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Abstract 

The current study introduces the idea that certain types of music could be like a ‘friend in 

need’ and protect adolescents from the negative impact of low social support on life 

satisfaction (LS). First, the relationships between (1) music preference and (2) family/peer 

support and LS were investigated. Then, (3) six music preference categories (Metal, Rock, 

Electronic, Pop, Urban, and Highbrow) were examined as moderators in the relationships 

between family and peer support and LS, (4) scrutinizing potential gender differences. Data 

were used from the Dutch HBSC study (2013): the sample consisted of 5682 students, aged 

10–18. As expected, the relationship between preference for Pop and LS was positive, 

whereas the one between preference for Metal and LS was negative. The preference for Rock 

was not associated with lower LS, highlighting the importance of examining Rock and Metal 

separately in music-related research. As predicted, both peer and family support were 

associated with higher LS. Furthermore, Urban was found to be a potential ‘friend in need’: 

when peer support was low, Urban fans reported higher LS than non-Urban fans did. Finally, 

gender did not influence the relationships between music preference, social support, and LS.  

Keywords: music preference, adolescents, life satisfaction, social support, gender, 

HBSC, Netherlands 
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Introduction 

 Music is commonly known to play a profound role in the lives of adolescents (Delsing, 

Ter Bogt, Engels, & Meeus, 2008; Larson, 1995; Saarikallio & Erkkilä, 2007; Schwartz & 

Fouts, 2003). Listening to music is believed to be a generally pleasurable and positive 

experience (Miranda & Gaudreau, 2011) that satisfies adolescents’ emotional, social, and 

cognitive needs (North, Hargreaves, & O'Neill, 2000). Even though research reveals 

considerable evidence of music’s potential to impact adolescents positively, studies have not 

yet examined the link between youth’s music preferences and life satisfaction (LS) – the 

subjective appraisal of one’s quality of life (Proctor, Linley, & Maltby, 2009) and a key 

indicator of subjective well-being and happiness (Diener & Diener, 1995).  

 This study’s focus on youth LS is inspired by and adheres to the growing movement of 

positive psychology, which considers the ‘pursuit of happiness’ a fundamental mission of 

psychology (Seligman, 2002). One possible way to increase happiness is by facilitating 

factors that promote LS, or by eliminating factors that might decrease LS (risk factors). Thus, 

the first goal of this study is to identify which types of music could promote or impede LS 

among Dutch youth. A second way to facilitate happiness is by reducing the negative impact 

of risk factors on LS (buffering effect). Accordingly, the second aim of this study is to 

investigate whether and which types of music could buffer the negative impact of one of the 

key risk factors that threaten LS: low social support.  

 Elaborating on these two goals, this study aims to contribute to the field of youth health 

promotion. Given that adolescents spend a lot of time listening to music (Rentfrow & 

Gosling, 2003), it might be of great benefit to identify (1) groups at risk of having low LS due 

to their music preferences, and (2) types of music that have the potential to protect 

adolescents’ LS in case of insufficient social support.  

Music Preference and Life Satisfaction 

 Instead of considering music in general, this study takes into account different music 

genres, which vary in their characteristics and impact on adolescents (Mulder, Ter Bogt, 

Raaijmakers, & Vollebergh, 2007; North & Hargreaves, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c). Accordingly, 

this study proposes that music genres might be differently related to youth LS. 

 Pop and Soul (hip-hop, R&B, reggae; in this paper – Urban) are likely to have a 

positive impact on youth LS, because they communicate positive messages about 

developmentally relevant issues: friendships, romantic relationships, and pleasure in Pop 

(Schwartz & Fouts, 2003); and partying, dancing, coping, optimism, and hope in Soul 

(Miranda & Claes, 2008). These music genres have been found to lower depressive symptoms 
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among adolescents (Miranda & Claes, 2007), which is in line with the idea that experiencing 

consolation through music is strongly related to the personal relevance and meaning of its 

lyrics (Ter Bogt, Vieno, Doornwaard, Pastore, & Van den Eijnden, 2017).  

 On the contrary, Metal (heavy metal, alternative rock, punk, etc.) is referred to as 

‘problem music’ and claimed to have a potentially harmful effect on youth (Scheel & 

Westefeld, 1999), as it revolves around “negative themes, such as despair, mental pain, death, 

suicide, and depression” (Miranda & Claes, 2008, p. 279). Studies have linked the preference 

for Metal to depression and suicidal intentions (Martin, Clarke, & Pearce, 1993), antisocial 

behavior (Russel, 1997; Selfhout, Delsing, Ter Bogt, & Meeus, 2008), and sensation seeking 

(Arnett, 1991). Thus, preference for Metal is likely to be negatively linked to adolescents’ LS.  

