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ABSTRACT 

 Musical self-efficacy  is an area that has been studied in areas such as music performance 

(McCormick & McPherson, 2000; Zelenak, 2011) and music achievement (Zelenak, 2019). 

McPherson and McCormick (2006) conclude that the relationship between music self-efficacy and 

music performance is significant. With this understanding, the present study will determine if there 

is a significant difference by race or ethnicity in music performance self-efficacy among 

undergraduate students. Researchers have long reported the need for additional racially diverse 

studies in educational research with newer studies needed in music. Using the Music Performance 

Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES), African-American, Caucasian, and Mixed responded to a series of 

questions about their self-efficacy for music performance. Participants also completed the College 

Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES), indicating their self-efficacy for academic-related tasks 

and behaviors. Finally, basic demographic information was collected and used as categories to 

analyze the data. A MANOVA revealed a significant (p < .001)  difference in the MPSES by race 

but not ethnicity. Pearson’s r  showed the strongest correlation between the CASES and Vicarious 

Experiences on the MPSES. The multiple regression identified “race” as the most significant 

predictor of one’s score on the MPSES, followed by “Years of Private Instruction.” The data 

suggest that African-American undergraduate students have a lower degree of self-efficacy for 

music performance than their peers, which may be due to systemic educational issues, such as 

equal opportunity and equitability of resources.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background of the Problem 

“For students to meaningfully involve themselves in learning for sustained periods, 

sufficient self-efficacy is required” (Margolis & McCabe, 2004, p. 248). Self-efficacy has been 

studied in areas regarding academic outcomes (Multon et al., 1991), specific academic areas (Cole 

& Denzine, 2004), and academic motivation (Bong & Clark, 1999). Regarding academic studies 

in music, McPherson and McCormick (2000, 2006) specifically noted that musical performance 

self-efficacy was a stronger predictor of musical achievement than general self-efficacy; however, 

this study did not examine minority populations where there is still a gap in the literature and a 

need for more studies (Graham, 1994). Similarly, it has been found that musicians with a high self-

efficacy are also believed to have higher levels of knowledge and skills in music performance than 

their counterparts (Clark, 2008; Hendricks, 2009; Hewitt, 2015; McCormick & McPherson, 2003; 

McPherson & McCormick, 2000). Although these studies arrive to a general conclusion, the racial 

differences in music performance self-efficacy were not addressed.   

Graham’s (1994) review of the literature reveals there has been a lack of motivational 

psychology research that includes African American students in comparison to White students. 

Although researchers have cited that academic self-efficacy is a predictor of collegiate 

achievement (Bandura, 1997; Combs, 2001; Gainor & Lent, 1998; Pajares, 2002; Schunk, 1983), 

studies conclude that the self-efficacy of minority students in undergraduate programs is lower in 
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comparison to non-minority peers (Brower & Ketterhageng, 2004; Combs, 2001; Cuyjet, 1997; 

Laar, 2000; Mayo & Christenfeld, 1999).  

In a study examining achievement among African-American males in college, Reid (2013) 

showed that the strongest direct effect on achievement among all factors considered in high-

achieving African-American males was self-efficacy. This is consistent with earlier work by 

Graham (1994) who concluded that African-American students, despite being socially and 

economically disadvantaged, remained optimistic and had a positive self-regard. While Reid 

(2013) noted the African-American males with high academic achievement, Graham’s (1994) 

earlier evidence shows that academic self-beliefs of African-Americans are strong, even when the 

student is underperforming in comparison to their peers. Lastly, Graham’s (1994) findings also 

suggested that the academic self-beliefs of White students are not as strong as African-American 

students and, in some cases, African-American students surpass their White counterparts.  

While Graham (1994) highlighted the importance and higher levels of self-efficacy in 

African-American students, not all researchers have concluded similar findings. For example, 

when mathematics self-efficacy was studied, Pajares and Kranzler (1995) found that it was lower 

in African-American students than their White peers and also noted in a later study that writing 

self-efficacy of Hispanic students was lower than non-Hispanic students (Pajares & Johnson, 

1996). As affirmed by Graham (1994), self-efficacy is an important part of academic motivation, 

but more studies need to be done in this area regarding minority students.  

Theoretical Framework 

Bandura (1977b, 1997a) defines self-efficacy as an individual’s belief about one’s ability 

to perform various tasks and the judgment of one’s capabilities to execute the task, and McPherson 

and McCormick (2000) confirmed that this theoretical model is task or domain-specific rather than 
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general. The four components of Bandura’s model, enactive attainment (mastery experiences), 

vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and physiological states (Zimmerman, 2000) are factors 

that influence one’s self-efficacy. People tend to do things that they feel are attainable with a 

sufficient feeling of success (Schunk & Pajares, 2004). Bandura believed that mastery experiences 

were the strongest factor in the development of one’s self-efficacy as it provided the “most 

authentic evidence whether one can muster whatever it takes to succeed” (Bandura, 1997, p. 80). 

While Bandura was able to show this, studies in music still rely on self-efficacy as a predictor of 

achievement. Nevertheless, some researchers, like Hewitt (2015) found a moderate correlation 

between self-efficacy and music performance among middle school bands; however, this 

relationship is not causal as Schunk (1995) found students with high self-efficacy do not produce 

competent performances when they lack skills and knowledge to complete the task sufficiently.  

Comparative studies in self-efficacy noted differences by age (Pajares & Valiante, 1999; 

Usher & Pajares, 2009), sex (Matusi et. al., 1990; Usher & Pajares, 2006), type of school (Aydin 

& Uzuntiryaki, 2009), and national identity (Pastorelli et. al., 2001). Bandura (1997) did note that 

schools do play a role in the development of one’s self-efficacy and, could be a factor in the level 

of self-efficacy among college students in performing ensembles. Although this variable is not 

tested in this study, the present investigation does examine racial and ethnic differences, as 

standard test variables in other studies.  

Statement of the Problem 

 While academic self-efficacy is considered a significant predictor in college achievement 

(Bandura, 1997; Combs, 2001; Gainor & Lent, 1998; Pajares, 2002; Schunk, 1983), studies that 

examine racial and ethnic differences in the area of music performance are not as numerous. 

Researchers such as Zelenak (2010, 2015) and Hendricks (2014) who studied participants in music, 
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have examined differences in self-efficacy regarding secondary school students, but these studies 

have not been replicated at the collegiate level. With the research that is available in other 

disciplines, those studies consistently show lower levels of self-efficacy among racial minority 

undergraduates (Brower & Ketterhageng, 2004; Combs, 2001; Cuyjet, 1997; Laar, 2000; Mayo & 

Christenfeld, 1999) like Pajares and Kranzler (1995) who discovered that mathematics self-

efficacy of African-American students was lower than their White peers. To further support this 

finding, Pajares and Johnson (1996) were able to illustrate the differences in writing self-efficacy 

in Hispanic and non-Hispanic students. They showed Hispanic students not only had lower levels 

of self-efficacy than their non-Hispanic counterparts but were also more apprehensive about 

writing.  

Since comparative studies regarding music performance self-efficacy between races and 

ethnicities are not as plentiful, it is for this reason that additional research needs to be done. While 

the present research does shed some interest into the topic at hand, it does not fully illustrate the 

differences in music performance self-efficacy of undergraduate music students amongst minority 

and majority students. Graham (1994) noted that despite the obstacles African-American students 

face, their self-regard and self-beliefs are stronger than their White peers with similar findings of 

Hispanic-American students as well (Lay & Wakstein, 1985; Stevenson et al., 1990). Collectively, 

their research suggests a historical resilience in the face of adversity, particularly academically, 

that may tap into issues surrounding social justice and equality; however, a definitive conclusion 

cannot be inferred. Nevertheless, these findings should not be generalized to all domains of self-

efficacy with further testing and research needed in areas like music performance.  
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Purpose of the Study/Research Questions 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the differences in music performance self-efficacy 

between race and ethnicity among undergraduate performing ensembles. This finding will add to 

the body of research concerning differences in self-efficacy regarding race and ethnicity. 

Furthermore, since research showed a correlation between music and academic achievement, the 

research seeks to understand the strength in the relationship between music performance self-

efficacy and academic self-efficacy. Researching these two areas together will help to illuminate 

whether academic self-efficacy is a factor that is strongly related to music performance self-

efficacy. The last item of this investigation is to determine what other variables, such as gender, 

race, ethnicity, classification, major, etc., are predictors of music performance self-efficacy. The 

following questions were used to guide this study and address the matter at hand: 

1. Does a significant difference by race or ethnicity exist in music performance self-

efficacy among undergraduate students in performing ensembles? 

2. What is the strength in the relationship between music performance self-efficacy 

and academic self-efficacy?  

3. Which variable is most significant in predicting music performance self-efficacy? 

Rationale of Study 

 Studies regarding self-efficacy in music are often associated with academic or music 

achievement; however, these studies are often conducted in middle-class, Caucasian music 

settings. Additionally, studies regarding self-efficacy are conducted with participants from K-12. 

This study considers racial and ethnic differences at the collegiate level to better understand self-

efficacy at this level within music. The rationale for using a domain-specific measure to test the 

variable is researchers have concluded using a domain-specific test increases the accuracy of 
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prediction in the performance rather than assessing general self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Feldman 

& Kubota, 2015). Therefore, with this study, it is my intent to bring light to an area of research 

that needs more testing (Graham, 1994, Reid, 2007), specifically in music.  

Assumptions 

 The assumptions of this study are as follows: 

1. All participants responded to the questions on both measures with truth and honesty, with 

no external influences.  

2. All respondents are undergraduate students attending a post-secondary institution in the 

United States, having participated in a performance ensemble as outlined by the study 

criteria.  

3. Since the participants attend a post-secondary institution, it is assumed that almost all 

participants would score generally high on the academic self-efficacy measure.  

Delimitations 

 This study presents a few delimitations that must be addressed. For example, the researcher 

acknowledges that all races will not be included in this study, only those that are African-

American/Black, Caucasian/White, and Two or more races/Mixed. Therefore, the data presented 

after this study must consider that this does not cover all races. Another delimitation is the way 

participants can take part in the study. Only those that are enrolled in a university-registered 

ensemble can take part. This excludes participants who perform in ensembles outside of the school 

curriculum, large or small.  
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Definition of Terms 

The following is a list containing the definition of terms used throughout this study: 

Academic self-efficacy: A person’s belief to be successful at a specific academic task 

(Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). 

Music self-efficacy: The perception of one’s competence to perform in front of an 

 audience or to prepare such a performance via a learning process    

 (Ritchie & Williamon, 2011). 

Minority: Differences by race, such as African-American/Black, Caucasian/White, and 

 Two or more races/Mixed. 

Self-efficacy: An individual’s belief about one’s ability to perform various tasks and the  

 judgment of one’s capabilities to execute the task Bandura (1977b, 1997a). 

Summary 

 Research in self-efficacy has been examined across many variables such as age, sex, 

academic subject, and many other areas; however, these studies have been conducted at the K-12 

education level. Additionally, the participants are generally Caucasian students from middle-class 

families; therefore, the data do not truly reflect the diversity within music programs and 

populations. The present study seeks to examine the differences in music performance self-efficacy 

among undergraduate students, specifically looking at the factors of race and ethnicity. The study 

also seeks to know if there is a correlation between music self-efficacy and academic self-efficacy 

and also to determine if there are predictors that are significant in predicting music self-efficacy.  

The following chapter expounds upon the theoretical framework as well as highlights previous 

research regarding self-efficacy in both areas of interest along with race.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory 

Bandura’s publication of Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977a) asserts observation, 

imitation, and modeling are all components of the total learning process. His Social Learning 

Theory posits that human behavior continually interacts with cognitive, behavioral, and outside 

factors. To further test his theory, Badura studied people with phobias and discovered that people 

who developed a positive outcome expectancy did not make the transfer outside of the laboratory. 

He concluded that these participants contained different perceived capabilities (Zimmerman, 

2000). This positive expectancy led Bandura to insert “self-efficacy” as a vital component to social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977b, 1986; Pajares, 2002). Pajares (2002) asserts that humans are 

self-organizing, proactive, self-reflecting, and self-regulating, stating that the social cognitive 

theory believes that humans are independent beings who can regulate thoughts, actions, and 

feelings that affect behavior (Bandura, 1986).   

Bandura (1977b, 1997a) defines self-efficacy as an individual’s belief about one’s ability 

to perform various tasks and the judgment of one’s capabilities to execute the task. The four types 

of self-efficacy: enactive attainment (mastery experiences), vicarious experience, verbal 

persuasion, and physiological states (Zimmerman, 2000) are factors that influence one’s self-

efficacy. For this research, enactive attainment will be referred to as mastery experiences. Mastery 

experiences are the result of one’s personal experience in attaining a task, and it is suggested as 
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the most significant source of self-efficacy due to its’ personal nature. If a person has experienced 

success on a previous task, this leads to more confidence in the future on similar tasks, conversely 

for past failures (Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 1989b). This is especially true for students who 

participate in music classes, particularly those that are beginning instrumentalists. As stated by 

Bandura (1986) and Schunk (1989), when students personally experience success on their 

instrument or at a skill in music class, these students continue pursuing more difficult tasks to 

reach greater achievement and skill. This may be influential to the reason why students participate 

in performance ensembles in post-secondary schools; however, this conclusion is not definitive as 

members join performance ensembles for multiple reasons and beliefs. Mastery experiences allow 

the person to mentally process the various components to complete the tasks and make 

determinations regarding the effort-to-reward ratio based on personal capabilities. This is 

somewhat similar to vicarious experiences, but in that case, it is a comparison of an external 

member to the person who will have to complete the same or similar task.  

