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The purpose of this study was to investigate how Bandura’s (1977) four sources of effi-

cacy influence self-efficacy beliefs in adolescent musicians during a six-week self-modeling 

intervention. The study also explored the effects of a positive self-review self-modeling in-

tervention on musician self-efficacy. Practice journals and semi-structured interviews were 

used to collect data from six adolescent pianists. Results indicate that mastery experience 

was most influential on self-efficacy beliefs in young musicians. Observing similarly skilled 

models, receiving positive feedback, and feeling calm or focused prior to performance 

increased self-efficacy in participants, while observing advanced models, making negative 

comparisons, and feeling anxious, distracted, or fatigued decreased self-efficacy. These 

results provide music teachers with several practical strategies that may facilitate stron-

ger self-efficacy beliefs in students. Additionally, the self-modeling video increased self-

efficacy when participants liked and related to their video or used the video to facilitate 

performance improvements. Music teachers can explore using both the performance and 

strategic functions of self-modeling videos as a possible tool to enhance self-efficacy in 

young musicians.  
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Introduction

From a young age, music students are asked to perform in concerts, perfor-
mance exams, and other high-pressure situations and the stress of performance 
can cause young musicians to experience music performance anxiety (MPA)
(Boucher & Ryan, 2011; Patston & Osborne, 2016). Various factors can affect 
MPA, including gender (Rae & McCambridge, 2004), experience (Boucher & 
Ryan, 2011), and a student’s belief in their ability to perform well (Hendricks, 
Smith, & Legutki, 2015). As research suggests that musicians with higher self-ef-
ficacy beliefs experience less MPA (McPherson & McCormick, 2006), then pro-
viding students with strategies meant to enhance self-efficacy may also indirectly 
benefit MPA. This study explored the extent that self-modeling, a popular athletic 
intervention (Clark & Ste-Marie, 2007; Ste-Marie, Vertes, Rymal, & Martini, 
2011), affects self-efficacy beliefs in young musicians.

Defining Self-Efficacy in Music

Self-efficacy is defined as the degree that people believe in their abilities to 
perform behaviors necessary for the successful completion of a task (Bandura, 
1982). According to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977), personal expectations 
of efficacy are task-specific and based on four sources of information: enactive 
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological 
or affective states. Enactive mastery experiences represent one’s perceived success 
or failure of past experiences and are thought to have the strongest influence on 
self-efficacy.  Repeated successes can develop strong efficacy expectations, reduc-
ing the negative impact of occasional failures. Vicarious experience information 
comes from observing others’ behaviors. Watching other people perform tasks 
without negative consequences can increase one’s belief that they can perform 
similar tasks with equal success. 

However, since vicarious experience relies on inferences from social compari-
son, this source can be less dependable and more vulnerable to change compared 
to mastery experiences (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  Verbal persuasion refers to feed-
back from others, where positive reinforcements and negative criticisms can alter-
nately raise or lower efficacy expectations. While efficacy beliefs based on verbal 
persuasion are weaker than those based on personal experiences, verbal feedback 
can persuade people they are capable of mastering difficult situations when par-
ticipating in conditions that facilitate effective performance (Bandura, 1977). Fi-
nally, physiological and affective states refer to physical and emotional reactions 
affecting perceptions of personal competency.  People judge their vulnerability 
to stress partly on physiological arousal. Since high arousal often inhibits per-
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formance, people are less likely to expect success when feeling tense and anxious 
(Bandura, 1982; Bandura, Reese, & Adams, 1982).  

Self-efficacy studies with musicians (Bugos, Kochar, & Maxfield, 2016; 
Clark, Lisboa, & Williamon, 2014; McPherson & McCormick, 2006) suggest a 
positive relationship between self-efficacy and performance achievement (Hewitt, 
2015; Ritchie & Williamon, 2012), as well as musical experience (Fisher, 2014; 
Ritchie & Williamon, 2011). Music studies have also investigated how Bandura’s 
(1977) four efficacy sources influence beliefs and confirm that mastery experi-
ences have the strongest influence on self-efficacy in musicians (Hendricks et 
al., 2015; Royo, 2014). Martin (2012) also found that music students with low 
efficacy beliefs talked about past failure experiences more often than high ef-
ficacy students, and vice versa. Compared to other sources, vicarious experience 
often had limited influence on beliefs (Moore, 2012; Zelenak, 2015), and some 
studies found that vicarious experience negatively influenced efficacy beliefs in 
students who compared their playing to other performers (Hendricks et al., 2015; 
Martin, 2012). However, vicarious experience positively influenced participants 
when they trusted and related to a model (Royo, 2014), suggesting that the model 
providing the vicarious experience may influence the observer’s interpretation of 
the information. 

Following mastery experiences, verbal persuasion had the strongest influence 
and was most effective when received from a trusted or familiar person (Royo, 
2014). Clark and colleagues (2014) found that facilitative self-talk, a form of 
verbal persuasion, could enhance self-efficacy.  Participant self-talk focused on 
the music when performances went well, but negative self-talk was more preva-
lent when performances went poorly, suggesting that self-talk may be linked to 
mastery experiences. Finally, physiological states had limited influence in efficacy 
studies (Moore, 2012; Zelenak, 2015), with participants most often citing fatigue 
as a state that negatively affected self-efficacy (Hendricks et al., 2015). However, 
this source is often discussed in the context of anxiety/arousal in musicians and a 
well-documented negative MPA/self-efficacy relationship (Dempsey & Comeau, 
2019; Robson & Kenny, 2017) suggests that musicians with lower MPA experi-
ence stronger efficacy expectations, and vice versa.  

Researchers have also investigated the impacts of self-efficacy interventions 
on musicians. Some interventions include: composition activities/instruction 
(Leung, 2008; Randles, 2006), ear playing instruction (Hartz & Bauer, 2016), 
improvisation instruction (Davison, 2010), piano training programs (Bugos et al., 
2016), and self-regulation instruction (Mieder, 2018; Ritchie & Kearney, 2018). 
The intervention studies provide mixed results, particularly with younger mu-
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sicians. Several studies observed positive efficacy effects following intervention, 
(Davison, 2010; Mieder, 2018), but others found no significant effects (Long, 
2016; Miksza, 2015). Additionally, none of the studies investigated the individual 
effects of an intervention on the four efficacy sources. Since research demonstrates 
that Bandura’s (1977) sources influence efficacy beliefs differently, exploring these 
sources within the context of an intervention can help us understand how to pro-
vide students with more effective efficacy enhancing strategies. Given the sug-
gested relationship between self-efficacy and performance, increasing on-stage 
confidence in young musicians may also improve performance results. 

Impacts of Modeling on Self-Efficacy

According to Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive learning theory, learning oc-
curs through the observation of social models. Modeling is the ability to imitate 
the actions of others and is the medium through which observational learning 
occurs (Williams, Davids, & Williams, 1999). The four components of observa-
tional learning are attention, retention, production, and motivation. For the first 
three components, learners must pay attention to relevant task features, cogni-
tively organize and store modeled information, and then translate that informa-
tion into behavior. The final component, motivation, is a key process in obser-
vational learning, as observers will only attend, retain, or produce behaviors that 
are perceived as important (Bandura, 1986; Schunk & Usher, 2012). Athletes use 
observational learning for three functions: skill, strategy, and performance. The 
skill function facilitates motor skill acquisition and performance, strategy func-
tion assists with strategy development and execution, and performance function 
helps optimize arousal and psychological performance states. Athletes use skill 
and strategy functions most often, but rarely use performance functions (Cum-
ming, Clark, Ste-Marie, McCullagh, & Hall, 2005; McCullagh, Law, & Ste-Ma-
rie, 2012). However, while less popular among athletes, the performance function 
could have potential benefits for musicians struggling with psychological variables 
like MPA and self-efficacy.    