 Researchers in the field tend to include Rock and Metal in the same music preference 

category, due to strong stylistic similarities between the two genres. In this paper, however, 

two arguments are proposed on why Rock and Metal should be examined separately and why, 

unlike Metal, Rock is not likely have a negative impact on LS. First, Rock includes soft rock, 

which according to Hill (2007), evokes significantly less negative emotions (disgust, guilt, 

and sadness) and more positive emotions (happiness), as compared to hard rock (similar to 

Metal). Furthermore, Thompson and Larson (1995) define soft rock as “lyrically dominant; 

emphasis of the song is to explore private feelings about loves won, lost, and desired” (p. 

736), which also speaks for the different characters of Rock and Metal. 

 Second, Rock includes highly commercialized rock-classics/evergreens, which have 

received abundant attention across radio stations, magazines, and the Internet (Appen & 

Doehering, 2006). Consequently, many adolescents might associate the term Rock with such 

commercial and well-known songs. The leaders in the rock-classics charts are musicians like 

The Beatles, The Rolling Stones, and Bob Dylan (Appen & Doehering, 2006), and none of 

these artists’ music is similar to Metal. It is rather a combination of Rock and Pop (The 

Beatles), Rock and blues (The Rolling Stones), and Rock and folk (Bob Dylan).  

 Finally, little is known about the impact of classical/jazz (hereafter referred to as 

Highbrow) and Electronic music on adolescents’ development, possibly because Highbrow is 

not popular among youth (Mulder et al., 2007), and Electronic is mainly investigated in 

relation to substance use (Forsyth, Barnard, & McKeganey,1997; Ter Bogt & Engels, 2005; 

Ter Bogt et al., 2012). Consequently, it remains unclear how these types of music might be 

related to LS. 
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Social Support and Life Satisfaction 

 Empirical research reveals a general consensus on the positive link between social 

support and well-being (Gallagher &Vella-Brodrick, 2008). As for adolescents, social support 

has been linked to healthy development (Helsen, Vollebergh, & Meeus, 2000) and positive 

mental health (Proctor et al., 2009). Furthermore, it has been consistently associated with high 

youth LS (Blau, Goldberg, & Benolol, 2018; Diener, Oishi, & Lucas, 2003; Kong & You, 

2013; Piko & Hamvai, 2010; Rodríguez-Fernández, Droguett, & Revuelta, 2012; Schnettler et 

al., 2015; You, Lim, & Kim, 2018). 

 Several theoretical frameworks explain why social support is essential for youth well-

being. According to the stress and coping perspective (Lakey & Cohen, 2000) and the stress-

buffering hypothesis (Cohen &Wills, 1985; Rodriguez & Cohen, 1998), social support can 

attenuate the adverse effects of stress on health and well-being. Supportive actions can 

facilitate coping performance, while the belief that support is available can contribute to a less 

negative appraisal of stressful events. From a social constructionist perspective (Lakey & 

Cohen, 2000), social support has a positive influence on well-being, because it promotes self-

esteem. On the contrary, negative perceptions of social relationships enhance negative 

perceptions of the self, which in turn leads to emotional distress (Baldwin & Holmes, 1987). 

In their framework for thriving through relationships, Feeney and Collins (2015) outline two 

reasons why social support facilitates well-being: it “strengthens/fortifies as well as 

comforts/protects in times of adversity” (p. 116) and “promotes engagement in life 

opportunities in non-adverse times” (p. 119). 

 The literature discussed above underpins the idea that low social support might impede 

adolescents’ LS. The current study focuses on peer and family support, as during adolescence, 

peers are “central sources of companionship and emotional support” (Nickerson & Nagle, 

2004, p. 55), while the relationship with parents remains a key predictor of LS (Man, 1991; 

Valois, Zullig, Huebner, & Drane, 2009; Young, Miller, Norton, & Hill, 1995). 

Music as a ‘Friend in Need’ 

 The phrase ‘music as a friend in need’ is derived from the popular idiom ‘a friend in 

need is a friend indeed’, which implies that a true friend is reliable and helpful in difficult 

times. In this paper, the expression is used to emphasize that music might not only have a 

direct positive impact on adolescents’ LS, but also facilitate happiness, particularly among 

youth who receive insufficient support from their family or friends.  

 This study proposes two arguments on why music could buffer the negative effect of 

low social support on LS. On the one hand, listening to music is a common tactic for emotion 
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and mood regulation among youth, and a potential tool for coping with negative feelings and 

difficulties in life (Schäfer, Sedlmeier, Städtler, & Huron, 2013; Ter Bogt, Mulder, 

Raaijmakers, & Nic Gabhain, 2010; Ter Bogt et al., 2017; Van Goethem & Sloboda, 2011). 

