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Abstract: The evaluation of the effectiveness of training approaches has 
received great attention in recent years. Self efficacy was proposed to be one of the 
training outcomes in evaluation. In this study, the influences of structured on-the-
job training and classroom training approaches on trainees’ perceptions of self-
efficacy to achieve training outcomes was explored. Moreover, the relationships 
among the variables of trainees’ general self-efficacy, self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes and two training approaches have also been discussed. This 
study was conducted by survey in the Training and Development Center of the 
Taiwan Academy of Banking and Finance. The findings indicated the structured 
on-the-job training approach can generate greater self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes than classroom training (lecture), especially for trainees with 
low general self-efficacy. In addition, it was also found that there is a positive 
relationship between the trainees’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy to 
achieve the training outcomes. 

Key-words: structured on-the-job training approach; classroom training 
approach; self-efficacy; general self-efficacy	

A Comparison of the Influences of Classroom Training and Structured On-
the-Job Approaches on Trainees’ Perceptions of Self-Efficacy to Achieve Training 
Outcomes 

1. Introduction

One line of human resource development (HRD) research agenda is the 
evaluation of the effectiveness of training approaches. Traditionally, most of 
the research regarding training evaluation has relied on Kirkpatrick’s four-level 
framework, which includes reactions, learning, behavior and results (Tracey, 
Hinkin, Tannenbaum, & Mathieu, 2001; Kraiger, Ford & Salas, 1993; Noe, 2010). 
However, the framework has been criticized and a number of scholars have 
proposed several new models (Kraiger, Ford & Salas, 1993; Noe, 2010). Among 
all the new models, self-efficacy has received a lot of attention by the scholars 
(Saks, 1995; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). 
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Self-efficacy refers to a person’s estimate of his or her capacity to orchestrate 
performance on a specific task. In most of studies, self-efficacy has been 
primarily conceptualized as a situation-specific belief by many scholars. Several 
important aspects of self-efficacy have been identified by the scholars. First, self-
efficacy is not an unchangeable construct and is treated as a state that can be 
developed and effectively managed (Luthans, 2002). Second, since self-efficacy 
can be developed through training, the shcoalrs have proposed that self-efficacy 
should be deemed as training outcome, which can be included as a post-training 
measure of learning along with verbal knowledge, skills, attitudes and behavior 
transfer when evaluating the training effectiveness (Gist, 1989; Kraiger, Ford & 
Salas, 1993; Luthans, 2002; Noe, 2010). Gist, Schwoerer and Rosen (1989) had 
compared the modeling training method with the tutorial training method in 
the context of a field experiment involving 108 university managers. The results 
led to the conclusion that relative to a tutorial approach, a behavioral modeling 
approach yielded higher self-efficacy scores and higher performance on an 
objective measure of computer software mastery. Empirical studies have also 
indicated that a training method composed of cognitive modeling with practice 
and reinforcement generated significantly higher participant self-efficacy than a 
method involving either lecture or practice alone (Gist, 1989; Taylor, Russ-Eft & 
Chan, 2005). 

Third, the construct of general self-efficacy has received great attention in 
recent years. The construct of general self-efficacy (GSE) refers to a general belief 
in one’s ability to succeed (Schwoerer, May, Hollensbe & Mencl, 2005). Unlike 
specific self-efficacy, which is viewed as a malleable independent variable, GSE 
has been commonly viewed as a stable traitlike characteristic, which is stable 
over time and across situations (Eden, 1988; Eden & Kinnar, 1991; Luthan, 2002; 
Schwoerer, May, Hollensbe & Mencl, 2005). Many scholars now argue that GSE 
can be changed and developed like SSE. For example, Schwoerer et. al. (2005) 
examined the effects of training experience on general self-efficacy (GSE), work-
specific self-efficacy (SSE), and performance expectancy and found that training 
increased GSE, SSE and performance expectancy. 

Although many studies have indicated that self-efficacy can be developed 
through training and become as an additional training outcome which can be 
used when evaluating the effectiveness and efficacy of training approaches, much 
remains unclear about how trainees’ self-efficacy is changed by the training while 
delivering through instructor-led classroom training and structured on-the-
job training (S-OJT) approaches. Moreover, although there were studies about 
GSE in the past (Eden, 1988; Schwoerer, May, Hollensbe & Mencl, 2005; Eden 
and Kinnar, 1991), relatively little is known about how trainees’ demographic 
variables influence their GSE and how trainees’ GSE influences the level of their 
specific self-efficacy. 

Therefore, the first objective of this article is to explore the influence of 
S-OJT and classroom training approach on self-efficacy. The second objective is 
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to explore the relationships among trainees’ demographic variables and general 
self-efficacy. The third objective is to investigate the influence of trainees’ GSE 
on their specific self-efficacy. Comprehension of these issues requires some 
grounding knowledge of S-OJT and classroom training derived from allied 
disciplines of study, which will be presented in the following. 

