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ABSTRACT

The purpose of present study was to investigateetfeet of attentional focus treatment by self-tafk anxiety,
before basketball free throw, and transfer of léagnto pressure situation. Therefore, 33 novicedenstudents
(mean of the age=22+2.1 yr.) and intermediate temikiety were selected randomly. The participargsvassigned
to 3 matched groups according to pretest. Thetaifwith internal and external focus groups repeshthe words
“wrist” and “center of ring”, respectively, befor@ach free throw during 6 sessions (2 blocks ofriHlstin each
session). Control group performed the free throwhaut self-talk. Transfer test was performed 48nsaafter the
acquisition phase with spectators. Throw accuraoy atate anxiety was measured by a 5-point scadelllinois
self-evaluation questionnaire (CASI-2), respecyivBlesults of repeated measures and mix 2-fact@\WNdid not
indicate significant differences between acquisitimansfer, and state anxiety of groups in diffénghases (p>.05),
but the within subjects effect of self-talk withteexal focus of attention on transfer to pressuiteiagion was
significant (p<.05). Therefore, it is not necess#wyshift intentional focus by self-talk for anyietecrement and
accuracy of free throw improvement in relative wevbasketball players.
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INTRODUCTION

Successful free throw requires correct techniqadmeess, concentration, and confidence. Compareadther

throws, this one provides more opportunity to themkd it can be resulted in physical and emotioeakibn

especially during competition in presence of sgecsadue to extra efforts to perform optimally [When the
player performs under pressure, choking and yigkshaippen. For example, Baumeister in 1984, ands1&&d

Lewise and Linder in 1997 consider choking as #milt of the self-awareness and high anxiety ofithléezidual

regarding to perform the task. They consider tips gis the emotion and anxiety of the individualohtdre resulted
from the stress during the matches and cause rastg}]. There are several theories and models degathe

relation between anxiety and performance suchasrted U Hypothesis [3], Multidimensional Theory Afixiety

[4], the model of Zone of Optimal Functioning [Blpd Catastrophe Theory [6]. On the basis of thkeseries and
hypotheses, the relation between anxiety and pagnce is depended on the characteristics of tagkratividual

differences [7, 8, 9].

Several strategies are being studied to reducegnaind improve performance. Self-talk is one ekthstrategies.
Self-talk is the usage of verbal cues during penforce by performers to focus of attention on thedspects of the
skill [10]. Self-talk has two main functions. Ingttional self-talk improves the performance throdgtusing of
attention on the movement, correct technique ciopmance of the proper strategy. Motivational selk improves
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the performance by increasing the energy and effiodt is used to control the arousal and anxiety. [Rievious
studies show the positive effect of instructionad anotivational self-talk on performance of diffetekills such as
centre of gravity displacement and hip joint kin¢icsaduring the vertical jump [12], skiing [13] besball dribble
and shoot [14], cross-country running [15], watefopshot accuracy [16], Tennis forehand [17,18btl@ll pass,
badminton serve, Sit-up, Knee extension [19], Clpass and Layup in basketball [20]. Perkos, Themdsr and
Chroni in 2002 found that the instructional selkthas a more effect on performance of basketlzdsmnd dribble
skills compared to free throw [21]. Chroni et al2807 showed that the motivational self-talk hasatgr effect of
shooting than the instructional self-talk; howeteere was no differences between the two typeslbftalk in
performance of pass and dribble [14]. Hatzigeorgiat al in 2004 compared the effects of instruaioand
motivational self-talk on accuracy of shot and thrfvpom different distances in water polo. They fduithat both
instructional and motivational self-talk improveetiperformance in tasks which require accuracy drehgth;
however, the effect of instructional self-talk wasre on the tasks that require accuracy and thévatioinal self-
talk had higher effect on strength tasks. As meetity despite the effect of the self-talk on perfmnge of different
skills, study of the effect of instructional sedit on the accuracy of shoot shows different re6]. In regard to
the effect of instructional and motivational selfkt on anxiety, Hatzigeorgiadis et al have studhesl arm and leg
movements in butterfly stroke, tennis forehand aoduracy in water polo shot. They concluded thatefiect of
motivational self-talk on anxiety was more thantrinstional self-talk. Moreover, they found diffeteresults
regarding the effect of instructional self-talk aucing the anxiety within different skills [167,122].

