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ABSTRACT

The present study aims to investigate the effeictstfuctional and motivational self-talks on mofmerformance in
basketball passing and dribbling tasks. The studg purports to investigate the relationship betwéelief in self-
talk and motor performance in basketball passing dribbling tasks. A number of 57 participants ramgin age
from 20 to 26 were randomly assigned into an ircttamal self-talk group (N=19), a motivational s¢dflk group
(N=19) or a control group (N=19). During the traimgg program, instructional subjects used the phrédeort

move” in dribbling task and “finger-goal” in passgtask. Motivational subjects used the phrase “h’ci either

task. The control subjects made no self-talk butigpated in both the pre- and post-test. The hssaf one-way
ANOVA showed that both instructional and motivatiosubjects outperformed the control subjects thegitask
(P<0.05). There was no significant difference in pagdiask performance between motivational and imsional

subjects. However, instructional subjects outpenfed motivational subjects in dribbling performantee results
of statistical analysis showed no significant ctati®n between belief in self-talk and basketbaksing and
dribbling performance.
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INTRODUCTION

For long, various interventions have been mademrave performance, satisfaction and personal drawtthe
athletes. In this regard, different cognitive agmires such as self talk, goal setting, mentaltilitisn, relaxation
training and motivational control have been propo&e help improve psychological and thought patemthe
athletes. Self talk is a specific type of thesernnéntions, which is a strategic technique whertgyindividual
speak to themselves vocally or subvocally [20].Rede has shown that athletes extensively useaklféchniques
to generate and enhance motivation and to cregis sif physical performance [26]. Weinberg and @oeported
that athletes benefit from self talk techniquea wariety of ways including new skill acquisitiaimination of bad
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habits, motivation enhancement, attention contbgnge in mood and self- confidence build-up [ZHus, self
talk may be used in different situations and fdfedéent purposes.

Different categorizations have been proposed ftirtalk, one of which assigns self talk into twgés, namely,

instructional and motivational. Several studiesehmvestigated the effect of different types of &k on different

tasks, situations and athletes. Some researchetentbthat motivational self talk facilitates perfance through
encouraging higher levels of endeavor, creatingositipe mood and enhancing self confidence, wheilieas
instructional self talk, task-related training staents improve performance through calling for fatte activities

using concentration and performance strategy [Sgf studies have investigated the effect of déffié types of

self talk on athletic performance before trainiagks or competitions, but they have yielded conttad; results.

Some studies reported improvements in athleticoperdnce in swimming, 100-meter dash, golf and ®hasks

through instructional self- talk [7,11, 15,17]. Semwesearchers contend that both types of selfrei improve

performance [19]. Research has also shown that fBex relationship between self talk efficacy #mel nature of

the task [13]. Before having athletes resort té sk, the type of the task should be examinedsdo determine
whether it is an open or closed task or a simpleoonplex task [16]. Landin contends that task caxipy affects

the efficacy of self talk in improving performance.

For example, Perkos and colleagues (2002) shovwadrtbtructional self-talk did not affect passingdadribbling
performance as a complex task whereas Chroni (28839rted that motivational self-talk improved betiall
shooting performance [ 16, 3]. In contrast, Boraujé2011) showed that instructional self-talk mayprove
basketball shooting performance [2]. Chroni (20f)orted that motivational subjects outperformestrirctional
subjects in dribbling performance while Sabonchiakt{2008) showed that instructional subjects digaintly
outperformed motivational ones in the same task 3.9

Belief in self talk is one of the influential factoaffecting the efficacy of self talk in enhancipgrformance. Belief
in self talk has been defined as the individuadBeth in and perception of self talk in improvingrnformance [3].
Research has shown that belief in self talk afftutsstrength and efficacy of self talk in imprayiperformance
[3]. Van Raalte and colleagues reported that tleeaepositive correlation between belief in andoaity of self talk
in tennis players so that players with belief iff &k outperformed players with no such belieb[2Hardy and
colleagues showed that skilled athletes hold sepbglief in self talk comparing with novice atl@e{4]. Thus, the
findings suggest that belief in self- talk affetite self- talk efficacy [3]. However, Araki and tEdgues found no
significant correlation between belief in self talkd athletic performance [1]. In this regard, ¢hare contradictory
results as to the findings on belief in and efficat self talk. The present study aims to invegggaot only the
effect of self talk on basketball passing and diitthperformance but also the correlation betwegliebin self talk
and motor performance so that both athletes andhesamay gain better understanding of self talktyitin
improving athletic performance.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants

A number of 57 participants at the age range 02@@ears old (Mean=22.3, SD=1.7) were randomlygass into
an instructional self talk group (N=19), a motieatal self talk group (N=19) and a control group {183 Based on
the statistical power of 0.8 (the common statistimawver in behavioral sciences) and the effect siz8.62 (as
reported by Meyers for cognitive approaches to mpe&sformance), the sample size of 19 was congideuéficient
at 95% confidence level.