 
2.2. Training Approaches 

Structured On-the-Job Training (S-OJT). S-OJT was first proposed by 
Jacobs et al. in 1987 (Jacobs, 2003; Jacobs & McGiffin, 1987). The fundamental 
theories in S-OJT are mainly based on the principles of system theory and social 
learning theory (Jacobs, 2003; Noe, 2010). Based on the system theory, S-OJT 
can be viewed as a system which consists of training inputs, training process 
and training outcomes, and is affected by organizational context. Based on the 
social learning theory, S-OJT emphasizes that most people learn behaviors by 
observing others and then modeling the behaviors perceived as effective. Thus, 
S-OJT stresses the importance of systematic instruction of “new employees” 
by trained experienced experts at or near the work site (Versloot, De Jong & 
Thijssen, 2001). It was formally defined by Jacobs (2003) as “the planned process 
of developing competence on units of work by having an experienced employee 
train a novice employee at the work setting, or a location that closely resembles 
the work settings”. 

When delivering S-OJT, five training events were used to increase training 
effectiveness. According to Jacobs (2003), the first event is to prepare trainee into 
the training program. It focuses on directing the trainee’s attention to the topic 
at hand, creating an atmosphere conducive to learning, giving the meaning to 
the topic, and establishing the standards of performance. The second event is to 
deliver the training materials to trainees. This event serves to guide the attention 
of the trainee toward specific parts of the training content. The third event focused 
on retention, which calls for trainees to respond in a meaningful way to the model 
that was presented. The fourth event incorporates motor reproduction, which 
involves trainees’ trying out the observed behaviors. In addition, it requires that 
the trainers ascertain trainees’ reproduced behavior and also provide feedback to 
the trainees about the accuracy and adequacy of their responses. The fifth event 
is a summative judgment of the adequacy of the trainee’s performance, which 
is a motivational process that reinforces the positive modeled behavior (Jacobs, 
2003; Noe, 2010). 

Classroom Training Approach. Instructor-led classroom training is a 
planned training method with formal presentation by an instructor to a group 
of trainees, which occurs at a location designed to make learning happen rather 
than the actual job setting (Yelon, 1992; 1999). There are three distinguishable 
attributes of this training method (Yelon, 1992). First, it requires a trainer to 
deliver the training. Second, it involves the teaching of groups of trainees. Third, 
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it requires the physical separation of the classroom from the workplace. While 
delivering training with this training method, most of the time, the trainer will 
use lecture as the presentation method to deliver the training. That is, the trainer 
communicate through spoken words what he/she wants the trainees to learn 
and the trainees can be passive to an extent, sitting in a classroom to receive the 
training content. Such communication is essentially one-way (from the trainer 
to a group of trainees) instead of two-way communication between trainers and 
trainees (Noe, 2010). In order to increase training effectiveness, the lecture is 
often supplemented with question-and-answer periods, role play, discussion, or 
case studies (Yelon, 1999).

Comparison of Training Approaches. There are similarities and 
dissimilarities in the fundamental concepts between structured on-the-job 
training and classroom training. Specifically, both training approaches are 
planned by the trainers to achieve training objectives and the purpose is to teach 
workers the competencies required in the performance of their jobs. However, 
in contrast to classroom training where spoken words are used to deliver the 
training materials to trainees, in S-OJT, new or inexperienced employees learn 
by observing peers or managers performing the job and then being trained to 
imitate their behavior. In addition, S-OJT emphasizes a one-on-one basis, which 
is different from classroom training that involves teaching groups of trainees. 
Furthermore, S-OJT occurs in the actual work setting whereas classroom training 
separates the training from the workplace. S-OJT also emphasizes practice and 
feedback, and observation and interaction with others are frequent. 

Many empirical studies have been conducted by the scholars to compare the 
training effectiveness and efficiency between these two approaches. Based on the 
results, classroom training is better for attaining “knowledge” outcomes while 
structured on-the-job training method seems to be better for “skill” outcomes 
(Jacobs, 1990). Knowledge gained in lecture-based training is significantly 
related to verbal information and intellectual skills, while that gained in S-OJT is 
significantly related to motor skills (Carter, 2002; Noe, 2010). In a series of research 
studies, Jacobs (2003) explored the issues regarding whether employees who 
receive structured on-the-job training (S-OJT) perform better and achieve training 
objectives faster than those who receive other kinds of training approaches, and, 
if so, what the financial implications of these outcomes are. Table 1 summarizes 
comparison between classroom training and S-OJT (Noe, 2010).

3. Research Questions 

As discussed previously, the fundamental concepts between S-OJT and 
classroom training approaches are different and self-efficacy can serve as one 
of the training criteria in evaluating the effectiveness of training approaches. 
Therefore, several research questions can be raised as follows: 
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1. Do trainees in two training groups (with the structured on-the-job 
training approach and the classroom training approach) differ in their 
self-assessment of general self-efficacy?

2. Do trainees receiving training with the classroom training approach 
and with the structured on-the-job training approach differ in their self-
assessment of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes?

