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Previous research has shown that musical self-efficacy is one of the predictors
of academic achievement, but few studies have analyzed the function of social
support in the construction of musical self-efficacy. In this study we analyze the
relationship between three sources of support perceived by music students – parents,
teachers, and peers – and their influence on levels of self-efficacy for learning and for
public performance. We analyze three groups of students under the hypothesis that
relationships among those variables can vary with age and the level of education. A total
of 444 students enrolled in six Spanish music schools, two music universities, and four
advanced music schools, completed the Social Support Scale for Music Students, as
well as the General Musical Self-Efficacy Scale. Results reveal significant relationships
among the aforementioned variables, with considerable variation according to academic
level. For the youngest students enrolled in advanced music schools (conservatorios
profesionales), the role of parents and teachers was crucial, especially for predicting
self-efficacy for learning, which, in turn, is the best predictor of self-efficacy for public
performance. For the 16–18-year-olds enrolled in the same advanced music schools,
their peers play a particularly relevant role in reinforcing their self-efficacy for learning.
Social support had a negligible influence on the self-efficacy of university-level students,
but they did experience a strong relationship between self-efficacy for learning, on the
one hand, and public performance, on the other. We interpret these results in view of
potential long-term careers in music, relating them with a series of different agents.

Keywords: social support, musical self-efficacy, music students, academic level, age, parents, teachers

INTRODUCTION

The theory of self-efficacy is one of the most relevant theoretical contributions to the study of
human behavior. Originally defined by Bandura (1997, 2006), in his Socio-Cognitive Theory, self-
efficacy is seen as “the conviction that one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce
the outcome” (Bandura, 1997, p. 79). In other words, self-efficacy refers to the beliefs people hold
about the extent to which they can complete a task in a particular situation: for example, in the area
of music, which is the focus in this study (McPherson and McCormick, 2006). This approach to
self-efficacy lends importance to the situational context and the specific domain in which we are
analyzing a subject’s behavior, although other models can likewise be applied. Thus, for example,
the Theory of General Self-Efficacy (Baessler and Schwarcer, 1996; Schwarzer and Jerusalem, 2010)
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postulates general self-efficacy as an attitude that can be adopted
to face a series of stressors in a variety of different environments.
Orejudo et al. (2017) have used that approach to define a profile of
personal vulnerability in the face of performance anxiety within
Barlow’s anxiety model (Barlow, 2000).

In both cases, the general approach and the specific focus
are both relevant, since they each have the potential for
explaining behaviors, cognitions, and emotional responses.
A situational approach helps approximate performance in
educational contexts (Zimmerman, 2000; Pajares and Schunk,
2001), leading to the postulation of the self-efficacy hypothesis
(SEH), which has been used to help explain students’ choice
of goals, the efforts they invest along with the strategies they
employ to reach them, and the validation processes that serve
as feedback for their study progress (Panadero and Alonso-
Tapia, 2014). Music has been one of the concrete areas in which
this theoretical framework has been developed and applied, as
we expound below.

Musical Self-Efficacy
Since the year 2000, McPherson and his collaborators started
conducting studies on self-efficacy in the area of musical activity
(McPherson and McCormick, 2000, 2006; McCormick and
McPherson, 2003). Their first studies attempted to prove the
relationship between self-efficacy and various levels of musical
achievement. Subsequently, Papageorgi et al. (2007) postulated
that self-efficacy is a key component in helping us to understand
the training process undergone by music students, who, as they
learn, need to develop skills to help them face a performance
situation in front of an audience, and manage their performance
anxiety. Along similar lines, Upitis et al. (2017c, p. 413) have
described self-efficacy as “one’s beliefs in one’s abilities to achieve
goals and complete tasks.” The tasks music students are required
to accomplish are typically associated with performing in front
of an audience: either in examinations, or in concerts. To be
successful, one must have acquired the technical skills needed to
prepare for and master repertoire to be performed. But apart from
requiring the gradual mastery of those skills, musical training
likewise necessitates the development of motivational abilities
that enable the individual to persist in the task, especially when
coping with difficulties and setbacks. In this way, self-efficacy is
situated within models of self-regulated learning (Zimmerman,
2000; Varela et al., 2016).

Based on the above, it is evident that researchers who have
studied the role played by self-efficacy in music training seek to
understand: (1) the essential relationship between self-efficacy
and musical performance; (2) the inclusion of self-efficacy in a
theoretical framework that organizes data and allows researchers
to structure their findings, making self-efficacy easy to evaluate;
and (3) the particular types of factors that exert an influence on
musical self-efficacy.

As mentioned above, one of the most relevant findings that can
help us grasp the usefulness of self-efficacy in musical training is
its relationship with public performance. Studying results from
a sample of 332 music students, McCormick and McPherson
(2003) reported that musical self-efficacy was the best predictor
of their externally evaluated excellence in a public performance.

Another study by the same team (McPherson and McCormick,
2006) replicated that result using an entirely different sample of
686 Australian students. Again, self-efficacy was shown to have
a high predictive value for performance, thus confirming the
significant role played by musical practice and by the cognitive
strategies applied by the students. Subsequent studies, including
Hewitt (2015) and Miksza and Tan (2015), have confirmed this
relationship between self-efficacy and public performance.

Since self-efficacy is defined as a domain-specific construct,
it can be adapted to other areas, such as music education
(Hendricks, 2014). Several research teams have adapted a
series of tools to two basic processes in that field: the
study phase (preparation of repertoire during the phase of
technical competency development), and the specific situation
of performing in public in front of an audience. To examine
both dimensions, Ritchie and Williamon (2007, 2011) devised
the General Musical Self-Efficacy Scale, which was based on
the Self-Efficacy Scale developed by Sherer and Adams (1983).
By restricting itself to these two components, self-efficacy
for learning, and self-efficacy for public performance, this
model parsimoniously represents the most relevant tasks a
student or a musician must accomplish to achieve a successful
public performance.