Researchers believe that the self-talk will caosc¢us the player’s attention [11]. Attentionatfis can be external
(effects of movement on the environment) or intefbady movements and actions) [23, 24]. Many stadiave
been performed on attentional focus of instructiors teach the sport skills, coaches often usetghms which
change the focus of attention towards body anddioation between limbs [25, 26]. However, the stsdshowed
that these instructions are not resulted to begeiormance and learning. According to the previstuslies [27, 28]
and on the basis of the Ideo motor theory [29], @am-coding theory [30], constrained-action hypoih¢31],
action effect hypothesis [32, 33], and the nodahp[28], the external focus on the movement effemtises better
performance and learning. Unlike the above mentaheories, conscious processing hypothesis [34,e3plicit
monitoring hypothesis [36], Deautomatization ofllskhypothesis [37], and the results of some studiech as
Cottyn et al [38], Emanuel et al [39], Perkins-Caocet al [40], and Poolton et al [26] the interfumus of attention
is an effective factor in representation of movenignnovices and children and in some simple amdptex tasks.
The internal focus of attention will be resultedcionscious control of movements. There is convergwvidence
that pressure-induced anxiety causes shifts irtadtethat lead to decrements in performance anchieg [7, 8].
With respect to perceptual-motor tasks, self-fotheories claim that with increased anxiety there siifts in
attention to internal matters. These shifts eifkead to explicit attention to the sequential stepfow the skill
should be executed (explicit monitoring hypothef8§) or perhaps even to conscious control of #muential steps
of how the skill should be executed (conscious @ssing hypothesis) [35, 41].

In most studies, instruction and feedback are usefbcus attention under pressure situation or pr@ssure
situation. Despite the fact that self-talk researsthave suggested that the effects of self-tafk waak through the
focusing of individuals’ attention [18], limited search attention has been paid to this proposl Tierefore, the
purpose of the present study is to investigateeffeet of attentional focus change through prowddime proper self-
statements by coach on the anxiety before baskdtbalthrow and transfer of learning to pressuteasion. It is

assumed that in this skill and level of skill, thelf-talk with external focus of attention will pent shifting the
attention towards the internal factors in the puesssituation and will result in more accurate thrthrough

preventing the disturbance in automatic procestewoement control.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The participants were 38 healthy and right-handmahyg girls (mean of the age=22+2.1 yr.) and intetiate trait

anxiety who were selected randomly among the stadgfnAlzahra University who were passing basketbalrse.

They were able to perform the one hand set shdt avitorrect technique and were not member of asidiball

team (in clubs, university or national level). W&it informed consent was received from all paréinig after verbal
explanation of the experimental design. The pangicts were assigned to three matched groups angotaitheir

free throw accuracy points in the pretest (10 tisow

Task was basketball free throw by standard ball @oAccuracy of the free throws was scored withirange of 1-
5 points; 5 points were awarded if the ball wembtigh the hoop, 3 points for the ball touching lo®p, 2 points
for the ball touching the board and the hoop, apaift for the ball touching the board. A missedtshas given a
score of 0 [42].
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The competitive trait anxiety was measured by Sp@dampetitive Anxiety Test (SCAT) [4]. The test stmts of
fifteen items which include 5 spurious items, 8ips items and 2 negative items. The scores wenkead in three-
point scales (from rarely= 1 to often= 3). The Cetitpve State Anxiety Inventory-2 (CSAI-2) was ugedneasure
the competitive state anxiety [4]. The CSAI-2 smlfluation scale is a multidimensional inventoryicihmeasures
somatic state anxiety, cognitive state anxiety stiate self-confidence. Each subscale containsitd@nes adding to
a total of 27 items for the entire scale. Partintpaespond to items on a 4-point likert scale iawitate how they
feel at the current moment using the following diggors: 1 (Not at all), 2 (Somewhat), 3 (Modergteb) and 4
(Very Much So). With the exception of one reversieesn in the somatic subscale, the score of eachkcsib is
determined by the summation of each subscale respset. The CSAI-2 shows high internal consistemgth
coefficients ranging from. 79-.90. Support for donst validity is available in a study conducted cwilegiate
intramural sport athletes who indicated that theAlE& outcomes were related to Anxiety Rating Scalseores
[43].