3. Do trainees receiving training with the classroom training approach 
and with the structured on-the-job training approach show different 
relationships between their general self-efficacy and their levels of self-
efficacy to achieve training outcomes?

4. Do trainees with high levels of general self-efficacy differ in their 
assessment of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes after training 
using classroom and structured on-the-job training approaches?

5. Do trainees with low levels of general self-efficacy differ in their 
assessment of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes after training 
using classroom and structured on-the-job training approaches?

6. What are the relationships between demographic variables and general 
self-efficacy across the trainees with high and low levels of general self-
efficacy? 

4. Method

4.1 Research design and procedure 

The study was conducted in the Training and Development Center of the 
Taiwan Academy of Banking and Finance (TABF), which is a non-profit training 
and research foundation in the field of banking and finance in Taiwan. Because 
of several obstacles and limitations, real training could not be delivered to the 
participants and a survey design was used in this study. That is, two questionnaires 
were formulated to include two written training scenarios designed according to 
the fundamental characteristics of two training approaches, classroom training 
and S-OJT. The questionnaires were randomly distributed to the participants, 
who were then randomly divided into two groups. The participants were 
asked to complete the first two parts of the questionnaire such that the trainees’ 
demographic data and the General Self-Efficacy Scale were collected. Then, the 
participants were asked to read the scenario describing how they would receive 
training and imagine that they had participated in the training. After that, the 
participants answer the questions of the final part of the questionnaire to predict 
their perceptions of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes after the training. 

In the type of survey research, there are four errors that should be controlled 
for population validity (Miller, 1999). These four errors include frame error, 
selection error, non-response error and sampling error. In this study, frame error 
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was controlled by using the most recently updated trainee list from the Training 
and Development Center of the Taiwan Academy of Banking and Finance (TABF). 
Selection error was controlled by ensuring that each trainee in the training center 
was counted once and completed only one questionnaire. Non-response error 
was controlled by using a questionnaire of appropriate length and an informative 
cover letter. In addition, the design of the questionnaire was made as attractive 
as possible, and some incentives were offered as part of the administration of the 
questionnaire. Furthermore, the researcher distributed the questionnaires to the 
TABF trainees personally and followed up to get the completed questionnaires 
from the respondents. 

4.2 Participants 

The bankers who enrolled for classes in the Taiwan Academy of Banking and 
Finance (TABF) from February 21 to March 21, 2009 were selected as participants 
in this study and the total number in the sample frame was 528. Of the 528 
trainees, 264 questionnaires regarding classroom training and 264 questionnaires 
regarding structured on-the-job training were randomly distributed to the 
trainees in TABF. 

Three hundred twenty-three out of the total 528 respondents completed the 
questionnaires and 302 questionnaires were usable. The overall response rate was 
61% in this study. Specifically, one hundred sixty-three trainees completed the 
questionnaires after reading the scenario about the classroom training approach, 
and one hundred sixty trainees completed the questionnaires after reading the 
scenario about the structured on-the-job training approach. Among them, 16 
classroom training questionnaires and 5 S-OJT questionnaires were not included 
in the data analysis because only a few questions were answered or information 
provided was not clear. Thus, the responses of three hundred two respondents 
(147 classroom training questionnaires and 155 S-OJT questionnaires) provided 
complete demographic characteristics, general self-efficacy level and a score for 
trainees’ self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes and were deemed usable 
information for the data analysis.

4.3 Instrument 

Two questionnaires were used to collect the data and they consisted of 
three parts. The first part was the participant information sheet for collection of 
the participants’ demographic information and previous training experiences. 
The second part, adapted from a measure developed by Scherer and Colleagues 
(1982), was intended to measure the participants’ scores in general self-efficacy. 
A seven-point Likert scale was used in this part. A Likert scale presents 
respondents with a set of statements about a person, thing, or concept and has 
them rate their agreement or disagreement with the statements on a numerical 
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scale that is the same for all the statements (Whitley, 1996). The scale used in this 
study was: 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = slightly agree, 4 = neither agree nor 
disagree, 5 = slightly disagree, 6 = disagree, and 7 = strongly disagree. The score 
was coded from 1 to 7. Respondents’ scores on a Likert scale were the sums of 
their responses to the items. That is, if the trainee has a lower score, it indicates 
that he or she will have higher general self-efficacy. 

The third part included two sections. The first section described two training 
scenarios (classroom training approach and S-OJT approach) (see Appendix) 
in each questionnaire and the second section measured the trainees’ scores in 
perceptions of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes. Nine items regarding 
the trainees’ self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes were generated based 
on the literature of training evaluation and the concept of training outcomes. A 
seven-point Likert scale was also used in this part. The score was coded from 1 to 
7. Respondents’ scores on a Likert scale were the sums of their responses to the 
items. If the trainee has a lower score, it indicates that he or she will have higher 
self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes. 