Other authors have proposed additional areas of research in
music. Thus, for instance, in a series of transcultural studies,
Randles (Randles, 2011; Randles and Smith, 2012; Randles
and Muhonen, 2015; Randles and Ballantyne, 2018; Randles
and Tan, 2019) has analyzed aspects associated with creativity,
composition, improvisation, and the act of playing different types
of music. He considers that these dimensions of music serve as
areas of development for musicians; areas in which to acquire a
sense of competency in order to achieve satisfactory professional
development. The results of these transcultural studies confirm
the existence of the above-mentioned types of self-efficacy, while
explaining certain differences among the levels achieved by
students, based on their previous training experiences. Similarly,
Watson (2010) has studied self-efficacy for improvising in jazz
contexts, Egilmez (2015) for the handling of anxiety in one’s own
perception of a public musical performance, and Miksza and Tan
(2015) for self-regulated music learning. Further concrete areas
of musical training can be studied with the construct of self-
efficacy, since it defines itself as domain-specific. Kurtuldu and
Bulut (2017) designed a scale to evaluate students’ self-efficacy
toward piano lessons, and Watson (2010), adapted this scale
for jazz. Other authors (Papageorgi et al., 2013; Girgin, 2020)
have highlighted the lack of self-efficacy in facing a series of
challenges and demands: a slump in motivation, on the one hand,
or increased levels of burnout, on the other.

As mentioned above, studies in self-efficacy have benefited
from the implementation of a wider theoretical framework
regarding the subject of learning: concretely, self-regulated
learning models (Zimmerman, 2000; Panadero and Alonso-
Tapia, 2014). In studies in this area focusing on music,
self-efficacy has also established itself as a key concept within self-
regulated learning (McPherson and McCormick, 2000; Varela
et al., 2016). An important way of explaining the relationship
of self-efficacy with public music performance is by highlighting
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its role as a component of the self-regulated earning three-phase
model (forethought, performance, and reflection) (McPherson,
2022). In this context, self-efficacy is seen as a component of
self-motivation beliefs related to feelings of confidence, outcome
expectations, interest, and passion which are based on the want
(“I want to do this”) and can (“I can do this”) parts of motivation
(McPherson, 2022; see also Varela et al., 2016). Self-efficacy
includes the beliefs we hold about our own capacity to perform at
an expected level of achievement (self-efficacy for performance),
or the beliefs we hold about our own capacity to implement
or learn the types of processes that will allow us to master
a musical challenge within a practice session (self-efficacy for
learning). We achieve our best level of performance when we
feel confident, which is why self-efficacy beliefs are critical in
expert performance. The emphasis is on believing we can do
something (rather than will do something). Research shows that
we tend to overestimate our capacity to achieve and perform. This
is not necessarily bad, but our evaluations do need to be realistic
because of this. Importantly, when our personal self-efficacy is
high, we are more likely to set challenging goals for ourselves, and
search for strategies to achieve them (McPherson, 2022).

The recent uptake in studies regarding self-regulated learning,
the relative ease in evaluating it, and the existence of a
well-defined theoretical corpus have given rise to a series of
studies of the construct’s applicability (Hewitt, 2015; Miksza
and Tan, 2015; Varela et al., 2016; Waters, 2020). Research has
sought to improve students’ self-regulation through interventions
(Watson, 2010; Mieder and Bugos, 2017; Miksza et al., 2018;
MacAfee and Comeau, 2020), and studied the important
role played by contextual factors in its development and
modification, occasionally over brief periods of time (Hendricks,
2014), and using well-defined evaluation methods and validated
measurement tools (Ritchie and Williamon, 2007, 2011; Watson,
2010; Randles and Muhonen, 2015; Kurtuldu and Bulut, 2017;
McPherson et al., 2019; Osborne et al., 2020).

Although the number of studies on musical self-efficacy
has increased in recent years, few studies have attempted to
explore how it develops. In Bandura’s model, four different
sources of self-efficacy are postulated: mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional states
(Hendricks, 2014; Zelenak, 2015). The greatest amount of
evidence has accumulated in relation with the importance
of practice, especially the types of mastery experiences that
are regarded as the basic condition for musical performance
(McCormick and McPherson, 2003; McPherson and McCormick,
2006). However, not all approaches to practice are effective, since
students need to simultaneously associate their practice routine
with programing elements that are autonomous, strategic, and
self-regulated; what researchers refer to as “deliberate practice”
(Hallam et al., 2012; McPherson et al., 2012; Upitis et al., 2017c).
This kind of practice approach increases with the passage of time
under the influence of academic requirements that progressively
become more demanding.

Further information has been gathered about the effect of
emotional states, mostly associated with performance anxiety
(Papageorgi et al., 2010). Hardly any evidence has been gathered,
however, regarding the eventual influence of other sources.

Although clear evidence has been found for the influence exerted
by parents, teachers and peers on the development of a musical
career (Orejudo et al., 2020), practically no evidence has been
gathered to ascertain whether the role played by these agents leads
to an improvement in musical self-efficacy. Previous studies have
shown the role they can play by strengthening other elements
associated with success in a musical career, such as providing
the trainee with a series of resources to help them handle
performance anxiety (Zarza-Alzugaray et al., 2020), but no direct
data has been provided regarding the relationship between the
support coming from those agents and the development of the
musical self-efficacy. Nevertheless, before we continue to address
this study’s goals, we proceed to analyze in further detail the role
of social support in musical training.

Social Support in Music
As shown by Gruber et al. (2008), and Lehmann and Kristensen
(2014) parents, teachers, and peers provide an important source
of information for learners because of their role as “persons in the
shadow.” Successful musical careers always rely on the existence
of certain people who are relevant and key in supporting the
artist’s training, in early as well as in advanced stages. Here we
are dealing with the psychological concept of “social support”
(Caplan, 1974; Cobb, 1976; Sarason et al., 1990). Social support
involves different forms of psychological support and resources
provided by significant people in the learner’s environment who
help satisfy their basic needs in interacting with others, act as a
source that can be trusted, and are valued and loved because they
are able to maintain open communication channels that are based
on mutual feelings of responsibility and commitment.

