additional training. 

In the 1960s Malcolm Knowles proposed an adult learning theory that is frequently 

referred to as andragogy (Merriam & Cafarella, 1999). As Merriam and Cafarella state, 

andragogy studies are based on the following assumptions: 

13  
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1. As a person matures, his or her self-concept moves from a dependent 

personality to self-direction. 

2. Adults draw upon there experiences as learning resources. 

3. The social role of adults plays a part in learning readiness. 

4. Adult learning tends to be problem centered. 

5. Learning in adulthood is generally internally motivated. 

Another theory of adult learning, Knox’s proficiency model, was significant to the 

research for this study. Knox believed that proficiency plays a role in adult learning. That 

is, adults that are interested in increasing their proficiency (capability to perform some 

task) are motivated learners. This motivation is directly related to the knowledge, skills, 

and attitudes of performance (Knox, 1980). At the heart of this theory is that decision 

making results from the perception of discrepancy between current and ideal 

proficiencies. 

A variety of researchers have examined adult learners. Their findings indicate that 

learning takes place throughout a persons lifespan; that adults have varying learning 

styles, but prefer problem focused and relevant learning activities; and effective learning 

is related to an adults self concept (Brookfield, 1986; Knowles, 1980; Darkenwald & 

Merriam, 1982).  

Transfer of learning, an additional theory, was first discussed in 1901 by 

Thorndike and Woodworth (Schunk, 2004). At that time, it was believed that the task to 

be learned needed to be identical to the task that would be performed for transfer to take 

place. In the ensuing years various researchers have studied the transfer of learning and 

several types of learning transfer have been identified.  
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In this study, the transfer of learning refers to the application of program material 

learned from training.  Research suggests that the actual transfer of learning is affected by 

numerous factors which include the design of the program/training, others within the 

training, and the changes that are needed so that the newly learned material can be put to 

use (Caffarella, 2002). 

Transfer of Training 

 As previously stated, the goal of the continuing education requirements in the 

field of athletic training is to increase the knowledge, skills, and abilities of athletic 

trainers. However, as Kozlowski and Salas (1997) indicate, there is no value of the 

training if new skill sets are not transferred to the job setting. One method to evaluate the 

successfulness of the continuing education programs is to evaluate transfer of training 

resulting from continuing education programs. Baldwin and Ford (1988) define transfer 

of training as “effective and continued application in the job environment of worker skills 

and knowledge learned in a training context” (p. 64). Transfer of training occurs when 

there is evidence of changed work behavior directly resulting from the training (Kupritz, 

2006). As found with the transfer of learning, the activation of prior knowledge enhances 

the training transfer (Meier, 1999). 

 Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) review of the transfer of training literature indicates 

that there are three categories of factors that effect the transfer of training. These are 

training inputs, training outputs, and conditions of transfer. Inputs typically refer to the 

characteristics of the person being trained, the training itself, and the work environment. 

Outputs are the learning and retention of training materials. The conditions of transfer 

refer to the actual transfer of skills into the workplace and the use of the skills over time. 



   

 

Conditions of 
Transfer Training Outputs Training Inputs

Trainee: 
  Ability 
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  Motivation 

Design: 
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  Training Content 

 
Learning & 
Retention 

 
Generalization 
& Maintenance 
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3 

6 1 
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2 

Work 
Environment: 
  Support 
  Opportunity  
   to use 

Figure 2. Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) model of training transfer. 

 

 In 1996, Holton proposed a model of transfer of training that emphasizes 

individual performance. In this model Holton suggested there are three outcomes of 

trainings: The learning, the individual performance, and the organizational results. The 

actual transfer of the training depended upon the motivation to transfer, the transfer 
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climate, and the transfer design. 
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Enabling 
Elements 

Learning Individual 
Performance 
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Results 

Ability Transfer 
Design 

Linkage to 
Organizational 
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Figure 3. Holton’s (1996) four level system of training evaluation. 

 Motivation to transfer refers to the person being trained (the trainee’s) desire to 

use the new skills. According to the model, transfer motivation will result from 

intervention fulfillment (meets trainees’ expectations), learning outcomes (when trainees 

believe training will improve performance), job attitudes, and expected payoff. This 

motivation piece of Holton’s model is based upon the motivation theories of expectancy 

and equity.  

An additional theory spoke to the motivation theory of expectancy. Vroom’s 

(1964) expectancy theory focuses on a person’s ability to perform a task and assumes that 
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a person makes a conscious choice to behave in ways that maximize pleasure. There are 

three key concepts within this theory: Valence, expectancy, and instrumentality 

(Northouse, 2004). Valence refers to how much a person wants extrinsic and intrinsic 

rewards. Extrinsic job rewards typically include salary, promotions, and bonuses. In 

business, for example, management needs to determine which rewards employees value 

to best maintain their motivation. Expectancy refers to an employee’s confidence in 

his/her ability to carry out a job. Instrumentality refers to the belief or perception of 

employees that they will be able to obtain what is offered (no empty promises).  

 Adams (1963) equity theory is based on the idea that people want to be treated 

fairly. The theory proposes that people want to maximize their outcomes and they 

become distressed when they perceive inequality. In the workplace, this theory suggests 

that employees compare themselves to coworkers and expect to be treated according to 

this comparison. If they perceive inequality, they will experience distress and attempt to 

alleviate it by altering their performances or leaving the job (Carrell & Dittrich, 1978). 

 Failure to transfer training, according to Holton’s model (1996) can be the result 

of the training design. Specifically, the training might not allow for the transfer of 

learning. While trainees may learn something in the training, the trainees may not 

understand how it can be applied in the work setting. To maximize the transfer of 

training, certain conditions are necessary.  According to Holding (1965), trainings need to 

replicate real life situations. That is, if the training task is identical to the task in the “real 

world” then transfer should occur. This task needs to be similar in both stimulus and 

response.  
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 Goldstein (1986) argues that trainings need to focus on general principles so that 

they can then be applied to a wide variety of situations. While there are arguments for 

both types of training, it is clear that there are two types of transfers that occur: near and 

far. Near transfers are those in which the transferred training is applied to a situation 

similar to the training and far transfers are those when the training is applied to dissimilar 

situations (Laker, 1990).  

Yamnill and McLean (2001) have summarized conditions that would increase the 

likelihood of both near and far transfers. Recommendations for near transfers include 

reflecting the workplace in the training content, specify how and where training can be 

applied, over learn the task during training, present the task in a procedural format, and 

provide training only in areas where trainees are prepared (knowledgeable). 

Recommendations for far transfers include: Ensuring trainees understand basic 

underlying principles, practice different situations, discuss application to trainees own 

situation during the trainings, and encourage the application of the training to all 

situations. 

Self-Efficacy 

A form of self-confidence, the term self-efficacy refers to a person’s belief that 

he/she is competent and can perform in specific situations (Bandura, 1986). In adult 

education settings, self-efficacy may play a large role in the successful transfer of 

training. Consistency is the main distinction between self-confidence and self-efficacy.  

Typically, self-efficacy fluctuates depending on the given situation while self-confidence 

is considered a stable personality characteristic. Bandura indicates that performance can 

be predicted from self-efficacy and that those with high efficacy “seek challenges, try 



   

20  

hard, and persist” while those with lower levels of efficacy tend to “avoid challenges, 

give up, and become more anxious or depressed when faced with adversity” (Gill, 2000, 

p. 78). 

The four main efficacy sources are performance accomplishments, vicarious 

experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological states (Feltz, 1988). A variety of 

studies in the field of sport and exercise have indicated that performance 

accomplishments (successfully being able to perform a task in practice or competition) 

play a major role in self-efficacy (Gill, 2000). Studies have also found that efficacy 

increases when a person watches another successfully complete a task and when there is 

positive feedback given (McAuley, 1985). While physiological states, or perceptions of 

arousal, have been shown to play a role in the levels of self-efficacy, it is not exactly 

clear what that role is. Studies have indicated both positive and negative relationships 

between arousal and self-efficacy. The inconsistent results have led to the suggestion that 

it is the interpretation of arousal that influences self-efficacy (Feltz, 1988). 

Recent studies with varied populations have shown that self-efficacy is associated 

with training motivation (Carlson, 2000). It has been found that self-efficacy increases 

training motivation and is associated with training performance (Cheng & Ho, 2001; 

Quinones, 1995). Recent studies in health literature indicate that self-efficacy can be used 

to show outcomes of education programs (Parsons, 2007).  

Studies suggest that cognitive processing factors such as gender, age, skill 

experience and education are variables that influence self-efficacy. In a study conducted 

on 48 public health nurses, it was found that degree attainment level was significantly 

correlated to self-efficacy scores. Specifically, those with a master’s degree had higher 
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self-efficacy scores immediately post test and delayed post test when compared to those 

with only a bachelors degree (Parsons, 2007). Other studies conducted on medical and 

nursing students reveal that previous exposure in classrooms settings were strongly 

related to higher self-efficacy scores with similar tasks (Laschinger & Tresolini, 1999). 