4.4 Content validity, and reliability 

A panel of experts reviewed the questionnaire for content validity. In other 
words, the survey was subjected to a series of revisions by HRD and HRM 
professionals, including specialists in the fields of evaluation, education and 
business. The internal consistency method was used to measure the reliability of 
the questionnaire. Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the second and third parts 
in the two questionnaires completed by 60 pilot trainees in TABF. For the classroom 
training instrument, the Cronbach’s alpha of the general self-efficacy section (Part 
II: items 1-17) was 0.89, and the Cronbach’s alpha of the trainee’s self-efficacy to 
achieve training outcomes section (Part III: items 1-9) was 0.91. The Cronbach’s 
alpha for the whole instrument was 0.90. For the structured on-the-job training 
instrument, the Cronbach’s alpha of the general self-efficacy section (Part II: items 
1-17) was 0.78, and the Cronbach’s alpha of the trainee’s self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes section (Part III: items 1-9) was 0.93. The Cronbach’s alpha for 
the whole instrument was 0.85. All the values were above 0.7, indicating that the 
survey achieves acceptable measures of internal consistency. Tables 2 and 3 show 
the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the survey responses.

4.5 Data analysis

Inferential statistics are certain types of procedures that allow researchers to 
make inferences about a population based on findings from a sample (Fraenkel & 
Wallen, 2008). According to the literature, the t-test is based on various underlying 
assumptions: the two random samples must be independently selected, the 
sampling distribution follows the normal curve and homogeneity of variance is 
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assumed (King & Minium, 2003). 
To meet the assumptions of independently selected and homogeneity of 

variance, the sample of this study was selected and randomly divided into two 
groups (classroom training and S-OJT groups) and the homogeneity of variance 
was verified and assured for each research question (reported in the following 
discussion of those questions). As to the assumption of sampling distribution 
following the normal curve, the descriptive statistics and the Shapiro-Wilk test 
were applied to examine the normality. Tables 4 and 5 present the results of the 
descriptive statistics and Shapiro–Wilk test for the classroom training group. In 
Table 4, there is a small gap between the mean of 2.80 and the median of 2.76. The 
skewness and Kurtos value are 0.26 and -0.61, respectively. Thus, the descriptive 
statistics indicate that the scores for the general self-efficacy of the classroom 
training group were normally distributed and, in addition, that the sample was 
selected from a population with normal distribution. In Table 5, the value obtained 
in the Shapiro-Wilk test is 0.98 and is not significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Thus, 
the null hypothesis is not rejected, indicating that the population and the general 
self-efficacy scores of the classroom training group were normally distributed. 

Tables 6 and 7 present the results of the descriptive statistics and Shapiro–
Wilk test for the structured on-the-job training group. In Table 6, there is a small 
gap between the mean of 2.712 and the median of 2.705. The skewness and 
Kurtosis value are 0.16 and -0.62, respectively. Thus, the descriptive statistics 
indicate that the scores for general self-efficacy of the structured on-the-job 
training group are normally distributed and that the sample was selected from a 
population which was normally distributed. In Table 7, the value obtained in the 
Shapiro-Wilk test is 0.987 and is not significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Thus, the 
null hypothesis is not rejected, indicating that the population of the S-OJT group 
was normally distributed and the general self-efficacy scores of the S-OJT group 
were normally distributed as well.

Based on the discussion above, the t-test for independent means was 
appropriate to be used to compare the mean scores of two independent 
groups in this study. Thus, the demographic information was summarized in 
descriptive statistics such as means, ranges, and standard deviations. In addition, 
independent sample t-test, correlational statistics and the chi-square test were 
used to answer six research questions.

5. Results

5.1 Demographic Data 

The demographic information collected from all sample subjects and 
sample subjects by group (classroom training and structured on-the-job training) 
includes: number of years worked in banking, number of years worked for the 
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present organization, number of years in the present position, educational level, 
experience in receiving classroom training, experience in receiving structured on-
the-job training, and experience in attending training on conducting performance 
reviews for subordinate employees. The frequencies and percentages for all 
sample subjects and for the classroom training and structured on-the-job training 
groups are listed in Table 8. Since randomization was used to assign the trainees 
to the two groups and the demographic information for the two groups was very 
similar as shown in Table 8, the groups for two different training approaches can 
be assumed to be equivalent (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2008).

5.2 Research Question #1 

To obtain information about the trainees’ general self-efficacy, all sample 
subjects were asked to rate their level of confidence on seventeen measured items. 
On a seven point scale with one as the high confidence level and seven as the low 
confidence level, the mean scores for all subjects was 2.76, with a standard deviation 
of 0.80, as shown in Table 9. The mean scores for the classroom training group and 
the structured on-the-job training group were 2.80 with a standard deviation of 0.79 
and 2.71 with a standard deviation of 0.81, respectively. 

Independent samples t-test was used to examine the difference between the 
means of the scores of general self-efficacy for the classroom training group and 
the structured on-the-job training group. Levene’s test for equality of variances 
was conducted to ensure equal variance. An F ratio of .028 with a probability of 
.867 (p> 0.05) supported the assumption of homogeneity. Table 10 shows that the t 
value is 0.995 and is not significant at the 0.05 alpha level. This indicated that there 
was no significant difference in the assessment of general self-efficacy between the 
classroom training group and the structured on-the-job training group.