Thus, if music helps adolescents cope with the negative affect evoked by receiving 

insufficient support, the latter should no longer impede their LS.  

 On the other hand, music could act as a substitute for social relationships (Laiho, 2004; 

Lee, Andrade, & Palmer, 2013; Schäfer, & Eerola, 2018). Research demonstrates that people 

commonly perceive music as an “understanding friend” (Hanser, Ter Bogt, Van Den Tol, 

Mark, & Vingerhoets, 2016, p. 131) that is “empathizing with their circumstances and 

feelings, supporting them, making them feel understood, or making them feel less alone in the 

way they were feeling” (Van den Tol & Edwards, 2013, p. 453). Therefore, the support 

gained by music listening might counterbalance the lack of support from family/friends, in 

which case the latter should no longer affect one’s LS.  

 Finally, it is worth noting that the moderating role of music preference in the 

relationship between low social support and LS might differ across gender. According to 

previous studies, girls engage more in mood-management and emotion regulation during 

music listening, as compared to boys (Miranda & Claes, 2007, 2008, 2009; North et al., 

2000). Thus, music is more likely to be a ‘friend in need’ for girls.  

Current Study 

 The current study investigates numerous relationships, which are visualized in Figure 1. 

First, it is hypothesized that family and peer support will be positively related to LS 

(Hypothesis 1), which would imply negative relationships between low family/peer support 

and LS. Second, preferences for Pop and Urban are expected to be positively associated with 

LS (Hypothesis 2). Hypothesis 3 states that preference for Metal will be negatively linked to 

LS, whereas preference for Rock will not. The investigation of Highbrow/Electronic music 

preference is of exploratory nature. 

 Furthermore, it is hypothesized that music genres, which are positively linked to LS, 

will buffer the negative link between either low family or low peer support on LS (Hypothesis 

4). Thus, Pop and Urban are expected to be ‘a friend in need’. Finally, it is proposed that the 

moderation effects of music preferences in the relationships between low social support and 

LS will be stronger for girls than for boys (Hypothesis 5). 
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Figure 1. Research Model 

 

Method 

Sample 

The data used in this study were derived from the Dutch Health Behavior in School-

aged Children (HBSC) study, held in 2013. The HBSC study is an international study on 

health and health-related behaviors among adolescents, carried out every four years and 

supported by the World Health Organization (WHO). In the current study, only data from 

Dutch adolescents in their first to fourth year of secondary school were utilized. This sample 

was recruited through cluster sampling in 67 randomly selected schools in the Netherlands. At 

the end of 2013, a total of 5718 students anonymously completed the HBSC self-report 

questionnaires in their classrooms. Participation was voluntary but only possible if one’s 

parents had given passive consent. After removing empty or unreliably filled in 

questionnaires, the total number of participants was 5682, aged 10-18 (M = 13.81, SD = 1.35): 

2818 boys (49.6%) and 2864 girls (50.4%). 

Measures 

Life satisfaction. The dependent variable in this study (LS) was measured with a 

single item in the questionnaire. Participants were asked to rate their satisfaction with life, 

ranging from 0 (“worst life I can imagine”) to 10 (“best life I can imagine”). This 

measurement was derived from Cantril’s Self-Anchoring Ladder of Life Satisfaction (Cantril, 

1965), also known as the Cantril Scale. 
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Music preference. For the assessment of music preference, participants could rate 

different music genres on a five-point Likert scale, or indicate that they were not familiar with 

the genre (1 = “dislike very much”, 3 = neutral, 5 = “like very much”; Ter Bogt, Raaijmakers, 

Vollebergh, Van Wel, & Sikkema, 2003). Music preference categories were built based on the 

music taste groups identified in previous studies (Miranda & Claes, 2007, 2008; Ter Bogt et 

al., 2010): Pop (top 40/hit parade), Urban (hip-hop/rap and R&B), Electronic (dubstep, 

trance/house/dance, and techno/hard-house), Highbrow (jazz and classical music), and Metal 

(heavy metal, gothic, and punk/alternative). Rock was kept as a separate (sixth) category. 

Social support. The independent variables – family and peer support – were each 

measured with four items (see Appendix). The items were rated by participants on the scale of 

1 to 7, where a score of 1 indicated strong disagreement with the statement and a score of 7 

indicated strong agreement with the statement. A family support scale (Cronbach’s alpha = 

.92) and a peer support scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .93) were used in the data analysis. 

Control variables. Previous studies report little to no influence of socio-demographic 

variables on LS (Proctor et al., 2009). In this study, however, age, gender, and education level 

were included in the analysis as covariates, so as to check whether these variables influence 

LS among Dutch students in particular. Age was measured on a continuous scale (age in 

years), whereas gender and education level were measured on binary scales: 1 = boy, 2 = girl; 

1 = vocational training, 2 = higher secondary education. 