Growing evidence demonstrates the presence of social support
as a key factor that determines musical success (Davidson et al.,
1996; McPherson and Davidson, 2002; Creech and Hallam, 2003;
Sichivitsa, 2007; Margiotta, 2011; Nogaj and Ossowski, 2015).
Moore et al. (2003) related social support to progress in an
artist’s musical career; Nogaj and Ossowski (2015) related it to
achievement, Sichivitsa (2007) found that parental support is a
basic factor in music students’ self-concept, whereas Howe and
Sloboda (1991) highlight the role played by parents and siblings
in the initial stages of musical training. Social support is defined
as a multidimensional construct that involves different types of
support: instrumental and emotional support, as well as what a
series of personal agents can provide – in the case of music, those
agents are the family, teachers, and peers (Orejudo et al., 2020).
Creech (2009) has specified that parents support their children
by three different types of means: behavioral support, cognitive
support, and personal support. Through these types of support,
parents can enhance the teacher’s educational task by helping the
student organize their study, providing them with opportunities
to interact with music, and helping them establish expectations
and goals. As can be readily observed, such parental activities
come to form part of a series of conditions that encourage the
student’s development of positive perceptions about their own
personal value, thereby generating self-regulated learning skills.

Although parents undoubtedly fulfill a basic role in their
children’s musical training, this does not occur at the margins
of what is achieved by teachers and peers. All three groups are
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jointly regarded as the main support sources for music students,
responsible for generating the motivational and emotional
processes they need in order to pursue their training career
(Ryan et al., 2000; Lehmann and Kristensen, 2014; Nogaj and
Ossowski, 2015). Indeed, these three “source groups” are not
regarded as mutually independent. For instance, parents who
have enjoyed musical training and have a direct relationship with
music are generally perceived as better sources of support than
those for whom it is not the case (Sichivitsa, 2007; Ritchie and
Williamon, 2013; Orejudo et al., 2020). They effectively encourage
the student to persevere with their musical training (Jeppsson and
Lindgren, 2018). Upitis et al. (2017a) found that a family relative
or a custodian who plays an instrument provides a positive
contribution to self-efficacy. The student has a greater enjoyment
of the training situation, and this, in turn, can reinforce intrinsic
motivation that might otherwise be lacking.

Teachers are further key agents in music student training.
By establishing a direct relationship with self-efficacy sources,
teachers can play a key role in the learning process, thereby
providing an essential contribution to student motivation (Upitis
et al., 2017c). This activity involves a number of aspects such as
the establishment of short-term and long-term goals, monitoring
the latter process, choosing repertoire, providing feedback via
exams or a general evaluation of the student, teaching coping
strategies to face performance anxiety, and acting as a social
and emotional support agent in collaboration with the family.
Regarding this important role played by teachers, there is a
certain amount of evidence. Upitis et al. (2017a) report that
teacher quality is an important factor enabling students to
enjoy their achievements, particularly their public performances.
Waters (2020) examined which factors have a decisive influence
on the effectiveness of orientation provided by the teachers:
students put their teachers’ advice to best use when they approach
the learning context with a proactive attitude. Conversely, when
students are not sufficiently autonomous in this sense, those
who manage to adopt the strategies suggested by the teachers
nevertheless have very little perception of how to control them
and thereby do not succeed in transforming them into tools that
improve their learning. Such students eventually perceive that
they have less control in shaping their learning, with the result
that their self-efficacy declines.

Peers are likewise regarded as a source of social support for
musicians, but little evidence has been found of their relationship
with musical development. Hendricks (2014) ascertained that
when girls, in particular, feel that they are receiving a substantial
amount of social support, they experience greater levels of self-
efficacy. This is more likely to occur if the context is not perceived
as being highly competitive. Siblings can also be a source
of motivation for music students. Howe and Sloboda (1991)
ascertained that elder brothers and sisters play an important role
in the musical practice activities of their younger siblings.

Aims, Research Questions, and
Objectives
As mentioned above, in recent years a considerable number of
studies have been published, ascertaining that self-efficacy is a

useful construct for the analysis of musical training. A series of
studies have proved its relationship with performance in different
contexts, and/or have developed tools to evaluate it in such
contexts, giving rise, on occasion, to full-fledged intervention
programs. But few studies exist on the role of social support
in maintaining musical self-efficacy. Age, sex, and type of
instrument (solo or orchestral) are relevant variables analyzing
musical self-efficacy as well as performance anxiety (Casanova
et al., 2018; Zarza-Alzugaray et al., 2020). In this study, however,
we have focused on the variables of age and formative level, since
they have been less analyzed until now. To our knowledge, no
study has been published with an attempt to compare the sole
exerted in social support by different sources – parents, teachers,
and peers – at different levels of education.

Our study’s purpose was thus to analyze the types and
amount of support perceived by music students at two academic
levels: those enrolled in university-level music academies
(conservatorios superiores), and those enrolled in advanced music
schools (conservatorios profesionales). Conservatorios superiores
are institutions of musical learning for students who want to
embark on a professional music-related career. At the same
age at which they would start studying at university, they gain
access to conservatorios superiores after having concluded studies
in a conservatorio professional. This is usually when they are
18 years old. At the other educational level, conservatorios
profesionales enroll students with more heterogeneous profiles:
some are studying to gain access to a conservatorio superior,
while others are learning music without necessarily holding
a long-term professional perspective in mind. For purposes
of analysis, we differentiate two age groups in conservatorios
profesionales: younger students, on the one hand, and 16–
18-year-olds, on the other. We chose to apply this division
based on evidence (Orejudo et al., 2020) that students in the
latter age group are combining musical training with secondary
education which allows them access to university, and are going
through a decision-making process regarding their professional
future, which can affect the level of their commitment to
musical activities.