Researchers suggests that perceived model similarity can influence attention-
al and motivational processes during observational learning (Schunk & Usher, 
2012). Peer models that match the observer and model by age and/or gender can 
raise self-efficacy and increase motivation because observers tend to believe they 
can learn what the peer model was able to learn. Within peer models, there are 
skilled and unskilled models. Skilled models show the proper execution of a skill 
while unskilled models execute skills that contain errors (Schunk & Usher, 2012; 
Ste-Marie, Law, Rymal, Hall, & McCullagh, 2012). Self-modeling is another 
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type of modeling where individuals observe themselves engaged in adaptive be-
haviors. While other modeling provides observers with vicarious experience, self-
modeling provides additional mastery experience, increasing the potential impact 
on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; McCullagh & Weiss, 2002). Positive self-review 
and feedforward are two kinds of self-modeling.  Positive self-review videos are 
edited to remove errors and demonstrate current performance efforts. Feedfor-
ward videos are edited to depict an individual performing at a level not yet mas-
tered (Dowrick, 1999).

Several studies examining the impact of self-modeling on athletic self-efficacy 
observed positive changes following intervention (Foltz, 2014; Ste-Marie, Rymal, 
Vertes, & Martini, 2011), but other studies found no significant differences (Law 
& Ste-Marie, 2005; Ram & McCullagh, 2003). Given that intermediate athletes 
could have less room for improvement compared to beginners, participant skill 
level in the above studies could account for the non-significant self-efficacy results 
(Law & Ste-Marie, 2005).  Additionally, research suggests that the skilled models 
typically portrayed in self-modeling videos may be more effective on performance 
outcomes compared to psychological outcomes, which could limit self-efficacy 
effects (Schunk & Usher, 2012). Moody (2014) conducted the only feedforward 
self-modeling study with adolescent musicians and found that the videos had no 
significant self-efficacy effects after two weeks. Moody proposed that a longer 
time frame may be needed for effective change to occur, which is why the current 
study tests a six-week intervention. The current study also uses positive self-re-
view videos instead of feedforward, as they are less time-consuming to create and 
therefore have greater potential practical application for music educators.

Purposes of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate how Bandura’s (1977) four sourc-
es of efficacy information (i.e., enactive mastery experiences, vicarious experienc-
es, verbal persuasion, and physiological/affective states) influenced self-efficacy 
beliefs in adolescent musicians during a six-week self-modeling intervention. 
Additionally, the study explored the effects of the self-modeling intervention on 
musician self-efficacy. The study examined the following research questions: (a) 
How do Bandura’s (1977) four sources of efficacy influence self-efficacy beliefs in 
adolescent piano students?, (b) To what extent does a self-modeling intervention 
for adolescent piano students affect self-efficacy?

Erin MacAfee and Gilles Comeau



210

Contributions to Music Education

Method

Participants

The Research Ethics Board of the researcher’s home institution approved this 
study. Six adolescent piano students (four female, two male) between the ages of 
12 and 16 participated. The original inclusion criteria required participants to be 
13 to 17 years old and have recently completed a piano examination1 at a grade five 
level or above. However, after recruitment challenges, the age limit was lowered to 
12, and students with three performance-ready pieces were included, regardless of 
their recent piano exam experience. Participants also needed to have moderate to 
high levels of MPA, as assessed by the Music Performance Anxiety Inventory for 
Adolescents (MPAI-A) (Osborne & Kenny, 2005). Participants were recruited in 
person at Royal Conservatory of Music (RCM) examination centers in Ottawa or 
via email through the Ottawa chapter of the Ontario Registered Music Teachers’ 
Association (ORMTA). Eight interested parents and students completed consent 
and assent forms. However, two students withdrew prior to the beginning of the 
study, leaving six participants (See Table 1). An injury prevented participant six 
(Donna) from performing partway through the study, but she was still able to 
complete all relevant data collection. Six full data sets were collected (See Table 2). 
Pseudonyms were assigned following data collection to protect participant identity.

All participants took piano lessons once per week with a private teacher and 
studied within the RCM or Conservatory Canada (CC) piano curriculum, which 
are Canadian methods for the study and assessment of music performance.  With-
in these methods, students often take graded exams where they are required to 
perform a range of classical to contemporary repertoire, as well as demonstrate 
their proficiency in etudes, ear tests, sight reading, technique and theory.  Some 
students take these exams every year, some take them every few years, and few 
never take exams at all.  All participants in the current study had exam experi-
ence, as well as performance experience in several other settings.  The first partici-
pant, Kim, was a 15-year-old female who completed her grade 6 RCM exam one 
month prior to the beginning of the study.  Based on practice journal data, Kim’s 
average practice session through the duration of the study lasted 14 minutes.  The 
second participant, Sarah, was a 12-year-old female who completed her grade 8 
RCM exam one month before starting the study.  Sarah’s average practice session 
lasted 24 minutes.  Liam was 14-year-old male who completed his grade 6 RCM 
exam one month prior to the study, and his practice sessions also averaged 24 
minutes.  Ashley was a 16-year-old female playing grade 8 CC repertoire.  Ashley 
mentioned completing CC exams in the past, but the grade and date of her last 
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exam are unknown. Ashley’s average practice session lasted 50 minutes.  Steve 
was a 14-year-old male who completed his grade 5 RCM exam several months 
before the study.  Steve’s practice sessions during the study averaged 31 minutes.  
Finally, Donna was a 14-year-old female who completed her grade 5 CC exam 
a year before starting the current study.  Her average practice session during the 
study lasted 57 minutes.  However, this average reflects baseline and intervention 
practice only as Donna was injured and unable to practice during the last phase 
of the study. 
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before the study.  Steve’s practice sessions during the study averaged 31 minutes.  Finally, 

Donna was a 14-year-old female who completed her grade 5 CC exam a year before starting the 

current study.  Her average practice session during the study lasted 57 minutes.  However, this 

average reflects baseline and intervention practice only as Donna was injured and unable to 

practice during the last phase of the study.  

Table 1 
 Demographic Variables for Intervention Participants 

Participant Age Gender Piano 

level 

Base 

MPA 

score 

Modeled 

piece 

Number of 

modeling 

video 

views 

Days 

spent 

in B 

phase 

Days 

spent 

in IN 

phase 

Days 

spent in 

RB 

phase 

Kim 15 Female 6 RCM 68 2 9 14 14 17 
Sarah 12 Female 8 RCM 39 3 9 14 14 16 
Liam 14 Male 6 RCM 44 2 7 14 14 16 
Ashley 16 Female 8 CC 67 2 7 15 13 14 
Steve 14 Male 5 RCM 40 3 6 14 9 14 
Donna 14 Female 6 CC 39 3 4 15 13 14 
Note. RCM = Royal Conservatory of Music, CC = Conservatory of Canada, B phase = baseline 
phase, IN phase = intervention phase, RB phase = return to baseline phase, Modeled piece = 
piece receiving modeling treatment, Number of modeling video views = number of times 
participant watched modeling video during the IN phase (includes practice and performance). 
	
  
Table 2 
 Data Collection for Intervention Participants 

Participant B phase 

journals 

completed 

IN phase 

journals 

completed 

RB phase 

journals 

completed 

Number of 

pieces 

performed in 

B concert 

Number of 

pieces 

performed in 

IN concert 

Number of 

pieces 

performed in 

RB concert 

Kim 8 8 8 3 3 3 
Sarah 8 8 8 3 3 3 
Liam 7 8 9 3 3 3 
Ashley 5 8 8 3 3 3 
Steve 7 3 6 3 3 3 
Donna 7 4 7 3 0 1 
Note. B phase = baseline phase, IN phase = intervention phase, RB phase = return to baseline 
phase.  
 