Strategy for Analysis 

All analyses in the current study were conducted using IMB SPSS 25.0, and the 

significance level was set for p<.05. Descriptive statistics (N, M, SD) and independent 

samples t-tests were used to display the general characteristics of the sample. Missing values 

were (1) not found on the socio-demographic variables, (2) were less than 4% on each 

dependent or independent variable, and (3) were imputed using the expected means procedure 

in SPSS for the music preference variables. Furthermore, the relationships between the 

continuous variables were explored using the Pearson correlation method.   

The hypotheses were explored in a hierarchical linear regression analysis, with LS as 

dependent variable. The continuous variables (except for age) were standardized, and all 

assumptions were checked. In the first step of the regression analysis, the control variables 

(gender, age, education level) were added. Family and peer support were introduced in the 

second step, and the six music categories – in the third. The fourth model included two-way 

interactions between family support, peer support, and gender, while the fifth included two-

way interactions of music preferences with gender and family/peer support. Finally, three-way 
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interaction terms between each music preference category, the two types of support, and 

gender were computed and added to the last (sixth) model.  

Within the regression analysis described above, the relationships between music 

preferences and LS were explored using a variable centered approach. Music fans, however, 

are also clustered in groups. In an additional analysis, the differences in LS between Rock and 

Metal fans were explored using a person centered approach, meaning that respondents were 

allocated to different fan groups: (1)‘Exclusive Rock’ – liking (rating above neutral) Rock and 

none of the three subgenres of Metal (heavy metal, gothic, punk/alternative), (2) ‘Exclusive 

Metal’ – disliking (rating at/below neutral) Rock, but liking at least one of the three Metal 

subgenres, and (3)‘Rock & Metal’ – liking Rock as well as at least one of the Metal 

subgenres. A fourth group of adolescents (those who disliked Rock and all Metal subgenres) 

was kept as a reference category. A multiple linear regression was conducted, where gender, 

age, and education level were controlled for in Model 1. Model 2 included three dummy 

variables, representing each Rock and/or Metal fan-group. In the final step of the regression, 

peer and family support were added, so as to check whether the main effects of music 

preferences would hold.  

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of this study’s main variables, based on 

gender (boys, girls), education level (low, high), and the total sample. 

Results from independent samples t-tests revealed significant differences between 

students in vocational training (lower education level) and students in higher secondary 

education (high education level): adolescents with a higher education level scored higher on 

LS (t(5336) = -6.14, p < .001) and seemed to receive more support from their families 

(t(5509) = -8.74, p < .001). These adolescents rated Rock (t(5680) = -6.70, p < .001), Pop 

(t(5635) = -3.64, p < .001), and Highbrow (t(5595) = -10.71, p < .001) higher than 

adolescents in vocational training did. On the contrary, students in vocational training scored 

higher on preferences for Electronic (t(5632) = 2.98, p < .01) and Urban (t(5680) = 4.11, p < 

.001), as compared to students of higher education level. 

Results from the t-tests also indicated significant differences between boys and girls in 

the sample: boys reported higher LS then girls did (t(5375) = 12.61, p < .001), and seemed to 

receive more support from their families (t(5620) = 2.18, p < .05), but less support from their 

peers (t(5453) = -16.89, p < .001), as compared to girls. Preferences for Pop (t(5510) = -

12.05, p < .001), Urban (t(5576) = -7.68, p < .001), and Highbrow (t(5680) = -7.02, p < .001) 
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were higher for girls, whereas preferences for Rock (t(5635) = 4.45, p < .001) and Electronic 

(t(5611) = 13.45, p < .001) were higher for boys.  

 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics Based on Gender, Education Level, and the Total Sample 

 
Education Level 

 
Gender 

 
Total 

 
Low 

 
High 

 
Boys 

 
Girls 

   

 
(n = 2941) 

 
(n = 2741) 

 
(n = 2818) 

 
(n = 2864) 

 
(N = 5682) 

 
M (SD) 

 
M (SD) 

 
M (SD) 

 
M (SD) 

 
M (SD) 

Dependent variable 
              

Life Satisfaction 7.45 (1.77) 7.71 (1.43)*** 7.85 (1.45)*** 7.31 (1.72) 7.57 (1.62) 

               
Independent variables 

              
Family support 5.73 (1.50) 6.04 (1.19)*** 5.92 (1.30)* 5.84 (1.43) 5.88 (1.37) 

Peer support 5.75 (1.40) 5.78 (1.26) 5.46 (1.35) 6.06 (1.26)*** 5.77 (1.34) 

               
Moderators 

              
Metal 1.95 1(.85) 

 
1.99 1(.84) 

 
1.97 1(.85) 