Pilot Study Design and Method 

 In summer 2007, an IRB approved pilot study was conducted to determine if the 

current continuing education requirements in the field of athletic training were perceived 

as being effective in increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities related to athletic training. 

Additional purposes included identifying athletic trainers’ continuing education category 

preferences and obstacles of obtainment. The research questions were:  

1.  What are the athletic trainers’ preferences for obtaining continuing education 

credits? 

2. Are continuing education requirements viewed as effective/ineffective? 

3. What are the potential barriers for obtaining continuing education credits? 

This study was bound by participation and location. The delimiter for this study 

was that only certified athletic trainers living in south Florida were asked to participate. 

Limitations of this study included difficulty in participant recruitment which led to a 

small sample size and limited generalizability of the findings.  

As this project was intended to be a small pilot study completed during an 

academic semester, time to collect the data was limited and may have impacted the 

sample size. In addition, the profession of athletic training typically does not allow 

athletic trainers large amounts of free time to participate in research studies. Athletic 

trainers are generally consumed by work demands. Their days are spent taking care of 
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others and giving their undivided attention to those they serve. Adding one more task to 

their day, such as participating in a field project for a graduate student, may not have 

been viewed as high priority. The lack of available time by the athletic trainer may have 

impacted participant recruitment in this field project. 

The pilot study was conducted to field test the researcher’s assumptions that were 

driving the current study, to field test select instruments, and to determine if selected 

methods for obtaining data in a more comprehensive study were warranted. Even with 

limited data, the pilot study provided research insights that could serve in a larger study 

regarding participant selection, questions to consider, and data collection strategies.  

In response to the questions under review in the pilot study, raw data themes 

emerged for each participant and that can be seen in Table 1. 

Table 1  
 
Interview Participants’ Demographic Information 

 
 

Pseudonym 

 
 
Employment Setting 

 
Category 
Preference 

Continuing 
Education 
Effective? 

 
 
Barriers Cited 

John High school Approved 
provider 

Yes Time 
Money 

 
Mary 

 
High school 

 
Approved 
provider 

 
Yes 

 
Time 
Cost 
Location 

 
Jessica 

 
Student only 

 
Post certification 
coursework 
 
Professional 
development 

 
Yes 

 
Time 
Cost 
Location 
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Category Preference 

Approved provider. Two of the three participants stated the majority of their 

credits were obtained in the Approved Provider Programs category. Activities within this 

category included workshops, seminars, conferences, and home study courses approved 

by the Board of Certification (BOC). When talking about his preferences John stated: 

  For me specifically, I like the idea of the convention where you get a lot  

 [continuing education credits] at once…I like to go to the national conference  

where you can go to what you are interested in…I mean its good, I think that’s  

why lots of people wind up going to the convention because you can do a whole  

lot in a little time and you get a whole lot of CEUs for it. 

The other participant, Mary, who gets the majority of her credits from this 

category said she likes these activities because “they are interesting and you get to 

network and hear everyone else’s opinions”.  Interestingly, the third participant, Jessica, 

stated that while she did attend the conferences, she did not receive continuing education 

credits from the training because it was too much work and she had easier methods of 

getting them. In addition, Jessica said that she thinks many people attend the conferences 

to network and interact. 

Professional development. Only Jessica said that she currently obtains credits in 

this category and plans on doing so in the future. The primary investigator noted that 

Jessica forgot about earning those credits until being reminded of the category. While 

Mary said she did not currently earn any credits in this category, she planned on doing so 

in the future when time allowed. 
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Post-certification coursework. Again, only Jessica reported obtaining credits in 

this category. In fact, this is Jessica’s preferred category of obtaining the credits. When 

talking about these credits she stated 

 Well, I’ve been lucky thus far. I am student still so I have been able to get a lot of  

those credits as a student and you know those competencies they put out, the role 

delineation, they say what you can get your credits in. So, if your course covers 

something like even something simple as organizational structure, because that is 

a competency, you can count that class. So, I’ve been very lucky that I have been 

able to get most of my credits from classes that I am already taking [or] required 

to take. 

Mary echoed Jessica’s feelings on this category saying that they were a “big help” 

when she was working on her master’s degree but hasn’t had time to take any courses 

since. She did say that she was planning on returning to get her PhD and would use this 

category again in the future.  

Individualized option. According to the BOC this category was to be used for any 

activities athletic trainers engage in that are not pre approved by the BOC. Examples of 

these were workshops in related fields (i.e., physical therapy) and watching videos and 

Digital Video Discs (DVDs). None of the participants reported ever using this category 

for obtaining their continuing education credits. 

Effectiveness 

 All three participants believed that the continuing education credits they had taken 

were effective in increasing their knowledge, skills and abilities. Jessica, who obtained 

most of her credits from university coursework said that “I’ve learned a lot in my courses 



   

25  

or I wouldn’t keep going to get my degree if I wasn’t learning”. Mary said that she had 

been able to “bring a lot back” with her from the workshops she attended and as a result 

has been able to “recognize things quicker”. 

 While John said he believed the credits he had earned had been effective, he did 

caution that not all workshops were as good. Specifically he recalled going to a “local” 

workshop as an undergraduate student and remembered that it was “like whatever” and 

not very effective. In addition, John implied that some people were not getting much out 

of their continuing education credits. He said: 

I think some people, I remember some older athletic trainers were like oh I have 

to do this online course or I have to do this because I need the CEUs. I personally 

haven’t got to that yet because I have been able to find [ones I am interested in] so 

I don’t feel forced to go to that. Now when they are due [the continuing education 

credits] I will probably just find something to do just to get credits.  

Barriers 

 All three participants cited time and money as barriers for obtainment. In 

particular, lack of time was repeatedly mentioned throughout all three interviews. Mary 

reported that her team schedule did not allow time for her to attend workshops, John said 

that as an athletic trainer and high school teacher, “missing one day is really like missing 

two” and implied that it was not worth the hassle to take off to get. Jessica reported that 

her schooling kept her busy and that she did not have much extra time for anything let 

alone participating in continuing education activities. 

 The cost of obtaining the credits was another barrier repeatedly mentioned by all 

three participants. Perhaps Jessica summed it up the best when she said 
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I don’t think I have the time to do that, well, I definitely don’t have the time and I 

definitely don’t have the money. I mean some of those costs are like three four 

hundred dollars a pop, and if your not getting a lot of credits each time, you are 

easily putting out a couple thousand dollars just to maintain your credits, its crazy.  

 Both Mary and Jessica reported that the location of the continuing education 

opportunities also was a barrier that tied in with the time and money aspect previously 

mentioned. As Jessica explained: 

 The cost, the time, sometimes the location of where they’re at. I mean that’s  

additional cost and time. A lot of ones that are good and I really want to go to are 

like in California and uh that’s a flight to get there that’s time off work, time off 

school, time I don’t have, that’s a lot of money, hotel rooms all that for a 

workshop just to get continuing education units. Hopefully when I am more set in 

my field, I will have the luxury to do that but I can’t see how actual trainers 

working with professional teams, college teams, maybe even high school teams, 

how they could possibly [go]. You know, oh great there is this fantastic workshop 

in California and I am in Florida, let me hop on the next plane there. I mean you 

have all your student athletes that you have to take [care] of or professional 

athletes you just don’t have the time off to do that. 

 The purposes of this pilot study were to identify certified athletic trainers 

preferences for obtaining continuing education credits, their perceptions of the 

effectiveness of continuing education units in increasing their knowledge, skills, and 

abilities, and the barriers they faced when attempting to obtain credits. While this study 
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was limited based on the sample size, it was clear that the three participants had similar 

views about the athletic training continuing education requirements.  

 While it was impossible from this study to say what category athletic trainers 

preferred to obtain their continuing education credits in, it did suggest that an athletic 

trainer’s work setting may impact their preferences. It was surprising that all three 

participants stated that they felt the continuing education requirements were effective in 

increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities. Again, the small sample size did not allow for 

conclusions to be drawn, but it did highlight the need for additional research on this topic.  

 The finding that time was a barrier to obtaining continuing education credits 

supported the finding by Reed and Giacobbi (2004) that time and time management were 

frequently cited as a source of stress of athletic trainers.  

The barrier of workshop costs may be related to the historically low salaries that 

athletic trainers receive (National Athletic Trainers’ Association, 2008). A salary survey 

conducted by the NATA in 2005 revealed that the average salary for an athletic trainer 

with a bachelor’s degree was $36,282 (NATA, 2008). The average salaries were higher 

for those with master’s degrees ($41,280) and doctorates ($54,512). Future research 

could examine the relationship between this barrier and work setting/income. 

 Perhaps the most important and applicable finding from this study was that 

athletic trainers are a difficult population for participant recruitment for research. The 

pilot study guided the researcher to address alternative methods for recruitment for a 

future research study. One participant suggested that most high school athletic trainers 

are “captives” on game days. That is, they must remain at the school, usually with little to 

no work, when games are being played.  
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This finding suggested that future recruitment of this population should be geared 

to address this phenomenon. It was also important to note that while on “duty” the 

participants in this study said they did not check email or answer the phone. As such, 

traditional methods of contacting this population may not be effective.  