Measurements  

Practice journals.  Participants recorded their thoughts and feelings about practice 

and/or upcoming performances throughout the study in semi-structured, electronic practice 
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Measurements 

Practice Journals. Participants recorded their thoughts and feelings about 
practice and/or upcoming performances throughout the study in semi-structured, 
electronic practice journals (see Appendix 1). Participants wrote a minimum of 
three sentences per entry, and journal structure was based on pre-existing practice 
journals (Ali, 2010; Kim, 2008). Journals provided participants with 11 open-end-
ed questions to facilitate writing.  Three researcher-created questions addressed 
overall performance feelings and eight questions addressed Bandura’s (1977) four 
sources of efficacy. The self-efficacy questions were based on pre-existing inter-
view probes (Hendricks, 2014) and were for guidance only. Participants could 
choose to answer as many or few questions as they would like. However, if they 
chose to use the provided questions, they were asked to answer different questions 
each entry. Questions were reorganized by efficacy source in each new entry to 
encourage students to respond to different questions. Journals contained an ad-
ditional modeling section during the intervention phase. In order to develop a 
positive association between participants and their videos, participants were asked 
to pick and describe different points they liked in the modeling video. Two mod-
eling questions, adapted from Foltz’s (2014) interview guide, were also added to 
the list of provided questions.

Semi-Structured Interviews. The researcher conducted semi-structured in-
terviews with participants to explore how Bandura’s (1977) four efficacy sources 
influenced thoughts and feelings before, during, and after performance (see Ap-
pendix 2). Pre-existing interview guides provided the basis for the current study’s 
interview structure (Clark et al., 2014) and questions (Hendricks, 2014). When 
applicable, one or two probes from Hendrick’s (2014) guide were chosen for each 
source and used to create open-ended questions for each interview section (before, 
during, or after). A modeling question exploring the perceived video effects was 
included in the intervention and return to baseline interviews. This question was 
adapted from Rymal’s (2011) interview guide.

Procedure

Pre-Intervention. After obtaining informed consent and assent, participants 
satisfying the inclusion criteria completed a recording session at the researcher’s 
institution. The purpose of the session was to create a self-modeling video.  Par-
ticipants recorded three pieces of their own choosing, and the modeling treatment 
was alternately assigned to piece two or three. Participants had 30 minutes per 
piece to record their performance and could repeat each piece as many times as 
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they wanted within 30 minutes. Following the session, participants received their 
recorded performances via email and selected their favourite performance for each 
piece. For the piece assigned the modeling treatment, the participant’s favourite 
performance of that piece was then used as the positive self-review video for the 
rest of the study. 

Baseline (B). During a two-week baseline (B) phase, participants practiced 
three pieces as they usually would before a concert. On the first day of the B 
phase, participants received eight journal entries via email. Participants wrote four 
entries per week and emailed each one to the researcher upon completion. Partici-
pants completed journals on days practice occurred, but outside of practice time.
After two weeks, participants performed in a B concert at the researcher’s institu-
tion. An interview was conducted with each participant immediately following 
the concert.

Intervention (IN). A two-week intervention (IN) phase began the day fol-
lowing the B concert. Participants received eight more practice journals via email 
that had an extra modeling section. Participants also received their self-model-
ing video and were asked to watch their video four times per week. Participants 
watched their video immediately before completing their practice journals during 
the first week, and before practicing their modeled piece during the second week.  
After two weeks, participants performed in the IN concert. This concert followed 
the B concert procedure, except that this time participants viewed their modeling 
video once on a researcher-provided laptop prior to their modeled piece perfor-
mance. Another interview was conducted after the IN concert. 

Return to Baseline (RB). A two-week return to baseline (RB) phase began 
the day following the IN concert that was identical to the B phase. Participants 
did not view their modeling videos nor did the journals contain modeling ques-
tions during the RB phase. 

Data Analysis

The researcher transcribed all verbal, nonverbal and background content 
(McLellan, MacQueen, & Neidig, 2003) of the interviews. The transcription of 
non-verbal content provided context to the verbal content but did not add any 
additional meaning to the analysis. Therefore, the paper only discusses the verbal 
content of the interviews. The researcher adopted a three-pass-per-tape policy 
for all transcriptions to establish accuracy (McLellan et al., 2003), and performed 
member checks to establish credibility (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Participants re-
ceived password-protected transcripts via email.  Three participants reviewed the 
transcripts and were satisfied, suggesting no further changes, but the researcher 
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was unable to contact the remaining participants. Interview transcripts and prac-
tice journals underwent a thematic content analysis. Following Braun and Clark’s 
(2006) guidelines, the researchers deductively coded the data using Bandura’s 
(1977) four sources of efficacy as broad themes. To start, the primary researcher 
reviewed the data and created a list of individual codes within each efficacy source. 
The researcher remained open to additional themes in the data (Creswell, 2007) 
but all codes fell within the four efficacy themes. Two researchers with qualitative 
coding experience and familiarity with Bandura’s (1977) efficacy sources indepen-
dently coded three transcripts, then met to compare and discuss results. Changes 
were made to the coding list as necessary, and the researchers achieved high agree-
ment for everything but the self-talk code. After discussing and redefining this 
code, two more transcripts were independently coded. The researchers compared 
results again and were able to establish inter-coder agreement for all codes during 
the second coding round. The primary researcher coded the remaining data using 
the finalized coding list (see Table 3).  
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researchers achieved high agreement for everything but the self-talk code.  After discussing and 

redefining this code, two more transcripts were independently coded.  The researchers compared  

Table 3 
Coding List and Definitions 

Codes Definitions 

Enactive Mastery Experience Self-efficacy information derived from performance of the 

    given task  

     Performance Enactive mastery information derived from concert          
    experiences  

     Exam or Festival Enactive mastery information derived from exam or festival 
    experiences 

     Practice Enactive mastery information derived from practice 
    experiences 

  
Vicarious Experience Self-efficacy information derived from observation  

     Observation of Others Vicarious information derived from observing/listening to 
    others 

     Comparison Vicarious information derived from measuring the quality of 
    one's performance against another’s performance 

     Observation of Self Vicarious information derived from observing/listening to self  
  
Verbal Persuasion Self-efficacy information derived from social influence and  

    appraisal  

     Encouragement/Negative 0essages Verbal persuasion information derived from communication 
    that affirms or criticizes one’s ability 

     Feedback Verbal persuasion information derived from communication 
    of performance gains and shortfalls  

     Self-talk Verbal persuasion information derived from communication 
    within oneself  

  
Physiological and Affective States Self-efficacy information derived from physical and 

    emotional indicators 

     Inhibiting Physiological/affective information that hinders performance 
          Performance Anxiety Physiological/affective information derived from somatic, 

    cognitive, or behavioral anxiety symptoms 
          Other Physiological/affective information derived from other 

    thoughts or feelings that inhibit performance  
     Facilitative Physiological/affective information that helps performance 
          Calm Physiological/affective information derived from calm or 

    relaxed feelings 
          Other Physiological/affective information derived from other 

    thoughts or feelings that facilitate performance  
 

Results 
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Results

Eighteen transcripts and 127 practice journals underwent a thematic content 
analysis and Table 4 displays the codes identified by each participant. Since both 
sources describe similar content, journal and interview data are presented in com-
bination when discussing each theme.  

Enactive Mastery Experience

Three codes related to enactive mastery experiences emerged from the data 
analysis: Performance, Exam or Festival, and Practice. These codes were cited 
most often by participants.  

Performance. Responses indicated that perceived success and/or failure 
of past performances influenced self-efficacy for the participants in this study.  
When past performances were perceived as successful, participants were more 
likely to expect current performances to go well. Sarah wrote, “I’m a lot more 
confident about my pieces for my upcoming performances… I did really well on 
Thursday, so I’m hoping that I will do as well next time.”  In contrast, when past 
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          Other Physiological/affective information derived from other 
thoughts or feelings that facilitate performance  

 

Results 

Eighteen transcripts and 127 practice journals underwent a thematic content analysis and 

Table 4 displays the codes identified by each participant.  Since both sources describe similar 

content, journal and interview data are presented in combination when discussing each theme.   