The use of the self-talk in the experimental growps evaluated at the last session of acquisitiough a 10-point
scale (1= Not at all, 10= fully). At the first sess, the correct model of basketball free throw whewn and the
instruction of correct performance of task was enésd. The participants had a 5 minute warm up thed

completed the CSAI-2 self-evaluation scale andItattee throws as the pretest. The participants #ssigned into
three matched groups (two experimental groups acoh#&ol group) based on their scores. During ttegussition

phase, 6 sessions of free throw practice (two sesgper week and 2 blocks of 10 trials in eachisessvere

performed. At the first session, some informatibowt self-talk was provided for the experimentalugrs and the
internal and external focus groups were asked fieaiethe words “wrist” and “center of ring” respeely before

each throw. No information and instruction abouf-tgk was provided for the control group and dimmns of the
free throw lane were explained during the sameogdetid control the Hawthorne and Avis effects. Thetipipants
had 5 minutes for warm up in each session and tépe@ue words before each throw. Interval betwdeoks was
about two minutes. At the beginning of last sessibacquisition phase, again CASI-2 was given t@alups and
the experimental groups filled out the self-talle ugiestionnaire included sevenl0-point items. Atahd of last
session of acquisition phase, the control group asled the following questions: “were you thinkiagout

anything during the free throws? What was in youmdnf the answer is yes?” [22]. Forty eight hoafter the last
session of acquisition phase, the CSAI-2 was ptedesind then the transfer test was performed inmuudio free
throws in presence of 10 spectators. After transést, self-talk was explained to the control graamd the
following questions were asked from all groups véth0-point scale: “Have you used any type of &dk? What
did you tell yourself if the answer is yes? How méimes did you repeat these words during throvjs7].

The 3(group) * 3(test) ANOVA with repeated measunéshe last factor was used to analyze the throguracy
and the state anxiety, A 3(group) * 3(test) MANOWith repeated measures of the last factor was tesedmpare
the CSAI-2 subscales, the ANOVA with repeated messwvas used for within group comparisons, and the
independent t test and ANOVA were used to compaeeself-talk frequency of groups. The significai®eel was
determined p<.05.

RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the means of free throw accuraagyradips during three tests. The results of the 3fgrd 3(test)
ANOVA with repeated measures of the last factordocuracy of the free throw showed that the majacefof
group and the interaction of session and group wetesignificant (respectively Jz0=.35, p=.707; [ 605=.26,
p=.902); however the main effect of test was sigaift (R.,69=9.93, p<.001). The pairwise comparisons indicated
significant differences between the accuracy oé fterow in pretest and transfer test (p=.001). Témults of
repeated measures ANOVA indicated no significarthiwigroup differences for the self-talk with intet focus
group (R297=2.241, p=.162) and the control group, @=2.837, p=.117); however the difference was sigaiit for
the self-talk with external group gh=3.867, p=.057). The pairwise comparisons indicdked the accuracy of
throw in self-talk with external focus group durittge transfer test (M=2.59+.59) was significantigher than the
pretest (M=1.79+1.05)(p=.043).
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Figure 1. Free throw accuracy means of groups durip different phases.