It was evident from this study that timing of the research was significant. 

Attempting to secure perceptual information while the athletic trainer was engaged in his 

or her daily work was not feasible. The pilot study did suggest that research conducted 

while the athletic trainer was engaged in continuing education work off worksite was 

appropriate and possibly during a scheduled sporting event when the athletic trainers 

were engage elsewhere. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, an overview of the evolution of the athletic training profession 

was given along with the background for professional continuing education. Adult 

learning and transfer of learning theories were presented in addition to the various 

transfer of training models and the role of motivation theories in each. The concept of 

self-efficacy was discussed and recent findings from helping profession literature were 

given. In addition, findings from an IRB approved pilot project were discussed. 

 In the next chapter, the methodology of the proposed study will be presented. The 

purpose of the study and research questions will be reviewed. Then participant selection, 

data collection, and data analysis methods will be presented.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to determine if the current continuing education 

requirements in the field of athletic training were perceived by athletic trainers to be 

effective in increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities related to athletic training. A 

second purpose was to determine if a relationship existed between self-efficacy and 

perceived workshop training effectiveness of these individuals. The third purpose was to 

describe the transfer of training that occurred as a result of the training. The research 

questions were: 

1. What is the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and participants’ 

ages, genders, ethnicities, degree attainment, and length of work experience?  

2. What is the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and perceived 

workshop training effectiveness? 

3. What workplace experiences demonstrate transfer of training for certified athletic 

trainers engaged in a continuing education program? 

In an effort to answer the research questions, a mixed method exploratory study 

was conducted. 

Research Design 

 After the research questions were identified, a variety of methods to collect data 

were considered. Each question was examined separately, and it was decided that a 

mixed methods study would be the best methodology to investigate the research 
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questions. Selection of methodology and the benefits/limitations of both qualitative and 

quantitative methods have been addressed in the literature. Creswell (2005) and Bogdan 

and Biklan (2007) identified the differences in the research process between both 

approaches. For example, in quantitative research, the research questions are narrow and 

specific whereas in qualitative research they are general and broad. Methods for data 

collection also differ between qualitative and quantitative approaches. Quantitative 

collection methods include experiments, numeric data sets, use of large samples, and pre-

determined measurement instruments. Qualitative collection methods include the use of 

interviews, observations, and narratives and tend to have a small sample size.  

 There are different types of qualitative research that are commonly discussed in 

the literature. As Merriam (2002) states, there is no one way to conduct qualitative 

research. In fact, some researches believe there are up to 16 different qualitative 

perspectives (Patton, 2002). Regardless of the perspective used, all qualitative research is 

done from the participants’ perspective, includes some interaction with participants, and 

includes thick, rich data as the foundation for data analysis and reporting (Merriam, 1998; 

Patton, 2002). 

The current study was a mixed methods exploratory study. The goal of this study 

was to document the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy, perceived 

workshop effectiveness, and the transfer of training from continuing education 

workshops. No other studies have examined this relationship in this population. Data was 

scheduled to be collected at two different times. The initial data collection took place at 

Board of Certification for the Athletic Trainer (BOC) approved continuing education 
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workshops. The second set of data collection was conducted through the use of a 

questionnaire administered through Snap Professional Edition (SNAP) software. 

Participants 

Eighty four (84) certified athletic trainers that attended athletic training continuing 

education workshops participated in this study. The criteria for participation were that 

participants must be certified athletic trainers that had internet access so that an online 

survey could be completed. Twenty nine (29) participants were male, fifty five (55) 

participants were female. When reporting the highest degree obtain, 23 participants 

received a Bachelor’s degree, 54 participants received a Master’s degree, and 7 

participants received a doctorate. The mean age of the participants was 33.9 years. In 

addition, the participants that were involved in this study held athletic training 

certification for an average of 9.7 years. 

Procedure 

After approval for this study was obtained from the Florida Atlantic University 

Institutional Review Board, permission to collect data was sought from continuing 

education workshop hosts. Workshop host information was gathered through the Board 

of Certification’s (BOC) online calendar of events. This event calendar listed all BOC 

approved continuing education opportunities and host information. Thirty-six workshop 

hosts, representing approximately 180 BOC approved workshops, were contacted via 

email and telephone for permission to collect data. Seven hosts agreed to allow data 

collection within their respective workshops.  
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After receiving permission from the workshop hosts, the next step was to develop 

pre and post knowledge tests specific to each workshop that was to be viewed and 

researched.  

This process required cooperation from the workshop instructors (and hosts) to 

provide information about the workshop content in advance. Four of the original seven 

workshop hosts failed to respond to requests for this information.  Two workshop 

instructors opted to provide workshop presentation information and suggested questions 

for the pre-test. As time allocated for data collection during the workshops was extremely 

limited, the pre/post tests were comprised of no more than 10 short answer questions. 

Pre/post tests were created by the researcher. The workshop instructors reviewed and 

approved the tests prior to use in the varied workshops. Questions provided from the two 

workshop instructors that created materials were used in their workshops in conjunction 

with researcher created questions.  

On the morning of the workshops in each testing situation, participants were 

given packets containing the study measures. On top of the measures were the study 

consent form for participants to read and sign. These measures included an athletic 

training self-efficacy measure (Appendix E), workshop content pre-test, workshop 

content posttest, and a workshop evaluation form. The pre and post tests were separated 

by a neon orange sheet of paper with the word STOP printed on it and specific 

information as to when the next set of measures should be completed at the conclusion of 

the workshop.  

At the beginning of each workshop, the instructors introduced the investigator and 

requested the participation of attendees. The research investigator remained in the back of 
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the presentation room to answer any participant questions regarding the study. As 

participants left the workshop, the participants returned the completed packets to the 

research investigator. The research investigator’s address was provided in the packet so 

that those participants who wished to do so could return the packets via the mail. 

Approximately two months after the workshop, participants were contacted via 

email and asked to complete an online questionnaire (see Appendix F). The questionnaire 

was created to identify transfer of training that had occurred as a result of the workshop. 

The questionnaire was administered through SNAP 9 Professional and hosted on a 

Florida Atlantic University server.  

When entering the online survey, participants were directed to a questionnaire 

specific to the workshop they attended. Participants were asked to reflect on what they 

learned at the workshop. Specifically, they were asked if they felt their performances had 

improved in areas relating to the topic of the workshop. In addition, participants were 

asked if they were using or planned on using materials received during the workshop. 

The final question on the survey asked the participants to provide an example of how 

they had been able to put what they learned from the workshop into action in their 

workplace.  

During the SNAP 9 Professional data collection process, data was stored on a 

secure server of the FAU office of the Institutional Effectiveness and Analysis and 

accessible to only selected staff within that office and the researcher (principal 

investigator). At the conclusion of the data collection, a copy of the data and aggregated 

results were provided to the principal investigator. The data was then stored on the 

computers of the principal investigator and co-investigators as well as the jump drives. 
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The data was then secured in a locked file cabinet in the investigator’s office. No effort 

was made at any time to identify individual respondents or report information provided 

by individuals.  

Measures 

 When studying self-efficacy, Bandura (1986) believed that the self-efficacy 

should be assessed by level, strength and generality. That is, the level of performance 

attainment and certainty of attaining the level should be assessed along with a general 

level of efficacy for the task. A wide variety of measures have been developed to measure 

self-efficacy as it is specific to the type of task and moment in time. While Bandura 

suggested that three dimensions be evaluated, most measures focus on the participant’s 

certainty of attaining a level. Bandura cautions that there is no one universal measure of 

self-efficacy and that self-efficacy scales must be designed around specific areas of 

interest. This process was problematic for this study as there have been no studies 

conducted in the field of athletic training that assessed continuing education self-efficacy. 

In fact, a comprehensive review of self-efficacy literature revealed that there have been 

no studies published within the helping professions that measured self-efficacy in regards 

to professional continuing education.  

 However, there have been numerous self-efficacy scales that have been used and 

validated in a variety of populations. In an effort to assist in the proper development of 

self-efficacy scales, Bandura (2006) created a guide for making self-efficacy scales. This 

guide provided detailed information on how to create a detailed measure specific for 

unique populations, content relevance and the proper phrasing of items. Using Bandura’s 

guide and research committee input, a specific self-efficacy measure was created for this 
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study following Bandura’s Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (Athletic Trainer Efficacy, 

Appendix E).  

 The researcher-created measure, the Athletic Trainer Efficacy, was used in this 

study. A factor analysis with a Varimax rotation was conducted for the researcher-created 

self-efficacy questionnaire, the Athletic Trainer Efficacy. The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin 

measure of sampling adequacy indicated that the sample was factorable (KMO=.767). 