Table 4 
Self-Efficacy Source Codes Represented by Participant 

Codes Kim Sarah Liam Ashley Steve Donna Total 

 I J  I J  I J  I J  I J  I J  I J 

Enactive Mastery Experience                     
    Performance X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  6 6 
    Exam or Festival X X   X   X        X X  2 4 
    Practice X X  X X   X   X  X X  X X  4 6 
Vicarious Experience                     
    Observation of Others  X  X X  X X   X   X   X  2 6 
    Comparison X       X  X X     X X  3 3 
    Observation of Self X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  6 6 
Verbal Persuasion                     
    Encouragement/Negative 0essages X   X   X X  X X  X X     5 3 
    Feedback X X  X   X X  X      X X  5 3 
    Self-talk X X  X X  X X  X   X   X X  6 4 
Physiological and Affective States                     
    Facilitative                     
        Calm X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  6 6 
        Other X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  6 6 
    Inhibiting                     
        Performance Anxiety X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  X X  6 6 
        Other X X   X  X X      X  X X  3 5 
Note. I = Interview data, J = journal data. An x indicates which codes were identified by each 
participant.  
	
  

Enactive Mastery Experience 

Three codes related to enactive mastery experiences emerged from the data analysis: 

performance, exam or festival, and practice.  These codes were cited most often by participants.   
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performances were unsuccessful, participants often expected similar results. Kim 
wrote, “The last few times I performed these pieces didn’t go well and I couldn’t 
play the way I usually do so I don’t think the upcoming performance will go any 
better than the previous ones.” For Kim, Liam, and Donna, negative current ex-
periences seemed to override past experiences. When reflecting on his third piece 
performance, Liam stated, “I didn’t know if I would perform [the third piece] to 
my… potential…’cause the second piece wasn’t that good.” Despite having prior 
positive experiences, Liam felt less efficacious before performing his third piece 
when his second piece did not go as planned. In contrast, Sarah, Ashley, and Steve 
minimized the impact of negative mastery experiences by focusing on positive 
experiences. Ashley stated, “I focus on the positive ‘cause if I thought about the 
negative too much … then I’d go up and I’d do that again.”  

Exam or Festival. A decision was made during coding to separate exam and 
festivals from other performances due to the presence of an explicit evaluator 
at these events. However, perceived success and/or failure of exam and festival 
experiences had similar self-efficacy impacts on participants compared to other 
performances. Sarah wrote, “I feel like I did pretty well during my exam, so I 
have more confidence,” demonstrating that a successful exam experience increased 
self-efficacy.  However, Donna stated, “Oh yeah, I performed it at [a local festival] 
and it went horrible. All my songs went so bad, and like… I probably thought it 
was gonna happen here again,” demonstrating that a failure experience decreased 
efficacy beliefs. Of note, Steve did not have a recent exam/festival experience, and 
therefore did not comment on this topic.  

Practice. Similar to other mastery experiences, perceived success or failure 
during practice influenced efficacy beliefs in the current participants. Donna 
wrote, “Today my practice session went very well… I am confident that I will be 
able to perform well during my performance on Sunday.”  However, practice expe-
riences were less influential than performance experiences for some participants. 
Kim wrote that having a good practice session “doesn’t affect how I feel about the 
upcoming performance because my experience from previous performances…are 
more important.” Additionally, the act of practicing itself increased self-efficacy 
in some participants. Sarah said, “So, the first and the third piece, I was actually 
pretty confident because I practiced it like, more this week. But the second piece, 
I wasn’t as confident because I didn’t practice it as much.” Since practice is an 
integral part of music study, preparation by practice may be a useful strategy for 
increasing onstage confidence.  
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Vicarious Experience

Vicarious experience included three codes: Observation of Others, Compari-
son, and Observation of Self.  

Observation of Others. Three participants observed friends as peer models 
and reported that watching the models positively affected self-efficacy and in-
creased motivation. After watching her friend perform, Sarah wrote, “I enjoyed 
watching her play because she played very well…I want to practice a lot so I can 
play that well in the future.” Five participants also observed peer or non-peer 
skilled models.  Several of these participants felt that observation helped improve 
their playing. For example, Donna watched videos when she was first learning her 
piece to “learn the right rhythm,” and Kim listened to YouTube videos to “become 
more comfortable with the piece.” However, some participants felt less effica-
cious after observing skilled models. Ashley felt discouraged after watching videos 
“played by four-year-old ‘prodigies’” because the videos “never really sound like 
how I play it,” and Donna felt nervous after watching her sister perform more ad-
vanced repertoire because she felt she was “probably not going to place compared 
to her [sister].” Overall, peer models that matched participant skill level increased 
efficacy, but advanced models produced negative comparisons and decreased ef-
ficacy for the participants of this study.  

Comparison. Negative comparisons decreased self-efficacy beliefs in par-
ticipants.  When another participant performed the same piece during the study, 
Kim said, “It makes me feel like, inferior… he’s playing a lot better than me.” 
Similarly, after her sister performed, Donna said, “Oh, she’s like a billion times 
better than me…So like, after going after someone that gets like, all the awards 
and scholarships, you like, look like trash.” In contrast, Liam wrote, “Well, playing 
well is relative….So if someone played really badly, then yeah, I would play pretty 
well…But if they play really well then I might have only a little chance of play-
ing well,” demonstrating an awareness that comparisons to others changed how 
he felt about his performance. Participants with stronger efficacy beliefs did not 
mention comparison, suggesting that avoiding negative comparisons may protect 
efficacy beliefs.  

Observation of Self. Five participants used the performance function of the 
modeling video. Two of these participants felt increased efficacy after viewing the 
video, like Sarah who said, “it [the video] gave me more confidence because I didn’t 
know I played like that…it sounded actually pretty, well, like, pretty good.”  How-
ever, while Kim felt encouraged by the video, she said, “I hope I can play as well as 
this [video], but I don’t think I’ll be able to,” suggesting that the positive mastery/
vicarious experience from the video was not enough to overcome her other negative 
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experiences. Two participants felt less efficacious after watching their videos when 
they focused on negative aspects of the modeled performance.  Donna expressed, 
“when I watched before I practiced…[it] bummed me out ‘cause it went really 
bad,” and Ashley wrote, “I did not find it helpful as I have improved since the 
video.” Both statements suggest that it was important for the participants of this 
study to like their modeled performance and have a video that reflected their cur-
rent performance accomplishments in order to effectively target self-efficacy. Three 
participants also used the strategic function when viewing their self-modeling vid-
eos.  Sarah wrote that her video was, “a good way for me to improve.  I was able to 
see all the good things in the video… I was also able to see the bad things, so I can 
improve and make it better,” and Steve said, “I saw where my mistakes were, and I 
tried to avoid them while I was performing.” Participants who used their modeling 
videos strategically spoke more positively about their video and appeared to experi-
ence an indirect increase in self-efficacy as a result of overcoming challenges. Two 
participants experienced a continued self-efficacy effect after they stopped viewing 
their video. The improvements Sarah and Ashley experienced from the modeling 
video continued through the RB phase, and Sarah said that “the third [modeled] 
piece was like, my most confident piece.” The remaining participants did not per-
ceive any long-term effects once the modeling intervention ended. 

Verbal Persuasion

Verbal persuasion included three codes: Encouragement or Negative Mes-
sages, Feedback, and Self-Talk. It is important to note that participants did not 
receive feedback following the study concerts, so most verbal persuasion codes 
refer to journal responses.  

Encouragement or Negative Messages. Receiving encouragement increased 
self-efficacy in participants, and participants most often received encourage-
ment from teachers, then parents and peers. After performing at school, Steve 
reported, “Everybody said I played really well, so I was very confident about my 
pieces,” demonstrating that verbal praise increased his efficacy beliefs.  However, 
Liam wrote, “My teacher said that my songs are actually pretty good, but that was 
around a month ago so I don’t really know what she would say of them now,” sug-
gesting that encouragement may need to be current in order to be helpful. Only 
one participant mentioned receiving a negative message from a teacher. After the 
RB concert, Ashley said, “I know my teacher doesn’t like it when I look around 
when I play a certain song,” suggesting that she received a negative message about 
this issue in the past. However, Ashley did not indicate if or how this message 
affected her efficacy beliefs.  
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Feedback. Participants received feedback most often from teachers, then 
parents and adjudicators. While most participants received neutral or instruc-
tive feedback during lessons, few participants indicated whether feedback affected 
their self-efficacy beliefs. However, Sarah said she likes getting feedback “because 
then I know what I have to work on, and I can work on it,” while Liam wrote, “I 
don’t really know if I am making any improvements on my playing abilities, be-
cause I get no feedback.” Both statements suggest that feedback helped Sarah and 
Liam gauge their progress and given that perceived improvements can provide 
positive mastery experiences, it is possible that receiving performance-enhancing 
feedback may have indirectly improved self-efficacy. 