Vicarious experience is a person’s ability to judge their success based on the capabilities 

and level of success by a person who is of similar skill set (Bandura, 1977), and having a successful 

role is directly relational to help raise one’s self-efficacy beliefs (Pajares, 2002). This differs from 

mastery experiences as the person must first assess their skill in comparison to someone else, 

analyze the task the other person will attempt, and measure the amount of effort needed by the 

other person to complete the tasks. Lastly, the person must decide whether the task can be 

completed based on a full assessment of the other person’s experience. In mastery experiences, 

while a person may follow a similar thought process, no other example is used for the person to 

make judgments in comparison to the effort expended by someone else.  Schunk (1981) noted that 

participants who observed others perform a task had a higher self-efficacy than those who received 
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verbal instructions. Schunk clarified that if the person who is performing the task appears more 

capable than the observer, then the self-efficacy of the observer will be inversely impacted.  

Verbal persuasion is also a component of self-efficacy; however, depending on the source 

of encouragement may have an impact on the credibility and validity of the praise (Zimmerman, 

2000). Extensive studies have looked at the influence of teacher self-efficacy on student 

achievement (Freeman, 2008; Shahzad & Naureen, 2017) and motivation (Ford, 2012; Mojavezi 

& Tamiz, 2012). Bandura (1993, 1997) notes that self-efficacy is associated with teacher 

motivation which, in return, impacts student achievement. A teacher’s negative comments can 

have an adverse effect on student achievement as it is easier to weaken self-efficacy believes with 

negative praise than to increase with more positive praise (Morris, 2004). Relating to this study, a 

teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs for their students can encourage or dissuade students from pursuing 

more difficult tasks in music classes and/or result in the student’s termination in participation. 

Though not as strong of a predictor of achievement as mastery experiences, verbal persuasions do 

show influence in studies regarding self-efficacy beliefs, for example, of teachers and student 

outcomes. People, such as family, professors, or peers, who provide verbal judgments that affirm 

that the capabilities of the other person performing a task can lift one’s perceived self-efficacy 

(Pajares, 2002) 

Lastly, one’s self-efficacy is also influenced by the physiological state, like anxiety, and 

stress which are considered negative states, that affect the perceptions of one’s abilities (Pajares, 

1997). Numerous studies have been done examining music performance anxiety, for example, in 

studies where students take music exams (Cleary, 2013), studies examining the role of music 

performance anxiety and its’ effect on gender and age (Dempsey & Comeau, 2019), and comparing 

music performance anxiety of music and non-music major undergraduate students (Robson & 
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Kenny, 2017). Research has shown that physiological factors like performance anxiety negatively 

affect the participant’s self-efficacy, with more efficacious students enduring longer despite the 

difficulty of the tasks and experiencing less anxiety (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 1996a; Zimmerman, 

2000). Pajares (1997) further concludes that emotional reactions to a task could be interpreted as 

predictive of the overall outcome. Therefore, participants who demonstrate an elevated level of 

performance anxiety, for example, have a greater probability of doing poorly in the performance 

due to the debilitating nature of performance anxiety and the physiological response that occurs. 

In academia, this snowball effect results in the person having a lowered sense of self-efficacy for 

the entire subject (Reid, 2007). This is the onset of a declining trend as the student becomes less 

motivated and eager to put forth the effort required to complete the task leading to a lack of 

confidence and lower performance outcomes intertwined (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002).   

In Bandura’s research, he used self-efficacy as a vehicle to assess the level (difficulty of 

tasks), generality (how well self-efficacy beliefs transfer into different domains), and strength (a 

person’s degree of certainty) in different contexts (Zimmerman, 2000). Since self-efficacy is 

positioned on a person’s mastery of a task and not on a normed assessment, Bandura (1986), 

Pajares (1996), and Schunk (1989a) agree that those with a higher self-efficacy learn and achieve 

more than those with a lesser degree of self-efficacy when the actual abilities levels are the same. 

Self-efficacy focuses on a person’s performance capabilities, only studying their belief as to their 

level of success in completing a task (Zimmerman, 2000).  

Self-efficacy is believed to influence a specific task or skill level instead of overall; 

however, generalized self-efficacy can be applied broadly when multiple domains have a high self-

efficacy which leads to mastery in other domains (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Schunk & Pajares, 

2004). It is important to note the difference between self-efficacy and self-esteem or self-concept. 
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The latter two are more general affective evaluations of behavior while self-efficacy is a task-

specific evaluation (Pinnebrink & Pintrich, 2002a). Bong and Skaalvik (2003) define academic 

self-efficacy as a person’s belief to be successful at a specific academic task. Bandura (1997) 

noticed that students who had higher self-efficacy work harder and persist longer than students 

with low self-efficacy. Students who deemed themselves more capable set challenge goals, self-

managed their time, and solved conceptual problems than students who are not as efficacious 

(Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). 

Self-efficacy for learning, which is future-oriented, and self-efficacy for performance, 

which is self-judgment of current skill, are the two types of academic self-efficacy (Lodewyk & 

Winne, 2005; Schunk & Pajares, 2004). Not only do students with a higher self-efficacy engage 

in more difficult academic tasks (Andrew, 2019), but also positively influences skill acquisition 

(Schunk, 1981), serving as a mediator between persistence and academic achievement 

(Zimmerman, 2000). Self-efficacy has been used as a predictor of achievement in young musicians 

(McPherson & McCormick, 2006) and is associated with the degree to which children are involved 

in music (Katsochi, 2001). Bandura (1986) also found that motivation plays a role in self-efficacy 

in that people predict their outcome based on their perceived self-abilities, with people with a high 

self-efficacy around similar peers will lead to success while low self-efficacy leads to failure 

(Ormond, 2008).  

The use of self-regulatory processes such as goal-setting (Zimmerman, 2000), setting 

challenging goals for themselves (Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992), and employing 

learning strategies (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990) are all characteristics of high self-

efficacious students. In music, this is extremely important as students need to be reflective on their 
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skills at a young age in addition to being independent to complete music tasks, self-correct, and 

repeat several processes continually.  

In Bandura’s additional research and testing of his Social Cognitive Theory, he (1994) later 

identified four psychological processes where self-efficacy is manifested in human behavior. 

According to Bandura (1994), self-efficacy affects the cognitive process, which is defined as how 

one thinks, the motivational processes which determine a person’s level of motivation, affective 

processes that are used to manage and control one’s anxiety, and the selection processes that are 

used to determine the choices made in one’s life.  

Motivational Processes  

The seminal work of Bandura is fundamental to other researchers who also examine self-

efficacy. For example, The Expectancy-Value Theory first studied by Atkinson (1964) and later 

by Wigfiled and Eccles (2002) asserts that effort and value are connected in such a way that one’s 

effort is dependent upon the value placed in it (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Self-efficacy is a focal 

to this research as it suggests that a person’s values and expectations may be shaped by their past 

experiences (Bandura, 1994), a factor of mastery experiences. As Bandura (1977, 1994) 

concluded, a person who experiences past failures on a certain task will experience lower levels of 

self-efficacy in the mastery experiences domain. Additionally, if a peer fails a task where one feels 

that the skills and abilities are similar, failed experiences also may affect self-efficacy specifically 

in the vicarious experiences’ domain. When students believe that they are less likely to succeed on 

a task, the Expectancy-Value Theory suggests a student will allocate a lower value associated with 

the task (Jacobs et al., 2002). 
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Cognitive Processes  

In this area, Bandura (1994) asserts that self-efficacy becomes evident in personal goal-

setting and how a person views their outcomes. It was later concluded that those with a higher 

degree of self-efficacy are high goal-setters and can visualize their success in the end while 

ensuring that the stamina and duration for the task are sufficient to endure (Bandura, 1994). 

Bandura’s (1994) research also found those with exceptional analytical thinking skills and who set 

high goals for themselves can envision lasting results of positive performance outcomes. Dweck 

(1999) later expanded on Bandura’s cognitive processes and stated that one’s intelligence can 

change over time; however, it is relational to the mindset of the person. Thus, people with a growth 

mindset realize that intelligence and capacity can develop through time. Additionally, those with 

a growth mindset do not observe failure as defeat, but as opportunities where significant learning 

occurs (Dweck, 1999). 

Affective Processes  

The manifestation of self-efficacy comes in one’s belief in their personal ability to 

maneuver through stressful situations (Bandura, 1994). This has been studied extensively in areas 

like music performance anxiety. Dependent upon the level of anxiety that arises when a person 

assesses their ability to handle stressful situations also determines their choice to take part in the 

matter (Bandura, 1994). If one has concluded that they are unable to manage the level of stress, 

negative outcomes are imagined thus causing the increase in anxiety (Bandura, 1994). Research 

has shown a negative correlation between self-efficacy and music performance anxiety (Robson 

& Kenny, 2017) and later found self-efficacy to be a significant predictor of music performance 

anxiety in students (Liston et. al., 2003). 
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Selection Processes  

Self-efficacy manifests itself by influencing decisions regarding learning environments and 

continued involvement in music activities. Bandura (1994) defines this as choices involving the 

type of activity, the level of difficulty, and the environment in which a person opts to engage. It is 

suggested that the outcome of one’s life is determined by their decision to grow and develop from 

challenges or remain stationary in a place where one has a greater ability to function and cope 

(Bandura, 1994).  

General and Domain-Specific Self-Efficacy 

 Pajares (1996) defines generalized self-efficacy as the assuredness in one’s ability to 

successfully carry out a general task. Judge et al. (1998) extend upon Pajares' (1996) definition 

and states that it is the “individuals’ perception of their ability to perform across a variety of 

different situations” (p. 170). Two measures that have been widely accepted and used to study 

general self-efficacy are the General Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer et al., 1982) and the Generalized 

Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). Although these measures have been tested 

and used extensively, they do not provide specific results into a particular domain of self-efficacy, 

like music or mathematics; therefore, definitive conclusions regarding one’s self-efficacy in a 

specific area are not accurate since the measures were created to provide a general overview or 

reflection of a person’s self-efficacy. 

 To accurately illustrate the dimension of one’s self-efficacy in a specific domain, Bandura 

(1997) recommended researchers create tools to assess the variables in question. For example, if a 

researcher is concerned with the self-efficacy of participants on music performance, then tools 

should be created that are uniquely sensitive to this domain. General self-efficacy scales do not 

accurately capture the beliefs of the participant operating in that domain. Instead, those measures 
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provide a picture of the person’s overall perspective and beliefs about completing tasks in general. 

Participants may feel more capable performing everyday tasks such as remembering appointments 

or driving safely on the road than something specialized like participating in music ensembles or 

performing a solo on an instrument. Thus, according to Bandura, researchers will not gain precise 

insight into the person’s self-efficacy within a specific domain only including  general self-efficacy 

measures. Researchers have concluded that domain-specific self-efficacy measures have greater 

accuracy in predicting performance than generalized self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Feldman & 

Kubota, 2015) since judgments of self-efficacy depend on the demands of the specific task 

(Pajares, 1996).  

Academic Self-Efficacy  

 Researchers define academic self-efficacy as an individual's belief that they can 

successfully achieve at a designated level on an academic task or attain a specific academic goal 

(Bandura, 1997; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Elias & Loomis, 2002; Gresham, 1988; Linnenbrink & 

Pintrich, 2002a; Schunk & Pajares, 2002) and is associated with achievement-related behaviors 

and results (Reid, 2007). As inferred, academic self-efficacy is rooted in the construct of self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1977) and has been conducted in areas such as academic outcomes (Multon et 

al. 1991), learning in academic areas (Cole & Denzine, 2004), and academic motivation (Bong & 

Clark, 1999). Bandura’s (1977) theory purports that academic self-efficacy differs depending on 

the difficulty of the tasks. For example, in a study comparing students who are highly efficacious 

to those conversely, Schunk and Pajares (2001) observed that students with higher self-efficacy 

for learning or performing a task are more participatory, persistent, work harder, and reach greater 

success. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2002a) concluded that self-efficacy may be situational in nature 

rather than as an unwavering trait.  
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 Research has been conducted pertaining to the relationship between academic self-efficacy 

and academic performance (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 1995). For students to engage 

in meaningful learning experiences, Margolis and McCabe (2004) conclude that a sufficient 

amount of self-efficacy is required. Thus, their research suggests that when students are equipped 

with high levels of self-efficacy that it is correlational to their academic performance, as was found 

in a study conducted by Multon et al. (1991) who discovered a significant positive relationship 

between academic self-efficacy and academic performance. To further defend this claim, Schulz 

(2005) realized that self-efficacy provided a stronger relationship to mathematics achievement than 

other self-constructs. Specifically pertaining to self-constructs, Pietsch et al (2003) noted that 

mathematics performance and academic self-efficacy was more related than general self-concept. 

This is supported by Schulz’s (2005) study that illustrated how correlational scores of self-efficacy 

were greater than those of other theories on self-belief.  