Loadings less than .30 were excluded and revealed a two factor solution. Items that 

loaded onto factor one were associated with athletic training efficacy (knowledge/skills) 

and items that loaded onto factor two were associated with personal efficacy. The results 

of the factor analysis are consistent with the findings from similar instruments used in the 

teaching profession (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Please note that the small sample size used 

(n=54) may not allow replication and use of this measure in future research. Factor items 

and loadings can be seen in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Factor Items and Loads Resulting from Factor Analysis 

 
Items 

Factor 1 
Athletic Training Efficacy

Factor 2 
Personal Self-Efficacy 

Effort .802  
Training .606  
Adjusting .507  
Knowledge .582  
How to increase 
Get through to all 

 .616 
.584 

Education 
Workshops 

 .722 
.777 
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Technology: Ethical Implications 

 Since a portion of the proposed study’s data would be collected using a website, it 

was important to note the difficulties associated with using technology in the pursuit of 

data and other related information. Of foremost concern was maintaining participant 

anonymity and privacy. As Bassett and O’Riordan (2002) suggested, informed consent 

was obtained in the same manner as in a traditional study.  

In addition, the website SNAP 9 Professional was chosen to host the online 

survey based on this company’s ability to maintain privacy of the participants, maintain 

strict confidentiality of all data collected, and remain hacker safe. 

Analysis 

Statistical methods were used to identify the strength and direction of the 

relationship between athletic training efficacy and participants’ age, genders, degree 

attainment, and length of work experience. The relationship between personal self-

efficacy and participants’ age, gender, degree attainment, and length of work experience 

was also investigated. The relationship between perceived workshop training effectives 

and participants’ levels of efficacy (personal and athletic training) was also examined.  

In an effort to express the relationship between athletic training efficacy and 

participants’ age, gender, degree attainment, and length of work experience, a correlation 

coefficient was computed.  Specifically, the Pearson Product Moment Correlation 

analysis was used. This method was also chosen to express the relationship between 

personal self-efficacy and participants’ age, gender, degree attainment, and length of 

work experience. Pearson Product Moment Correlation was also used to express the 

relationship between efficacy levels and perceived workshop effectiveness. Qualitative 
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analysis was conducted on the raw data collected from the workshop evaluations and 

transfer of training questionnaires to describe the transfer of training that occurred. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter the purposes of the proposed study along with the research 

questions were reviewed. The proposed research design was discussed including 

participant selection, data collection and analysis. In addition, the creation of a measure 

specific to this study was discussed and the implications of using online technology were 

given. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Findings 

 The purpose of this study was threefold. The first purpose was to determine if the 

current education requirements in the field of athletic training were perceived by certified 

athletic trainers to be effective in increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities related to 

athletic training. The second purpose was to determine if a relationship existed between 

self-efficacy and perceived workshop training effectiveness of these individuals. The 

third purpose was to describe the transfer of training that resulted from continuing 

education workshops. 

Summary Data on Participants 

 A total of 258 survey packets were distributed. Of the distributed packets, 113 

were returned to the investigator. Of the packets that were returned, only 84 were 

completed in entirety. Participants that continued in the study and completed the second 

part of the data collection two months after the original collection date numbered 16.  

Data was collected at two different workshops (see Table 3 and Table 4 for workshop 

participants’ demographics). 
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 Table 3 
 
Workshop One: Participants’ Demographics 

  
 
Pseudonym 

 
 
Gender 

 
 
Age 

 
 
Ethnicity 

Work  
Experience  
(years) 

 
Degree 
Attained 

 

 Francine F 32 Caucasian 9 Bachelor  
 Jane F 41 Caucasian 3 Bachelor  
 Rose F 29 Other 4 Bachelor  
 Samantha F 24 Caucasian 2 Bachelor  
 Sadie F 22 Asian 0 Bachelor  
 Maggie F 30 Caucasian 7 Master  
 Elizabeth F 32 Caucasian 9 Master  
 Diva F 32 Caucasian 8 Master  
 Gloria F 29 Caucasian 3 Master  
 Nancy F 31 Caucasian 9 Master  
 Zandra F 45 Asian 22 Master  
 Dawn F 36 Caucasian 11 Master  
 Olive F 37 Asian 15 Master  
 Susan F 33 Caucasian 6 Master  
 Gail F 39 Caucasian 8 Master  
 Heidi F 32 Caucasian 9 Master  
 Allie F 36 Caucasian 14 Master  
 Wanda F 40 Caucasian 15 Doctorate  
 Claudia F 33 Hispanic 10 Doctorate  
 Wesley M 29 Caucasian 5 Bachelor  
 Mike M 34 Caucasian 8 Master  
 Don M 28 Caucasian 3 Master  
 Charlie M 34 Caucasian 10 Master  
 Ollie M 29 Caucasian 7 Master  
 Virgil M 45 Asian 14 Master  
 Joe M 44 Caucasian 20 Master  
 Ike M 50 Caucasian 25 Master  
 Leo M 27 Caucasian 5 Master  
 Elvis M 32 Caucasian 7 Master  
 Tank M 40 Caucasian 17 Doctorate  
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Table 4 
 
Workshop Two: Participants’ Demographics 

  
 
Pseudonym 

 
 
Gender 

 
 
Age

 
 
Ethnicity 

Work  
Experience 
(years) 

 
Degree 
Attained 

 

 Dot F 43 Caucasian 8 Bachelor  
 Jackie F 22 Caucasian 0 Bachelor  
 Hannah F 31 Caucasian 8 Bachelor  
 Nora F 24 Caucasian 1 Bachelor  
 Regina F 23 Caucasian 1 Bachelor  
 Zoe F 26 Caucasian 2 Bachelor  
 Joyce F 27 Caucasian 2 Bachelor  
 Tabitha F 23 Caucasian 2 Bachelor  
 Karen F 23 Caucasian 1 Bachelor  
 Opal F 24 Caucasian 1 Bachelor  
 Joan F 32 Other 9 Bachelor  
 Beth F 37 Caucasian 13 Master  
 Jenna F 25 Caucasian 3 Master  
 Kate F 36 Caucasian 11 Master  
 Dora F 52 Caucasian 28 Master  
 Carol F 37 Caucasian 15 Master  
 Ellie F 33 Caucasian 10 Master  
 Sally F 46 Caucasian 15 Master  
 Michelle F 46 Caucasian 21 Master  
 Cathy F 35 Caucasian 10 Master  
 Veronica F 27 Other 4 Master  
 Jennifer F 25 Caucasian 3 Master  
 Betty F 25 Caucasian 0 Master  
 Fran F 41 Caucasian 16 Master  
 Martha F 26 Caucasian 4 Master  
 Vanessa F 27 Caucasian 3 Master  
 Dana F 28 Caucasian 5 Master  
 Ann F 42 Caucasian 18 Master  
 Dee F 50 Caucasian 25 Master  
 Gilly F 32 African Amer 8 Master  
 Jill F 27 Caucasian 4 Master  
 Mandy F 25 African Amer 2 Master  
 Tara F 37 Caucasian 14 Master  
 Monique F 41 Caucasian 18 Master  
 Fern F 34 Caucasian 12 Doctorate  
 Toni F  45 Caucasian 17 Bachelor  
 Jim M 22 Caucasian 0 Bachelor  
 Neil M 23 African Amer 0 Bachelor  
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Table 4 (continued) 
 

  
 
Pseudonym 

 
 
Gender 

 
 
Age 

 
 
Ethnicity 

Work  
Experience 
(years) 

 
Degree 
Attained 

 

 Roland M 28 Caucasian 5 Bachelor  
 Ben M 30 Caucasian 5 Bachelor  
 Roger M 44 Caucasian 21 Bachelor  
 Carl M 33 Caucasian 10 Master  
 Carlos M 35 Caucasian 13 Master  
 Fred M 61 Caucasian 30 Master  
 Matt M 50 Caucasian 27 Master  
 Ralph M 34 Caucasian 13 Master  
 Art M 37 Caucasian 8 Master  
 Bob M 34 Caucasian 11 Master  
 John M 34 Caucasian 10 Master  
 Quark M 29 Hispanic 4 Master  
 Walt M 32 Caucasian 9 Master  
 Ken M 33 Caucasian 11 Doctorate  
 Jack  M 38 Caucasian 15 Doctorate  
 Hank M 46 Caucasian 21 Doctorate  

 

Total participant numbers by gender were 29 males and 55 females. By age 

group, there were 29 participants between the ages of 20 and 29, 35 participants were 

between the ages of 30 and 39, and 29 were age 40 or older. Participants also indicated 

the amount of time (in years) they have been certified athletic trainers. The breakdown of 

this category included 30 participants certified for 5 or less years, 23 participants were 

certified for six to ten years, and 31 participants had been certified for eleven years or 

longer. 

 Looking at the ethnicity of participants, 72 participants indicated they were 

Caucasian, three indicated they were African American, four were Asian, two Hispanic, 

and three indicated that they were Other. No participants indicated their ethnicity as 

Native American. 



   

42  

 Looking at participant degree attainment, 23 participants stated that the highest 

degree they had obtained was a Bachelor’s degree. Participants who earned a Master’s 

degree totaled 54. Seven indicated that their highest degree was a Doctorate.  