We expected to find a relationship between social support
and self-efficacy for learning and for public performance (Ritchie
and Williamon, 2007, 2011; Upitis et al., 2017c), given the
possibility that such relationships can vary in terms of age
and academic level. We therefore carried out the analysis on
three separate groups of students: university-level music students
(conservatorios superiores), 16–18-year-old students enrolled in
conservatorios profesionales, and younger students (11–15-year-
old) enrolled in the latter kind of institution. In support of this
assumption, certain authors postulate that family support should
be more relevant in early stages (Davidson et al., 1996; Margiotta,
2011), and that teachers in initial musical training stages need to
have a series of competencies that differ from those required for
more advanced stages (Moore et al., 2003).

A second assumption refers to the relationship among the
different types of self-efficacy. We speculated that self-efficacy
for learning will be a strong predictor of self-efficacy for
public performance. This seems plausible within the theoretical
framework of self-regulated learning, in which the preparation
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of repertoire prior to performance and the management of
performance anxiety serves as relevant factors in the development
of musical competency. We thus expected to find a direct
relationship between these, although, admittedly, learning
situations do not necessarily imply performance experiences;
the predictors of the two types of self-efficacy might thus
eventually be different.

To test these assumptions and to ascertain whether the
relationships among these variables can differ in function of
age, we analyzed our data using structural equation modeling
(SEM) with the sources of support (parents, teachers, and
peers) as exogenous variables and the sources of self-efficacy
as endogenous variables. We assumed that the relationship
among them could be direct, and that self-efficacy would have
a relationship of partial mediation with the sources of support.
This analysis technique also allowed us to compare equality of
regression weights in different groups (Byrne, 2010).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants
Our sample comprised 415 music students, 296 of whom (71.3%)
were enrolled in conservatorios profesionales (advanced, pre-
university music schools), whereas 119 (28.7%) were enrolled
in conservatorios superiores (university-level music academies).
We established three large age groups: 141 [34%, Mean age
(M) = 13.69, SD = 1.17, range: 11–15] participants were 15 years
old or younger (enrolled in conservatorios profesionales); 158
were ages 16–18 (38%, M = 16.91, SD = 0.80), all enrolled
in conservatorios profesionales; the last group, age 19 and
older (28%, M = 22.41, SD = 4.45, 19–43), were enrolled
in conservatorios superiores (university-level music academies).
Regarding distribution by gender, 44.6% (n = 185) were male,
whereas 55.4% (n = 230) were female, without any significant
association (χ2 = 4.194; p = 0.123) between a student’s gender
and their age group.

Measures
The Social Support Scale proposed by Ryan et al. (2000) is
designed to evaluate the level of social support perceived by
music students. It measures that support through a series of
independent scales corresponding to each of the social agents:
parents, teachers, and peers, associated with 12, 9, and 10 items
respectively, measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale (from 1,
“not very much,” to 7, “a lot”). A Spanish version of this scale
(Orejudo et al., 2020) has been validated for the academic levels
featured in this study. The authors found one factorial structure
for parent support (9 items, α = 0.866) and teacher support (10
items, α = 0.866), but two different factors for peer support: one
related to musical training activities (5 items, α = 0.785), and the
other related to facing taunts (3 items, α = 0.935). For this reason,
we used the same four social support subscales in our study.

The General Musical Self-Efficacy Scale proposed by Ritchie
and Williamon (2007, 2011) is a 1–7-point Likert scale
(completely disagree-completely agree) made up of 22 items
grouped into two subscales: musical self-efficacy for learning,

and musical self-efficacy for performing. Six items in each of
the subscales are reverse-coded: items 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, and 11
in the learning factor, and items 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 in the
performance factor. In its English-language version, this scale
has good psychometric properties as applied to different age
groups, including young students (Ritchie and Williamon, 2013).
A Spanish version (Orejudo et al., 2020) confirms the scale’s
reliability and validity. Internal consistency was good both in the
“self-efficacy for learning” scale (10 items, α = 0.773) as well as
in the “self-efficacy for performance” scale (10 items, α = 0.773).
There was also good temporal stability (correlation ranging from
0.515 to 0.539 after a period of 1 month).

Procedure
After having received an affirmative response from the above-
cited institutions of musical learning, we proceeded to gather
the data in person, on the premises of each institution. The
research team or a local professor visited the academies in order
to operate in situ, with the task of administering and gathering
the questionnaires (this lasted approximately 30 min per session).
Students participated on a voluntary, anonymous basis, and they
had no external incentive to participate in the study.

Statistical Procedure
Analysis of results was conducted in two phases. In a first phase,
we applied descriptive analysis of the means of the scales that
were used, differentiating by age group to conduct an initial
exploration of results and to test whether there were differences.
Correlations were obtained among all the factor scores of the
variables in the three age-groups. In view of the high number of
correlations in each group, we adjusted the level of significance
by applying the Bonferroni correction (p = 0.0033). In a second
phase, we tested the hypothetical model of causal structure by
applying SEM. In this model we posited the Social Support
Scales of parents, teachers, and peers as exogenous variables,
and the two self-efficacy subscales as endogenous variables. The
model is displayed in Figures 1–3, and was tested with IBM-
SPSS software and its AMOS extension (v. 17). The estimation
method chosen to test the measurement model was maximum
likelihood whenever multivariate normal distribution criteria
were met. We initially obtained correlations among all exogenous
and endogenous variables in each of the subsamples we analyzed.
Then a comparison was made between the two subsamples by
applying Fisher’s Z transformation of the correlation coefficient.
The model’s goodness of fit was tested using the χ2 test, as well
as the normal and the χ2 degrees of freedom ratio (DCIM/GL
in Amos), by RMSEA and GFI indicators, and by their critical
levels as indicated by authors such as Schermelleh-Engel et al.
(2003) and Byrne (2010). We applied multi-group analysis to
verify whether the interviewees of different age groups displayed
significant differences in terms of influencing relationships. To
make this distinction between models, we compared a series
of nested models, the results of which are described in section
“Results.” To contrast differences between groups, the models
were compared by calculating differences in χ2 and the AIC index
(Byrne, 2010).
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FIGURE 1 | Up to 15 years old graph path.