5.3 Research Question #2 

To obtain information about participants’ perceptions of self-efficacy to 
achieve the training outcomes, all participants were asked to rate their level of 
confidence to achieve training outcomes on nine items after reading the training 
scenario. On a seven point scale with one as the high point and seven as the low 
point, the mean of the raw scores for all participants was 2.61 with a standard 
deviation of 0.95, as shown in Table 11. The means of raw scores for the classroom 
training group and the structured on-the-job training group were 2.82 with a 
standard deviation of 0.90 and 2.41 with a standard deviation of 0.96, respectively.

Independent samples t-test was used to examine the difference between the 
means of the scores of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes for the classroom 
training group and the structured on-the-job training group. Levene’s test for 
equality of variances was conducted to ensure equal variance. An F ratio of 1.408 
with a probability of 0.236 supported the assumption of homogeneity. As shown in 
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Table 12, the t value is 3.804 and significant at the 0.05 alpha level. Thus, there was 
indeed a difference in the assessment of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 
between the trainees who received classroom training and those who received 
structured on-the-job training.

5.4 Research Question #3

Correlational statistics were used to determine the relationship between 
the trainees’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy to achieve training 
outcomes. Tables 13, 14 and 15 present the results of the correlation statistics 
between general self-efficacy and self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes for 
the total sample, the classroom training group and the structured on-the-job 
training group, respectively. The correlation coefficients for the total sample, the 
classroom training group and the structured on-the-job training group are 0.408, 
0.533 and 0.293, respectively at statistically significant at the 0.01 alpha level. All 
these results indicate that there is a significant positive relationship between the 
trainees’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes. 
In addition, the results show that there is a moderate relationship between the 
trainees’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 
for the total sample and for the classroom training group. However, the correlation 
between general self-efficacy and self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes for 
the S-OJT group shows a low or weak relationship.

5.5 Research Question #4

Before responding to this question, it was necessary to distinguish the trainees 
with high general self-efficacy from those with low general self-efficacy. In this 
study, it was determined that the trainees whose general self-efficacy scores were 
higher than 3.56 (one standard deviation above the mean) would belong to the low 
self-efficacy group, and the trainees whose general self-efficacy scores were lower 
than 1.96 (one standard deviation below the mean) would belong to the high self-
efficacy group. The trainees with high general self-efficacy were divided into two 
groups according to the different training approaches: the high general self-efficacy 
classroom training group (high GSE CT group) and the high general self-efficacy 
structured on-the-job training group (high GSE S-OJT group). 

As shown in Table 16, it was found that the trainees in high GSE CT group 
had a mean rater score for self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes of 1.98 with 
a standard deviation of 0.76. Trainees in high GSE S-OJT group had a mean rater 
score of 1.91 with a standard deviation of 0.92. In the t-test, a t value of 0.302 was 
obtained, which is not significant at the 0.05 alpha level as shown in Table 17. 
Thus, there was no difference in the trainees’ assessment of their own self-efficacy 
to achieve training outcomes for the trainees with high general self-efficacy who 
received different training methods. 
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5.6 Research Question #5

The same criterion used in research question 4 was applied to distinguish the 
trainees who had low general self-efficacy. The trainees with low general self-efficacy 
were divided into two groups based on the two different training approaches: the 
low general self-efficacy classroom training group (low GSE CT group) and the low 
general self-efficacy structured on-the-job training group (low GSE S-OJT group).

Independent samples t-test was used to examine the difference between the 
mean scores of the self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes for the lower general 
self-efficacy groups with different training methods. Levene’s test for equality 
of variances was conducted to ensure equal variance. An F ratio of 1.496 with a 
probability of 0.226 supported the assumption of homogeneity. Table 18 shows that 
the trainees in low GSE CT group had a mean rater score for self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes of 3.58 with a standard deviation of 0.90. The trainees in low 
GSE S-OJT group had a mean rater score of 2.84 with a standard deviation of 1.03. 
According to the t-test result, the t value is 2.931 and significant at the 0.05 alpha 
level as shown in Table 19. This indicates that there was a significant difference 
between the two groups in the trainees’ assessment of their self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes. The structured on-the-job training generated higher self-efficacy 
to achieve outcomes than the classroom training method for the trainees with low 
general self-efficacy.

5.7 Research Question #6

The same criterion used in research questions 4 and 5 was applied to 
distinguish the trainees who had high or low general self-efficacy. The chi-square 
test was used to examine the relationships between general self-efficacy and 
the demographic variables, i.e., years in banking, years in organization, years 
in current position, educational level, training experiences, on-the-job training 
experiences and performance training experiences.