Workshop Effectiveness 

 The first purpose of this study was to determine if the current education 

requirements in the field of athletic training were perceived by certified athletic trainers 

to be effective in increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities related to athletic training. 

Means and standard deviations were calculated for all workshop evaluation elements. The 

results are reflected in Table 5. Those items with a mean above 3.5 were deemed to be 

perceived as effective by workshop participants.  The characteristics of the workshops 

were perceived to be more effective than the methods used to conduct the workshops. 

Table 5  
 
Effectiveness of Continuing Education Units as Perceived by Certified Athletic Trainers 
in Select Workshops 

 Mean    SD 
Workshop Characteristics 
Program was relevant 
Program was effective 

 
4.38 
4.27 

 
  .693 
  .827 

Organization of the event 
Delivery format 
Content was relevant 
Handouts will help implement 

4.29 
4.11 
4.37 
4.02 

  .800 
  .878 
  .690 
1.041 

 
Workshop Methods 
Effective lecture 

 
 

3.88 

 
 
  .974 

Effective demonstration 3.44 1.186 
Effective practice 2.37 1.511 

 
When looking at the individual responses of the 84 participants, it was revealed 

that 20.2% of all participants perceived the workshops as being very effective (mean 

score of 4.50 or higher), 46.4% perceived the workshops as being effective (mean 
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between 3.50 and 4.49), and 33.3% perceived the workshops as not effective (mean 

below 3.50). Table 6 illustrates the difference in perceptions by participant demographics. 

Table 6 

Perceived Workshop Effectiveness by Participant’s Age, Gender, Ethnicity, Work 
Experience, and Degree Attainment 

 Very Effective Effective Not Effective Total 
Age     
20-29 years 8 12 9 29 
30-39 years 4 21 10 35 
40+ years 5 6 9 20 
Total 17 39 28 84 
 
Gender 

 
 

   

Male 7 10 12 29 
Female 10 29 16 55 
Total 17 39 28 84 
     
Ethnicity     
Caucasian 14 33 25 72 
African Am 1 1 1 3 
Asian 1 1 2 4 
Hispanic 0 2 0 2 
Native Am 0 0 0 0 
Other 1 2 0 3 
Total 17 39 28 84 
     
Work 
Experience 

    

0-5 years 7 14 9 30 
6-10 years 4 15 4 23 
11+ years 6 10 15 31 
Total 17 39 28 84 
     
Degree     
Bachelor’s 3 12 8 23 
Master’s 14 23 17 54 
Doctorate 0 4 3 7 
Total 17 39 28 84 

 
 In order to address the second purpose of the study, it was essential to examine 

the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and perceived workshop training 

effectiveness. The following subsections addressed these research questions: 
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Research Question 1. What is the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy  

and participants’ ages, genders, ethnicities, degree attainment, and length of work  

experience?  

Research Question 2. What is the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy  

and perceived workshop training effectiveness? 

Self-Efficacy 

 One of the research questions posed in this study was whether there was a 

difference in athletic trainers’ self-efficacy depending upon participants’ ages, genders, 

ethnicities, degree attainment, and length of work experience. The relationship between 

each of these categories was investigated and the findings were presented below. Please 

note that all data was self reported on questionnaires handed out during the initial data 

collection period in each workshop. 

Table 7 Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and Age 

presents the age categories of participants and the number of participants in each group 

that were characterized as either having high or low personal self-efficacy and athletic 

training efficacy. Please note that the dichotomized data is shown for illustrative 

purposes. The analysis was conducted using the full range values. There was not a 

significant relationship between participants’ ages and reported athletic training efficacy, 

r (82) = -.07, p >.05, or personal self efficacy, r (82) = -.05, p >.05.  
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Table 7 

Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and Age 

  

Personal Self-Efficacy

 

 

 

Athletic Training Efficacy 

Age High Low Total High Low 

20-29 years  26 3 29 26 3 

30-39 years 28 7 35 26 9 

40 + years 19 1 20 16 4 

Total 73 11 84 68 16 

 

 Table 8 Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and 

Gender presents the number of males and females that were characterized as either 

having high or low personal self-efficacy and athletic training efficacy. Please note that 

the dichotomized data is shown for illustrative purposes. The analysis was conducted 

using the full range values. There was not a significant relationship between gender and 

athletic training efficacy, r (82) = .12, p > .05, nor between gender and personal self-

efficacy, r (82) = .04, p > .05. 
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Table 8 

Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and Gender 

  

Personal Self-Efficacy

 

 

 

Athletic Training Efficacy 

Gender High Low Total High Low 

Male  25 4 29 24 5 

Female 48 7 55 44 11 

Total 73 11 84 68 16 

 

 Participant ethnicity, personal self-efficacy, and athletic training efficacy were 

presented in Table 9 Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and 

Ethnicity. As illustrated in Table 9, there was an insufficient variation of participants to 

determine if a relationship existed between levels of efficacy and participant ethnicity. 
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Table 9 

Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and Ethnicity  

  

Personal Self-Efficacy

 

 

 

Athletic Training Efficacy 

Ethnicity High Low Total High Low 

Caucasian  62 10 72 58 14 

African Am 3 0 3 3 0 

Asian 3 1 4 3 1 

Hispanic 2 0 2 2 0 

Native Am 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 3 0 3 2 1 

Total 73 11 84 68 16 

 

 Participant levels of personal self-efficacy and athletic training efficacy 

categorized by length of work experience (as measured by number of years certified) was 

illustrated in Table 10 Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, 

and Work Experience. Please note that the dichotomized data is shown for illustrative 

purposes. The analysis was conducted using the full range values. There was no 

significant relationship found between participants work experience and athletic training 

efficacy, r (82) = -.10, p >.05, and personal self-efficacy, r (82) = -.07, p >.05. 
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Table 10 

Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and Work Experience 

  

Personal Self-Efficacy

 

 

 

Athletic Training Efficacy 

Work Exp High Low Total High Low 

0-5 years  27 3 30 27 3 

6-10 years 17 6 23 15 8 

11+ years 29 2 31 26 5 

Total 73 11 84 68 16 

 

Participant levels of personal self-efficacy and athletic training efficacy in relation 

to degree attainment were presented in Table 11 Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, 

Athletic Training Efficacy, and Degree Attainment. There was no significant differences 

between participant degree attainment and athletic training efficacy, r (82) = -.08, p >.05, 

or personal self-efficacy, r (82) = -.01, p >.05. 
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Table 11 

Participant’s Personal Self-Efficacy, Athletic Training Efficacy, and Degree Attainment 

  

Personal Self-Efficacy

 

 

 

Athletic Training Efficacy 

Degree High Low Total High Low 

Bachelor’s  21 2 23 19 4 

Master’s 47 7 54 43 11 

Doctorate 5 2 7 6 1 

Total 73 11 84 68 16 

 

 
Relationship of Self-Efficacy and Perceived Workshop Training Effectiveness 

 The second research question investigated in this study was the relationship 

between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and perceived workshop training effectiveness. 

Perceived workshop training effectiveness was determined by scoring a workshop 

evaluation questionnaire that was completed by participants immediately following the 

continuing education workshop they attended. There was no significant relationship 

between the perceptions of workshop effectiveness and athletic trainer efficacy, r (82) = -

.12, p >.05. Nor was there a significant relationship between perceptions of workshop 

effectiveness and personal self-efficacy levels, r (82) = -.21, p >.05. 
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Transfer of Training 

 The third purpose of this study was to describe the transfer of training that 

resulted from continuing education workshops. To do so, a third research question was 

addressed: 

 Research Question 3. What workplace experiences demonstrate transfer of  

 training for certified athletic trainers engaged in a continuing education program? 

The observed characteristics of the continuing education workshop can be seen in Table 

12. As part of the researcher’s role, the researcher kept a journal of observations related 

to desirable characteristics for continuing education workshops that were noted in the 

literature. When one or more of the elements were present in the observed workshop, the 

researcher kept a tally of the occurrence. The following table summarizes the themes that 

appeared to take place in workshop 1 and workshop 2. Neither workshop addressed all 

the elements. Workshop 2 did address more of the elements noted in the literature as 

desirable. Neither workshop appeared to focus on assessment of prior or post training 

which was suggested in literature review and present in theories presented. 
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Table 12 

Continuing Education Workshop Characteristics 

 

Desirable Characteristics Identified in Literature 

Wkshp 

1 

Wkshp 

2 

Training replicated real life setting (Holding, 1965) No No 

Trainings focused on specific principles (Goldstein, 1986) Yes Yes 

Reflection of workplace in training content (Yamnill & 
McLean, 2001) 

Yes Yes 

Specification on how/where training can be applied 
 

Yes Yes 

Over learned task during training 
 

No No 

Present task in procedural format  No Yes 

Assesses area trainees are knowledgeable No No 

Ensure trainees understood basic principles No No 

Practice in different situations No No 

Application of training to participants situations No No 

 

Perceived Workshop Strengths 

 When asked to describe the strengths of the continuing education workshops, 

participant’s responses focused on the presentation, instructor, and workshop content. 