Self-Talk. Participant self-talk was often dependent on mastery experiences, 
in that self-talk was positive when participants perceived performances or practice 
sessions as successful, but negative during unsuccessful experiences. For example, 
Steve’s self-talk after performing well was, “I’m really good at playing the piano,” 
but after a poor performance, Donna told herself, “Oh, you’re gonna screw up 
again…you’ll just keep screwing up then.” As well, five participants used positive 
self-talk to facilitate performance and increase self-efficacy. Ashley used self-talk 
to increase focus as well as buffer against negative experiences by saying, “I was 
just listing off the chord progressions [during the performance] and if I messed 
one up, I’d just say, ‘Go to the next. Just don’t stop.’” Meanwhile, Sarah used self-
talk to increase her self-efficacy by writing, “I’m just telling myself that I will do 
fine, because of my hard work, and I will not regret anything afterwards.”

Physiological or Affective States

Physiological or affective states included two codes: Facilitative and In-
hibiting. The Inhibiting code contained two subcodes (Performance Anxiety, 
Other) while the facilitative code also contained two subcodes (Calm, Other).  

Inhibiting States – Performance Anxiety. Like self-talk, performance anxiety 
was often dependent on mastery experiences for the participants of this study.  
The decreased efficacy beliefs from negative experiences also indirectly affected 
performance anxiety so that participants typically felt more anxious when they 
perceived a performance or practice session as unsuccessful. For example, Donna 
shared that the “prior two times that I played it, it went horrible. So, this time, it’s 
like, even more stress and pressure,” while Liam said that during his concert per-
formance, “that nervousness escalated after the first little jumble of the first varia-
tion.” In contrast, some participants felt that anxiety caused failure experiences.  
Steve wrote, “I generally don’t make mistakes unless I am nervous,” suggesting 
that anxiety limited his ability to perform and likely decreased efficacy.
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Inhibiting States – Other. Surprised, confused, tired, sick, angry, distracted, 
unmotivated, and injured were other inhibiting states that decreased participant 
self-efficacy, with tired and distracted cited most often. Four participants discussed 
how feeling tired negatively affected their performance and on-stage confidence.  
Steve wrote, “My practice session could have gone better but somehow, I was tired 
which caused me to make mistakes frequently.”  Similarly, distraction could inhibit 
participant performance and decrease self-efficacy, like with Sarah, who wrote, 
“I kept messing up on some parts, and then couldn’t concentrate on my music.”  
Donna presented a unique inhibitive state when she suffered a playing related 
injury during the study.  The injury impaired her playing ability and her subse-
quent performance experiences caused her self-efficacy to plummet. She stated, 
“I used to perform like, really well and I used to love performing. And now I hate 
it. ‘Cause like, I keep messing up,” demonstrating how the injury resulted in de-
creased self-efficacy and a diminished love of performing.  

Facilitative States – Calm. Participants felt calm prior to performance when 
they felt efficacious about their pieces. For example, Liam said, “I wasn’t feeling 
that…stressed out because I know the song pretty well.” Several participants felt 
that being calm could facilitate a successful performance, and vice versa. Kim said, 
“I thought it [the performance] was a lot better than like, the previous two because 
I felt less like, nervousness,” while Sarah wrote, “I don’t feel that nervous when I 
think about the concert right now mainly because I felt like I did well yesterday,” 
suggesting that participants felt calmer and more efficacious after positive perfor-
mance experiences. To achieve a calm state, participants used strategies such as 
practice, physical relaxation, or avoiding thinking about past performances. Sarah 
shared, “The third one [piece] was like, the least nerve-wracking because—prob-
ably because I practiced that the most. So, I felt like I was ready to do this per-
formance,” indicating that these strategies increased both calmness and efficacy 
beliefs.

Facilitative States – Other. Focused, hopeful, happy, determined, relieved, 
and energetic were other facilitative states that increased participant self-efficacy, 
with focused and happy cited most often. Five participants focused on the music 
as a strategy to facilitate performance, like Sarah, who wrote, “I was really concen-
trated the whole time I was playing, and I think that helped a lot with improving 
the pieces.” Since perceived improvements provide positive mastery experience, 
focused practicing that resulted in performance improvements may have indirectly 
increased self-efficacy for the participants of this study. As well, Liam said, “I don’t 
think of past performances... ‘Cause if this went really badly, then I’d just get ner-
vous for the next performance. And it wouldn’t go well,” suggesting that focusing 
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on current performances helped minimize the negative impact of failure experi-
ences on his self-efficacy. Six participants stated they felt happy when they per-
ceived performances as successful, suggesting that this facilitative state is linked 
with mastery experiences. For example, Liam said, “I felt good when I finished 
everything ‘cause I hadn’t made that many mistakes…it was all good and clean, 
so I was happy with that.” Participants experienced increased efficacy beliefs in 
conjunction with increased feelings of happiness following positive performance 
experiences.  

Discussion

The current study asked two research questions: (a) How do Bandura’s (1977) 
four sources of efficacy influence self-efficacy beliefs in adolescent piano students?, 
and (b) To what extent does a self-modeling intervention for adolescent piano 
students affect self-efficacy?  

First, enactive mastery experiences appeared most influential on efficacy be-
liefs for the participants of this study, supporting previous findings (Hendricks et 
al., 2015; Royo, 2014). Performance experiences perceived as successful increased 
self-efficacy, while experiences perceived as failures decreased self-efficacy. Cur-
rent failure experiences often overshadowed past positive experiences, but some 
participants minimized the impact of failure experiences by purposefully focusing 
on past successes. Based on the participant responses in the current study, it may 
be useful for teachers to create environments that promote successful performance 
experiences for music students. However, it may be equally important to teach 
students to cope with failure experiences. As Martin (2012) found that low ef-
ficacy students talked about past failure experiences more often than high efficacy 
students, low efficacy students may be more likely to focus on negative experiences 
and less likely or able to focus on positive experiences. Since minor performance 
setbacks are often inevitable for young performers, teachers may want to provide 
students with focusing strategies to help protect efficacy beliefs from the impact 
of onstage mistakes.  

Secondly, vicarious experience had limited influence on efficacy beliefs in the 
current study, confirming previous findings (Martin, 2012; Moore, 2012). Ob-
serving similarly skilled models increased motivation and efficacy in participants 
(Schunk & Usher, 2012; Ste-Marie et al., 2012), but observing advanced models 
or other students resulted in negative comparisons and decreased efficacy (Hen-
dricks et al., 2015; Martin, 2012). Compared to athletes who typically engage 
the skill or strategy function of observational learning (Cumming et al., 2005), 
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the young musicians in this study used the performance or strategy functions.  
Participants engaging the performance function reported increased efficacy only 
if they liked their modeled performance and felt it reflected current performance 
accomplishments. Since model similarity affects the attentional and motivational 
processes of observational learning (Schunk & Usher, 2012), teachers must take 
care to create self-modeling videos that are relatable to their students. The strategy 
function helped participants identify and correct mistakes and the resulting per-
formance improvements strengthened efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). Teachers 
may wish to explore the strategy function of self-modeling with music students in 
an effort to enhance self-efficacy. 

Thirdly, verbal persuasion had limited influence on participant self-efficacy, 
contrasting current literature (Hendricks, 2014; Royo, 2014). However, encour-
agement directly increased self-efficacy, which is consistent with Bandura’s (1977) 
writings. Feedback facilitating performance enhancement also indirectly increased 
self-efficacy, as the resulting improvements provided positive mastery experience 
(Bandura, 1977). Self-talk was linked to mastery experiences (Clark et al., 2014), 
where positive self-talk was more prevalent during successful performances and 
vice versa, and participants also used positive self-talk to increase efficacy and en-
hance performance. As Clark and colleagues (2014) also observed that facilitative 
self-talk increased efficacy, self-talk may be another tool that can strengthen ef-
ficacy beliefs in young musicians. 