Figure 2 shows the means of the competitive statéety of groups during pretest, last session gfusition and
transfer test. The results of 3(group) * 3(test)@WA with repeated measures of last factor for caiitipe state
anxiety indicated that the main effect of group amdraction of session and group were not sigaifirespectively
F.307.233, p=.793; R264897-542, p=.671); however the main effect of test wapificant (ki 6345.97576.807,
p=.004). The pairwise comparisons indicated sigaift difference between anxiety in pretest andsfeantest
(p=.006). The results of the repeated measures AN@Micated no significant within group differencés the
self-talk with external focus group ¢ho=2.157, p=.166), the self-talk with internal focgsoup (R,¢=1.829,
p=.215),and the control group £E~=3.816, p=.069). The results of 3(group) * 3(tANOVA with repeated
measure of last factor for state anxiety subscaldicated the significant effect of testdb=7.611, p<.001);
however the main effect of group and the interactidb group and test were not significant(respetfiv¥s s¢7=.96,
p=.461; Fi25071.124, p=0.363). The post hoc one-way ANOVA foe thignificant effect of test indicated the
significant effect of test for three subscales ofritive anxiety (fi.so, 41.85721.794, p<.001), physical anxiety
(F2,6076.119, p=.004), and self-confidence;(7:, 44.1473.687, p=.046). The pairwise comparisons indicated
physical anxiety during transfer test (M=11.66) vegnificantly lower than pretest (M=13.4, p=.0@®gnitive
anxiety during the transfer test (M=12.84) was #gigantly lower than pretest (M=15.96) and the lasssion of
acquisition (p<.001, p=.001, respectively), andhet last session of the acquisition (M=13.98) wiasicantly
lower than the pretest (p=.005). There was no fggmt difference between the self-confidence dfedént tests
(p>.05).
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Figure 2. Competitive state anxiety means of groupduring different phases.

The comparison between the self-talk frequencyxpeemental groups at the acquisition phase bypeddent t
test indicated no significant difference betweem dblf-talk with external focus group (M=7.67+2.afd self-talk
with internal focus group (M=7.36+1.9)£=302, p=.765). Despite there was no self-talk irttons provided for
the groups during the transfer test, 67% of the begmof the self-talk with external focus groupfpemed self-talk
with external focus and none of them used self-taith internal focus and 17% used Motivational sedflk;
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however in the self-talk with internal focus grodipe percentage of the members who used self-tatkinternal
and external focus was equal (36%) and none of thesd motivational self-talk. Similarly, the pertage of the
members who used self-talk with internal and extkefoci and motivational self-talk was equal in ttentrol group
(30%).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of the present study was to investitpetesffect of attentional focus treatment by sallk-on anxiety

before basketball free throw and transfer of leagrid pressure situation in novice young girls. Témults of within

group and between group comparisons did not inglisanificant differences and solely the self-taikh external

focus of attention was effective on the transfeth® pressure situation. The lack of between guiffprences and
lack of significant effect of the instructional &&lk on acquisition and transfer can be attridui@ the complexity
of the task and low experience of the participaassstated by Chroni et al [14]. It seems thatilk&ructional self-

talk has more effect on open skills, such as tevwligying [18] and on simpler skills such as kme¢ension, sit-up
[19], vertical jump [12], water polo throw accuraf@6], and basketball chest pass [20], than theedaand rather
complex skills such as basketball free throw is gtudy.

Despite there was no significant between grouperfices in the present study, the self-talk wittereal focus
group retained its advantage in acquisition andsfiex and caused significant transfer to pressiwat®n. It is

possible that more effects and significant diffeeshare seen after more practices. Therefore, itenvwgroup

results support the conscious processing hypotlig4js35] and the constrained action hypothesi§.[Btcording

to the conscious processing hypothesis, intermalsonstructions in the aiming tasks focuses ttention towards
the important internal information in addition teetexternal information; therefore, internal foaustruction has a
greater effect on the attention sources or the igrinemory which causes poorer performance [44, A& ording

to the constrained action hypothesis, the effmtscbnscious control of the action in internal fe@onditions limit

the motor system and prevent automatic controlbrggesses [27].