Figure 4 illustrates the themes that emerged from the responses. 
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Videos (3) 
PowerPoint slides (10)   Format    Presentation 
Length of presentation (2) 
Examples given (7) 
Details/explanation level (7) 
 
 
 
Research experience (3)   Credibility 
Knowledge (11) 
 
          Instructor 
Confidence of speaker (1) 
Speed of talk (3) 
Good speaker (7)    Characteristics 
Easy to listen to/understand (5) 
Enthusiastic/passionate/engaging (4) 
 
 
 
Introduction to topic (3) 
Relevant topic (13) 
Evaluation tips given (1)   Content   Content 
Injuries/pathology (3) 
Application of material (4) 
 
Figure 4. Strengths of continuing education workshops based on perceptions of workshop 
participants. 
 

Presentation.  Almost all participants stated strengths related to the presentation. 

These strengths were classified as presentation format strengths and included items such 

as the organization of material, PowerPoint slides, and the examples given. In regards to 

the organization of material, Jenna stated that “the organization and flow of presentation 

all made sense.” Matt and Lisa echoed similar beliefs about the workshop organization, 

both stating that it was well organized and easy to follow. 
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 Participants also indicated that the layout of the PowerPoint slides was very 

appealing, with ten participants providing responses directly related to this format. 

Martha stated that the “information on the screen was clear and easy to read.” Maggie 

thought that “the slides were very basic and easy to understand…provided good visual 

support.” Sally and Jennifer also stated that the slides were “good” and that photos shown 

were excellent. Vanessa simply stated that it “was an excellent PowerPoint presentation.” 

 Three participants stated that they thought the use of videos was a strength in a 

workshop. Charlie though the videos were “excellent” and tied together the points of the 

presentation together nicely. Samantha agreed with Charlie and stated that the “use of 

videos to illustrate the techniques was [beneficial] in this [setting].” 

 Two participants believed that the length of the workshop presentations assisted 

them in learning the material. Jennifer thought that “a lot of material was covered in a 

short amount of time” and that in that time, she received a “good framework for 

application [of course material].” 

 Seven participants felt that the level of explanation and detail provided in the 

workshop was a strength. Betty thought that “the language was good and not too 

technical.” Jill also thought “[the speaker] didn’t give an anatomy or statistical research 

based presentation which was nice.” Dee stated that “the language was good and not too 

technical but clinically relevant.” 

Instructor. Thirty five of the participants indicated strengths of the workshop that 

related to the workshop instructor. Specifically these strengths were related to the 

instructors’ perceived credibility and personal characteristics. 
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 Three participants believed that the instructor’s research experience was a 

strength of the workshops. John stated that the “[instructors] background with [studies 

related to course content] and [instructors] research being so long standing” was a “huge 

strength” of the workshop. Joyce enjoyed it when her instructor “provided some 

background knowledge [about topic] and relayed personal experiences” during the 

presentation. 

 Eleven participants stated that they perceived the workshop instructors to be very 

knowledgeable about the workshop topics. Interestingly, all eleven participants simply 

stated that the speaker was knowledgeable, but did not provide additional information as 

to why they came to this conclusion. 

 The personal characteristics of the instructors were listed by eighteen of the 

participants as being a strength of the workshop they attended. Among these 

characteristics were how the “speaker conducted himself with confidence” and the 

instructor’s clear speaking voices. Five participants thought their instructors were easy to 

listen to and as a result, easy to understand. Another four participants thought that the 

instructors were passionate and engaging speakers. Jennifer thought that her instructor 

was “engaging and knowledgeable” and Jack thought the same instructor was “motivated 

and had enthusiasm for the topic”. Tabitha had a similar impression of the workshop 

instructor and sated “[instructor] was passionate about the subject.” Seven other 

participants also stated that the instructors were good/great, but did not provide additional 

insight as to why they thought this. 

 Content. Eighteen participants stated that some aspect of the workshop content 

was a strength. Thirteen stated that the content was relevant and applicable to their work 
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settings. Monique stated that “the information presented was relevant to things and issues 

encountered with track and field athletes.” Much like the quote provided by Dee earlier, 

Michelle stated that the information was “clinically relevant.” 

 Other strengths related to workshop content included information on injuries and 

pathology. Carl stated he received “great information on [body part].” Interestingly, as a 

strength of the program, Mandy stated “The overall program was a good introduction to 

[topic]” but she went on to say “I just was already familiar with the information 

presented.”  As this quote suggests, there were some limitations and barriers to learning 

participants encountered at the workshops. The following section will present these 

barriers. 

Limitations/Barriers 

 Participants listed several limitations of the workshops that served as barriers to 

the transfer of workshop training. These limitations (as illustrated in Figure 5) are related 

to the workshop format as well as the limited information that was provided. Each of 

these will now be examined in closer detail. 
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Increase workshop length (9) 
 
 
Unable to hear instructor (7)   
Instructor spoke too fast (1)   Environmental     Workshop Format 
Time of workshop (3) 
Refreshments (1) 
 
More speakers (1) 
More question answer (1)   Learning Styles 
More videos (2) 
 
 
 
 
Examples (6)            
Injury Evaluation (7)    Lack of Information    Lack of Information 
Equipment (6)      
Research (3) 
 
Figure 5. Limitations and barriers of continuing education workshops. 
 

Workshop format. Within the workshop format category participants listed 

workshop limitations that focused on the actual delivery of the workshop and the 

workshop environment. In regards to workshop delivery, two participants stated that they 

would have better understood the material presented if they received handouts prior to the 

start of the workshop. Jackie stated that “handouts prior to the workshop” would have 

aided her in following the instructor during the workshop. 

Seventeen participants stated that they would have preferred their workshops to 

offer a hands-on segment where they could practice the information being presented. 

Roland stated that “a hands-on interactive portion would reinforce the techniques 

[presented].” Veronica stated that “hands on evaluation of running style and mechanics” 
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would have assisted her in learning the workshop material and would also aid her in 

applying the material in the future. Jane stated that she would have preferred “hands-on” 

time but recognized that “it is limited in this setting.” 

Another commonly stated limitation of the workshops was the workshop length. 

More specifically, nine participants felt that the workshops were too brief and would have 

preferred more time in the workshops. Jim requested additional time because “the longer 

the workshop, the more issues could be addressed” while Claudia thought “a little more 

time would have helped [understand the material].” 

 Environmental limitations of the workshop included difficulty hearing the 

instructors with seven participants stating that it was difficult to hear the presenter, the 

sound system was muffled, and that a louder microphone would have allowed them to 

understand what was going on in the workshop. Other environmental limitations included 

the time of day the workshop was scheduled. Roger requested that the workshop “time be 

moved to later in the day.” Mike would have preferred to have the workshop moved so 

that it was not in conflict with other events taking place. Regina illustrated her frustration 

with the workshop time by stating “7am, seriously?” 

 The learning styles of participants also limited the effectiveness of the workshops, 

with four participants requesting additional presentation formats including increasing the 

number of instructors, allowing for more question/answer time, and the use of audio-

visual material. 

 Lack of information. Eighteen participants all felt that the workshops they 

attended were limited in information and had specific requests for additional information. 

Six stated that they would have learned more if more examples were provided by the 
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instructors. Ann thought that by bringing “in [equipment] to demonstrate and maybe have 

a model” would better help her understand the workshop material. Carlos agreed with 

Ann and stated that “bring in [equipment] to visually show the problems [that were 

discussed].” Seven participants stated they would have benefited from more instruction 

on injury evaluation during the workshop. All seven participants stated that they would 

have benefited from more information about one of the evaluation techniques presented. 

Three participants stated that they wanted more research presented in the workshops 

about the workshop topics. 

Success Stories 

When asked to share a success story that resulted from the workshop training, six 

participants reported that the workshop material resulted in a higher level of care to their 

athletes. An example on one such success story was given by Jim who has been a 

certified athletic trainer for less than 5 years. He states that  

I have a [athlete] who has been suffering from "shin splints" for the past year.  I 

was able to use what I learned at this workshop to pick out a pair of shoes that 

were more appropriate for her feet than the court shoes and trainers the team had 

been given.  She loves her new shoes and had a decrease in shin pain!  

Two participants reported that the workshop they attended were ineffective, and 

that they were disappointed with the information conveyed. Elizabeth stated that “I was 

unsatisfied with this workshop and don’t think I got any information that I could put to 

use.” Francine echoed Elizabeth’s dissatisfaction when she stated 

 I felt that the course did not allow nor facilitate effective learning or  
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acquisition of the [workshop material] described and demonstrated.  It is my 

opinion and experience that [these techniques] are best learned through hands on 

demonstration and feedback and cannot be effectively learned through passive 

lecture techniques. As a result, I was unable to acquire any skills that I could use 

and feel comfortable implementing.  