 While the previous research mentioned specifically addressed academic self-efficacy and 

mathematics achievement, another area that has produced similar results is learning of foreign 

languages. For example, Bouffard-Bouchard (2001) conducted a study with college language 

students showing how self-efficacy influenced the performance of the participants. The researchers 

found a positive relationship between students with high self-efficacy and their success in solving 

linguistic problems (Bouffard-Bouchard, 2001). Although one may assume that college students 

would naturally have a higher academic self-efficacy because of the rigor required for course work, 

Bouffard-Bouchard (2001) effectively manipulated self-efficacy by using instructional feedback 

to induce high and low levels of self-efficacy. Bouffard-Bouchard (2001) is not the only researcher 

who has used external factors to impact self-efficacy. Wagman (2005), who found similar results 

to Bouffard-Bouchard (2001), found that self-efficacy increased for students who were studying 
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Latin when the material directly related to the topic and when study habits were changed. These 

studies illustrate that external factors do have an influence on academic self-efficacy as several 

studies have noted the influence of goal-setting in academic self-efficacy area as well.  

 According to Zimmerman and Bandura (1994), goals are impacted directly and indirectly 

by self-efficacy as it relates to achievement. Goals that are specific and attainable enhance a 

person’s self-efficacy as opposed to those that are vague and extend over long periods of time 

(Zimmerman et al., 1992). This may be due to the amount of self-efficacy needed to engage for 

sustained periods of time as noted by Margolis and McCabe (2004). Since goals are time-oriented, 

individuals who are initially lacking in self-efficacy may not have the endurance required for long-

term goals; thus, researchers have noted higher self-efficacy for those who set short-term and 

challenging, yet attainable, goals (Zimmerman et al. 1992). Furthermore, as people measure their 

progress in achieving goals, their self-efficacy strengthens, which motivates them to continue 

improving to reach the mark (Schunk, 1995). Vicarious experiences are especially critical in this 

area since the observation of others with similar skill has also been seen to positively affect 

academic self-efficacy (Schunk & Hanson, 1985; Schunk et al. 1987). These models provide 

validation to the observer that they too are capable of learning and achieving similar goals (Schunk 

& Pajares, 2001).  

 A key area of research in education is academic self-efficacy’s ability to predict academic 

performance or achievement. As noted by Pintrich and DeGroot (1990), self-efficacy is positively 

related to predicting academic achievement and is deemed an important predictor of performance 

in academia (Bong & Clark, 1999; Yassir, 2006). Research in mathematics performance, Pajares 

and Miller (1994) showed that mathematics self-efficacy served as a better predictor of 

mathematics performance than self-concept in mathematics, math anxiety, perceived usefulness of 
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mathematics, and prior experiences. Additionally, the researchers were able to show the direct 

effect of mathematics self-efficacy on mathematics performance (Pajares & Miller, 1994) as did 

Schunk (1981) who used a path analysis to replicate correlations of participants engaged in a long-

division instructional treatment group. Not only were the results of these two studies similar, but 

Schunk’s (1981) study showed self-efficacy’s effect on persistence may be related to goal setting 

and the required of amount of self-efficacy needed to engage for a prolonged period of time 

(Margolis & McCabe, 2004). All of these studies showed the positive relationship between 

academic self-efficacy and academic performance; however, in at the area of  gender differences, 

the findings in this area are mixed.  

 Various factors confound the research pertaining to gender and academic self-efficacy, as 

when controlling for previous achievement (Pajares, 1996). Although the achievement gap 

between boys and girls is diminishing (Eisenberg et al., 1996), academic subjects related to math, 

science, and technology are more favored by boys than girls (Meece, 1991; Pajares & Miller, 1994; 

Wigfield et al., 1996). As related to these studies, Wigfield et al. (1996) noticed differences in the 

approach that boys and girls used to respond to self-efficacy measures. In this study, girls were 

more modest while boys took a self-congratulatory approach (Wigfield et al., 1996). While it could 

be interpreted that boys naturally have a more masochistic personality than girls, this still does not 

fully explain these differences. For example, some researchers have concluded that these 

differences are not of gender, but of gender orientation which are stereotypic beliefs about gender 

that children perceive to be true instead of gender itself (Eisenberg et al., 1996; Hackett, 1985; 

Harter, Waters, & Whitesell, 1997; Matsui, 1994). 

 There has been some literature to show that difference between gender do emerge when 

children migrate from primary to secondary school as self-efficacy beliefs decline in girls (Eccles 
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& Midgley, 1989; Wigfield, et al., 1991; Wigfield et al., 1996). Students develop more gender-

specific attitudes and associate specific academic subjects to gender. For example, Schunk and 

Pajares (2001) found that Language Arts and feminine orientation are connected because most 

students view writing as a female domain as opposed to more masculine-oriented subjects like 

mathematics, science, and technology (Eisenberg et al., 1996). Eccles (1987) and Hackett (1985) 

both conclude that masculinity is directly related to confidence and achievement since success is 

viewed as a masculine trait.  

Academic Self-Efficacy and Academic Performance 

 Self-efficacy has been particularly interesting to researchers in the education field, and has 

been tested using a variety of populations including early years (Joët, Usher, & Bressoux, 2011), 

high school (Alivernini & Lucidi, 2011), university populations (Robbins et al., 2004) and also in 

specific academic areas such as algebra or geometry problems (Zimmerman & Martinz-Pons, 

1990), self-efficacy for successful performance and attainment of a specific grade in a subject 

(Neuville, Frenay, & Bourgeois, 2007), and self-efficacy for general success within a university 

course (Cassidy & Eachus, 2002; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990). Studies analyzing academic self-

efficacy and academic performance have shown strong positive correlations (Pajares & Miller, 

1994; Meral et. al., 2012; Yokoyama, 2019). Some researchers (Andrew, 1998; Nasir, 2019) have 

used academic self-efficacy as a predictor of academic achievement . The following studies 

address this area of research.  

 Research examining the predictability of academic self-efficacy on academic performance 

and meta-analyses have reported moderate effect sizes (Richardson, Bond, & Abraham, 2012; 

Robbins et al., 2004). In a 2012 study, Richardson et al. noted that academic self-efficacy 

accounted for almost nine percent of the variance in the overall GPA for collegiate students, which 
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is critical to this investigation as the study population is undergraduate college students. Similarly, 

Nasir and Iqbal (2019) saw that self-efficacy explained up to 31% of the variance and 12% of the 

actual GPA. Both studies illustrate the strong predictive power of academic self-efficacy on 

academic performance. Furthermore, it can be concluded that a student’s academics can be 

predicted from their self-efficacy; however, to support this claim, additional research regarding 

the predictability of academic self-efficacy will be discussed.  

 In continuing with GPA, DeFreitas (2012) utilized a cross-sectional research design to 

assess participants, who were administered a Self-Regulated Learning Scale of the 

Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self-Efficacy (Bandura, 1990), to show that self-efficacy 

was predictive of GPA (𝛽𝛽= .29, p < .05). Like DeFreitas (2012), Weiser and Riggio (2010) also 

noted that ASE was a significant predictor of GPA (𝑅𝑅2 = .09, p < .01) but also discovered that ASE 

positively mediated between achievement and parental involvement. Although it may be assumed 

that external factors could influence GPA, as noted by Weiser and Riggio (2010), the fact remains 

clear that in analyzing performance solely predicted by ASE is strong; however, GPA takes time 

to produce. Galyon et al. (2012) found no significant relationship regarding ASE and performance 

at the beginning of the course; however, the study did report significance midway through course. 

Aligned with these findings, researchers have also brought light to how ASE predicts student 

grades in a specific course to draw similar conclusions.  

 Collegiate students are the focus of this study and there is literature that specifically speaks 

to this population pertaining to ASE and grades. For example, Lynch (2006) self-efficacy served 

as a predictor of grades for both freshman students (𝑅𝑅 =  .405 )and upper-level students (𝑅𝑅 =

.434). ASE, though, did not serve as the only factor to influence grades as extrinsic goal orientation 

and effort were also applied and manifested in the results. Since the researcher did not control for 
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these variables, the extent to the predictive nature of ASE on student grades is unclear; however, 

DiBenedetto and Bembenutty (2011), controlled for external variables and concluded that self-

efficacy was a predictor of final course grade which accounted for eight percent of the variance. 

When the researchers added “delay of gratification” back to the equation, the results became non-

significant which shows the strength of ASE to serve as a predictor on its own. The following 

studies examine self-efficacy in performance (Fang, 2014; Feldman & Kubota, 2015). 

 Liem et al. (2008) concluded that students who demonstrate a higher level of self-efficacy 

not only engage in deeper learning opportunities, but they also exhibit more positive social 

behaviors (Bandura, 2006), are more engaged and spend greater time on learning (Eccles et al., 

1993). In the Tabak et al. (2009) study, not only was self-efficacy correlated to course performance 

(𝑟𝑟 = .35,𝑝𝑝 < .01), but that it also had a mediating effect between conscientiousness and 

performance. Furthermore, ASE more strongly correlated to performance (𝑟𝑟 = .59,𝑝𝑝 < .01) than 

general self-efficacy (𝑟𝑟 = .31,𝑝𝑝 < .01) (Fenning & May, 2013) which supports Bandura’s (2006) 

argument that self-efficacy measures should be domain-specific in order to accurately describe and 

illustrate the variables that are to be tested. The studies described above employed a cross-sectional 

research design which aligns to the construction of this current study as significant results have 

been produced from the previous research; however, several longitudinal studies have also been 

conducted and provide significant results that add to the body of literature on this topic.  

 Putwain et al. (2013) conducted a longitudinal study of 206 students using the Academic 

Confidence Scale (Sander & Sander, 2003) as one of the predictors for the outcome, subject grade. 

The researchers provided results indicating a positive correlation of ASE for studying between the 

initial measurement taken at the beginning of the semester and the student’s semester one 

performance. In this study, the researchers do not mention whether the students underwent any 
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special treatment or training,  additional training or advisement may have influenced the results 

which is similar to the approach by Lane et al. (2004). This study probed the participants’ self-

efficacy at two different points during a course in statistics. Lane et al. (2004) used the Self-

Efficacy Towards Statistics Questionnaire (Lane et al., 2002) as the measurement tool. Students 

participated in the course per standard course guidelines and were administered the measure during 

week two and week seven with assignment grades as the outcome. Although self-efficacy was not 

significant at week two, there was a positive relationship when measured at week seven. Both 

studies suggest that self-efficacy can change over time; however, these studies lack  control groups 

to understand if the influence or mediation of instruction in the course contributed to the change 

in self-efficacy in comparison to those not enrolled in course.  

Academic Self-Efficacy, Race, and Academic Performance 

 Research in this area consistently showed that there are differences in self-efficacy of 

minority students, citing lower levels of self-efficacy than their counterparts (Brower & 

Ketterhageng, 2004; Combs, 2001; Cuyjet, 1997; Laar, 2000; Mayo & Christenfeld, 1999). 

Literature that studies the differences in race in higher education, particularly of African-

Americans, is an area of great concern  (Mackell, 2011; Cowan, 2014; Vincent, 2014; Sandoval-

Lucero, et. al., 2014). Not only do African-American students have the lowest graduation rates in 

secondary school (Stetser & Stillwell, 2014), but the achievement gap notes that African-

Americans, as a group,  has highest percentage of students that are below proficiency in reading 

and mathematics (Cowan Pitre, 2014).  

 Graham (1994) makes several claims regarding the self-efficacy beliefs of minority, 

particularly African-American students. First, the researcher cites that academic self-efficacy of 

African-American students are strong and may be stronger than their White peers and that these 
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beliefs are strong even when faced with low achievement (Graham, 1994).  Similar results were 

found in studies including Hispanic students Lay & Wakstein, 1985; Stevenson, Hanson, & Uttal, 

1990). Additionally, in comparing African-American to Afro-Cuban students, Pinder (2012) 

discover that there were significant differences between the mean scores of groups on science 

performance, with African-Americans scoring lower than their counterparts. These manuscripts 

addressed minority students in collegiate settings and are critical to this study, but present 

contrasting views. Consequently, research illuminating the subpar performance of African-

American students saturate the literature; however, not much has been conducted in comparing 

these results with other races; however, the academic self-efficacy of African-American students, 

as well as other races, is of interest to this study.  

In a study of African-American students, Pajares and Kranzler (1995) found that these 

students demonstrate lower mathematics self-efficacy than White peers and was a similar result 

by Pajares and Johnson (1996) in studying writing self-efficacy. Still, the research does not clearly 

tease out other factors that may influence these self-efficacy beliefs. In some instances, the manner 

in which how the populations are selected and compared are flawed, such as confounding ethnicity 

with social class in a comparison of middle-class white children to minority students from the 

lower class (Graham, 1994; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). In fact, once socioeconomic status is 

controlled, little research has been produced supporting the claim that African-American students 

have lower perceptions of confidence than White students (Graham, 1994). Regarding other races, 

Daly Stennis (2016) conducted a study with students at Southern Adventist University regarding 

self-efficacy. Using an ANCOVA to analyze the 394 survey responses, the researcher noted that 

there were no significant differences in self-efficacy amongst ethnic groups (𝑝𝑝 = 0.248)when the 
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other variables were held constant. While this finding may be interesting, it is important to note 

institution type and the specialized nature of the population that may influence the data.  

Additional research regarding other races and ethnicities regarding academic self-efficacy 

and performance are needed as the studies mentioned in various sections specifically speak to 

African-American students, thus presenting a few gaps in the literature. First, researchers have 

presented contradictory results regarding differences in ASE regarding African-American students 

and White students. Secondly, research pertaining to the self-efficacies of other races is also 

limited. Lastly, not all studies equally compare groups to each other, not taking into account other 

factors such as socioeconomic status as some studies compare, for example, lower African-

American students with middle-class White students.  

Music Participation and Academic Performance 

Studies involving school-age children’s participation in music and the correlation to 

academic performance is numerous, generally showing a positive correlation between the two. 