FIGURE 2 | Between 16 to 18 years old graph path.

RESULTS

An initial result (Table 1) shows significant differences (p < 0.05)
between the three age groups in all posited variables, except
for F2, the factor of “peer social support in the face of taunts”
(F2−412 = 1.022; p = 0.361), although the size effect reported by
the η2 is admittedly small. Comparing the group of youngest
participants (<15 years old) with the aged 16–18, the post hoc
tests reveal significant mean differences in the factors of self-
efficacy for learning (p = 0.001) in parental social support
(p = 0.004), and in teacher support (p = 0.020), with higher values
in the younger groups (Table 1). In the factor of self-efficacy for
public performance, the group of 16–18-year-olds scores lower
than the two other groups (p < 0.05). Finally, in the F1 factor
of “peer social support for musical learning,” the oldest group

of students (>19 years old) scores higher than the two other
age groups, whereby the highest mean is in the oldest group
(p < 0.05).

As shown in Table 1, a series of significant correlations can be
observed in the three age groups among the factors posited for
this study. The factors we attempt to explain by social support
display significant relationships (p < 0.003) with social support
coming from parents and teachers, particularly in the group of
high-school-age students. Neither of the two older groups of
students fulfills the established significance criterion. Differences
appear in function of age groups. Parent support and self-efficacy
for learning are more pronounced in the youngest group of
students (r = 0.455) than in the 16–18-year-olds (r = 0.297) and
in those over 19 (r = 0.271). In the case of peers, there is a strong
correlation between the two types of support, but in neither case
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FIGURE 3 | From 19 years old graph path.

TABLE 1 | ANOVA self-efficacy and social support × age – level.

Variable Age–level N Mean Standard
deviation

F Significant η2

Learning self-efficacy ≤15 years old
secondary

141 58.66 7.01 6.997 0.001 0.033

16–18 years old
secondary

158 55.51 7.89

≥19 tertiary 116 57.40 6.98

Total 415 57.11 7.46

Music performance self-efficacy ≤15 secondary 141 52.94 9.19 7.853 0.000 0.037

16–18 secondary 158 49.70 8.52

≥19 tertiary 116 53.40 8.12

Total 415 51.84 8.79

Parents social support ≤15 secondary 141 56.10 5.90 4.685 0.010 0.022

16–18 secondary 158 53.63 7.75

≥19 tertiary 116 55.42 7.83

Total 415 54.97 7.26

Teachers social support ≤15 secondary 141 50.49 7.87 5.489 0.012 0.021

16–18 secondary 158 47.59 10.04

≥19 tertiary 116 50.21 9.40

Total 415 49.31 9.25

Peers social support F1 ≤15 secondary 141 23.83 6.62 5.797 0.003 0.027

16–18 secondary 158 24.41 5.65

≥19 tertiary 116 26.37 6.31

Total 415 24.76 6.25

Peers social support F2 ≤15 secondary 141 15.91 5.73 1.022 0.361 0.005

16–18 secondary 158 15.35 5.03

≥19 tertiary 116 14.96 5.32

Total 415 15.43 5.36

Peers social support F1: peers support musical activities. Peers social support F2: peers support face of taunts.

do they exceed the limit established to consider the correlation
as significant with self-efficacy, despite the values that appear in
the intermediate age group (r = 0.220, p = 0.007). Correlations
between self-efficacy for learning and self-efficacy for public

performance are high in all age groups (r = 0.553–0.624), and
there are no statistically significant differences among groups.

Table 2 also displays the correlations we observed between
age groups and sources of support. Most correlations, although
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TABLE 2 | Correlations.

Secondary level Secondary level Tertiary level

≤15 years old 16–18 years old ≥19 years old

r Significant r Significant r Significant

Music learning self-efficacy

Parents SS 0.455 <0.001 0.297 <0.001 0.271 0.005

Teachers SS 0.349 <0.001 0.321 <0.001 0.275 0.004

Peers SS F1 0.197 0.022 0.220 0.007 0.196 0.039

Peers SS F2 0.109 0.199 0.123 0.125 0.078 0.404

Music performance self-efficacy

Learning self-efficacy 0.553 <0.001 0.587 <0.001 0.622 <0.001

Parents SS 0.374 <0.001 0.352 <0.001 0.284 0.003

Teachers SS 0.291 <0.001 0.199 0.015 0.272 0.005

Peers SS F1 0.195 0.023 0.092 0.249 0.071 0.447

Peers SS F2 0.087 0.307 0.019 0.809 −0.070 0.454

Sources of social support

Parents Teachers 0.360 <0.001 0.308 <0.001 0.505 <0.001

Peers F1 Parents 0.429 <0.001 0.306 <0.001 0.277 0.004

Peers F1 Teachers 0.205 0.018 0.030 0.705 0.162 0.086

Peers F1 Peers F2 0.611 <0.001 0.278 <0.001 0.541 <0.001

Peers F2 Parents 0.253 0.004 −0.006 0.939 0.198 0.037

Peers F2 Teachers 0.032 0.709 0.053 0.511 0.123 0.19

Peers social support F1: peer support for musical activities. Peers social support F2: peer support in the face of taunts.

significant with p ≤ 0.05, are no longer significant with the
Bonferroni correction. Parental support correlates highly with
teacher support, and peer support with musical activities.
Magnitude of correlation is average, except, curiously, the
correlation among parents and teachers in the oldest age group,
which is greater (r = 0.505 vs. r = 0.360 and r = 0.308) than in the
two younger groups. Conversely, parent support in the youngest
group is associated with peer support for musical activities
(r = 0.429 vs. r = 0.306 and r = 0.207). As was to be expected,
the highest correlations can be found between peer support for
musical activities and facing taunts, although the correlation in
the 16–18-year-old group (r = 0.278) is much lower than in the
youngest group (r = 0.611) and the oldest group (r = 0.541).
Applying the Bonferroni correction, parent support and teacher
support do not correlate with peer support.