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter presented study participant demographic information including the 

breakdown of participants by gender, age, ethnicity, work experience, and degree 

attainment. The participants’ perceptions of workshop effectiveness were reported, and 

the results of quantitative analysis were presented. Themes in perceived workshop 

strengths and barriers were presented along with transfer of training success stories 

provided by participants. Discussion of the results, recommendations, applied 

implications, and directions for future research were presented in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5 
 

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

Summary 
 

The purpose of this study was to determine if continuing education workshops are 

perceived by certified athletic trainers as being effective in increasing the knowledge, 

skills, and abilities related to the field of athletic training. The workshop characteristics 

measured on the workshop evaluation were perceived by the participants as being 

effective in increasing their knowledge, skills, and abilities. Overall, the workshops were 

perceived as very effective by 20.2% of participants, effective by 46.4% of participants, 

and not effective by 33.3% of participants. 

The study also addressed if there was a relationship between athletic trainers’ self-

efficacy and participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, degree attainment, and length of work 

experience. There were no significant relationships found between these variables. 

 In addition, the relationship between athletic trainers’ self-efficacy and perceived 

workshop training effectiveness was investigated. No significant relationship was found 

between these variables. 

It is important to note that the small sample size, 84 certified athletic trainers out 

of a potential 31,000 certified athletic trainers in the United States, does not allow for the 

generalization of these findings. This small sample size represented findings from 

selected workshops. 
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To address the final purpose of this study, transfer of training experiences were 

examined. In the majority of cases reported, successful transfer had taken place. Due to 

low response, qualitative comments were limited and not generalizable, but for this 

study’s population, did extend the information reflected in the quantitative analysis.  

Conclusions 

 In this study, the findings reflected those of the previous pilot study conducted to 

test instrumentation on a sample, but representative, group of athletic trainers: 1) the 

program was relevant to participants’ professional goals (n = 84, M = 4.38, SD = .693); 2) 

the program was effective for their professional growth (n = 84, M = 4.27, SD = .827 ); 3) 

the organization of the event did facilitate their learning (n = 84, M = 4.29, SD = .800); 4) 

the delivery format did facilitate their learning (n = 84, M = 4.11, SD = .878 ); 5) the 

content was relevant to their work (n = 84, M = 4.37, SD = .690; and, 6) the program 

materials and handouts will help the participants implement the program in their work 

settings (n = 84, M = 4.02, SD = 1.041). However, it is important to note that the overall 

perception of 33.3% of the participants was that the workshops were not effective in 

increasing their knowledge, skills, and abilities. Since no previous studies have examined 

these parameters there are no comparisons for these findings. 

Athletic Training Efficacy and Self-Efficacy 

 No significant relationships were found between efficacy scores and participant 

demographic information (participants’ age, gender, ethnicity, degree attainment, and 

length of work experience). While no previous studies examined the relationship of these 

variables in the field of athletic training, studies from the field of teaching do lend 

support to the current findings. Coladarci and Brenton (1997) conducted a study on 



   

62  

teacher self-efficacy and found a significant correlation between participant age and 

teaching efficacy. While this correlation was significant, it was also considered to be a 

weak correlation. Bandura (1997) argued that self-efficacy cannot correlate with a 

person’s age because there is variance in how people live their lives. Just because a 

person adds years to their lives, that does not mean they become more efficacious. In fact, 

Bandura indicates that as a person ages, there are increased threats to self-efficacy based 

on elements such as loss of memory and physical functions. Tschannen-Moran and 

Woolfolk-Hoy (2002) examined teacher self-efficacy and their findings supported 

Bandura in that no significant relationships were found between participants’ ages and 

self-efficacy scores.  

Intuitively, it makes sense that the longer a person is certified and gaining 

experience in the field, the more confident they should become in their abilities. 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy’s 2002 study found significant differences in self-

efficacy between novice and experienced teachers and supported the earlier findings of 

Tsui (1995) regarding teaching experience and self-efficacy. A more recent study 

conducted in 2007 by Penrose, Perry, and Ball found a significant correlation between 

teacher experience and efficacy, yet there were no significant relationships between 

gender and self-efficacy or with age and self-efficacy.  

Perceived Workshop Effectiveness 

In other professions, it has been found that self-efficacy increases training 

motivation and is associated with training performance (Cheng & Ho, 2001). 

Interestingly, in this study, there was not a significant relationships found between self-

efficacy and perceived workshop effectiveness.  
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Transfer of Training 

 As discussed previously, Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) model of training transfer 

indicates three categories of factors that affect the transfer of training. These categories 

are training inputs, training outputs, and conditions of transfer. In this study, the training 

inputs of trainee and workshop design were measured along with the training outputs and 

conditions of transfer. Trainee inputs include participants’ personal efficacy, athletic 

training efficacy, length of work experience, and degree attainment.  

Workshop design included the observations as found on Table 12 Continuing 

Education Workshop Characteristics. The importance of workshop design was illustrated 

in participants’ comments regarding the strengths and limitations of the workshops. 

Workshop characteristics cited in the literature as desirable for the transfer of training 

were indeed cited by participants as either strengths of the workshops (content relevant to 

work setting) or areas that needed improvement (hands on practice of techniques/ 

immediate application of material). 

The third input indicated on Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) model was work 

environment. This input was not investigated in the current study. The learning and 

retention training output was measured by the pre and post-test knowledge tests 

conducted at the workshops. Future studies may address this input in an attempt to verify 

or refute Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) model. 

Finally, generalization and maintenance section of the condition of transfer was 

measured by participant responses on the transfer of training questionnaire. The success 

stories provided by participants two months after attending the workshop do indicate that 

there is some level of training transfer from continuing education workshops. There can 
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be no better example of workshop success than the participant who was able to utilize the 

knowledge he gained at the workshop to finally find an answer to the pain his athlete was 

experiencing for over a year. He stated  

I have a college [sport] player who has been suffering from "shin splints" for the  

past year.  I was able to use what I learned at this workshop to pick out a pair of  

shoes that were more appropriate for her feet than the court shoes and trainers the  

team had been given.  She loves her new shoes and had a decrease in shin pain!  

Recommendations 

1. Assess workshop participants’ learning styles and existing knowledge prior to 

finalizing workshop content. In this study, neither learning styles nor participant 

knowledge was assessed by instructors prior to the workshop. Adult learning 

literature indicates that adults are self directed in learning and that they have 

preferred learning styles. As indicated by participant responses in this study, 

athletic trainers attending continuing education workshops would benefit from 

taking these assessments and allowing their results to be used to modify the 

workshop content and delivery method to better meet their needs as adult learners. 

2. Encourage participants to learn more about workshop topics prior to the day of 

the workshop. This could be achieved by providing a suggested reading list or 

giving a brief assignment to be completed prior to the workshop that relates to the 

workshop content. Participants that are able to explore the topic prior to the 

workshop are better able to identify areas within the topic that they have interest 

in and may want to learn more about at the workshop. 
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3. Workshop instructors would benefit from receiving training on how to engage an 

audience and appeal to adult learners. As this study’s participants stated, 

instructor characteristics such as passion for the subject, engaging presentation 

style, and presenting a clear and concise presentation all impacted the transfer of 

training. 

4. Design continuing education workshops to encourage the transfer of training. 

Research has indicated that there is little value in trainings that cannot be 

immediately applied. A large number of participants in the current study stated 

that they would have preferred a hands-on segment in the workshops so that they 

could use and practice the techniques being presented. Additional consideration 

should be given to managing workshop size to allow for greater interaction of 

participants with instructors which may allow greater discussion on how materials 

can be applied directly to participants’ current work settings. 

5. Qualitatively investigate the continuing education workshop participants’ transfer 

of training. The gathering of thick, rich data would allow investigators to better 

understand the key elements necessary to design a continuing education workshop 

that would be perceived as being effective by athletic trainers and that does result 

in the transfer of training. 

6. Compare and contrast the workshop strength responses of participants that viewed 

the training as effective versus ineffective. 

7. Compare and contrast the workshop limitation/barrier responses of participants 

that viewed the training as effective versus ineffective. 
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Applied Implications 

 Unfortunately, with success there is often failure. Difference in learning styles 

may be a possible explanation as to why some participants perceived the workshops to be 

ineffective and “a waste of time.” These differences in perceptions illustrate the key 

implication for the field; continuing education opportunities need to be offered in a 

variety of formats so athletic trainers can chose to go to a format that is best in line with 

their preferred learning style and increase the transfer of training. 

 In addition, studies have found that high levels of self-efficacy are related to an 

increase in performance and that increasing athletic training efficacy prior to participation 

in a training program may improve the learning outcomes (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 

2000; Frayne & Geringer, 2000). Perhaps a brief exercise designed to increase self-

efficacy prior to the start of a continuing education workshop would significantly 

increase the transfer of training.  

Future Research Directions 

There are many difficulties associated with studying the topic of continuing 

education in athletic training. Foremost is limited access to athletic training continuing 

education programs and the limited number of participants in these programs. Additional 

studies need to address the perceptions of workshop hosts and why they opt to participate 

and not participate in research endeavors related to the workshop trainings. Out of 36 

workshop hosts that were contacted, representing approximately 180 NATA approved 

workshops, only three workshop hosts agreed to participate in this study. Due to the 

restrictions placed by the third host, data collection was limited to 2 workshops. 
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Perhaps the best method of investigating the transfer of training and the role self-

efficacy plays in the transfer would be to design a continuing education workshop that 

incorporates self-efficacy interventions, obtain BOC approval, and present that workshop. 

