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The Social Cognitive Model for Computer Training:

An Experimental Investigation

Melesa Altizer Bolt

(ABSTRACT)

The need to develop appropriate computer training techniques has led to an
explosion of research in information systems. One of the most recent studies was
conducted by Compeau and Higgins (1995) in which two training methods were examined
in the context of Social Cognitive Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977, 1978). The training

methods examined were traditional lecture-based training and behavior modeling.

Based on various anomalies found in the Compeau and Higgins study, this paper
introduced a moderating variable, task complexity, into their model and also attempted to
replicate their original experiment. This study also incorporated an additional training
method, Computer Aided Instruction (CAl), which was examined in an experiment by
Gist, Schwoerer, and Rosen (1989).

It was hypothesized that task complexity has a moderating effect on the
relationships between behavior modeling and performance, between behavior modeling
and self-efficacy, and between self-efficacy and performance. Finally, an empirical
investigation was performed to determine the relative effectiveness of the three training

methods examined.

To test these hypothesized relationships, an experiment was conducted that
examined prior performance, self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and actual performance

at two levels of task complexity for each of the three training methods.



The data were analyzed using a combination of multivariate and univariate analyses
of variance and a structural equation modeling software package, AME& of the
original nine hypotheses from the Compeau and Higgins study were fully supported,;
however, none of the task complexity and only one of the avoidance behavior hypotheses
were supported. Possible causes of this lack of support were multi-dimensionality of

constructs or the need to examine task dimensions other than complexity.

Relevant findings in this study included (1) a positive significant relationship
between behavior modeling and final performance, (2) a positive significant relationship
between prior performance and the endogenous constructs in the model: computer self-
efficacy, outcome expectations, and final performance, and (3) a ranking of the three
training methods in terms of effectiveness. Although behavior modeling produced the best
performance results at all levels of task complexity, CAl was equally effective when the
level of complexity was high. For low complexity tasks, however, CAl was the least

effective method examined.
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