 
1.96 1(.84) 

 
1.97 1(.84) 

Rock 2.71 (1.12) 2.91 (1.14)*** 2.87 (1.17)*** 2.74 (1.09) 2.81 (1.13) 

Electronic 3.41 1(.86)** 3.35 1(.88) 3.54 1(.90)*** 3.23 1(.82) 3.38 1(.87) 

Pop 3.61 1(.96) 
 

3.70 1(.98)*** 3.50 (1.03) 3.80 1(.88)*** 3.65 1(.97) 

Urban 3.68 1(.85)*** 3.59 1(.82) 
 

3.55 1(.89) 
 

3.72 1(.78)*** 3.64 1(.84) 

Highbrow 2.24 1(.85) 
 

2.49 1(.90)*** 2.27 1(.88) 
 

2.44 1(.87)*** 2.36 1(.88) 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 

Correlations 

Pearson correlations between LS, age, family and peer support, and the six music 

categories are presented in Table 2. Age was significantly and negatively correlated with LS, 

indicating a decrease in LS with age. The table also reveals a significant positive relationship 

between peer support and LS, and even more so, between family support and LS. 

Preferences for Metal and Rock were negatively related to LS, whereas the preference 

for Pop was positively related to LS. Preference for Metal was negatively linked to family 

support, whereas preferences for Pop and Highbrow were positively related to family support. 

Liking Pop/Urban was associated with higher peer support, while liking Rock was negatively 

linked to peer support.
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Table 2 

Pearson Correlations among Age, Social Support, Music Preferences, and Life Satisfaction 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Age – 

         2. Family support -.12*** – 

        3. Peer support -.01 -.34*** – 

       4. Metal -.06*** -.04** -.02 – 

      5. Rock -.01 -.01 -.04** -.62*** – 

     6. Electronic -.12*** -.00 -.00 -.18*** -.14*** – 

    7. Pop -.06*** -.08*** -.10*** -.07*** -.02 .18*** – 

   8. Urban -.02 -.00 -.07*** -.02 -.00 .31*** .20*** – 

  9. Highbrow -.01 -.04** -.01 -.45*** -.39*** .00 .09*** .14*** – 

 10. Life satisfaction -.14*** -.41*** -.18*** -.06*** -.03* .02 .05*** .00 -.01 – 

*p <.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. 

 

Testing the Hypotheses 

Results of the conducted hierarchical linear regression are displayed in Table 3. The 

first step of the regression revealed that gender (t(5429) =  -12.93, p < .001), age (t(5429) = -

10.07 , p < .001), and education level (t(5429) = 4.41, p < .001) were significantly related to 

LS: LS was higher for boys and for adolescents of higher education level, and lower for older 

adolescents. This finding implies that socio-demographic variables might be related to LS 

among Dutch students. Model 2 showed that both family (t(5427) =  27.56, p < .001) and 

peer (t(5427) = 7.85, p < .001) support were positively linked to LS, while Model 3 revealed 

a positive relationship between Pop and LS (t(5421) = 2.14, p < .05). Additionally, a negative 

relationship was found between Metal and LS (t(5421) = -2.72, p < .01), but not between 

Rock and LS (t(5421) = -0.84, p > .05), which shows that within a multivariate analysis, the 

link between Metal and LS remains significantly negative (as in the correlational analysis, 

Table 2), but the negative link between Rock and LS disappears. 

Model 4 revealed two significant interactions: between family and peer support 

(t(5418) = 9.65, p < .001), and between family support and gender (t(5418) = 6.28, p < .001). 

The first interaction (Figure 2) implies that peer support led to a stronger increase in LS when 

family support was high. The second interaction (Figure 3) suggests that the negative impact 

of low family support on LS was stronger for girls than it was for boys. 



 12 MUSIC AS A ‘FRIEND IN NEED’  
 

  

Figure 2. The interaction between family support and peer support in relation to life 

satisfaction. 

 

  

Figure 3. The interaction between family support and gender in relation to life satisfaction. 

 

In the fifth step of the regression, all interactions among the six music categories, the 

two types of support, and gender were added. Two significant interactions were found: 

between preference for Electronic and family support (t(5400) = -2.32, p < .05), and between 

preference for Urban and peer support (t(5400) = -2.39, p < .05). Both interactions, however, 

only contributed to a small increase in explained variance, so they should be interpreted with 

caution. As visualized in Figure 4, preference for Electronic did not buffer the negative 

impact of low family support on LS: it was associated with lower LS in general, and the 

negative link between Electronic and LS was stronger when family support was high. As 

demonstrated in Figure 5, preference for Urban moderated the relationship between low peer 
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support and LS: liking Urban was associated with higher LS for adolescents when peer 

support was low. This finding implies that Urban might have the potential to attenuate the 

negative impact of low peer support on LS among adolescents. 