Harris (2007, 2008) observed the academic performance of young children in a Montessori setting 

and compared the performance of those who received traditional Montessori instruction to those 

who experienced a music-enriched Montessori education. Those students who participated in a 

music-enriched Montessori education were exposed to music three-times per week to 30-minute 

sessions for six months and were assessed using the Test of Early Mathematics Ability (TEA 3). 

In the analysis by age group, students who participated in music outperformed their counterparts 

in each age. It was later discovered that age-three children had higher scores than either than the 

four- and five-year-old children. Harris concluded that an art-rich curriculum can have a 

significantly positive impact on the academic achievement of young children. Studies using 

students in primary school have also focused on instrumental music participation. For instance, 
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Dryden (1992) analyzed the scores from the fourth edition Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills of 

164 fifth grade students and showed that there was a statistically significant difference between 

reading vocabulary and total reading achievement with similar results achieved by Little (2016) 

who studied middle school music and standardized test scores from the California Achievement 

Tests. This may be attributed to the extensive musical vocabulary used to interpret and discuss 

music, specifically musical terminology in other languages. While these studies employed a cross-

sectional design, investigators have seen changes to academic achievement due to music 

participation over time.  

In an evaluation of student tests scores on the Iowa Assessments, Willis (2016) studied 116 

middle school students’ change in academic performance from 2012-2014 which showed that 

music education was a significant predictor of math growth and suggested that prolonged music 

participation may have a greater effect on academic achievement. Blomquist’s (2014) longitudinal 

study examined the relationship between instrumental music enrollment and school success, 

standardized test scores, GPA and attendance. The data of one cohort of students from two 

Missouri school districts were examined over a five-year period. The sample was divided into four 

groups, by SES and by enrollment status in a music program with results showing that the 

improvement in test scores between fourth and eighth grade was significantly increased for 

students enrolled in instrumental music courses as compared to those not enrolled in music courses. 

The same trend was shown in students from families of low SES, low-ability instrumental students, 

but failed to reach statistical significance due to small sample size.  

Holochwost et al. (2017) examined whether music education was associated with improved 

performance on measures of academic achievement and executive functions. Participants ( N= 

265) in first through eighth grades were selected by a lottery system to participate in an out-of-
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school program that offered individual and large ensemble training on orchestral instruments. The 

results showed that, relative to the controls, students who received orchestral instruction 

demonstrated higher scores on standardized tests, obtained better grades in ELA and math, and 

exhibited superior performances on executive functions and short-term memory. The largest 

difference in performance was between those in the control group and those who received the 

music program for two to three years. 

There are several underlying factors imbedded within music participation are relational to 

academic performance, such as motivation, self-efficacy, self-concept, self-regulation, and other 

factors; however, the presentation of studies does not consider these constructs in their studies. 

Researchers have concluded that self-efficacy enables students to engage longer in activities that 

students feel produce learning (Schunk, 1995) and which may be attributed to higher academic 

achievement. Yet, Schunk (1995) does assert that greater achievement cannot be attained by highly 

efficacious students who lack the skills needed to complete the task. Thus, another area studying 

the relationship between music and academic achievement is examining studies that address music 

training.  

The presentation of studies outlining the academic performance of students who participate 

in music suggests that there is an underlying cause for the relationship; however, the researchers 

collectively neglect to address deeper factors related to achievement. Self-efficacy is one of the 

constructs that has been shown to be positively correlated to students’ academic achievement. 

Since these studies do not address this matter, the present investigation hopes to probe further and 

discover if there is a relationship between academic self-efficacy and music self-efficacy, as stated 

by research question three, but also bring light to differences in self-efficacy between minority and 
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non-minority groups. To provide a global picture before drawing a conclusion, studies in music 

self-efficacy must be addressed to show its influence on performance and academic self-efficacy.  

Music Self-Efficacy 

 Several researchers have agreed that musicians with a higher level of self-efficacy will also 

have reciprocal levels in knowledge and skill in music performance, converse to those with lower 

levels (Clark, 2008; Hendricks, 2009; Hewitt, 2015; McCormick & McPherson, 2003; McPherson 

& McCormick, 2000). This may be due in part that students with a higher self-efficacy persist 

longer in tasks that they perceive to further their education (Meece & Painter, 2012; Schunk, 1995); 

however, these differences in self-efficacy have been seen by age (Pajares & Valinate, 1999; Usher 

& Pajares, 2009), sex (Matusi et al., 1990; Usher & Pajares, 2006); type of school (Aydin & 

Uzuntiryaki, 2009) and national identity (Pastorelli et al., 2001).  Since music is a specific domain 

in academia, Bandura (1986), Pajares (1996a) and Zimmerman (2000) posit that more efficacious 

students in a specific domain exert more effort, choose tasks that are more challenging, and 

experience less anxiety. As a result of these various findings, researchers have found a positive 

relationship between music self-efficacy and achievement have been observed (Clark, 2008; 

McCormick & McPherson, 2003; McPherson & McCormick, 2000); however, specifically 

addressing music, an area that has been seen to influence self-efficacy is music training.  

Music Self-Efficacy and Music Performance 

 Schools play a role in the development of one’s self-efficacy through enrollment in 

performance ensembles (Bandura, 1997).In secondary schools, students who participate in school-

based ensembles, such as band, may spend up to seven years performing with the same peers. The 

development of one’s self-efficacy may be influenced by the social interactions that occur within 

the ensemble, the direction provided by the conductor, and having a unified goal of music-making. 



 

29 
 

To illustrate, Davidson (2006) conducted a study with middle school band students and revealed 

that teaching improvisation increased the self-efficacy of improvisation for students. Due to the 

instruction provided to support skills needed in middle school band, this influenced the student’s 

beliefs in their competency to improvise as they are more competent and confident (Schunk & 

Pajares, 2004). Conversely, students that do not feel as musically adequate cease involvement in 

music for other leisure or sport activities (Hallam, 1998); therefore, music self-efficacy for 

performing is vital to future pursuit of musical activities.   

 Recently, Zelenak (2019) sought to understand the relationship between self-efficacy and 

achievement in music performance. Using secondary bands students as the participants and 

employing a linear regression, Zelenak (2019) found that enactive mastery, or mastery 

experiences, was the strongest construct in self-efficacy; however, directly related to achievement, 

an ANOVA revealed a significant difference between the sources of self-efficacy with 

verbal/social persuasions as the best predictor of achievement in music performance. Zelenak 

(2019) examines differences by gender, age, and type of performance ensemble, but does not make 

a note of differences in race which is critical to this study. Although previous research is mixed 

regarding race at the collegiate level, research does support that there are differences in self-

efficacy in secondary schools.  

 While Zelenak (2019) sought to examine differences in self-efficacy, Ritchie and 

Williamon (2012) compared self-efficacy beliefs to performance quality in participants. This is 

interesting because the study does not initially assess the student’s performance abilities as Schunk 

(1995) concluded that high self-efficacy does not equate to high-level performances if the students 

lack the necessary skills and techniques to complete the task effectively which contrasts other work 

citing that more efficacious students also have high levels of knowledge and skill in music 
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performance (Clark, 2008; Hendrick, 2008; Hewitt, 2015; McCormick & McPherson, 2003; 

McPherson & McCormick, 2000). Nevertheless, the findings from the Ritchie and Williamon 

(2012) study show that self-efficacy did correlate to the predicted (𝑟𝑟 = .33,𝑝𝑝 < .01) and awarded 

marks (𝑟𝑟 = .32,𝑝𝑝 < .01) on the examination but the correlation was not significant (𝑟𝑟 = .12,𝑝𝑝 >

.05). The researchers later conclude that performance experience is essential to assessing 

performance quality since self-efficacy is influenced by mastery experiences (Bandura, 1997, 

1986). Bandura’s assertion coupled with Ritchie and Williamon’s (2012) conclusion has 

influenced the design of this study in that the research requires participants to have performed in 

ensembles to ensure that the data derived accurately reflects their beliefs.  

 Other studies in this domain include Cahill Clark (2008) who studied orchestra studies in 

Texas, Hewitt (2015) who investigated the relationships between self-efficacy, self-evaluation, 

and music performance of band students, and Engilmez and Engur (2017) in piano students. The 

reason why these studies are mentioned is because this current investigation utilizes participants 

from various performance ensembles, albeit band, chorus, orchestra, steel pan, etc. These studies 

help to paint a global picture of music self-efficacy beliefs from performers of different mediums. 

All of these studies conclude that music self-efficacy is positively related to performance; 

however, some key differences separate these findings.  

 First, Cahill Clark (2008) found students who engaged in private lessons demonstrated a 

higher level of self-efficacy than those who did not and concluded that understanding a student's 

previous background in music and its relationship to self-efficacy may be beneficial to students. 

Although private instruction is not a key factor of interest in this study, it will be considered as this 

may influence one’s self-efficacy in music performance. Hewitt (2015) does indicate that student’s 

self-efficacy beliefs before performing and the self-evaluations afterwards were similar, regardless 
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of private instruction. Yet, Englimez and Engur (2017) revealed that motivational factors and self-

efficacy decline after the piano students reach 10th grade, despite showing that self-efficacy, 

achievement grade and motivation were positively correlated.  

 Although this collection of studies addresses the relationship between self-efficacy and 

music performance, the terminology, such as , “performance” and “achievement,” are used 

interchangeably or sometimes together (e.g., “performance achievement”) (Zelenak, 2011). 

Researchers used written or multiple-choice based measures to investigate variables in music, but 

other factors, such as writing self-efficacy (Pajares & Valiante, 1999) or performance anxiety 

(Zarza et al., 2016), are not controlled nor considered in the research design. Zelenak’s (2011, 

2015) tool is suitable for this study as  it can be used to measure self-efficacy beliefs of students 

in performance of playing their instrument and is not a tool to measure knowledge beliefs about 

self-efficacy. The subsequent studies will provide more discussion regarding how performance has 

been measured that more closely align to the methodological approach for this study.  

 Researchers studying music self-efficacy and performance often cite the work of 

McPherson and McCormick (2000) and McCormick and McPherson (2003) as it provided seminal 

work into this area. Of importance to this study is McCormick and McPherson (2003) as it 

specifically addresses self-efficacy and actual performance in the research design. This study 

investigated the cognitive mediational processes in relation to the Trinity College, London Music 

Exam. To explore this, the researchers used a structural equation modeling using LISREL 

(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996) to understand the relationships among motivation, music practice and 

performance. Citing the General Expectancy-value Model of Motivation (cf., Eccles, 1983; 

Pintrich, 1988, 1989) as the theoretical framework and referencing Bandura’s (1977, 1997) Social 

Cognitive Theory, the structural equation showed that there was a strong association between self-
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efficacy and the student’s performance, illustrating that self-efficacy is the strongest predictor of 

actual performance in the graded examination.   

 The focal point of this study lies in the researchers’ methodological approach to the 

investigation. The Trinity College, London Music Exam consists of prepared pieces with piano 

accompaniment, technical exercises, and etudes from a graded syllabus. The students are assessed 

in front of a trained professional examiner. Data collection was taken from a self-report 

questionnaire taken before the exam captured self-regulatory (Cognitive Strategy Use, Self-

Regulation) and motivational (Intrinsic Value, Anxiety, Self-Efficacy) components (McCormick 

& McPherson, 2003). Using a seven-point Likert scale, self-efficacy was studied using the item “I 

have fully mastered the requirements of today’s examination.” Based on the presentation of the 

information, it is evident that McCormick and McPherson (2003) assessed the self-efficacy of 

performance in a graded manner more akin to a standardized test. In their research design, it states 

that trained professionals were used to assess the participants, thus suggesting that evaluators had 

undergone previous training to ensure standardized grading of all participants against a rubric.  

 This study does provide some key points that are necessary for the current proposed study. 

First, McCormick and McPherson (2003) provide a solid theoretical foundation that acknowledges 

the influence of self-efficacy on students performing on their instrument. Bandura’s (1977, 1997) 

construct continually explains the deeper motivational process that influences one’s decision to 

act. As this study closely aligns to the theoretical framework used in the MPSES (Zelenak, 2011), 

comparisons in study approach and design helped to direct the methodological approach of this 

study; however, a stark difference is the way performance was studied. As alluded in the preceding 

paragraph, McCormick and McPherson (2003) assessed performance by means of a graded 

performance examination which is in contrast to how performance is studied in this study. The 
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methodological approach more closely resembles Hewitt’s (2015) approach who used excerpts 

and researcher-created etudes to investigate the relationship among self-efficacy, self-evaluation, 

and music performance of secondary band students. In contrast to both studies, this study does not 

measure performance against a rubric, to capture the self-efficacy beliefs of the participant’s ability 

to perform on their instrument in comparison to beliefs of their counterparts.  

 Other researchers like Cahill Clark (2008) and Zelenak (2019) used ensemble audition 

results as a variable relevant to self-efficacy. Specifically, Zelenak (2019) investigated the 

relationship between self-efficacy and achievement in music performance. As presented in the 

purpose, the plan for study seems to relate closely to the aims of McCormick and McPherson 

(2003) in that participants perform an exercise in front of a trained music profession; however, the 

participants in Zelenak’s (2019) took part in a larger ensemble rather a graded examination. This 

could be problematic in a few ways. First, other external motivational factors such as seat 

placement, solo opportunities, and peers influence, could influence the auditioned performance. 