Based on the chi-square test results, no statistically significant correlations 
were found between these variables and general self-efficacy. In other words, 
personal characteristics such as the number of years working in banking, in the 
organization, in the current position, their personal educational level and their 
previous training experiences did not seem to influence the trainees’ general self-
efficacy levels.

6. Discussion

This study is attempted to compare the influence of S-OJT with that of 
classroom training approaches on the participants’ perceived self-efficacy to 
achieve training outcomes. In addition, the relationships among trainees’ general 
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self-efficacy, training approach and trainees’ self-efficacy to achieve training 
outcomes were explored. Several in-depth interpretations of the results will be 
presented.

First, prior to the training, the participants in the two groups were similar 
in their general self-efficacy. Therefore, when comparing the specific self-efficacy 
(self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes) for the two groups receiving different 
training approaches, the participants’ initial general self-efficacy would not be a 
factor influencing the training results and learning performance of either group. 

Second, the findings indicate that the training approaches had an influence 
on the trainees’ self-efficacy. More specifically, trainees who received S-OJT 
generated higher self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes than those who 
received the classroom training. These results reinforce the argument that self-
efficacy can be developed and effectively managed through training (Luthans, 
2002), and the training methods comprised of cognitive modeling with practice 
and reinforcement generate significantly higher participant self-efficacy than 
methods involving either lecture or practice alone (Gist, 1989; Gist, Schwoerer & 
Rosen, 1989). 

Third, the results show that there was a moderately strong relationship 
between the trainees’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes for the total sample. More specifically, the participants with 
high general self-efficacy had higher perceived self-efficacy to achieve the 
training outcomes after the training than participants with low general self-
efficacy. In this study, the correlation coefficient for the relationship between 
participants’ general self-efficacy and their self-efficacy to achieve the training 
outcomes was 0.408 (for the total sample). Since the square of the correlation 
coefficient represents the proportion of the variance on one variable that can be 
accounted for by the other variable, this finding means that about 16 percent of 
the difference among trainees in self-efficacy to achieve the training outcomes 
can be attributed to difference in their levels of general self-efficacy. In other 
words, about 84 percent of the variance in self-efficacy to achieve the training 
outcomes is due to other factors, such as training approach and trainees’ beliefs, 
experience, motivation, learning ability, perception of the favorability of the work 
environment and previous performance (Noe, 1986; Gordon & Cohen, 1973). 

Fourth, the results show that there was indeed a difference in the assessment 
of self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes for the participants with low general 
self-efficacy who received different training methods. That is, the participants 
with low general self-efficacy who received the S-OJT generated higher self-
efficacy to achieve training outcomes than those who received the classroom 
training method. Such results are consistent with the findings that trainees with 
low self-efficacy tend to require more guidance in skill instruction and managing 
practice activities (Saks, 1994). It has also been pointed out that trainees with 
low self-efficacy have a tendency to be less attentive and focused and experience 
more anger, frustration, and anxiety during training and, thus, are less likely to 
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enjoy the learning experience and perceive it to be valuable compared to trainees 
with higher self-efficacy (Saks, 1994; Gist et al., 1989, 1991). According to Saks 
(1994), self-efficacy is negatively related to anxiety and trainees with low self-
efficacy may be particularly sensitive to the training method due to their levels 
of anxiety. Since the S-OJT approach provides structured guidance on how to 
perform the trainee’s tasks in the organization and it also includes behavior 
modeling, reinforcement and practice, the trainees with low general self-efficacy 
might be able to benefit from this form of training that maximizes the learning 
outcomes and minimizes anxiety in the training process.

7. Limitations of the study

The results of this study are limited by the research method. First, this 
study relies on answers provided by bankers in the training center in Taiwan on 
a survey. That is, any generalizations from the results of this study are limited to 
the population of the training and development center of the Taiwan Academy 
of Banking and Finance (TABF) in Taiwan. The results cannot be generalized to 
other groups and other countries. 

Second, a written training scenario was used instead of real training. 
Different results could have been found if the real training would have been 
applied to the trainees. 

8. Implications 

The results of this study contribute to previous research on training and 
self-efficacy by providing information about the influence of the structured on-
the-job training approach on trainees’ self-efficacy, extending this line of research 
to a sample of actual working employees (bankers) in organizational settings and 
pointing the way to a new understanding of the variable of general self-efficacy 
and its relationship with specific self-efficacy and training approaches as well.