  

Figure 4. The interaction between family support and preference for Electronic in relation to 

life satisfaction. 

  

Figure 5. The interaction between peer support and preference for Urban in relation to life 

satisfaction. 

A sixth model was added to the regression with the aim to check all three-way 

interactions among music preferences, social support, and gender. The model, however, is not 

included in Table 3, because it did not contribute to a significant increase in explained 

variance (R2 change = .003, F(12, 5388) = 1.68, p > .05). This implies that gender did not 

influence the relationships between music preference, social support, and LS. 
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Table 3 

Multiple Linear Regression Including Main Effects of and Two-Way Interactions among Social Support, Music Preference, and Gender  

  Model 1    Model 2   Model 3   Model 4   Model 5 

  B SE B β   B SE B β   B SE B β   B SE B β   B SE B β 

Background 

        
   

 
   

 
   

Age -0.10 .01 -.14*** 
 

-0.07 .01 -.09*** 
 

-0.07 .01 -.10*** 
 

-0.07 .01 -.10*** 
 

-0.07 .01 -.10*** 

Gender -0.34 .03 -.17*** 
 

-0.36 .02 -.18*** 
 

-0.39 .03 -.19*** 
 

-0.41 .03 -.20*** 
 

-0.40 .03 -.20*** 

Education level 0.12 .03 .06***   0.05 .02 .02***   0.04 .02 .02***   0.04 .02 .02***   0.05 .02 .02*** 

Social support 

        
   

 
   

 
   

Family support 

    

0.36 .01 .36*** 
 

0.35 .01 .35*** 
 

0.29 .02 .29*** 
 

0.30 .02 .30*** 

Peer support         0.10 .01 .10***   0.10 .01 .10***   0.15 .02 .15***   0.14 .02 .14*** 

Music preference 

        
   

 
   

 
   

Metal 

        

-0.04 .02 -.04*** 
 

-0.04 .02 -.04*** 
 

-0.02 .02 -.02*** 

Rock 

        

-0.01 .02 -.01*** 
 

-0.01 .02 -.01*** 
 

0.00 .02 .00*** 

Electronic 

        

-0.02 .01 -.02*** 
 

-0.02 .01 -.02*** 
 

-0.05 .02 -.05*** 

Pop 

        

0.03 .01 .03*** 
 

0.02 .01 .03*** 
 

0.01 .02 .01*** 

Urban 

        

0.01 .01 .01*** 
 

0.01 .01 .01*** 
 

0.02 .02 .02*** 

Highbrow                 0.02 .01 .02***   0.01 .01 .01***   -0.02 .02 -.02*** 

Two-way interactions 
  

          
   

 
   

Peer support * Family support 
 

          

0.09 .01 .13*** 
 

0.09 .01 .13*** 

Peer support * Gender 
 

           

-0.01 .03 -.01*** 
 

0.00 .03 .00*** 

Family support * Gender                         0.16 .03 .12***   0.15 .03 .11*** 
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Metal * Gender 
 

               

-0.04 .03 -.03*** 

Rock * Gender 
 

               

-0.02 .03 -.01*** 

Electronic * Gender 
 

               

0.05 .03 .04*** 

Pop * Gender 
 

               

0.03 .03 .02*** 

Urban * Gender 
 

               

-0.02 .03 -.01*** 

Highbrow * Gender 
 

               

0.05 .03 .04*** 

Metal * Family support                 0.00 .02 -.01*** 

Metal * Peer support 
 

               

0.01 .02 .01*** 

Rock * Family support 
  

              

0.02 .02 .02*** 

Rock * Peer support 
 

               

0.01 .02 .01*** 

Electronic * Family support 
 

              

-0.03 .01 -.03*** 

Electronic* Peer support 
 

               

0.01 .01 .01*** 

Pop * Family support 
  

              

-0.01 .01 -.01*** 

Pop * Peer support 
  

              

-0.01 .01 -.01*** 

Urban * Family support 
                

0.02 .01 .02*** 

Urban * Peer support 
 

               

-0.03 .01 -.03*** 

Highbrow * Family support 
 

              

-0.01 .01 -.01*** 

Highbrow * Peer support                                 0.01 .01 .01*** 

        

R2  .05 .21 .22* .24  .24 

F change  99.94*** 556.82***** 4.71*** 52.46***  1.72* 

Note. Dependent variable: Life satisfaction 

*p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001. 