For example, a student who occupies the principal seat may be more motivated to maintain that 

seat rather than someone who has remained in the concluding seat several times.  In turn, another 

issue that arises is that this may also influence one’s self-efficacy as noted by Cahill Clark (2008) 

who saw that self-efficacy score and audition rank were inversely correlated thus concluding that 

students who were better ranked had higher self-efficacy scores. The underlying factors that may 

explain were not addressed in either study but does show that using audition scores as a method to 

assess one’s self-efficacy is also flawed.  

 Nevertheless, Zelenak (2019) does realize findings that are important to this current study. 

In Zelenak (2019) study, the second research question seeks to understand if there is a difference 

in the relationship between self-efficacy and music performance achievement of students in a) 
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band and string students, b) middle and high school, c) female and male. This question is important 

as it aligns to the first research of this study that examines the difference in music performance 

self-efficacy of minority and non-minority undergraduate students in performing ensembles. 

Based on an ANOVA used, the data showed a significant difference between sources of self-

efficacy with verbal/social persuasion as the strongest predictor of achievement.  This study also 

plans to use an ANOVA to reveal differences between the two populations of interest as the 

statistical approach closely resembles the approach done by Zelenak (2019). Although his study 

uses post-secondary students, the last finding noted that there was no correlation between self-

efficacy and years of enrollment in an instrumental ensemble. Since students in college or 

university ensembles have been playing longer, the data may reveal results that differ than those 

obtained in the study by Zelenak (2019). Although this variable is not a specific research question 

for this study, it is a factor that will be captured on the self-report questionnaire that may have 

bearing on the level of self-efficacy of the participant. Zelenak’s (2019) conclusion to question 

three suggests that years of enrollment in an instrumental ensemble did not have any relationship 

to self-efficacy; therefore, one may hypothesize that this will be the same for students participating 

in post-secondary ensembles. Additional testing must be done before arriving to such conclusion. 

 Watson (2010) used a different methodological approach to investigate how aural versus 

notated instructional materials effect achievement and self-efficacy in instrumental jazz 

improvisation performance. Similar to the design of Cahill Clark (2008) and Zelenak (2019), 

participants in Watson (2010) performed pre- and post-instruction improvisation exercises in front 

of four expert judges using the researcher-created Jazz Improvisation Performance Achievement 

Measure and self-efficacy measured using the Jazz Improvisation Self-Efficacy Scale. The 

difference lies in the procedures as Watson (2010) split the collegiate participants into two groups, 
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both receiving two different types of treatment, either aural or notated over four days in 70-minute 

settings. An ANOVA indicated a significant interaction between pre- and post-instructional 

method, with those in the aural group showing greater gain from pre to post than the notated group. 

The usage of treatment groups is what makes this study unique as previous studies in this area use 

assessment scores from prepared exercises or examinations. In Watson (2010), the study illustrated 

that participant’s self-efficacy for jazz instruction can improve over time with exposure to 

instruction in improvisation, results are similar to longitudinal studies seek to understand the 

change in academic self-efficacy and academic achievement over time.  

 Other studies, such as Watson (2010) who used a training program to influence self-

efficacy are Bugos et al. (2016), and Bugos and Cooper (2019). Similar results drawn from Watson 

(2010) and Bugos et al. (2016) reveal that self-efficacy can change over time. In a study of 157 

high school students, Hendricks (2013), noted that  music performance self-efficacy changed over 

time over the course of a three-day honor orchestra festival. The participants responded to survey, 

engaged in interviews, and were observed by researchers. A repeated measures ANOVA showed 

a general increase in music performance self-efficacy over time F(3, 219) = 49.92, p < .01 

(Hendricks, 2013) . In studying older adults, Bugos et al. (2016)  studied  senior adults who 

underwent 30 hours of intense piano training. To understand the change over time, the researchers 

collected self-efficacy data and cortisol levels during three points of the study which a repeated 

measures ANOVA over all points showed enhanced music self-efficacy with pairwise 

comparisons.  

 Bugos and Cooper (2019) later did a similar study to Bugos et al. (2016) but used mallet 

training to study the effect on self-efficacy and processing speed. The participants were split into 

treatment groups as was done in Watson (2010) where the treatment group participated in eight 
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two-hour classes where the instructor focused on music reading and comprehension while the 

control group completed autobiographical writing prompts. The researchers noted, as was found 

in Bugos et al. (2016) that the treatment group showed enhanced music self-efficacy over time, 

𝐹𝐹 (1, 18) = 6.439,𝑝𝑝 = 0.021.  

Summary 

 This review of literature provided an overview of studies in academic self-efficacy and 

music self-efficacy. Rooted in Bandura’s (1977, 1997) Social Cognitive Theory, researchers have 

created domain-specific tools, such as the CASES (Owen & Froman 1988) and the MPSES 

(Zelenak, 2015) to examine participants beliefs more accurately about the abilities to execute a 

task. Other studies in self-efficacy include reading (Saloman, 1984); employment of learning 

strategies (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990), math and verbal skills (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 

1990), and writing (Meier et al., 1984; Pajares, 2003). Research has shown that music self-efficacy 

is positively correlated to performance similarly to the correlation between academic self-efficacy 

and academic performance; however, there are differences in how researchers assess performance. 

 As noted by studies of McCormick and McPherson (2003), Zelenak (2019) and other 

researchers, there is a difference in the manner of how performance is analyzed. While McCormick 

and McPherson (2003) chose to draw the relationship between self-efficacy and performance on a 

graded examination, Zelenak (2019) and other researchers chose to use audition results as a method 

to make conclusions. These studies, though, do not consider the relationship between self-efficacy 

and music performance anxiety and external factors that may influence the self-efficacy of 

participants. To demystify any misconceptions as to how performance is being studied,  this study 

will explore the participant’s self-efficacy to perform in a group setting with their peers.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This cross-sectional study examined the differences in music performance self-efficacy by 

race and ethnicity in undergraduate performing ensembles and to understand the relationship 

between music performance and academic self-efficacy. First, the researcher solicited 

undergraduate participants by communicating posting advertisements in social media groups and 

word-of-mouth. After receiving IRB approval, the protocol and instruments were distributed 

electronically to the participants who completed the measurements individually which were 

collected through Qualtrics. Basic demographic data was collected such as, gender, race, years of 

participation in ensembles, and other information necessary for the study.  

Participants 

 Recruitment for this study included undergraduate students at various colleges and 

universities in the United States who have or are actively partaking in a performance ensemble as 

stated in the criteria. These ensembles were under the direction of a degreed professional who is 

faculty/staff at the institution. Both male and female participants were recruited but had to be  

currently enrolled in their institution. Each participant completed a basic demographic form and 

the two self-efficacy scales: the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (Zelenak, 2011), and the 

College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (Owen & Froman, 1988). All  measures were individually 

administered and submitted via Qualtrics All required documentation and protocols were 

submitted to the Institutional Review Board for approval.  
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Demographic Data  

 General demographic data were collected from each participant via self-report (see 

Appendix A). The list of demographic data collected included the following: age, gender, ethnicity, 

race, year in college/university, music major (yes or no), years performing in ensemble (starting 

from 6th grade), years of private instruction/lessons before college/university. 

Measures 

 This section discusses the two measures used in this study. The first is the Music 

Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) first created by Zelenak (2010) and revised in 2015. 

This tool is rooted in Bandura’s (1997) Social Cognitive Theory focusing on the construct of self-

efficacy. Bandura (1977, 1997) defines self-efficacy as the “beliefs in one’s ability to organize and 

execute the course of action required to produce given attainments” (p.3). This 24-item 

measurement includes evaluation of  self-efficacy beliefs in the four sources of self-efficacy in 

music performance. Scores were summed indicating the efficaciousness of the respondent. The 

33-item College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale parallels the construction of the MPSES, using a 

five-point Likert scale where the respondent self-report based on the items stated.  

Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) 

Zelenak’s (2010) Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale was designed to examine the four 

sources of self-efficacy of secondary students in music performance. Zelenak used a variety of 

existing instruments, such as the general self-efficacy scale (Sherer et al., 1982), two academic 

self-efficacy scales (Pintrich et al., 1991; Usher & Pajares, 2006), a mathematics self-efficacy scale 

(Lent et al., 1991), and other research pertaining to music performance self-efficacy (McCormick 

& McPherson, 2003; McPherson & McCormick, 2006), to develop the MPSES.  
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The MPSES is a tool that has been used in a wide variety of self-efficacy research not only 

examining students (Zelenak, 2010, 2019), but also in older adults (Bugos et. al, 2015). The 

measure itself is very reliable (r = .87) and maps onto the components that contribute to Bandura’s 

social cognitive theory: eight items for mastery experiences, five items for vicarious experiences, 

six items for verbal/social persuasion, and give items for physiological states. This measure, 24 

questions in total, distributes the type of question throughout the test in a way that does not appear 

obvious to participant in the change in style. Due to the frequent administration of this measure in 

research and its strong psychometric properties, the MPSES was selected to be used in this study.  

Construction of the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES)  

The MPSES was originally developed from a pool of 30 items from various sources 

including a general self-efficacy scale (Sherer et. al, 1982), an academic self-efficacy scale 

(Pintrich et. al, 1991) and other materials focusing on music performance self-efficacy 

(McCormick & McPherson, 2003; McPherson & McCormick, 2006). After examination by a panel 

for content validity, the revised scale consisted of 24 items: mastery experiences accounts for seven 

items, five for vicarious experiences, six items for verbal and social persuasions, and give items 

for physiological state (Zelenak, 2010). A final item is included in the measures to assess the 

participant’s accuracy in responding to the items which requested that participants write “9” as the 

response (Zelenak, 2010). The final item on the measure instructs participants to resume following 

the original instructions.  

Although Bandura (2006) advised researchers to create self-efficacy scales ranging from 

0-100 in intervals of 10; Zelenak (2010) deviated from this, citing that Usher and Pajares (2009) 

found a higher level of internal consistency when participants were able to assign any number 

ranging from 0-100 in their responses instead of intervals of 10. The Mathematics Skills Self-
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Efficacy level was α = .95 as opposed to the 6-point Likert-type format of the Sources of 

Mathematics Self-Efficacy, α = .91 (Usher & Pajares, 2009). In another study, Pajares, Hartley, 

and Valiante (2001) noted that they were able to better account for the variance using a 0-100 

response format than a six-point Likert scale which confirmed Zelenak’s (2010) choice to deviate 

from Bandura’s (2006) original recommendation and use a 0-100 response format where 

participants can freely assign a number. For example, participants assign a number within that 

range to a statement such as “I have had positive experiences performing music in the past.”  

Psychometric Properties of the MPSES 

In the initial study, 293 students, ages 11 to 14 participated in the study (Grade 6, n=165; 

Grade 7, n=52; Grade 8, n=76). To test the reliability and validity of the scale, Zelenak (2015) 

revised the scale using 290 middle (n=150) and high school (n=140) band, chorus, and orchestra 

students from 10 public schools in the West and Southeastern parts of the United States. Revisions 

of the scale included additional questions for mastery experiences in solo and small-ensemble 

performance, descriptive statistics to differentiate between large and small ensembles, and 

solicited information regarding outside influences other than a peer or professional to serve as a 

model (Zelenak, 2015).  

 The Music Performance Self-Efficacy scale, both versions, have been peer reviewed and 

employed in various research studies. Bugos et al. (2016) used the 2010 version of the scale to 

study the effects of an intense piano training program on self-efficacy. In a later study Bugos 

(2018) sought to study the effects of piano training on cognitive performance. Bugos and Cooper 

(2019) used the tool to investigate the effects of mallet training on self-efficacy in older adults. 

Adaptations of Zelenak’s (2010) scale include Elam et al. (2019) sight-singing self-efficacy scale 

which is an instrument used to understand sight-singing self-efficacy of middle school chorus 
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students and Regier (2019) self-efficacy scale that measures band directors’ self-efficacy in 

concert, marching, and jazz content. Zelenak (2019) employed his revised 2015 tool to predict 

music achievement from the sources of self-efficacy.  

 Zelenak’s (2010) first study showed strong internal consistency within each section: 

mastery experience α = .93, vicarious experience α = .90, verbal/social persuasion α = .94, and 

physiological state α = .90), and within the total scale α = .97 (Zelenak, 2010). Content validity in 

the revised tool (Zelenak, 2015) was verified by personnel within music education who affirmed 

the tool’s ability to examine music performance self-efficacy in secondary schools. The findings 

from the MPSES concluded that Zelenak’s measure was a good fit with Bandura’s (1997) 

theoretical model  [χ2 (245, N = 290) = 501.62, p = .001, CFI 81 = .87, SRMR = .06, RMSEA = 

.06] and followed Bandura’s (2006b) specifications for assessing self-efficacy; however, Zelenak 

(2015) uses a continuous interval scale from 1-100 (1 = strongly disagree, 100 = strongly agree).  

 Zelenak (2011) used the mean scores from his study as a basis for teachers to compare the 

scores of their students, with the lowest possible score of 24 and a maximum score of 2400. He 

noted that there were no significant differences in mean scores among grade level or ensembles, 

thus suggesting that the set of mean scores could also be applied to middle and high school 

students. Regarding the 2015 revision, this too had a high internal consistency (α = .88) where 

responses were collected from participants for three weeks (Zelenak, 2015). As with his previous 

study, consistent responses were elicited from verbal/social persuasion (α = .77) and mastery 

experience (α = .74). Lesser consistent for internal consistency was physiological state (α = .67) 

and vicarious experiences (α = .59) which echoes issues found in other self-efficacy studies, 

specifically those relating to vicarious experiences s (Lent et al., 1991; Lent et al., 1996; Usher & 

Pajares, 2006; Zelenak, 2015). After a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted, it revealed that 
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mastery experience and verbal/social persuasion were the strongest influencer on the overall self-

efficacy as measured by the MPSES.  