In addition, the findings indicate that it is important to use a training program 
designed to deliver skills and increase trainees’ self-efficacy simultaneously to 
maximize the training effectiveness. Since the structured on-the-job training 
approach provides structured guidance on how to perform one’s tasks in the 
organization and includes several components that can help to increase the 
perceived self-efficacy of trainees during the training process, the structured on-
the-job training approach can benefit trainees, especially those with low general 
self-efficacy, can benefit from this training method by generating higher levels 
of specific self-efficacy compared to the classroom training approach to enhance 
their learning performance. HRD professionals, thus, should consider using 
the structured on-the-job training approach for trainees, especially for trainees 
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with low general self-efficacy, for trainees who are new to a work situation, for 
trainees who lack confidence in learning new knowledge and skills, and for 
trainees who feel fear and anxiety about learning new information, in order to 
contribute to continuous improvement in the employees’ training effectiveness 
and job performance.
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Table 1. Summary of the comparison between classroom training and S-OJT. 
Classroom Structured on-the-job 

Medium Live instructor

Live trainer with working 
experience (e.g. employees, 
managers, or supervisors) 

Way of delivering training 

The trainer communicates 
through spoken words what he/
she wants the trainees to learn

The trainees observe and model 
the trainer’s skill or behaviors 

Content Verbal-based Skill-based; behavior-based 

Style One-to group One-on-one

Location Classroom Actual or similar to work setting

Practice Low High

Feedback Low High 

Observation and interaction 
with others Low High 

Learning outcomes 

Verbal information
Intellectual skills 
Cognitive strategies
Attitudes 

Verbal information
Cognitive strategies 
Motor skills 

Transfer of training Low High 

Effectiveness High for verbal information High 

Table 2. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the classroom training 
questionnaire (n=30)

Table 3. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the structured on-the-job Training 
Questionnaire (n=30)
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for the general self-efficacy scores of the CT 
Group (n =1 47)

Confidence Level:
General Self-Efficacy Mean SD Median Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

CT Group 2.80 0.79 2.76 0.63 0.26 -0.61

Table 5. Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for the CT Group (n =1 47)
Source Statistic DF  Sig.

Classroom Training Group 0.983 147 0.065

Table 6. Descriptive statistics for the general self-efficacy of the S-OJT Group 
(n = 155) 
Confidence Level:
General Self-Efficacy Mean SD Median Variance Skewness Kurtosis 

S-OJT Group 2.712 0.81 2.705 0.65 0.16 -0.62

Table 7. Shapiro-Wilk test of normality for the S-OJT Group (n = 155) 
Source Statistic DF  Sig.

S-OJT Group 0.987 155 0.143

Table 8. Frequencies and percentages for the demographic information: 
total sample (n = 302), CT group (n = 147) and S-OJT group (n =155)

Total sample CT group SOJT group

n % n % n %

Number of Years Worked in Banking

Less than one year 18 6 9 6.1 9 5.8

1-5 years 106 35.1 56 38.1 50 32.3

6-10 years 71 23.5 38 25.9 33 21.3

More than 10 years 107 35.4 44 29.9 63 40.6

Number of Years Worked for Present Organization

Less than one year 71 23.5 41 27.9 30 19.4

1-5 years 162 53.7 71 48.3 91 58.7

6-10 years 36 11.9 20 13.6 16 10.3

More than 10 years 33 10.9 15 10.2 18 11.6

Number of Years Worked in Present Position

Less than one year 81 26.8 43 29.3 38 24.5

1-5 years 167 55.3 81 55.1 86 55.5

6-10 years 33 10.9 16 10.8 17 11.0

More than 10 years 21 7.0 7 4.8 14 9.0

Educational Level

High School Diploma 25 8.3 11 7.5 14 9.0
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Some university/College 24 7.9 12 8.2 12 7.7

University/College 179 59.3 87 59.2 92 59.4

Master’s degree 74 24.5 37 25.2 37 23.9

Ph.D. 0 0 0 0 0 0

Number of Classroom Training Experiences in the Past 
Year

None 59 19.5 30 20.4 29 18.7

One to three 144 47.7 67 45.6 77 49.7

More than three 99 32.8 50 34.0 49 31.6

Structured On-the-Job Training Experiences

Yes 192 63.6 90 61.2 102 65.8

No 110 36.4 57 38.8 53 34.2

Performance Training Experience

Yes 56 18.5 31 21.1 25 16.1

No 246 81.5 116 78.9 130 83.9

Table 9. Mean score and standard deviation for general self-efficacy, total 
sample (n = 302), CT group (n =1 47) and S-OJT group (n = 155)
Confidence Level:
General Self-Efficacy Mean n SD

Classroom Training 2.80 147 0.79

Structured On-the-Job Training 2.71 155 0.81

Total Sample 2.76 302 0.80

Table 10. Independent samples t-test for CT group (n =1 47) and S-OJT 
group (n = 155) for general self-efficacy scores
Independent Samples t-test 

T df Sig. Mean Difference

General Self-Efficacy 
Classroom Training and 
Structured On-the-Job Training Groups 0.995 300 0.321 0.09161

Table 11. Mean and standard deviation of raw scores on self-efficacy to 
achieve training outcomes, total sample (n = 302), CT group (n =1 47) and S-OJT 
group (n = 155)
Confidence Level: Self-Efficacy to Achieve Training Outcomes Mean n SD

Classroom Training 2.82 147 0.90

Structured On-the-Job Training 2.41 155 0.96

Total Sample 2.61 302 0.95

Table 12. Independent samples t-test for CT group (n =1 47) and S-OJT 
group (n = 155).
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Independent sample t test 

T df Sig. Mean Difference SE

Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 
(classroom training and 
structured on-the-job training groups) 3.804 300 0.000 0.409 0.107

Table 13. Correlation matrix between general self-efficacy and self-efficacy 
to achieve training outcomes for total sample (n=302)

1 2

1. General self-efficacy 1.000 .408**

2. Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 1.000
** p<0.01

Table 14. Correlation matrix between general self-efficacy and self-efficacy 
to achieve training outcomes for the CT group (n=147).