Finally, in contrast to other studies (Moore, 2012; Zelenak, 2015), physiologi-
cal states influenced the self-efficacy of the current study participants. The most 
prevalent inhibiting state was performance anxiety (Robson & Kenny, 2017), fol-
lowed by fatigue (Hendricks et al., 2015) and distraction. In contrast, calm was 
the most common facilitative state, followed by focus. In general, participants felt 
less efficacious when experiencing inhibiting states, and more efficacious when 
experiencing facilitative states (Bandura, 1982; Bandura et al., 1982). As a result, 
participants felt that facilitative states enabled successful performances, and vice 
versa, and used proactive strategies like physical relaxation or practice to induce 
facilitative and reduce inhibiting states prior to performance. These insights may 
provide teachers with strategies to implement in their teaching practice that may 
support efficacy beliefs in students. 

Limitations

While the current study design provided the opportunity for an in-depth ex-
ploration of efficacy beliefs, the sample size limits the transferability of the find-
ings to the overall population. Given the small sample, generalizations about ef-
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ficacy beliefs in adolescent piano students from the current results are not possible. 
A second limitation is the number of times participants viewed their modeling 
video. Since participants watched their videos at home, there was no way for the 
researcher to ensure that participants viewed their videos as instructed. As a re-
sult, not all participants watched their video eight times, resulting in inconsistent 
exposure. A third limitation is the timing of data collection. Verbal persuasion ap-
peared least frequently during coding, and since participants completed interviews 
and practice journals at times where feedback was not regularly available, this ef-
ficacy source may not have been fully represented in the data. A fourth limitation 
is the study location. The current study was in Ottawa, but students from other 
regions who use different pedagogical methods may also experience different self-
efficacy influences. Finally, while the study is grounded in Bandura’s self-efficacy 
theory (1977), there are likely other variables influencing self-efficacy that were 
not considered.

Future Research

Future research should examine the differences between high and low efficacy 
students and their perceptions of mastery experiences to provide more informa-
tion on how to best support young musicians suffering from low self-efficacy. As 
well, researchers could further investigate the strategic function of self-modeling 
to better understand the possible efficacy effects experienced by musicians. Fi-
nally, future research can explore how positive self-talk, calming, and/or focusing 
strategies can be used as tools to protect efficacy beliefs in young musicians. 

Conclusion

Of the four efficacy sources (Bandura, 1977), there were indications that mas-
tery experience was most influential on self-efficacy beliefs in young musicians. As 
such, teachers may wish to create environments that promote successful perfor-
mance experiences and teach students how to cope with failure experiences. Addi-
tionally, observing similarly skilled models, receiving positive feedback, and feel-
ing calm or focused increased participant self-efficacy, while observing advanced 
models, making negative comparisons, and feeling anxious, fatigued, or distracted 
decreased self-efficacy. The findings provide music teachers with several strate-
gies that may foster efficacy beliefs in students. Finally, watching a self-modeling 
video increased self-efficacy when students liked and related to their video or 
used the video to facilitate performance improvements. Teachers can explore both 
performance and strategic functions of self-modeling in an effort to enhance self-
efficacy in young musicians. 
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Endnote
1 Piano exams refer to exams conducted by the Royal Conservatory of Music 
(RCM) or Conservatory Canada (CC) that evaluate musical and performance 
proficiency.

References

Ali, S. B. (2010). Self-regulation of voice practice: A study of university-level music 
students’ singing practice. Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 
(Order No. 3424981)

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. 
Psychological Review, 84(2), 191-215.  doi:10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191

Bandura, A. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. The American  
Psychologist, 37(2), 122–147. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: W. H.  
Freeman & Company.

Bandura, A., Reese, L., & Adams, N. E. (1982). Microanalysis of action and fear 
arousal as a function of differential levels of perceived self-efficacy.  

(1), 5-21. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.43.1.5

Boucher, H., & Ryan, C. (2011). Performance stress and the very young musicians. 
 Journal of Research in Music Education, 58(4), 329-345. 
doi:10.1177/0022429410386965

Braun, V., & Clark, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative 
Research in Psychology, 3, 77-101. doi:10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Bugos, J. A., Kochar, S., & Maxfield, N. (2016). Intense piano training on  
self-efficacy and physiological stress in aging. Psychology of Music, 44(4), 611-624. 
doi:10.1177/0305735615577250

Clark, S. E., & Ste-Marie, D. (2007). The impact of self-as-a-model interventions 
on children’s  self-regulation of learning and swimming performance. Journal of 
Sports Sciences, 25(5), 577-586. doi:10.1080/02640410600947090

Clark, T., Lisboa, T., & Williamon, A. (2014). An investigation into musicians’ 
thoughts and perceptions during performance. Research Studies in Music  
Education, 36(1), 19-37. doi:10.1177/1321103X14523531

Erin MacAfee and Gilles Comeau



226

Contributions to Music Education

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five  
approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oakes, CA: SAGE.

Cumming, J., Clark, S. E., Ste-Marie, D. M., McCullagh, P., & Hall, C. (2005).  
The Functions of Observational Learning Questionnaire (FOLQ). Psychology of 
Sport and Exercise, 6(5), 517-537. doi:10.1016/j.psychsport.2004.03.006

Davison, P. D. (2010). The role of self-efficacy and modeling in improvisation 
among intermediate instrumental music students. Journal of Band Research, 
45(2), 42-58. https://search-proquest-com.proxy.bib.uottawa.ca/docview/21626
0172?accountid=14701

Dempsey, E., & Comeau, G. (2019). Music performance anxiety and self-efficacy 
in young musicians: Effects of gender and age. Music Performance Research, 9, 
60-79. http://www.mpronline.net/Issues/Volume%209%20[2019]/MPR%20
0121%20Dempsey%20and%20Comeau%20(60-79).pdf

Dowrick, P. W. (1999). A review of self-modeling and related interventions. 
Applied and Preventive Psychology, 8(1), 23. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0962-
1849(99)80009-2

Fisher, R. (2014). The impacts of the voice change, grade level, and experience on 
the singing self-efficacy of emerging adolescent males. Journal of Research in 
Music Education, 62(3), 277-290. doi:10.1177/0022429414544748

Foltz, B. D. (2014). Video self-modeling and collegiate field hockey: The effect of a  
self-selected feedforward intervention on player hitting ability and self-efficacy  
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 
(Order No. 3631093)

Hartz, B., & Bauer, W. (2016). The effect of ear playing instruction on adult  
amateur wind instrumentalists’ musical self-efficacy: An exploratory study.  
Contributions to Music Education, 41(1), 31-51. https://search-proquest- 
com.proxy.bib.uottawa.ca/docview/1841003852?accountid=14701

Hendricks, K. S. (2014). Changes in self-efficacy beliefs over time: Contextual 
influences of gender, rank-based placement, and social support in a competitive 
 orchestra environment. Psychology of Music, 42(3), 347-365. 
doi:10.1177/0305735612471238

Hendricks, K. S., Smith, T. D., & Legutki, A. R. (2015). Competitive comparison in 
music: Influences upon self-efficacy beliefs by gender. Gender and Education,  
doi:10.1080/09540253.2015.1107032



227

Hewitt, M. P. (2015). Self-efficacy, self-evaluation, and music performance of 
secondary-level band students. Journal of Research in Music Education, 63(3), 
298-313. doi:10.1177/0022429415595611 

Kim, S. J. (2008). A collective case study of self-regulated learning in instrumental practice 
of college music majors (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest  
Dissertations and Theses. (Order No. 3327057)

Law, B., & Ste-Marie, D. M. (2005). Effects of modeling on figure skating  
performance and psychological variables. European Journal of Sports Sciences, 
5(3), 143-152. doi:10.1080/17461390500159273

Leung, B. W. (2008). Factors affecting the motivation of Hong Kong primary school 
students in composing music. International Journal of Music Education, 26(1), 
47-62. doi10.1177/0255761407085649

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE.