Using this method, the researcher is assured access to participants and the ability to 

implement various data collection strategies to further test the efficiencies of training 

methodology to assure comprehension and application.   

 No previous research had been conducted in the field of athletic training to 

evaluate whether the required continuing education credits were successful in increasing 

athletic trainers’ knowledge, skills and abilities. Previous studies had identified that 

athletic trainers do experience high levels of stress related to the time demands of the 

profession, and a pilot study revealed that athletic trainers do cite time demands as a 

limitation of continuing education workshops. Quantitative and qualitative methods in 

this study revealed stress as a recurring theme in the profession of athletic training. 

Future studies may wish to garner additional information on the relationship of the time 

and stress demands on the athletic trainer and his or her ability to attend and then apply 

CEU sanctioned training. 

The purpose of this study was to determine if athletic trainers perceive continuing 

education workshops to be effective, if there was a relationship between self-efficacy and 

perceived workshop effectiveness, and to describe the transfer of training that results 

from continuing education workshops. The results of the study illustrated the need for 

continuing education instructors to focus on creating workshops that meet the needs of 

the adult population they serve. That is, the learning styles and previous knowledge of 

participants, workshop delivery format, and relevancy of workshop material were 
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important factors related to the successful transfer of workshop training. Other 

considerations for the development of effective continuing education workshops included 

allowing time for hands-on practice sessions and using multiple delivery methods to 

appeal to all learning styles of participants. 
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Appendix A  
 

Pilot Study Interview Guide 
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 I am a graduate student at Florida Atlantic University conducting research in the area of 
adult learning and continuing education.  I will be asking you to respond to some 
questions and talk about continuing education in the field of athletic training. All of your 
responses will be kept confidential, and you will have a chance to check the transcript of 
what you said for accuracy. Would you mind if I tape record our conversation so I can go 
back and check the accuracy of my notes? The consent form gives your permission for 
the interview.  As you read it, please feel free to ask any questions you may have. [Pause, 
then continue after form is signed.] 

 
1. How long have you worked as an athletic trainer? 
2. In what type of organization are you currently working? 
3. What are some of your job responsibilities? For example, which teams and how many 

athletes are under your supervision?  
4. What do you think the purpose is of requiring continuing education credits for athletic 

trainers? 
5. Do you currently have any continuing education units? 
6. Are you pursuing any continuing education units right now? 

a. Why? 
b. Why not? 

7. Have you submitted your continuing education credits to athletic training Board of 
Certification for the 2003-2005 reporting period yet? 

a. Why? 
b. Why not? 

8. Approximately how many credits have you earned and/or plan on earning in each of the 
following categories: 

a. Approved Provider 
b. Professional Development 
c. Post-certification university coursework 
d. Emergency cardiac care 
e. Individualized options 

9. According to athletic training Board of Certification, the purpose of requiring continuing 
education credits is to “insure individuals stay current in the field of athletic training” and 
that the credits “must focus on increasing knowledge, skills, and abilities related to the 
practice of athletic training.” Have the continuing education credits you taken been 
effective in meeting this goal? 

10. How can current continuing education programs/requirements be improved to better meet 
your needs? 

11. What are some of the barriers you face when pursuing continuing education credits? 
12. Are you planning to continue working as an athletic trainer? 
13. Do you plan to maintain your athletic training certification even if you do not plan to 

work in the field (of athletic training)? 
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Appendix B 
 

IRB Approval 
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Appendix C 
 

IRB Approved Participant Consent Form 
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Appendix D 
 

Workshop Evaluation Form 
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Athletic Training Workshop Evaluation 
 

No names are required.  Form is anonymous. 
 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by circling the appropriate 
response at the right of each statement. If there are no choices to circle, please write in your answer. 
 
1. What is your gender? Male  Female 
 
2. What is your age?  
  
3. What is your ethnicity (race)? White/Caucasian    Black/African American
 Hispanic/Latino Asian    Native American  Other 
 
4. How long have you had your athletic training certification? 
 
5. How many CEUs have you earned for the current reporting period? 
 
6.  What is the highest degree you have obtained (Bachelors, Masters, Doctorate)? 
 
Please indicate to what degree you agree with the following statements: 

(5 Strongly Agree to 1 Strongly Disagree) 
 
1.  The program is relevant to my professional goals.                               5  4  3  2  1 
 
2.  The program was effective for my professional growth.                       5  4  3  2  1 
 
3.  The organization of the event facilitated my learning.                          5  4  3  2  1 
 
4.  The delivery format facilitated my learning.                                          5  4  3  2  1 
 
5.  The content was relevant to my work.     5  4  3  2  1 
 
6.  The program materials, handouts will help me implement                      5  4  3  2  1  
      the program in my work setting. 
 
Please indicate to what degree you feel the following methods were effective in 
teaching about the workshop material: (5 Very Effective to 1 Very Ineffective) 
 
1. Specialized techniques/manipulations/procedures presented (lecture) 5  4  3  
2  1  
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2. Specialized techniques/manipulations/procedures demonstrated  5  4  3  
2  1  
 
3. Specialized techniques/manipulates/procedures practice sessions 
 5  4  3  2  1 
     (hands on activities) 
 
Please answer the following: 
 
1.  The strength of the program was (comment on speakers, location, timing, etc.) 
 
 
 
2.  To improve the program, I suggest…. 
 
 
 
3.  I would like to know more about….. 
 
 
 
As a follow-up to this program, please… (suggest other training needed) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Once you have completed this survey, please return it to Sarah Reed before leaving 
the workshop. 
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Appendix E 
 

Athletic Trainer Efficacy 
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A number of statements about organizations, people, and athletic training are presented below. The purpose 
is to gather information regarding the actual attitudes of athletic trainers concerning these statements. There 
are no correct or incorrect answers. We are interested only in your frank opinions. Your responses will 
remain confidential. 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by circling the appropriate 
response at the right of each statement. 
 
KEY: 1=Strongly Agree 2=Moderately Agree 3=Agree slightly more than disagree 
4=Disagree slightly more than agree 5=Moderately Disagree 6=Strongly Disagree 
 
1. When an athlete/patient does better than usual, many times it is because I exerted a little  1 2 3 4 5 6 
extra effort.  
 
2. I have enough training to deal with almost any problem.      1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
3. When an athlete/patient is having difficulty with a task, I am usually able to adjust it to  1 2 3 4 5 6 
his/her level. 
 
4. Athletic trainers are not a very powerful influencer on athlete/patient achievement when 1 2 3 4 5 6 
all factors are considered. 
 
5. When the performance of my athletes/patients improve, it is usually because I found  1 2 3 4 5 6 
more effective approaches. 
 
6. If an athlete/patient masters a new concept quickly, this might be because I knew  1 2 3 4 5 6 
the necessary steps in teaching that concept. 
 
7. If a athlete/patient did not remember information I gave in a previous session, I would  1 2 3 4 5 6 
know how to increase his/her retention in the next session. 
 
8. Even an athletic trainer with good abilities may not reach many athletes/patients.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
9. If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated athlete/patient. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
10. When it comes right down to it, an athletic trainer really can't do much because most of a   1 2 3 4 5 6 
athlete/patient’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment. 
 
11. My formal education in athletic training (degree program) has given me the necessary  1 2 3 4 5 6 
skills to be an effective athletic trainer. 
 
12. Continuing education workshops in the field of athletic training have given me the necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Skills to be an effective athletic trainer. 
 
 
 
 

1 From Woolfolk, A. E., & Hoy, W. K. (1990). Prospective teachers' sense of efficacy and beliefs about 
control.Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 81-91. Originally based on the Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by 
S.Gibson & M. Dembo (1984). Teacher Efficacy: a construct validation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 
569-582. 
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Appendix F 
 

Transfer of Training Questionnaire 
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Transfer of Training Questionnaire 
What is transfer of training? It may be defined as using the knowledge and 
skills acquired to improve your job performance and enhance adult 
students' learning. Please think about the workshop [Name of Workshop] 
you attended [Date and Location]. With that workshop in mind, please 
answer the following questions. 
 
As a result of the workshop you attended… 
With 1 being lowest level of proficiency and 5 being highest level of 
proficiency, please indicate your current degree of proficiency in: 
 
Overview of anatomy/physiology/case study 

 
Specialized techniques/manipulations/procedures presented (lecture) 

 
Specialized techniques/manipulations/procedures demonstrated (demonstration) 

 
Specialized techniques/manipulates/procedures practice sessions (hands on 
activities) 

 
I am using or plan to use the materials I received. 

Yes 

No 
 
I have shared or plan to share the materials I received. 

Yes 

No 
 
Please share a success story that resulted from this workshop or how you have been able 
to put the training into action: 
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