The results of this study are inconsistent with rémgults of Gray in 2004 which was conducted iatieh with the
effect of skill level, focus of attention, and rield and unrelated secondary task on performanee stimulated
baseball task. In the Gray study, the novices basl fiming errors in performing the task with retasecondary task
(focus on throwing skill) than unrelated secondisk (regulating the throwing skill in accordancihvihe long
and short sounds); however, the skilled individureld weaker performance solely when the relatednsksry task
was provided. If the participants of the preseatigthave used self-talk at the time of performitg, self-talk has
affected performance of the main task as a secyrtdsk [46]. Considering the fact that the two typé self-talk in
the present study were related to the skill, tHetalk with external focus may have caused fewstutbances in
execution due to higher relation with action effé@h the other hand, self-talk with internal foenay have caused
overload in the attention capacity and caused facushe target in aiming tasks due to the necessityaying
attention to the action. In the studies conductgdPhssmore in 2003 [47] and Totska and Wulf in 2008,
superiority of external focus was seen in perforoeanf a laboratory task; despite there was a mavatioad.
According to the action effect hypothesis [32, 8B&ntion to the effects of action causes morerahtontrol of the
different degrees of freedom in movement and leaveie capacity to focus on secondary task. Supsriof self-
talk with external focus was witnessed in the pmestudy too, although this superiority was notngigant.
According to the studies related to interactiorskifl level and the focus of attention [49], it g®@ssible that the
positive effect of the internal focus in novicesldhe positive effect of the external focus in gkdled individuals
has achieved the balance point in the middle ofkikks continuum (not fully novices in the pressiiidy) and the
difference between the types of focus of attenisatisappeared.

Another possible reason for insignificant betweevug differences in the transfer test is the laickamtrol on self-
talk. Despite the fact that more than a half of tembers of self-talk group with external focusdutias type of
self-talk, the percentage of those members of tieragroups who used self-talk with internal antemal foci was
equal. According to Mikes’ point of view in 1987dmatching hypothesis of Hardy et al in 2009 anogessibility
is that the participants have not established peprecelation between self-talk and action [20, 21].

The results of the present study indicated thatsthge anxiety in the transfer test was signifilgatgwer than
pretest; however, there was no significant diffeezbetween various groups. It seems that one ofethgons for
which the basketball free throw was better in trendfer test is lower physical and cognitive anxief the
participants. According to the catastrophe the@lypghysical and cognitive anxiety is high in theetast due to
participants’ lack of confidence for being able ftdfill the expectations of the researcher and efame the
performance was very bad; however, the physicalcagphitive anxiety decreased in transfer test afteeriod of
practice and performance improved. These resutie/ shat the researcher has been unsuccessful udprg the
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pressure situation and it is required to focushisissue in future studies. Considering that gaificant difference
was recognized between the anxiety of self-talkugsoand control group in the present study shows tite
witnessed decrease of anxiety during the experiah@etriod shall not be considered as related tedifetalk and it
shall be attributed to the practice. The resultiea®d in the majority of the researches are aisicate that the
motivational self-talk has a greater influence egréasing the anxiety compared to the instructisaHitalk [17].
However, it is likely that insufficient practiceaclack of control on self-talk in transfer testyn@nceal the effects
of self-talk focus. In summary, in spite of theat@n between performance and anxiety in the ptesermly,
instructional self-talk and the shift of the focof attention through it had no effect on anxietyd d&ree throw
performance of the novice individuals. However, sidaring the fact that the participants were ndy faovice and
self-talk was not properly controlled, achievinglear conclusion in this regard requires futureligtsi through more
practice and control of self-talk and consideratibtype and level of skill.

REFERENCES

[1] Wissel H,Basketball Steps to Successiman Kinetics, Champing004

[2] Wulf G, Attentinal and Motor Skill LearningHuman Kinetics, ChampaigQ07.

[3] Yerkes RM, Dodson J0OJ Comp Neurol Psychadl908,18, 5 459-482.

[4] Martens R, Vealey RS, Burton Bompetitive Anxiety in Spetiuman kinetics, Champin@99Q
[5] Straub WP Sport Psychology: An Analysis of Athletic Behavidovement, Ithacal 98Q 236-249.
[6] Fazey J, Hardy L, British Association of Sp8ciences Monograph, 1988

[7] Jalali A, MC thesis, Tehran University (Tehr&008§.

[8] Jarvis M,Sport Psychology: A Student’s HandbpBlkutledge, New York2006.

[9] Roberts GC, Spink KS, Pemberton CLearning Experiences in Sport Psycholggifuman Kinetics,
Champaign1999.

[10] Magill R, Motor Learning & Control: Concepts and Applicatigidc Graw- Hill, New York,2010.
[11] Hardy J,J Sport Exercise Ps200§ 7, 81-97.