The SEM model, constructed according to our postulated
theoretical model (Figure 1), has optimal fit (Table 3), not only
when the regression parameters are set equally for all three
groups (structural weights model), but also when restrictions
are introduced (unconstrained model). The unconstrained model
nevertheless indicates that certain relationships established in the
model have non-significant values. We therefore postulated a
new model: structural weights without non-significant weights,
in which those parameters are set at zero, whereby the remaining
values are kept the same in all groups. On this model, which
displays adequate fit values (χ2 = 38.535, gl = 22, p = 0.016,
χ2/gl = 1.752, CFI = 0.0966, RMSEA = 0.043), we tested the
hypothesis that regression weight could be different in some
groups. To ascertain this, we freed up each parameter in order
to ascertain whether the new model improved the former one’s
fit. Table 3 displays the different options we tested. One of the

models improves the previous model’s fit (1χ2 = 5.371, gl = 1,
p = 0.020, 1AIC = 3.371), and establishes that the regression
weights of b7 (social support of parents for self-efficacy in
learning) are different.

As Figure 1 shows, teacher support (β = 0.22) and parent
support (β = 0.37) in the group of youngest students was directly
related with self-efficacy for learning, which, in turn, significantly
mediates (β = 0.52) self-efficacy for music performance and
explains 33.2% of its variance. In the case of self-efficacy for
learning, self-efficacy for music performance explained 25%
of its variance. In this mediation model, it is important to
note that parent support (β = 0.193) and teacher support
(β = 0.116) provided an indirect contribution to self-efficacy in
public performance.

In the group of 16–18-year-olds (Figure 2), self-efficacy for
learning was again related to teacher support (β = 0.26), but
parents now had lower mediation than in the youngest group
(β = 0.17). Although there are two differences compared to the
model of the youngest group, peer support was related to self-
efficacy for learning (β = 0.16), and explained 17% of that variable.
Parents, for their part, had a direct influence on self-efficacy for
public performance (β = 0.16), and this, along with self-efficacy
for learning (β = 0.58), helped explain 42% of self-efficacy for
public performance. Once again, one can note indirect effects of
teacher support (β = 0.149), of parent support (β = 0.099), and of
peer support (β = 0.094) on self-efficacy for interpretation. The
total effect of parent support on public performance reached a
total of β = 0.263.

None of the support sources provided a significant
contribution to the model in the oldest group (Figure 3).
The only relation that can be observe was that self-efficacy for
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TABLE 3 | Results of the SEM model.

Model χ2 DF Significant CMIN/DF RMSEA CFI TLI Akaike

Unconstrained 1.256 3 0.74 0.419 1.000 1.000 0.00 157.256

Structural weights 18.596 19 0.483 0.979 1.000 1.000 0.00 142.596

Structural weights–without n.s. 38.535 22 0.016 1.752 0.966 0.966 0.043 156.535

Free_b8_1 37.824 21 0.014 1.801 0.965 0.965 0.044 157.824

Free_b8_2 35.959 21 0.022 1.712 0.969 0.969 0.042 155.959

Free_b8_3 37.679 21 0.014 1.794 0.965 0.965 0.044 157.679

b6_1 and b6_2_free 38.178 21 0.012 1.818 0.964 0.964 0.045 158.178

b7_1 and b7_2_free 33.164 21 0.044 1.579 0.975 0.975 0.037 153.164

b8_1 = learning self-efficacy to music performance self-efficacy: group secondary level, ≤15 years old. b8_2 = learning self-efficacy to music performance self-efficacy:
group secondary level, 16–18 years old. b8_3 = learning self-efficacy to music performance self-efficacy: group tertiary level, ≥19 years old. b6_1 and b6_2_free: teachers
social support to learning self-efficacy groups 1 and 2. b7_1 and b7_2_free: parents social support to learning self-efficacy, groups 1 and 2.

learning predicted self-efficacy for public performance (β = 0.58),
explaining 34% of the variance.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study was designed to examine the relationships between
social support perceived by music students and their self-
efficacy for learning, as well as for facing performance situations,
using students of different ages and academic levels. We
analyzed relationships within an SEM model in which support
sources were the exogenous variables, and the two endogenous
variables were self-efficacy for learning and self-efficacy for public
performance, with a relationship of mediation between them.
Results provide clear evidenced of an important relationship
between self-efficacy for learning and self-efficacy for public
performance in all three age groups. This result is especially
relevant for the oldest group, where self-efficacy for learning is the
sole predictor of self-efficacy for public performance. Our data
have evidenced a relationship between social support and self-
efficacy, but only for students in the two younger age groups. In
other words, for older students, who have more experience, there
is no evidence that social support effects self-efficacy.

These findings are important from the perspective of music
education. Although previous studies have highlighted the
importance of parents, teachers, and peers in students’ musical
training (Moore et al., 2003; McPherson, 2009; Lehmann and
Kristensen, 2014), none have yet tested the relation between
sources of support and one of the self-regulated learning model’s
main variables which has the closest relation with musical
practice: self-efficacy (McPherson and Zimmerman, 2011; Varela
et al., 2016), neither has the assumption been tested on different
age groups and academic levels. At the same time, our study
provides new evidence of the importance of social support in the
development of a musical career and is in accord with previous
studies that highlighted the importance of parents in the musical
education of their children. McPherson (2009) postulated that
such support needs to be integrated into a framework that equips
the student with a wide array of strategies to help them meet
the demands of a musical career and make progress therein: the
framework of self-regulated learning. However, little evidence on
these seemingly critical aspects has been gathered until now.