College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale 

Owen and Froman (1988) developed the College Academic Self-Efficacy scale due to the 

inadequacy of measures in appropriately assessing self-efficacy. The authors cite that most of the 

research conducted on self-efficacy during this time focused on the content of self-efficacy rather 

than the measurement itself (Owen & Froman, 1988). One of the issues that authors cite is a flaw 

in how self-efficacy measures were designed, regarding strength and magnitude. Strength refers 

to the participant’s acknowledgement whether he/she can perform the task and indicates their 

strength of efficacy on a 90-point scale (Owen & Froman, 1988). The first step is necessary so that 

the participant can later assess the magnitude of their self-efficacy by adding the “can-do” 

declamations (Owen & Froman, 1988). Cervone (1987) notes that these two items are separate 

constructs and in testing, there is significant overlap of the two. For example, Wood and Locke 

(1987) produced low correlations, .64 to .67 between strength and magnitude, which resulted in a 

ceiling effect on the magnitude scales. With repeated testing, Wood and Locke (1987) produced 

inconsistent results thus concluding that measurements should use both strength and magnitude 

scales to accurately assess self-efficacy.  

Bandura’s Guttman-style hierarchical scales provided spread internal consistency 

estimates. A correlation approaching 1.00 between an item and an easier preceding item was 

expected (Owen & Froman, 1988). The construction of most self-efficacy measures is self-report, 

Likert-type scales; however, Bandura (1986) made it clear to differentiate between performance 

expectations and outcome expectancies. Yet, according to Owen and Froman (1988), researchers 

have developed scales that intertwine the two (see Gibson & Dembo, 1984, Hoover-Dempsey et 
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al., 1987). Because of the mismatched puzzle pieces of measures, Owen and Froman (1988) later 

cite that some researchers polish their results for a more appealing appearance and noted that 

Ashton and Webb (1986) admitted that the scales used in their study were not psychometrically 

sound. Due to the various issues mentioned, Owen and Froman (1988) proceeded to develop the 

College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES).  

Construction of the College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES) 

After pooling and testing question items, Owen and Froman (1988) resulted with a 33-item 

mix of questions that were not organized hierarchically. The scale is constructed in a 5-point 

Likert-type format where the poles “Very little….Quite A Lot” were labeled (Owen & Froman, 

1988) and the test can be completed by the participant in five minutes. Participants indicate their 

level of academic self-efficacy to statements as “Taking well organized notes during a lecture.”  

Psychometric Properties of the College Academic Self-Efficacy Scale (CASES)  

The CASES was administered twice over an eight-week interval and produced alpha 

internal consistencies of .90 and .92, with an eight-week stability at .85 (Owen & Froman, 1988). 

To analyze the validity of the measure, concurrent validities were estimated using two criteria 

derived for self-efficacy theory: the frequency in which the task was performed, and the enjoyment 

experienced (Owen & Froman, 1988). Owen and Froman (1988) conducted separate studies that 

requested the participant to self-rate the frequency and enjoyment of each of the 33 items, or 

behaviors, on the CASES. To predict the mean for frequency, Owen and Froman (1988) added 

grade-point average (GPA) into the regression equation along with the CASES score. The 

researchers used these studies as incremental validity research with both samples proving similar 

results; thus, concluding that academic self-efficacy proved strong incremental validity that GPA 

cannot explain singularly.  
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Factorial validity was achieved by combining the responses of three samples and applying 

an exploratory principal factor analysis (Owen & Froman, 1988). From there, three factors 

emerged from the data: (1) Overt, social situations, (2) cognitive operations, and (3) technical skills 

(Owen & Froman, 1988). The researchers concluded testing validity by having participants 

estimate the difficulty of performing the behaviors on the CASES and found that behaviors listed 

as least difficult were those where participants were exposed to the most and experienced high 

levels of success and conversely for other behaviors (Owen & Froman, 1988). Owen and Froman 

(1988) concluded that their results confirm predictions made by Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy 

theory.  

Procedure 

 Participants were recruited via social media groups and word-of-mouth. In the 

correspondence, it included the background research and purpose of the study, the study criteria, 

the informed consent form as required by IRB, and a link to the measures via Qualtrics. Participants 

completed the consent form before completing the measures. Next, participants completed the 

measures during a convenient time. The study window was open for two weeks to allow 

participants adequate time to complete the measures. All materials were distributed digitally.  

Analyses 

 Upon completion in data collection, the principal investigator began analysis of the data 

centered around the research questions of the study. The information will be obtained using 

Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT) and initially sorted based on the categories labeled in this study, 

which by race, African-American/Black, Caucasian/White, Two or more races/Mixed, and by 

ethnicity: Hispanic and Non-Hispanic.  
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To address the first research question of the study, analysis consisted of examining 

potential significant difference in music self-efficacy by race and ethnicity. Raw scores were 

computed from the MPSES, and IBM-SPSS software (version 26) were used to analyze the data. 

Based on previous literature that examines self-efficacy among race and ethnicity, it was 

hypothesized that there will be a significant difference between race but not ethnicity. A 

MANOVA was conducted with the MPSES raw scores across the variables race and ethnicity. If 

significant differences were found, a Bonferroni post-hoc test was used to determine where the 

differences occur among respondents.  

 In the second question, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was used to discover the 

strength in relationship between academic self-efficacy and music performance self-efficacy. 

Lastly, to address the third research question, multiple regression was used to find the strongest 

predictor(s) of music performance self-efficacy based on the following variables: gender, age, race, 

ethnicity, classification, major, years of participation, hours of practice (weekly), or years of 

private instruction. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

Results from the study are included as descriptive statistics for gender, race, and ethnicity 

of participants for the MPSES. In addition, analysis to answer the first research question includes 

use of an ANOVA to analyze race and ethnicity across the MPSES. After the values from the 

ANOVA and post-hoc are reported, descriptive data for the CASES is present followed by analysis 

using Pearson’s r to determine the strength in relationship between the MPSES and the CASES. 

In the final phase of the analysis, a multiple regression was used to examine which of the factors 

(gender, race, age, ethnicity, classification, major, years in performing ensembles, hours of weekly 

practice, years of private instruction) is the best predictor music performance self-efficacy.  

Descriptive Analyses of the MPSES 

This first part of this study investigated the differences in MPSES of undergraduate 

students in participating ensembles by race and ethnicity. Studies in other subject areas such as 

writing (Schunk & Pajares, 1995) showed a statistically significant difference amongst self-

efficacy by race and ethnicity. However, to date, no study analyzed these differences in music, 

thus supporting the need for this study. The MPSES (Zelenak, 2010, 2015) is a self-efficacy 

measure that captures the responses of participants using a scale from one to 100 which correlates 

to the level of efficacy the participant feels based on the assessed question. The construction of the 

measure allows participants to reach a maximum of 2400 points which denotes the highest level 

of music performance self-efficacy and the lowest score possible of 24 suggesting the converse. 
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To achieve obtain the overall score, each individual participants’ responses were summed to 

achieve a total score.  

A total of 163 participants entries were collected from participations; however, five data 

sets were omitted from the analysis due to incomplete responses. Of the 158 participants who 

provided complete responses (male: n = 71, female: n = 86, non-binary/third gender: n = 1)  n = 

55 were African-American/Black,  n = 56 were Caucasian/White, and n = 47 were Two or more 

races/Mixed. The age of the participants ranged from 18 years-old to 23 years-old and were all 

undergraduate collegiate students in the United States, having successfully participated in a 

performing ensemble for at least one semester. Table 1 notes descriptive statistics of the 

respondents with the MPSES as the corresponding factor and the subsequent figures illustrating 

the range of scores.  

Table 1: MPSES Descriptive Statistics by Race 

      

95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean   

  N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Min. Max. 

Race          

 

African-
American/Black 55 1754.72 

 
192.51 

 
25.96 

 
1702.68 

 
1806.77 

 
1359 

 
2223 

 Caucasian/White 56 1937.14 201.79 26.96 1883.1 1991.18 1361 2298 

 

Two or more 
races/Mixed 47 1880.68 

 
192.11 

 
28.02 

 
1824.27 

 
1937.09 

 
1469 

 
2248 

 

 The maximum score possible on the MPSES is 2400. Regarding gender, both male (M = 

1846.35, SD = 200.57) and female (M = 1863.49, SD = 218.07) scored generally high on the 

measure with similar means. In analyzing the data by race, the data reports that African-American 
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participants had a lower average (M = 1754.72, SD = 192.51) than Caucasian (M = 1937.14, SD 

= 201.79) or those reporting two or more races/Mixed (M = 1880.68, SD = 192.11).  

 

 
Figure 1. MPSES Boxplot by Race 

Table 2 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the MPSES by ethnicity. The Hispanic (n 

= 69) participants (M = 1873.77, SD = 212.68) and the non-Hispanic (n = 89) participants (M = 

1843.73, SD = 207.50) had means within proximity of each other; however, the 95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean for Hispanic participants [1800.02, 1887.44] is not as wide as the confidence 

interval for non-Hispanic participants [1822.68, 1924.86]. 

Table 2: MPSES Descriptive Statistics by Ethnicity 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean 

Min. Max. 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Hispanic 69 1873.77 212.68 25.60 1822.68 1924.86 1361.00 2248.00 
Non-Hispanic 89 1843.73 207.50 21.99 1800.02 1887.44 1359.00 2298.00 
Total 158 1856.85 209.64 16.68 1823.91 1889.79 1359.00 2298.00 
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Figure 2. MPSES Boxplot by Ethnicity 

 

Research Question One 

The first research question inquires as to whether there is a significant difference by race 

or ethnicity on the MPSES. A preliminary analysis of the data showed a significant difference 

between the groups: F(2, 155) = 12.55, p < .001. Since a significant result was produced, a Tukey 

HSD post-hoc test was conducted and showed a significant relationship among the following 

groups: African-American and Caucasian (p < .001), African-American and Two or more 

races/Mixed (p < .004). The other comparison, Caucasian and Two or more races/Mixed, was not 

significant (p = .314). To gain a more detailed understanding of the relationship, a MANOVA was 

used to analyze the data to control for Type 1 error. After the assumptions were met, the 

MANOVA, which tested the differences between race and ethnicity on the MPSES, showed that 

a significant effect was obtained for race, Wilks’ Lambda = .81, F(8, 298) = 4.24, p < .001; 

however, this was not the case for ethnicity, Wilks’ Lambda = .98, F(4, 149) = .705, p = .590, nor 
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race*ethnicity, Wilks’ Lambda = .959, F(8, 298) = .78,  p = .618. In more detail, the MANOVA 

showed that there is significant difference in the total score on the MPSES by race (p < .001), but 

also in the four sources of self-efficacy, with each domain reaching significance at the .001 level. 

Conversely, ethnicity did not reach significance among the groups (p = .84), nor within each source 

of self-efficacy: Mastery Experience (p = .82), Vicarious Experience (p = .82), Social/Verbal 

Persuasion (p = .38), Physiological States (p = .94). Lastly, in analyzing the intersection of 

race*ethnicity, this also did not reach significance on the entire MPSES (p = .19) nor in the four 

domains: Master Experiences (p = .14), Vicarious Experience (p = .14), Social/Verbal Persuasion 

(p = .33), Physiological States (p = .57).  

 Due to the significant result produced by difference in race on the MPSES, a Bonferroni 

test was conducted as a post-hoc to identify where the disparity occurred. The Bonferroni 

procedure indicated that the comparison of means on the MPSES as a hold yield a significant 

difference between African-American and Caucasian (p < .001), African-American and Two or 

more races/Mixed (p < .05); however, a non-significant result was produced for Caucasian and 

Two or more races/Mixed (p = .439). A deeper analysis by factors showed that African-American 

scores were only significant to Caucasian scores in Mastery Experience on the MPSES (p < .001), 

but reached significance when compared to each race in Vicarious Experience, Social/Verbal 

Persuasion, both significant at the .05 level. Similar to the result achieved by African-American in 

comparison to Two or more races/Mixed in Mastery Experience (p = .172), this same comparison 

did not reach significance in Physiological States (p = .103). Further analysis indicated significance 

among Caucasian and Two or more races/Mixed only in Mastery Experience (p < .05), but not in 

the other domains: Vicarious experience (p = 1.00), Social/Verbal Persuasion (p = .56), 

Physiological States (p =.18) 
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Relationship Between MPSES and CASES 

 To understand the relationship among participants’ responses on the MPSES and the 

CASES, the investigator used Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation to analyze the data. Using 

Pearson’s r is an appropriate statistical procedure to use as the purpose to discover if these two 

variables are related and if so, what is the strength? Research question two presents the findings 

of this study, first providing descriptive statistics as a framework in understanding the analysis. 

Research Question Two 

 The second research question addressed the strength of the relationship between the 

MPSES and the CASES. The CASES, like the MPSES, is a self-efficacy self-reporting measure 

where participants provided responses in a Likert-scale manner which indicated their level of 

efficacy pertaining to specific tasks. The maximum score a participant can obtain is 165 points and 

is calculated by summing all their responses together. The lowest score is 33. A total of 71 male 

(M = 114.18, SD = 15.8) and 86 females (M = 111.6, SD = 14.91) completed this part of the study. 