 16 MUSIC AS A ‘FRIEND IN NEED’  
 

Additional Analysis 

Coefficients and significance statistics of the additional hierarchical regression are 

displayed in Table 4. Results indicated that the groups ‘Exclusive Metal’ (n = 220) and ‘Rock & 

Metal’ (n = 720) reported significantly lower LS than the reference group did (n = 3939). In 

contrast, the ‘Exclusive Rock’ group (n = 803) did not differ from the reference group with regard 

to LS. These associations remained significant when family and peer support were added to the 

regression (Model 3). They are also in line with the finding that Metal was negatively associated 

with LS, but Rock was not.  

 

Table 4 

The Effects of Rock and/or Metal Preferences on Life Satisfaction 

  Model 1 
 

Model 2 
 

Model 3 

  B SE B β t 
 

B SE B β t 
 

B SE B β t 

Gender -0.55 .04 -.17 -12.92*** 
 

-0.57 .04 -.17 -13.23*** 
 

-0.60 .04 -.19 -14.86*** 

Age -0.16 .02 -.14 -10.07*** 
 

-0.16 .02 -.13 1-9.87*** 
 

-0.11 .01 -.09 1-7.49*** 

Education level -0.19 .04 -.06 -14.41*** 
 

-0.21 .04 -.06 -14.74*** 
 

-0.09 .04 -.03 -12.27* 

Exclusive Rock 
     

-0.05 .06 -.01 1-0.76 
 

-0.07 .06 -.01 1-1.18 

Exclusive Metal 
     

-0.29 .11 -.03 1-2.58** 
 

-0.26 .10 -.03 1-2.57* 

Rock & Metal 
    

-0.36 .07 -.07 1-5.54*** 
 

-0.26 .06 -.05 1-4.33*** 

Family support 
         

-0.42 .02 -.36 -27.30*** 

Peer support 
          

-0.13 .02 -.10 -17.94*** 

R2 .05 
 

.06 
 

  .22 

F Change 99.94*** 
 

11.72*** 
 

549.60*** 

Note. The variables used in this regression analysis are not standardized.  

*p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001. 

 

Discussion 

This study explored the relationship between social support and LS among adolescents in 

the Netherlands, introducing the idea that music could serve as a source of support and attenuate 

the negative impact of low peer/family support on LS. Different music preferences, as well as 

gender effects, were investigated in that context.  

Social Support 

In line with the first hypothesis of this study, both family and peer support were associated 

with higher LS, confirming that low family/peer support is an important risk factor for youth LS. 
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Interestingly, an interaction between family and peer support indicated that peer support 

particularly increases LS when family support is already high. A possible explanation for this 

finding is rooted in Bowlby’s theory of attachment (1973), which states that one’s relationship 

with their parents has an overarching influence on their social relationships in the future. 

Supportive relationships with parents enable one to build supportive relationships with peers, 

which facilitates well-being; low parental support, however, hinders one’s ability to build 

supportive relationships with peers, so friendships cannot compensate for the insufficient support 

of parents (Helsen et al., 2000). 

Additionally, an interaction between gender and family support revealed that a decrease in 

family support was associated with a steeper decline in LS for girls. Previous findings indicate 

that girls benefit from (Saphire-Bernstein & Taylor, 2013) and value social support (Demaray & 

Malecki, 2003) more than boys do. The current study adds up to these findings by demonstrating 

that lacking family support might be more detrimental to LS for girls than for boys. 

These results highlight the importance of family support for LS and could thus be valuable 

to professionals in the field of health promotion. Future interventions aimed at increasing LS 

among Dutch youth could take into account that (1) facilitating peer support might be of little 

benefit to adolescents who receive insufficient support from their families, and (2) girls who 

receive little family support might be at particularly high risk of dissatisfaction with their lives.  

Music and Life Satisfaction 

With regard to music preferences and LS, it was proposed that liking Pop and Urban will be 

positively linked to LS (Hypothesis 2), whereas liking Metal, but not Rock, will be negatively 

linked to LS (Hypothesis 3). The second hypothesis was partially confirmed, as only preference 

for Pop was positively associated with LS. It might be that preference for Urban was not linked to 

higher LS because the category Urban included the genre rap. While preference for hip-hop and 

soul is not associated with deviant behavior (Miranda & Claes, 2004), studies tend to view rap as 

‘problem music’, comparable to Metal in its relation to antisocial behavior, substance use, or poor 

academic achievement (Took & Weiss, 1994). If preferring ‘deviant music’ has a negative impact 

on one’s well-being, then it might be that rap fans lowered the mean LS score of the whole group 

of Urban fans. Still, in the HBSC questionnaire, hip-hop and rap were represented by one item, so 

a distinction/separation of these music genres was not possible with the current dataset. 
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Consistent with the third hypothesis, Metal was negatively linked to LS, but Rock was not. 