Long, I-R. M., (2016). Why can’t I sing: The impact of self-efficacy enhancing  
techniques on student self-efficacy beliefs (Doctoral dissertation).  
Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. (Order No. 10135045)

Martin, L. (2012). The music self-efficacy beliefs of middle school band students: 
An investigation of sources, meanings, and relationships with attributions for 
success and failure. Bulletin of the Council for Research in Music Education, 191, 
45-60. doi:10.5406/bulcouresmusedu.191.0045

McCullagh, P., Law, B., and Ste-Marie, D. (2012). Modeling and performance. In S. 
M.  Murphy (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of sport and performance psychology (pp. 
250-272). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

McCullagh, P., & Weiss, M. R. (2002). Modeling: Considerations for motor skill 
performance  and psychological responses. In R. N. Singer, H. A. Hausenblas,  
& C. M. Janelle (Eds.), Handbook of sports psychology (2nd ed., pp. 205-238). 
New York, NY: Wiley.

McLellan, E., MacQueen, K. M., & Neidig, J. L. (2003). Beyond the qualitative 
interview: Data preparation and transcription. Field Methods, 15(1), 63-84.  
doi:10.1177/1525822X02239573

McPherson, G., & McCormick, J. (2006). Self-efficacy and music performance. 
Psychology of Music, 34(3), 322-336. doi:10.1177/0305735606064841

Mieder, K. N. (2018). The effects of a self-regulated learning music practice strategy cur-
riculum on music performance, self-regulation, self-efficacy, and cognition (Doctoral 
dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. (Order No. 
10839645)

Erin MacAfee and Gilles Comeau



228

Contributions to Music Education

Miksza, P. (2015). The effect of self-regulation instruction on the performance 
achievement, musical self-efficacy, and practicing of advanced wind players. 
Psychology of Music, 43(2), 219-243. doi:10.1177/0305735613500832

Moody, L. (2014). The effects of feed-forward self-modelling on self-efficacy, music  
performance anxiety, and music performance in anxious adolescent musicians  
(Unpublished Master’s thesis). University of Ottawa, Ontario.

Moore, S. E. (2012). The self-efficacy beliefs of three adults returning to piano study 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. 
(Order No. 3548858)

Osborne, M. S., & Kenny, D. T. (2005). Development and validation of a music 
performance  anxiety inventory for gifted adolescent musicians. Journal of  
Anxiety Disorders, 19(7), 725-751. doi:10.1016/j.janxdis.2004.09.002

Patston, T., & Osborne, M. S. (2016). The developmental features of music  
performance anxiety and perfectionism in school age music students.  
Performance Enhancement & Health, 4(1-2), 42-49. doi:10.1016/j.
peh.2015.09.003

Rae, G., & McCambridge, K. (2004). Correlates of performance anxiety in practical 
 music exams. Psychology of Music, 32(4), 432-439. 
doi:10.1177/0305735604046100

Ram, N., & McCullagh, P. (2003). Self-modeling: Influence on psychological  
responses and physical performance. The Sport Psychologist, 17(2), 220-241.  
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1123/tsp.17.2.220

Randles, C. A. (2006). The relationship of compositional experiences of high school  
instrumentalists to music self-efficacy (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from  
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. (Order No. 1440753)

Ritchie, L. M., & Kearney, P. (2018). Adult beginner instrumentalists’ practice, 
self-regulation, and self-efficacy: A pilot study. Journal of Education and Training 
Studies, 6(5), 1-9. doi:10.11114/jets.v6i5.2978

Ritchie, L. M., & Williamon, A. (2011). Primary school children’s self-efficacy for 
music learning. Journal of Research in Music Education, 59(2), 146-161.  
doi:10.1177/0022429411405214 

Ritchie, L. M., & Williamon, A. (2012). Self-efficacy as a predictor of musical  
quality. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity and the Arts, 6(4), 334-340. 
doi:10.1037/a0029619



229

Robson, K. E., & Kenny, D. T. (2017). Music performance anxiety in ensemble 
 rehearsals and concerts: A comparison of music and non-music major 
 undergraduate musicians. Psychology of Music, 45(6), 868-885. 
doi:10.1177/0305735617693472

Royo, J. (2014). Self-efficacy in music education vocal instruction: A collective case study of 
four undergraduate vocal music education majors (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved 
from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses. (Order No. 3619734)

Rymal, A. (2011). The effects of different self-modeling interventions on the performance 
and self-regulatory processes and beliefs of competitive gymnasts. (Unpublished  
doctoral dissertation). University of Ottawa, Ontario.

Schunk, D. H., & Usher, E. L. (2012). Social cognitive theory and motivation. In R. 
M. Ryan (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of human motivation (pp. 13-26). Oxford, 
UK: Oxford  University Press.

Ste-Marie, D. M., Law, B., Rymal, A. M., O, J., Hall, C., & McCullagh, P. (2012). 
Observation interventions for motor skill learning and performance: An applied 
model for the use of observation. International Review of Sport and Exercise 
Psychology, 5(2), 145-176. doi:10.1080/1750984X.2012.665076

Ste-Marie, D. M., Rymal, A. M., Vertes, K., & Martini, R. (2011). Self-modeling 
and  competitive beam performance enhancement examined within a self- 
regulation perspective. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 23(3), 292-307.  
doi:10.1080/10413200.2011.558049

Ste-Marie, D. M., Vertes, K., Rymal, A. M., & Martini, R. (2011). Feedforward 
self-modelling enhances skill acquisition in children learning trampoline skills.  
Frontiers in Psychology: Movement Science and Sports Psychology, 2, 1-7.  
doi:10.3389/psyg.2011.00155.

Williams, A. M., Davids, K., & Williams, J. G. (1999). Visual perception and action in 
sport. New York, NY: Routledge.

Zelenak, M. S. (2015). Measuring sources of self-efficacy among secondary school 
music students. Journal of Research in Music Education, 62(4), 389-404.  
doi:10.1177/0022429414555018

Erin MacAfee and Gilles Comeau



230

Contributions to Music Education

Appendix A
Practice Journal – Baseline Phase

Please complete this journal entry after you have completed your regular practice 
session. Journals should be completed the same day practice occurs and can be 
completed anytime after the practice has ended.

Section One

Name:  __________________________________________________________

Date:  ____________________________ Time of practice session: _________

Length of practice session:  __________ Time of journal completion:  ______

Section Two

Please complete this section of the journal by writing about how you feel about 
the upcoming performance.  You may talk about any thoughts or feelings relat-
ing to your concert pieces, your practice session today, or the performance you 
are preparing for. Please write a minimum of three sentences for your entry.  
Below is a list of questions to help guide you with your writing.  Feel free to 
answer as many or as few questions as you would like.  The questions are here 
to give you ideas about what to write about, but you are not required to answer 
any of the questions listed below.  However, if you choose to answer some of 
the questions listed below, please be sure to answer questions that have not been 
answered in previous journal entries (i.e. Pick new questions to answer for each 
journal entry).

•  Do you feel good about how your practice session went? Why or why not?
•  Did you come across any problems while practicing today? What were they? 

How confident do you feel that you will be able to solve these problems before 
the concert?

•  How confident do you feel about your pieces for the upcoming performances? 
•  Do you think you will be able to play well during the concert? What evidence 

do you have for your answer? (E.g. Did you feel good about your exam perfor-
mance?

•  Are there passages in your pieces that you feel you’ve improved on? Where are 
they and how did you manage to make these improvements?

•  Have you heard any friends, peers, or classmates perform or practice recently? 
Did you enjoy watching them? Why or why not?
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•  Have you watched any videos or listened to recordings of your pieces done by 
other musicians? Did you find the videos or recordings helpful?

•  What does your teacher say about your pieces? Do you agree or disagree with 
them?

•  What kinds of things do you say to yourself when you’re practicing your pieces? 
What kinds of things do you say to yourself when you think about the concert?