More concretely, we observed that parental support of
secondary school students became the main predictor of self-
efficacy (since in this study we did not gather responses
from students over 18 years old enrolled in conservatorios
profesionales). As mentioned above, little evidence had been
previously gathered regarding the relationship between social
support and self-efficacy, either as an influence on musical
learning or on public performance. Other studies, however, have
dealt with the importance of social support in early musical
training stages (Howe and Sloboda, 1991; Davidson et al., 1996;
McPherson and Davidson, 2002; Moore et al., 2003; Sichivitsa,
2007; Margiotta, 2011). More recently, Upitis et al. (2017b)
demonstrated the importance of the involvement of families in
their children’s musical progress, from initial musical training
to adolescence. They highlight day-to-day activities carried out
by the parents to help their children’s progress: study at home,
setting weekly or yearly goals, providing instrumental support,
contacting teachers, and teaching concrete strategies. Those
authors likewise observed how parents gradually reduce the
amount of support they provide as students grow older and
become more autonomous. The same study showed that parents
as well as teachers are sources of support (MacMillan, 2004;
Creech, 2009). Given the importance generally attributed to
the family as a source of support, this gives rise to a new
debate over family variables that can affect support levels. Future
studies could explore variables such as: family expectations or
family beliefs about what consists in the necessary amount of
practice, parental ability to help the child go on practicing, or
the relationship of parents and other family members with music.
McPherson and Davidson (2002) evidenced that mothers of 7–9-
year-olds who were initiating musical training and who had more
ability to determine the amount of support their children needed
in order to practice on a regular basis could indeed increase their
offspring’s possibilities of pursuing training. In older students,
Orejudo et al. (2020) found that the parents’ relationship with
music, either as professional musicians or as music teachers, is
an important predictor of support as perceived by their children
in the course of their musical training. However, it is important to
point out that support provided by families can be quite different
according to training level, as our study has revealed. Thus,
McPherson and Davidson (2002) ascertained that parent support
for 7–8-year-old children who are in initial training impinges
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decisively on whether those children will continue or not. This
factor can be key, but not indispensable, for the pursual of a
musical career, as evidenced by Howe and Sloboda (1991), who
found that children of that age had a high degree of motivation
that did not necessarily stem from a family environment that was
closely associated with music.

Thus, the research presented here adds the importance of
teacher social support to that of the family as a learning resource
throughout musical training at secondary-school age. As noted
above, few studies have been published on self-efficacy, but other
papers do demonstrate its role in musical training (Moore et al.,
2003). Upitis et al. (2017b) highlight the importance of the quality
of teachers as the main factor that promotes student progress at
that academic level. The study was carried out from the family
perspective, but it is likewise corroborated from the vantage
point of the students (Upitis et al., 2017c). As in the case of
families, it is important to be able to analyze the tasks carried
out by teachers that help students develop their self-efficacy. An
analysis of the tasks involved in teacher support (Ryan et al.,
2000) confirms that the involved factors are associated with the
creation of a positive atmosphere in the classroom (questionnaire
items: “makes music class interesting,” “teaches music you like,”
“often gives you a chance to choose what musical activities you
do,” “wants you to try your best and not worry if you make
mistakes”), but are likewise associated with the teachers’ positive
expectations of what their students can accomplish (“wants you
to pass music exams,” “thinks you could have a job in music
when you get older”), with the way they value them globally
as musicians [“thinks you are good at playing an instrument,”
“praises you (tells you ‘well done’) for the work you do in
music class”] or with the way they deal with mistakes. In their
daily encounters with teachers, students expect that the latter
should become sources of support for them, not only in the area
of learning, but also in terms of more global aspects of their
wellbeing such as helping them learn to deal with the stressors
involved in musical training (Perkins et al., 2017). At any rate, the
behavior of teachers can vary in terms of the specific, individual
characteristics of their students. For example, Waters (2020)
points out how students with a lower degree of autonomy tend to
mechanically reproduce the learning strategies suggested by their
teachers without critically evaluating them.

A further contribution provided by this study concerns the
evidence for the importance of peers in the reinforcement of self-
efficacy. Until now, studies that dealt with peer support (Orejudo
et al., 2020) have only described its sources and its relationships
with other support sources but not information about the role it
can exert in reinforcing self-efficacy. Our data shows that peers
are indeed important, particularly in the 16–18-year-old stage,
where adolescents become more independent from their families,
and where also, the opinion of peers acquires a more significant
weight. This is also the moment of choosing a profession: a point
in time in which peers can play a fundamental role by reinforcing
elements associated with self-efficacy, such as the selection of
professional and educational goals related with music, such as
daily practice, and one’s own sense of self-worth. These latter
aspects were taken into account in our self-efficacy tool, without
ignoring the possible role they might play in certain elements

of criticism of musical education, public performance, and the
anxiety associated with the latter. Zarza-Alzugaray et al. (2020)
have shown how peer support plays a key role in helping boys
cope with performance anxiety. A similar idea can be found in
the study by Hendricks (2014), who attributed an improvement
in girls’ perceived self-efficacy over the course of a 3-day music
festival to the support they perceived from peers (among other
factors, and only when the level of performance was more non-
competitive). Among other concerns, Hewitt (2015) highlights
peer context as one of the factors that can exert an influence
on the development of self-efficacy – more concretely, self-
evaluation. Thus, apart from the role of peers as a general
support factor, they can also have an important part in the
development of further self-efficacy elements: for example, by
providing evaluative feedback.

One of our study’s unexpected results was that we did not
find a relationship between social support and self-efficacy in
university-age students. There are several possible reasons for this
result. Students who have already made progress in their musical
career and have opted for a professional future in the field can
already count on a considerable amount of social support from
their family, from teachers, and from peers in earlier stages. In
this context, there would hardly be any difference among these
students in terms of the three support sources. Studies providing
a contrast with this result are lacking. Hallam et al. (2012) and
Perkins et al. (2017) nevertheless point out that music students
at university level perceive a greater amount of support from
teachers than students at lower academic levels. Such support,
however, can be oriented toward other aspects, such as: general
wellbeing, the handling of educational stressors, the cultivation
of the students’ professional identity, and the upkeep of their
motivation to persevere in their musical education. Such support
might thus not have a direct relation with the development
of self-efficacy, which, most probably, would be affected by
other sources such as the students’ own performances, their
comparison of themselves with peers, or their mastery of the
curricular requirements of the institution of musical learning in
which they are enrolled. It is also possible that the scale’s lack
of specificity regarding who provides the support – particularly
teachers – can reduce the capacity of the tool we used in this
study to identify university students’ sources of support. At
university level, these students have new teachers (professors)
and different teaching/learning conditions; one-on-one classes,
particularly with the professor specialized in their instrument, as
well as group classes. Thus, the kind of support received from
different professors can be thoroughly different. This aspect is
identified by other Social Support Scales, such as, for example,
Gluska (2011), which differentiates between social support on
the part of the instrument teacher compared with that provided
by other teachers.