By race, African-American (n = 55) participants produced the lowest mean (M = 106.32, SD = 

15.73) than that of Caucasian (n = 56, M = 115.88, SD = 13.98) and Mixed (n = 47, M = 116.62, 

SD = 14.01). Lastly, by ethnicity, Hispanic participants (n = 69) average score (M = 111.46, SD 

= 14.97) was less than that of the non-Hispanic participants (M = 113.8, SD = 15.51). Table 3 

provides further descriptive statistics of the data with CASES as the factor. Additionally, the 

following figures provides an illustration of the range and dispersion of the data by race, and 

ethnicity with the same factor.  
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for CASES 

      
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean   

  N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Min.  Max. 

Race          

 
African-
American/Black 55 106.34 

 
15.73 

 
2.12 

 
102.09 

 
110.6 

 
71 

 
146 

 Caucasian/White 56 115.88 13.98 1.87 112.13 119.62 79 144 

 
Two or more 
races/Mixed 47 116.62 

 
14.01 

 
2.04 

 
112.5 

 
120.73 

 
83 

 
144 

Ethnicity          

 Hispanic 69 111.46 14.97 1.8 107.87 115.06 71 144 
 Non-Hispanic 89 113.8 15.51 1.64 110.53 117.07 72 146 

 

 

 
Figure 3. CASES Boxplot by Race 
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Figure 4. CASES Boxplot by Ethnicity 

 
To understand the relationship, a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was used to analyze 

the data. All the correlations were positively related. It is important to note that CASES correlated 

largely to the Vicarious Experiences on the MPSES (r = .69), while Mastery Experience (r = .13), 

Verbal/Social Persuasion (r = .18), and Physiological States (r = .13) showed a small correlation. 

Verbal/Social Persuasion did reach significance at the .05 level. Additional correlations may be 

found in Table 4.  
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Table 4: Correlation Between CASES and Sources of Self-Efficacy on MPSES  

 CASES 
Mastery 

Experiences 
Vicarious 

Experiences 
Verbal/Social 

Persuasion 
Physiological 

States 

CASES 1 0.13 0.69 .18* 0.13 
Mastery 
Experiences  1 .60** .90** .75** 
Vicarious 
Experiences    .61** .52** 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion    1 .78** 
Physiological 
States     1 
Note 1: CASES = College academic self-efficacy scale; * indicates significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed); **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
Note 2: N = 158. 
 
 
Predictors of Music Performance Self-Efficacy 

 This study asked participants to provide demographic information to further provide 

context of the type of respondents who took part in the study. No personal identification 

information was collected. The purpose of this data was to identify which of the demographic 

variables would best predict one’s score on the MPSES. A higher score on the MPSES indicated 

that a person was more self-efficacious towards music performance. The statistical analysis in this 

section provides descriptive statistics as a framework in understand the data and the results of the 

multiple regression analysis.   

Research Question Three  

To provide context for research question three, the following table provides descriptive 

statistics for the additional variables analyzed in this study and boxplots provided for visual 

display. Descriptive statistics for race and ethnicity were provided when discussing research 

question one but are also noted on this table. As for classification, 82 participants identified as 
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“Underclassman” (Freshman or Sophomore) (M = 1872.59, SD = 184.81) and 76 were classified 

as “Upperclassman” (Junior or Senior) (M = 1839.87, SD = 233.56). Music majors (n = 71) 

averaged higher (M = 1871.89) than Non-Music Majors (n = 87) (M = 1844.57, SD = 200.54); 

however, the range of scores was wider for non-music majors. Two participants engaged in a 

performance ensemble from one to three years (M = 1741.50, SD = 106.77), 52 participated for 

four to seven years (M = 1845.37, SD = 188.2) and 104 engaged in a performance ensemble for 

eight to 12 years and had the highest mean of the three groups (M = 1864.81, SD = 221.25). 

Participants who practiced zero to two hours per week (n = 71) had the lowest mean (M = 1829.76, 

SD = 203.28) among the four groups: three to five hours/week (M = 1871.11, SD = 214.1), six to 

ten hours/week (M = 1855.08, SD = 222.04); 11+ hours/week (M = 1912.77, SD = 204.21). The 

data showed that as the participants engaged in more years of private instruction, the scores on the 

MPSES increased. To illustrate, participants with no private instruction (n = 82) scored the lowest 

(M = 1804.99, SD = 192.49) in converse to those who studied privately for six to ten years (n = 8) 

who had the highest scores (M = 2059, SD =184.19). Participants who studied for one to two years 

(n = 38) and three to five years (n = 30) had scores between the aforementioned groups. 

 
Figure 5. Boxplot for Classification  
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Figure 6. Boxplot for Major 
 
 
 

 
Figure 7. Boxplot for Years of Participation  
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Figure 8. Boxplot for Hours or Practice (Weekly) 

 

 

 

 
Figure 9. Boxplot for Years of Private Instruction 
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics by Demographic Data on MPSES    

 95% CI for Mean     

  N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis 

Race            

 

African-
American or 
Black 55 1754.73 192.51 25.96 1702.68 1806.77 1359 2223 0.15 -0.07 

 
Caucasian or 
White 56 1937.14 201.79 26.96 1883.1 1991.18 1361 2298 -0.94 0.83 

 
Two or more 
races/Mixed 47 1880.68 192.11 28.02 1824.27 1937.09 1469 2248 -0.33 -0.37 

Ethnicity            

 Hispanic 69 1873.77 212.68 25.6 1822.68 1924.86 1361 2248 -0.32 -0.52 

 Non-Hispanic 89 1843.73 207.5 21.99 1800.02 1887.44 1359 2298 -0.31 -0.42 

Classification            

 Underclassman  82 1872.59 184.81 20.41 1831.98 1913.19 1427 2207 -0.44 -0.23 

 Upperclassman 76 1839.87 233.56 26.79 1786.5 1893.24 1359 2298 -0.15 -0.74 

Major            

 Music Major 71 1871.89 220.78 26.2 1819.63 1924.15 1361 2248 -0.44 -0.48 

 
Non-Music 
Major 87 1844.57 200.54 21.5 1801.83 1887.32 1359 2298 -0.21 -0.4 

Years of Participation           

 1-3 Years 2 1741.5 106.77 75.5 782.18 2700.82 1666 1817   

 4-7 Years 52 1845.37 188.2 26.1 1792.97 1897.76 1454 2207 -0.26 -0.44 

 8-12 Years 104 1864.81 221.25 21.7 1821.78 1907.84 1359 2298 -0.37 -0.52 

Hours of Practice (Weekly)           

 0-2 hours/week 71 1829.76 203.28 24.12 1781.65 1877.88 1359 2298 -0.06 -0.46 

 3-5 hours/week 18 1871.11 214.1 50.46 1764.64 1977.58 1361 2161 -1.1 1.15 

 
6-10 
hours/week 38 1855.08 222.04 36.02 1782.1 1928.06 1403 2208 -0.24 -0.82 

 11+ hours/week 31 1912.77 204.21 36.68 1837.87 1987.68 1427 2248 -0.63 0.23 

Years of Private Instruction           

 1-2 Years 38 1882.89 221.17 35.88 1810.2 1955.59 1427 2298 -0.44 -0.49 

 3-5 Years 30 1911.7 202.38 36.95 1836.13 1987.27 1403 2207 -0.98 1 

 6-10 Years 8 2059 184.19 65.12 1905.02 2212.98 1728 2248 -0.86 -0.4 

 
No Private 
Instruction 82 1804.99 192.49 21.26 1762.69 1847.28 1359 2230 -0.17 -0.46 
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The last research question included a focus on the relationship between demographics 

variables and the MPSES. Specifically, which of the variables is a significant predictor of music 

performance self-efficacy? Table 6 outlines the coefficients with the MPSES as the dependent 

variable. A multiple regression analysis was used to test if gender, age, race, ethnicity, 

classification, major, years of participation, hours of practice (weekly), or years of private 

instruction predicted participants’ score on the MPSES. The results of the regression indicated that 

the predictors explained 36.4% of the variance (R2 = .13, F(9, 148) = 2.14, p < .01). The analysis 

found that race significantly predicted one’s score on the MPSES (β = .26, p < .001) as did Years 

of Private Instruction (β = .24, p < .05) when all other variables were held constant.  

 
Table 6: Coefficients of Predictors on the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 1591.34 192.94  8.25 .00 

Gender 11.97 32.03 .03 .37 .71 
Age -4.30 20.62 -.03 -.21 .83 
Race 67.97 21.38 .26 3.18 < .001 
Ethnicity 6.72 34.64 .02 .19 .85 
Classification -28.51 51.17 -.07 -.56 .58 
Major 61.33 60.27 .15 1.02 .31 
Years of Participation 13.60 37.64 .03 .36 .72 
Hours of Practice 
(Weekly) 

42.21 25.62 .24 1.65 .10 

Years of Private 
Instruction 

-19.02 9.60 -.16 -1.98 .05 

a. Dependent Variable: MPSES 
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Summary 

 This study sought to examine differences in music performance self-efficacy by race and 

ethnicity. Participants completed the MPSES, CASES, and a demographics questionnaire. A total 

of 158 responses were analyzed using a MANOVA, Pearson’s r, and a multiple regression. A 

baseline analysis of the data indicated a significant difference by race (p < .001), with a Tukey 

HSD noting differences between African-American and Caucasian (p < .001) and African-

American when compared to Two or more races/Mixed (p < .01). The MANOVA was 

administered to test race and ethnicity together which showed a significant effect for race (p < 

.001) but not ethnicity (p = .590) nor race*ethnicity (p = .618). Further analysis indicated 

significance on all four sources of self-efficacy, test additionally with a Bonferroni procedure 

showing differences between African-American and Caucasian (p < .001) and African-American 

and Two or more races/Mixed (p < .05).  Pearson’s r between MPSES and CASES showed a strong 

correlation between the CASES and the Vicarious Experiences domain on the MPSES (r = .69). 

Lastly, the multiple regression analysis revealed Race (p < .00) was the most significant predictor 

of a participant’s score on the MPSES, followed by Years of Private Instruction (p < .05).  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

This study was guided by three specific research questions:  

1. Does a significant difference by race or ethnicity exist in music performance self-

efficacy among undergraduate students in performing ensembles? 

2. What is the strength in relationship between music performance self-efficacy and 

academic self-efficacy?  

3. Which variable(s) predict music performance self-efficacy? 

The results of this study showed that there is a significant difference by race (p < .001) in 

as a whole and specifically in all four areas of self-efficacy when analyzed separately. Ethnicity 

showed no significance. Therefore, the study concludes that the there is a significant difference in 

the mean score by race but not by ethnicity. Additionally, CASES had the strongest correlation to 

Vicarious Experiences on the MPSES (r = .69). Lastly, results indicated that race (p < .001) is the 

most significant predictor of a participant’s score on the MPSES, followed by Years of Private 

Instruction (p < .05). 

Race and Self-Efficacy in General Education 

These results are consistent with previous research that showed differences in self-efficacy 

by race in various types of research from early childhood (Joët, Usher, & Bressoux, 2011), to 

collegiate students (Robbins et al., 2004) and in various academic domains like Algebra 

(Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990) and Writing (Schunk & Johnson, 1995). Mastery 

Experiences, which is an individual’s past experiences of successes and failures when engaged in 
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an activity (Bandura, 1972), is an area that is highlighted frequently. Differences by race, in general 

education, may be due to the inequality in educational experiences provided to students. 

Researcher Darling-Hammond (2001) concluded that the least amount of funding is directed 

towards high poverty, high minority institutions. Additionally, Darling-Hammond (2001) confirms 

other studies that further show that the same schools receive fewer instructional resources that 

institutions within the same district. Nearly two-thirds of minority students are enrolled in high-

minority institutions, most of which are in central cities (Schofield, 1991, p. 336). With the lack 

of additional resources to support engaging activities, African-American students who attend these 

institutions are not afforded equitable opportunities to increase their self-efficacy through Mastery 

Experiences. Inequality in educational experiences does not cease with Mastery Experiences, but 

also influences Vicarious Experiences as well.  

Significant differences by race occurred within the domain of Vicarious Experiences on 

the MPSES. Vicarious Experiences refer to one’s judgement whether he/she will succeed in a task 

based on their assessment of another person who is deemed similar in skill and ability (Bandura, 

1972). MacPhail-Wilcox and King (1986) summarized their results in stating school expenditures 

level correlated positively to socioeconomic status and negative to educational need. Furthermore, 

their study concluded that higher salaried teachers are located in high-income, low-minority 

schools. Teacher-to-student ratio is lower in high-income, low-minority schools and converse to 

low-income, high-minority schools. All of these factors contribute to the achievement gap, 

particularly between African-American and Caucasian students. With fewer students achieving in 

predominantly African-American institutions, the vicarious experiences that are being processed 

is negatively impacting their overall self-efficacy. As Bandura (1972) writes, school environment 

impacts one’s self-efficacy and it suggested that observing others who are failing academically 
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impacts self-efficacy. This conclusion may be made for the results of this study; however, 

Verbal/Social Persuasion is also an important component of self-efficacy.  