•  How did you feel during practice today (e.g. Excited, nervous, tired, frustrated, 
happy)?  Does this affect how you feel about the upcoming concert?

•  Do you feel nervous when you think about the concert? What makes you feel 
nervous? What do you do to help calm your nerves?

Practice journal – Intervention phase
Please complete this journal entry after you have completed your regular practice 
session. Journals should be completed the same day practice occurs and can be 
completed anytime after the practice has ended.

Section One

Name:  __________________________________________________________

Date:  ____________________________ Time of practice session: _________

Length of practice session:  __________ Time of journal completion:  ______

Did you watch your modeling video today? (Yes/No):  ____________________

Time video was viewed:  _____________ Place video was viewed:  __________

Please pick a point in your video performance that you thought you played 
well and describe what you like about it.  Be specific about why you like it.  For 
example, do you think you played the dynamics very beautifully in that part, or 
do you think your phrasing was especially musical? Please pick a part of the video 
that you have not yet written about (i.e. Pick a new point to talk about for each 
journal entry).
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Section Two

Please complete this section of the journal by writing about how you feel about 
the upcoming performance.  You may talk about any thoughts or feelings relat-
ing to your concert pieces, your practice session today, your modeling video, or 
the performance you are preparing for. Please write a minimum of three sen-
tences for your entry.  Below is a list of questions to help guide you with your 
writing.  Feel free to answer as many or as few questions as you would like.  The 
questions are here to give you ideas about what to write about, but you are not 
required to answer any of the questions listed below. However, if you choose to 
answer some of the questions listed below, please be sure to answer questions 
that have not been answered in previous journal entries (i.e. Pick new questions 
to answer for each journal entry).

•  How did you feel during practice today (e.g. Excited, nervous, tired, frustrated, 
happy)?  Does this affect how you feel about the upcoming concert?

•  Do you feel nervous when you think about the concert? What makes you feel 
nervous? What do you do to help calm your nerves?

•  Do you feel good about how your practice session went? Why or why not?
•  Did you come across any problems while practicing today? What were they? 

How confident do you feel that you will be able to solve these problems before 
the concert?

•  How confident do you feel about your pieces for the upcoming performances? 
•  Do you like watching your modeling video? Why or why not?
•  Do you find watching yourself perform on the video helpful? Why or why not?
•  Do you think you will be able to play well during the concert? What evidence 

do you have for your answer? (E.g. Did you feel good about your exam perfor-
mance?

•  Are there passages in your pieces that you feel you’ve improved on? Where are 
they and how did you manage to make these improvements?

•  Have you heard any friends, peers, or classmates perform or practice recently? 
Did you enjoy watching them? Why or why not?

•  Have you watched any videos or listened to recordings of your pieces done by 
other musicians? Did you find the videos or recordings helpful?

•  What does your teacher say about your pieces? Do you agree or disagree with 
them?

•  What kinds of things do you say to yourself when you’re practicing your pieces? 
What kinds of things do you say to yourself when you think about the concert?
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Appendix B
Semi-Structured Interview Guide – Baseline Phase

General feelings about the performance

•  I would like to explore how you feel about the performance you just gave.  
I am going to ask you some questions about your thoughts and feelings 
before, during, and after the concert.

•  How do you feel about the performance overall? Why do you think it went 
well/did not go well?

Before the concert

•  I would like you to think about the few minutes backstage just prior to the 
performance.  Could you explain what you were thinking and feeling right 
before you performed?

o  Personal mastery experience 
•  Thinking about past practice sessions, past successful/unsuccessful  

performances
o  Vicarious experiences 

•  Did watching or listening to peers’ influence thoughts/feelings
o  Verbal persuasion 

•  Thinking about feedback received prior to concert from teachers or 
friends

•  Personal self-talk (positive/negative)
o  Physiological or affective states

•  Feelings of anxiety, nervousness, fear, excitement, calm, etc.
•  If anxiety mentioned, what types of cognitive symptoms were experi-

ences? Somatic symptoms?
•  How confident would you say you felt before the performance?

During the concert

•  Now think back to when you first sat down to begin your performance.  
Could you explain what you were thinking and feeling while you per-
formed your pieces?

o  Personal mastery experience
•  Thinking about the pieces – thinking about things that went well/

did not go well during previous performances, was there worry about 
memory, difficult parts, etc.

o  Vicarious experience
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o  Verbal persuasion
•  What was your self-talk like during the performance 

(positive/negative)?
o  Physiological or affective states?

•  Feelings of anxiety, nervousness, fear, excitement, calm, etc. during the 
performance

•  Cognitive or somatic anxiety symptoms experiences?

After the concert

•  When you finished your performance, what kind of thoughts and feelings 
did you experience?

o  Personal mastery experience
•  How does reflection on the performance just passed influence feelings 

and thoughts
o  Vicarious experience

•  Did watching the other performer’s change how you feel about your 
performance?

o  Verbal persuasion
•  What kinds of feedback did you receive after the performance?
•  Personal self-talk (positive/negative)

o  Physiological or affective states
•  Feelings of anxiety, nervousness, disappointment, frustration, relief, 

relaxation, satisfaction, etc.
•  If anxiety mentioned, what types of cognitive or somatic symptoms are 

still present?
•  If you think about performing your pieces again, how confident do you feel 

right now that you would play well?
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Semi-Structured Interview Guide –  
Intervention and Return to Baseline Phase

General feelings about the performance

•  I would like to explore how you feel about the performance you just gave.  
I am going to ask you some questions about your thoughts and feelings 
before, during, and after the concert.

•  How do you feel about the performance overall? Why do you think it went 
well/did not go well?

Before the concert

•  I would like you to think about the few minutes backstage just prior to the 
performance.  Could you explain what you were thinking and feeling right 
before you performed?

o  Personal mastery experience 
•  Thinking about past practice sessions, past successful/unsuccessful  

performances
o  Vicarious experiences 

•  Did watching or listening to peers’ influence thoughts/feelings
o  Verbal persuasion 

•  Thinking about feedback received prior to concert from teachers or 
friends

•  Personal self-talk (positive/negative)
o  Physiological or affective states

•  Feelings of anxiety, nervousness, fear, excitement, calm, etc.
•  If anxiety mentioned, what types of cognitive symptoms were  

experiences? Somatic symptoms?
•  How confident would you say you felt before the performance?
•  Knowing that you watched your video before the concert, do you think 

that the video had an influence on how you felt before you performed?
o  What did it influence 
o  Why do you think it inluenced you the way it did? 

During the concert

•  Now think back to when you first sat down to begin your performance.  
Could you explain what you were thinking and feeling while you per-
formed your pieces?

Erin MacAfee and Gilles Comeau
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o  Personal mastery experience
•  Thinking about the pieces – thinking about things that went well/

did not go well during previous performances, was there worry about 
memory, difficult parts, etc.

o  Vicarious experience
o  Verbal persuasion

•  What was your self-talk like during the performance 
(positive/negative)?

o  Physiological or affective states?
•  Feelings of anxiety, nervousness, fear, excitement, calm, etc. during the 

performance
•  Cognitive or somatic anxiety symptoms experiences?

After the concert

•  When you finished your performance, what kind of thoughts and feelings 
did you experience?

o  Personal mastery experience
•  How does reflection on the performance just passed influence feelings 

and thoughts
o  Vicarious experience

•  Did watching the other performer’s change how you feel about your 
performance?

o  Verbal persuasion
•  What kinds of feedback did you receive after the performance?
•  Personal self-talk (positive/negative)

o  Physiological or affective states
•  Feelings of anxiety, nervousness, disappointment, frustration, relief, 

relaxation, satisfaction, etc.
•  If anxiety mentioned, what types of cognitive or somatic symptoms are 

still present?

•  Knowing that you watched your modeling video these past two weeks to 
help you prepare for the concert, do you think that the video had an infllu-
ence on how you performed today?

o What did it influence?
o Why do you thnk it influenced you the way it did?

•  If you think about performing your pieces again, how confident do you feel 
right now that you would play well?