Another complementary assumption that might explain our
results could lie in the fact that when we specifically evaluate
self-efficacy as an element pertaining to self-regulated learning,
the only relationships that emerged were between self-efficacy
for learning and self-efficacy for public performance. Students
at university level only feel qualified to perform in public in
cases where they are able to apply abilities, perceptions, study

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 10 October 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 722082

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-12-722082 October 4, 2021 Time: 16:28 # 11

Orejudo et al. Social Support as a Facilitator of Musical Self-Efficacy

habits, and learning resources that they feel they have developed
in previous stages: periods during which family, teacher, and peer
support were indeed relevant, as our data show. This aspect is
in accord with Upitis et al. (2017b), who showed that families
gradually modified their type of support for their children as
they continually improved their ability to self-regulate. It is to be
expected that those students who have not sufficiently developed
the necessary learning, motivation, and self-regulation abilities to
devote themselves to music (McPherson and Zimmerman, 2011;
Varela et al., 2016), will eventually abandon their training. This
is confirmed by the revealed existence of feedback between self-
efficacy and study habits from the onset. It is also well-known that
a poor management of performance anxiety becomes a risk factor
under which music students might either cease to make academic
progress or abandon their studies and their career altogether
(Orejudo et al., 2018). At the moment when the student embarks
on university-level studies, a poor handling of stage fright will
have new consequences (Casanova et al., 2018).

Thus, the main finding that aim to explain our results in
university-level students leads us back to consider the central
role played by self-efficacy in the self-regulated learning process.
We postulate that self-efficacy acts as one of several essential
factors in initial stages of behavior (a moment in which the
student sets goals and lays out strategies), in the student’s self-
evaluation of achievements, in the internal attribution of results,
and in planned behavior. Other studies have confirmed the
central role of self-efficacy in this model. Waters (2020) shows
how students possessing a greater sense of self-efficacy are able to
select goals, lay out strategies, and work toward them. Conversely,
the strategies deployed by students with low levels of self-efficacy
are less adaptive; they perceive less control of the demands made
upon them by their environment, as well as increased levels
of discomfort and anxiety. Miksza and Tan (2015) found that
students with a greater degree of self-efficacy tend to commit
themselves more thoroughly to long-term music-related goals;
they apply learning strategies that are more elaborate, and, most
of all, they succeed in ensuring a greater degree of quality in
their practice and learning, thus committing themselves more
profoundly to the task. Hewitt (2015) as well as Miksza and Tan
(2015) found a direct relationship between self-efficacy, public
performance, and self-evaluation of goals: this is another of the
key elements in the self-efficacy model, particularly associated
with the phase of reviewing one’s actions and reflecting upon
them (Panadero and Alonso-Tapia, 2014). Finally, Bonneville-
Roussy and Bouffard (2015) found that an individual’s perception
of their musical competency is one of the most significant
predictors of “deliberate practice,” a type of programmed, goal-
oriented practice that is responsible for musical success.

It is thus possible that students with less self-perceived
competency for music practice and for public performance will
be less devoted to those activities, and that the probabilities of
soon abandoning their musical career will increase. This could
likewise explain the decrease in support perceived by 16–18-year-
old students, who not only end up calling into question their
personal value for musical professional activities (associated with
self-efficacy), but who are likewise faced with a series of further
decisions that have long-term implications for their professional

outlook, thereby compelling them to make a choice between a
career in music or to choose another field of pursuit. This finding
could explain the great relevance acquired by social support in
the group of 16–18-year-olds, an age phase in which it would be
important for the social support variable to reinforce not only
the student’s self-worth as a musician (self-efficacy), but also the
goal associated with it: namely, the choice to pursue a musical
career. In other words, not only would self-efficacy be implied
in this progression (a necessary condition to continue studying
music), but also further dimensions of the self-regulated learning
model (McPherson and Zimmerman, 2011; McPherson, 2022)
which have not been addressed in our study. Indirect support for
this is provided by the finding in this 16–18-year-old group: the
higher correlation observed between parent and teacher support,
was a necessary condition of great value for achieving progress in
a musical career and for gaining access to university-level music
studies (MacMillan, 2004; Creech, 2009; Upitis et al., 2017b).
Upitis et al. (2017b) ascertain that adolescent music students
gradually tend to abandon training to the same degree that they
start getting involved in other activities which eventually become
incompatible, or they start to find less pleasure in music-making.

Although our study reports a number of findings, it also
has certain limitations. One lies in the age range, which only
included music students who were pursuing a regular studying
activity from a certain age on (11 years old). Other stages of
musical training including elementary school, music schools,
academies, and music education in normal school have not been
analyzed herein. Since these are initial stages, it is likely that social
support would serve as a highly significant source of motivation.
The role of teachers and family is also essential (Upitis et al.,
2017a,b). Furthermore, the scales we used in our study do not
differentiate in terms of what kind of concrete support the
students can perceive. The questionnaires did not differentiate
among the kind of family relatives who can provide support:
for instance, the gender of the person providing support can be
relevant (McPherson, 2009). Our scales do not also differentiate
among different types of teachers. Neither were we able to further
explore the different types of support each of those sources
can provide (Creech, 2009). A final limitation of our study lies
in its very nature, self-report, which, as previously mentioned,
cannot gather all the different music teacher/professor functions
in different levels of music training: thus, it would be necessary or
complimentary to apply other methodologies as well.
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