 Verbal/Social Persuasion refers to opinions or judgements stated by other people (Bandura, 

1972). Studies have outlined the correlations between teacher verbal reinforcement and student 

self-efficacy; however, this may be due to the teacher’s self-efficacy. As noted earlier, the teacher-

to-student ratio in low-income, high-minority schools is higher than opposite institutions which 

may be a factor of increased classroom management issues. Since young, inexperienced teachers 

are often found in low-income, high-minority schools (Darling-Hammond, 2001). Woolfolk and 

Hoy (1990) found that teacher self-efficacy beliefs are most malleable during the early years for 

teachers. With repeated negative experiences in this schools, their teacher self-efficacy is impacted 

negatively, and fewer positive statements are provided to students. These teachers feel 

overwhelmed with the workload and additional responsibilities. Many leave the profession after 

five years. With the high turnover of teachers and non-ideal teaching environments, these 

contribute to lower levels of teacher self-efficacy. The lack of positive reinforcement and 

encouragement provided by the teacher may contribute to minority students’ lower levels of self-

efficacy in converse to their peers. Due to the lack of positive reinforcement, minority students 

may report lower levels in the Physiological States domain of self-efficacy.  

 Physiological States is the degree of arousal or enjoyment that occurs when engaged in an 

activity (Bandura, 1972). Thus far, it has been noted that African-American students are not 

provided equitable opportunities in education, thus impacting their Mastery Experiences, and do 

not see enough peers who are similar in skill, succeeding around them (Vicarious Experiences). 

The lack of encouragement, support, and praise (Verbal/Social Persuasion), this could be attributed 

to an overall lack of enjoyment in the activity (Physiological States). Although these differences 
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seem logical when discussing race, it is interesting that this study did not find a significant 

difference by ethnicity on the MPSES.  

Race and Music Education in the United States 

 Music education in the United States derives heavily from the music traditions of Western 

Europe. Composers such as Bach, Mozart, and Beethoven are introduced into the primary years 

and students later engage in band, chorus, or orchestra in the secondary years. The music 

performed by these ensembles, again, reflect Western European practices. The issue is that 

students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds do not see themselves reflected in 

the music that is being taught in school. Due to this, students do not feel connect to the music that 

is being learned in school. 

Abril (2009) cites that there is a disconnect between the music experience in school and 

the music students engage in outside of school. Students are being taught music in schools that do 

not reflect their home culture nor the society in which they exist; therefore, the disconnect is 

frustrating for students when being exposed to Western European music because it does not 

resonate with them personally nor culturally. Undergraduate students at the university level have 

expressed this disconnect between the music being studied (conservatory-like Western European 

ideologies) and other musics, such as popular music (Clements & Campbell, 2006). If students at 

the collegiate level are still being trained to maintain the philosophy that Western European music 

is what students at the primary and secondary levels need to know and do, are we truly honoring 

and celebrating the diversity within schools?  

Research points to the idea that a diverse workforce benefits students (Cherng & Halpin, 

2016); however, there is a lack in diversity of music educators in the field. In fact, Elpus (2015) 

collected demographic information of music educators (N = 20,521) who were administered the 
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Praxis II test, a music teacher licensure,  showed that 86.02% of the candidates were White. Elpus 

noted that people of color were significantly underrepresented and found that the scores were 

associated to race, sex, and other demographics listed. This issue is further perpetuated by the 

students who enroll in undergraduate programs as music major where Rickels et al., (2013) 

conducted a study at eight universities citing that 80% of the students were white. Elpus (2015) 

mentions a “leaky pipe” in the music teacher licensure process that “excludes potential music 

educators systematically by race and ethnicity, “ (p. 317) in favor of Caucasian students. Though, 

it must be stated that Cherng and Halpin (2016) concluded that students, disregarding race, favored 

minority teachers and White teachers. Additionally, racial minority teachers also possess the 

cultural competencies and identity to work with other minority students, building meaningful 

relationship and communicating high expectations for learning (Sleeter & Milner, 2011).  

Coupled with the lack of racial diversity among music educators, the cultural diversity in 

music education still falls short in favor of the Western European ideologies of the classical music. 

This also may be attributed to differences in self-efficacy among race, as concluded in this study. 

Cultural diversity in music education has been a topic of discussion since the Tanglewood 

Symposium in 1967, which declared that “music of all periods, styles, forms, and cultures belong 

to the curriculum;” however, this is not the case. Western European classical music dominates the 

music education field today although newer courses such as Guitar and Modern Band (such as 

Rock Bands, iPad ensembles, etc.) have taken hold recently (Cain et al., 2013). Students from 

background other than White do not see themselves reflected in the music and lose interest, 

impacting their overall performance in music. This may also be associated with motivation for 

music learning although this is not a construct that was measured in this study. What can be 

hypothesized is that participants who experienced have a lower self-efficacy, particularly African-
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American students, may have been negatively impacted by the lack of diversity in music educators 

and also the music being learned and performed in their ensembles.  

Ethnicity and Self-Efficacy 

The lack of differences in self-efficacy by ethnicity at the collegiate level differed from the 

underlying hypothesis. Studies in secondary students have found differences in various domains. 

For example, Pajares and Johnson (1996) found significant differences in writing self-efficacy of 

high school Hispanic students as compared to non-Hispanic classmates. One may infer that 

language was a significant factor that played a role in Hispanic participants’ self-efficacy towards 

writing; however, that cannot be assumed as causal.  In another secondary school study, Fuentes-

Tauber (2018) studied 89 students and found differences by ethnicity on Bandura’s Children’s 

Self-Efficacy Scale and the College-Going Self-Efficacy Survey. While researchers, like Pajares 

and Johnson (1996) have noted differences at the secondary level, collegiate studies show different 

results.  

In a study of 394 collegiate students from Southern Adventist University, Daly Stennis 

(2016) found that there were no differences in self-efficacy among ethnic groups. This study 

collected responses on the New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, et. al., 2001). The authors 

reported results of an ANCOVA that revealed no significant differences in self-efficacy scores 

among ethnic groups, F(4, 370) = 1.36, p = 0.248, when all of the variables were held constant. 

Chung (2002) conducted a study examining career decision-making self-efficacy among 165 

undergraduates in a Southern University. Consistent with Daly Stennis (2016), Chung (2002) also 

did not find a significant difference by ethnicity. This possibly leads to the question of why racial 

differences still exist at the collegiate level, but differences are not seen by ethnicity? 



 

67 
 

 Race studies in education have also shown that African-American students academically 

perform lower than their White peers (Bali & Alvarez, 2004). It has thus led researchers to use 

race as a predictor of academic achievement (Steele-Johnson & Leas, 2013). Steele-Johnson and 

Leas (2013) studied 719 college participants and revealed that race interacts with personality in 

predicting academic achievement. The literature needs studies that examine whether race is a 

predictor of musical self-efficacy. Nevertheless, this study did show that race is the most 

significant predictor of a participant’s score on the MPSES; however, there were a few limitations 

that must be taken into considering when interpreting the results.  

Limitations 

 Sample size and sample profile are two limitations that are connected to each other. Due 

to the restriction in the type of participant, the sample profile omitted current undergraduate 

students who participate in music, but not a university-registered course. Due to the specificity of 

the sample profile, the sample size was not a large nor evenly dispersed, regarding ethnicity, as 

was needed. This may be in part due to the timing of the study which is another limitation. In the 

United States, collegiate students are not required, unless dictated by their program, to take courses 

over the summer. Since this study sought college students, communications were sent via social 

media and communicating with colleagues at collegiate level who then disseminated the 

information to their students. During the summer months, college students are not as active with 

school-related messages as during the Fall and Spring when they are enrolled in classes. Therefore, 

due to the timing of the study, recruitment limitations contributed to the small sample size.  

Implications 

Based on the results of this study, several implications for music educators can be made. 

First, significant differences in music performance self-efficacy exist between African-American 
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and Caucasian, and African-American and those students reporting Two or more races or Mixed 

race. Results of this study can help to guide curricular decisions by providing equitable 

opportunities to all students. Teachers can plan various activities and scenarios to increase the 

music performance self-efficacy of African-American students to reach a similar level as their 

peers. Additionally, music educators at the collegiate level can provide pre-service students with 

tools and skills to aid in improving the self-efficacy of all students, specifically understanding the 

needs of African-American students in their classrooms who may demonstrate a lower level of 

music performance self-efficacy. 

Another implication is that students use vicarious experiences to gauge their own success 

across domains. In this study, a participants score on the CASES strongly correlated to Vicarious 

Experience on the MPSES. Students will indirectly compare the ability of a student who they deem 

is similar in skill to themselves to determine their likelihood of being successful on the task. In 

music class, this differentiation is heightened when ensembles are ranked hierarchical. Music 

educators should provide opportunities for students to experience success equally. It is necessary 

to plan tasks/activities where each student has an equitable opportunity to succeed, regardless of 

their ability. Therefore, students may not view other classmates as being more capable than them 

and may exert more effort or experience a higher level of self-efficacy to match their peers. 

Using positive reinforcement to praise students is crucial for the development of musicians. 

Music educators can increase a student’s self-efficacy by positively impacting their verbal/social 

persuasion domain. This is particularly true for struggling students. By providing encouragement 

and more opportunities to succeed, the self-efficacy of these students will improve. Additionally, 

the student will enjoy engaging in the musical task, thus stimulating their physiological states. All 

of these implications for music education directly impact the self-efficacy of students in schools. 
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Employing culturally-responsive practice in the music classroom will help in moving music 

education to one that is more culturally inclusive. A method that “necessitates inclusion and 

authenticity” (Nieto, 2004, p. 353), culturally-responsive instruction seeks to learn about the entire 

person and the people around them, respecting and honoring the diverse cultural characteristics. 

Rooted in constructivists theories, culturally-responsive instruction views learning as dependent 

on social interactions and learners’ cultural lens as well as lived experiences (Villegas & Lucas, 

2007). To employ culturally-responsive teaching practices in the music classroom, music 

educators must be aware of the cultural differences in their classroom and use those to enrich the 

experience for all students. For example, teachers can invite various guests to the classroom to 

engage in discussion and perform music authentic to their culture. From there, students can 

participate in a hands-on experience that not only exposes them to different arrays of music, but 

also provides an authentic cultural connection among students who are also represented in the 

music. In short, culturally-responsive instruction “attempts to provide all children with equitable 

learning experiences” (Lind & McCoy, 2016, p. 20). 

The “achievement gap” is a term familiar to education which notes the deficits in academic 

performance by race; however, Milner (2012) proposes a theoretical framework called the 

“opportunity gap” which brings light to the inequalities in resources and structures that created the 

deficits. In this framework. Milner (2012) highlights five areas that address the opportunity gap: 

1) rejection of color blindness; 2; ability and skill to understand, work through, and transcend 

cultural conflicts; 3) ability to understand how meritocracy operates; 4) ability to recognize and 

shift low expectations and deficit mindsets; and 5) rejection of context-neutral mindsets and 

practices. While all of these speak to music education, the focal point will be the first area, 

“rejection of color blindness.” As mentioned previously, music education is taught by Caucasian 



 

70 
 

men and women who provide instruction based on Western European classical standards; however, 

to reject color blindness, music educators acknowledge that curricula and social constructs are 

centered around White contributions and cultural norms. Yet, the Tanglewood Symposium 

declared that all music should be taught in schools. As music educators, we must begin to recognize 

that the music and curricular choices that are made exclude students from various cultures. To 

combat this, moving towards a multicultural music education will benefit all students and is 

associated in increasing self-efficacy in performance and achievement (Banks, 2016; Gay, 2010).   

Future Research 

 Literature pertaining to music performance self-efficacy in performing ensembles can 

benefit from additional studies examining differences in race and ethnicity at the collegiate level. 

Most students in education look at factors such as achievement or graduation rates; however, little 

has been done analyzing races regarding music performance self-efficacy. Within this study at the 

collegiate level, it would be interesting to compare the music performance self-efficacy of African-

American students at predominantly white institutions to those that attend a historically black 

college/university and, again, identifying if there is a correlation between their academic and music 

self-efficacies. This would further affirm Bandura’s (1977) notion that school, or the environment, 

can influence the development of one’s self-efficacy.  

 In continuing with this theme, future research includes examining differences in music 

performance self-efficacy among students in Title I and non-Title I schools. Research have noted 

the inequalities between the two types of schools; however, does the type of school impact one’s 

self-efficacy for music performance or are there other factors, such a socioeconomic status, that 

play a role? Understanding, whether there is a significant difference helps researchers to ask 

additional questions to probe specified variables.  
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 The present study illustrated differences in musical performance self-efficacy  between 

races, specifically African-Americans when compared to others. This finding is consistent with 

research that examine differences in race in academic settings such as writing, math, and reading. 

Future research in this area should address the following questions: How does one’s music 

performance self-efficacy change over time in instrumental studies? What role does school music 

environment and teacher quality play in the development of one’s music performance self-

efficacy? Which academic factors best predict self-efficacy for music performance? Research 

questions such as these will continue to move the field of music education forward. Music 

performance self-efficacy is important to the continuation of lifelong learning in music for all 

learners. 
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APPENDIX A 

PARTICIPANT SELF-REPORT DEMOGRAPHICS FORM 

 
 
Age: 
 
Gender (circle one):   M     F 
 
Ethnicity (circle one):   Hispanic     Non-Hispanic 
 
Race: (circle one)   

African American or Black   
Caucasian or White 
Two or more races/Mixed 

 
Current Year as Undergraduate in College/University (circle one):  

1st Year 
2nd Year 
3rd Year 
4th Year 
5th Year 
6th or more years 

 
Music Major (circle one):   Y     N 
 
Years in Performing Ensembles since 6th grade (circle one)  

1-3 years 
4-7 years 
8-12 years 
13+ years 
 

Years of Private Music Instruction/Lessons Before College/University (circle one)  
1-2 years 
3-5 years 
6-10 years 
11+ years  
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