This result is in line with common findings that heavy metal in particular has a negative influence 

on adolescents (Arnett 1991, 1992). Results of the additional analysis also indicated that 

‘Exclusive Metal’ fans, as well as ‘Rock & Metal’ fans, reported lower LS, as compared to the 

reference group (disliking both Rock and Metal). Nevertheless, ‘Exclusive Rock’ fans did not 

differ from the reference group in their LS. Distinguishing between the impact of Rock and Metal 

on adolescents’ well-being might help researchers better identify vulnerable groups, as it might 

be only Metal, and not Rock, that threatens the adaptive development of youth.  

Music as a ‘Friend in Need’ 

The fourth hypothesis of this study was that music preference categories, which are 

positively linked to LS, will also moderate the negative relationship between low family/peer 

social support and LS. Preference for Pop was positively linked to LS, but it did not attenuate the 

negative impact of low support on LS. Therefore, this hypothesis was disconfirmed. Yet, 

preference for Urban was not directly linked to LS, but it did turn out to be ‘a friend in need’: 

when peer support was low, Urban fans reported higher LS than non-Urban fans did. It seems 

that the presence of rap in the Urban category did not influence the significance of these results, 

which implies that preference for Urban (in general) might still satisfy adolescents needs, 

although rap might be ‘problem music’. This could also explain why Urban, together with Pop, 

was the highest rated/most liked music category among the sample. 

Unexpectedly, liking Electronic particularly decreased LS when family support was high. 

This finding could be explained by the commonly discussed association between preference for 

Electronic and substance use (Ter Bogt et al., 2012): for adolescents who come from close and 

supportive families, engaging in behaviors that contradict the values shared in the family might 

create emotional distress and thus lower LS. 

 In disagreement with hypothesis five, gender did not influence the relationships between 

social support, music preference, and LS. This shows that the concept of music as a ‘friend in 

need’ might be applicable to all adolescents, and not dependent on gender.   

 Methodological issues might be responsible for the modesty of the findings and effect 

sizes in this study. First, it remains unclear to what extent participants were able to classify music 

that they like/dislike into the given music genres. It could be that they had incorrect/insufficient 

knowledge on the matter, and rated the genres on the basis of what they assumed those entail. 
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Thus, the reported ratings might not reflect the actual music taste of some participants. Second, 

the ratings of the music genres on the 5-point scale do not allow a straightforward identification 

of music fans. Future research might benefit from measuring music preference by asking 

participants to (1) rate a selection of songs after hearing them, and (2) indicate not only whether 

they like certain music, but also why, how often, and in which situations they would listen to it. 

Conclusion 

Strengths and Limitations 

This study is based on the HBSC dataset, which is characterized by validated instruments 

and methodology and is representative of, and thus generalizable to, the entire Dutch youth 

population. Despite the large sample size and the reliability of the data, the cross-sectional design 

of this study makes it impossible to infer causal relationships between the variables. A negative 

association between liking Metal and having low LS, for example, might mean that (1) liking 

Metal leads to having low LS, or that (2) having low LS leads to liking Metal. Given that reverse 

causality is an important issue that limits the scope for interpretations and conclusions, future 

research could aim at investigating the topic using longitudinal data. 

Directions for Future Research 

Generally, results were not in favor of the idea that music can attenuate the negative 

impact of low social support on LS, despite the strong arguments implying that it could. This 

might be due to the discussed methodological issues. Alternatively, it is also possible that how 

adolescents use music is more important for well-being and emotion regulation than what music 

they listen to. According to McFerran, Hense, Koike, and Rickwood (2018), music can be used to 

enhance mood and promote positive well-being, but also to intensify rumination and negative 

emotions. These authors demonstrate that adolescents are often unaware of how they utilize 

music in daily life, and that interventions might help adolescents to actively use music to 

facilitate their well-being. Thus, it might not be the passive music listening that produces certain 

benefits/risks, but rather the way one engages with the music. Consequently, it is possible that 

music does have the potential to be a ‘friend in need’, but this potential needs to be unleashed by 

its listeners. If this is the case, future research might benefit from further exploring how 

adolescents utilize music in daily life. As stated by McFerran et al. (2018) “young people’s 

relationship with music provides a powerful platform for leveraging engagement in services and 

improvements in distress, when well-timed and carefully scaffolded” (p. 578).  
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Appendix  

Items used for measuring social support (in the HBSC 2013 questionnaire) 

Family support 

Item 1: “My family members do their best to understand each other.” 

Item 2: “At home, I get the emotional support that I need.” 

Item 3: “At home, I can talk about my worries.” 

Item 4: “My family members want to help me.” 

 

Peer support 

Item 1: “My friends really try to help me.” 

Item 2: “I can rely on my friends when something goes wrong.” 

Item 3: “I have friends with whom I can share both happy and sad things.” 

Item 4: “I can talk to my friends about my worries.” 

 

 