[12] Adwards C, Tod D, Macguigan M,sport Sci2008 26, 13, 1459-1456.

[13] Rushall BS, Hall M, Roux L, Sasseville L, RadmAS, Sport Psychol1988 2, 283—-297.

[14] Chroni S, Perkos S, TheodorakisJ¥Sport PsychoR007 9, 1.

[15] Donohue B, Barnhart R, Cavassin T, Carpin IdrtKE,J Sport Behav200Q 24, 2-12.

[16] Hatzigeorgiadis A, Theodorakis Y, ZourbanosINyppl Sport Psycho2004 16, 138-150

[17] Hatzigeargiadis A, zourbanos N, Mpoumpaki 8eddorakis Y, Psychol Sport Exercis2008 10, 186-192.
[18] Landin D, Hebert ER] applSport Psychol1999 11, 263—-282.

[19] Theodorakis Y, Weinberg R, Natsis P, Doum#&&zakas PSport Psychol200014, 253-272.
[20] Kolovelonis A, Goudas M, DermitzakiJ,Psychol Sport Exercis201Q 9,1-6.

[21] Perkos S, Theodorakis Y, ChroniShort Psychol2002,16, 368—383.

[22] Hatzigeorgiadis AJ Psychal2006 3, 2, 164-175.

[23] Wulf G, Hob M, \Prinz W, Motor Behav1998,30, 169-179.

[24] WuIf G, Lauterbach B, Toole Res Q Exercis€,999 70, 120-126.

[25] Moghadam A, PhD thesis, Islamic Azad Scieraas Researches University (Tehra@07)

[26] Poolton JM, Maxwell JP, Masters RSW, RaabIMgport Sci2006, 24, 1, 89-99.

[27] Wulf G, E-Journal Bewegung und Training007, 1, 1-11.

[28] Ehrlenspiel F, PhD thesis, Potsdam Univer@grlin, German2006)

[29] James WThe Principles of Psychologiiolt, New York,1890.

[30] Neumann O, Prinz W, Relationships Between &gtion and Action, Spring-Verlag, Berlih990,ppl167-201.
[31] Wulf G, McNevin NH, Shea CHQ J ExI Psychql2001,54A, 1143-1154.

[32] Hommel B, Musseler J, Aschersleben G, PrinZBéhav Brain Sci001, 24,5, 849.

[33] Prinz W,Eur J Commun]997, 9, 129-154

[34] Hardy L, Mullen R, Jones @it J Psy,1996 87, 621-636.

[35] Masters RSWRBrit J Psy 1992 83,345-358.

[36] Beilock SL, Carr TH, Exp Psychol Ger2001,130, 701-725.

[37] Deikman AJPsychiatry, 1966 29, 324-338.

[38] Cottyn J, Clercq D, Crombez G, Lenoir MSport Exercise Ps2008,30, 159-170.

[39] Emanuel M, Jarus T, Bart ®hysTher,2007, 88, 251.

[40] Perkins- Ceccato N, Passmore SR, Lee JBport Sci2003 21, 187-202.

[41] Oudejans RD, Kuijper W, Kooijman CC, Bakker FQyxiety Stress Copji2010, 24, 1, 59-73.
[42] Zachry T, Wulf G, Mercer J, Bezodis Brain RES Bull2005 67, 304-309.

[43] Cox RH, Russell WD, Robb M, Sport Behavl998 21,3340.

[44] Maxwell JP, Masters RSW, Evea FEQsecuness & Cognitio@003, 12, 376-402.

[45] Maxwell JP, Masters RSWht J Appl Sport Sc002 14, 2, 70-88.

2308
Pelagia Research Library



Afkham Daneshfaret al Euro. J. Exp. Bio., 2012, 2 (6):2303-2309

[46] Gray R,J ExpPsychol-Appl2004,10, 42-54.

[47] Passmore S Sport Exercise Psyune, NASPSPA, Congress Abstrac2@03 107.
[48] Totska V, Wulf GRes Q Exercise Spo&003, 74, 220-225.

[49] Castaneda B, Gray R,Sport Exercise Ps2007, 29, 59-76.

2309
Pelagia Research Library