1 2

1. General self-efficacy 1.000 .533**

2. Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 1.000
** p<0.01

Table 15. Correlation matrix between general self-efficacy and self-efficacy 
to achieve training outcomes for the S-OJT group (n=155).

1 2

1. General self-efficacy 1.000 .293**

2. Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 1.000
** p<0.01

Table 16. Mean score and standard deviation for self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes
Independent sample statistics 

Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes n Mean SD SE

High general self-efficacy classroom training group 20 1.98 0.76 0.17

High general self efficacy SOJT group 33 1.91 0.92 0.16
Note. The high GSE CT group (n = 20) and the high GSE S-OJT group (n = 33) [Q4]

Table 17. Independent samples t-test for the high GSE CT group (n = 20) and 
the high GSE S-OJT group (n = 33). 
Independent sample t test 

T df Sig. Mean Difference SE

Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 
(high GSE CT group and high GSE S-OJT group) 0.302 51 0.764 0.078 0.26
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Table 18. Mean score and standard deviation for self-efficacy to achieve 
training outcomes
Independent sample statistics 

Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes n Mean SD SE

Low general self-efficacy classroom training group 31 3.58 0.90 0.16

Low general self efficacy SOJT group 27 2.84 1.03 0.20
Note. The low GSE CT group (n = 31) and the low GSE S-OJT group (n = 27). [Q5]

Table 19. Independent samples t-test for the low GSE CT group (n = 31) and 
the low GSE S-OJT group (n = 27). 
Independent Sample t test 

T df Sig. Mean Difference SE

Self-efficacy to achieve training outcomes 
(low general self-efficacy classroom training 
and low general self-efficacy SOJT groups) 2.931 56 0.005 0.78 0.27

Appendix

TRAINING SCENARIO (S-OJT)
Your organization has announced that it plans to implement a new 

performance review process. As a manager, you will be expected to use the new 
process when you evaluate the performance of your subordinate employees. A 
training program has been developed to help you understand the reason for using 
the new performance review process, the components of the process, and specific 
techniques to use when actually conducting the review. The following describes 
how you will receive the training. You will be assigned to a trainer who will 
provide the training one-on-one. Your trainer will give you a training module 
which contains all the information necessary to learn about the new performance 
review process. The module can also serve as a reference after the training. Then, 
your trainer will explain how the one-on-one training will be conducted and the 
expected outcomes of the training.

At the beginning of the training session, the trainer will ask you to sit with 
him in a quiet conference room. The trainer will explain why it is important for 
the organization to use the new performance review process, the key concepts 
of the process, and the five steps of the process. Then the trainer will ask that 
you and he engage in several role play situations so that you can practice using 
the techniques associated with each step of the process. During the role plays, 
the trainer will act as the employee and you will act as the manager. Following 
each role play, the trainer will provide you with feedback on how well you used 
the techniques and respond to any of your questions. When you feel capable of 
performing the techniques associated with the process, the trainer will ask you to 
conduct a role play with another trainer, and then he will observe you and then 
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complete an evaluation form that documents whether you have achieved the 
training objectives. The training program will require about four hours of your 
time.

TRAINING SCENARIO (Classroom approach)
Your organization has announced that it plans to implement a new 

performance review process. As a manager, you will be expected to use the new 
process when you evaluate the performance of your subordinate employees. 
A training program has been developed to help you understand the reason for 
using the new performance review process, the components of the process, and 
specific techniques to use when actually conducting the review. The following 
describes how you will receive the training. You will be assigned to a training 
session along with 20 other managers. The trainer introduces himself and gives 
each of you a training manual which summarizes the presentation notes and the 
concluding activity. The training manual can also be used for reference after the 
training. Then the trainer will explain the schedule for the training session. At the 
beginning of the training session, the trainer introduces the topic of the training 
session. The trainer will explain why it is important for the organization to use 
the new performance review process, the key concepts of the process, and the five 
steps of the process. Then the trainer will introduce the practice component of the 
training session. Trainees will be asked to work with a peer trainee and each 
trainee will be expected to demonstrate how to use the techniques associated 
with each step of the process. The trainer will observe each pair of trainees as they 
practice with each other. Following the practice sessions, the trainer will ask two 
to three trainees if they would conduct a role play with him in front of the other 
trainees. Following the role plays, the trainer will facilitate a discussion about 
using the performance review process. Finally, the trainer will ask if trainees feel 
capable using the process back on the job. Each trainee will receive a certificate 
that you have achieved the training objectives. The training program will require 
about eight hours of your time.