Instrument

Dribbling test: Harrison Basketball Dribbling Test was used to exenthe accuracy and speed of dribbling. To do
the test, a participant should dribble cones andive one score for each successful dribbling. rEfiability of the
test has been estimated to be 0.95 [11, 13].

Passing testStubbs Ball Handing Testas used in the present study. In this test, tbirees with a diameter &0
centimeters are drawn in a vertical order with héter distances on a flat wall. The first circleliS1 meters high,
the second is 1.21 meters high and the third i€ n8ters high. A participant should stand behitiche with 450

centimeters from the wall. On hearing the impes';' the participant should throw the ball at thetfcircle, and
having received the rebounded ball, he throws thatsecond and the third circles successively. Jdréicipant
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repeats the throws for 30 seconds and receivesamre for every throw which hits the circles. Thkability of this
test is calculated to be 0.74 [11, 13].

Belief in Self talk Questionnaire This is a standardized scale with the reliabitpefficient of 0.85 [1]. The
questionnaire consists of 8 items on a 6-point ttikeale ranging from strongly disagree (0) to regig agree (5).
The total score on the questionnaire ranges fram twe40 [1].

Manipulation Check Protocol: This protocol addresses the participants' uselbfalk. Indeed, this protocol is to
guarantee the accuracy of experimental conditiorated by the researcher [4]. The experimentalestibjwere

asked to specify on a 10-point Likert scale (a) hmany times they had used selective self talkwlbgther they

had used other types of self talk and (c) if soatthey had told themselves and (d) how often tieel/used it. The
idea of self talk was also explained to the consrddjects. Subsequently, they were asked to irelimata 10-point
Likert scale (a) whether they had ever used si{faad (b) if so, what they had told themselves @)chow often

they had used it [9].

Procedure

From among the population, a number of 114 paditip, who were novice basketball players at theipe age
range and who suffered no mental or physical degrdiere selected randomly using a personal infooma
questionnaire. Participants were independentlygassi each into three groups: instructional, matvetl and
control groups (4 experimental and 2 control groupBefore the study was started, the researchethegbrogram
coach a few times to explain to him the researcthateand test procedures. Based on a time tabésy eyoup
came to the sports hall separately. Following tyging and stretch traininghe participants were asked to do 10
minute warm-umasketball training. Then the pretest was perforrirethe pretest, Passing and dribbling tasks were
examined in both the experimental and control gsowfithout using self talk. Subsequentbglf talk techniques
were explained to the experimental subjegt® were to use them in their task performance. &kgerimental
subjects were asked not to talk to their teamndieisig task performance but to repeat either vgaallsubvocally
the specified self talk phrase before doing thk fa%]. The instructional self talk subjects were asketefzeat the
phrase "low, rhythm" to focus their attention omiaions in the direction of movement and maintaifow body
position before dribbling, the phrase "fingersgad! to get a better ball control and focus théiergtion on the
target before ball handling. The motivational gelk subjects were asked to repeat the phrasen"l icadoing all
the three tasks. The control subjects did simigamks without self talk. Upon the completion of gveask, the
participants took a one-minute rest during whiclytiprepared for the next task. The same coachettaddi the
groups. Immediately upon the completion of taske, participants filled in the manipulation checlesfionnaire
[11].

Data analysis

Using descriptive statistics, the mean and standexdiation of research variables were calculatedl tables and
figures were drawn. Factorial ANOVA was used toed®ine the effect of the type of self talk on motor
performance and the post hoc Tukey's test was ouexamine between-group differences. Besides, &ears
correlation formula was run to examine the relafop between belief in self talk and motor perfonce

RESULTS

The results of one-way ANOVA of basketball passipgrformance showed a significant difference among
instructional, motivational and control subjects(E54)=139.16, R0.05) so that either experimental group
outperformed the control group (Table 1). The nssof post-hoc Tukey's test of basketball passask for paired
comparison of means showed a significant differdreteveen instructional and control subjects as azlbetween
motivational and control subjects so that eithepegimental group outperformed the control grougQ(B5).
However, no significant difference was found in Keball passing performance between instructionad a
motivational subjects (Table 2).

The results of one-way ANOVA of basketball driblgliperformance showed a significant difference among
instructional, motivational and control subjects (E54)=25.89, R0.05) so that either experimental group
outperformed the control group (Table 1). The rssof post-hoc Tukey's test of basketball dribbltagk for paired
comparison of means showed a significant differdreteveen instructional and control subjects as azlbetween
motivational and control subjects so that eithepegimental group outperformed the control grougQ(B5).
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Besides, there was a significant difference inldiity performance between instructional and moitbvetl subjects
(P<0.05). In other words, instructional subjects outgrened motivational ones in dribbling performar{@able 2).

Table 1. Results of one-way ANOVA of passing and ihbling performance in experimental groups

Variable | Location of difference | df SS MS F P
Between-group 2 | 180.66| 90.33
1| Passing | Within-group 54 | 35.05| 0.649 139.16| <0.001
Total 56 | 215.71
Betweer-group 2 | 102.87 | 51.4:
2 | Dribbling | Within-group 54 | 107.26] 1.98| 25.89 | <0.001
Total 56 | 210.14

Table 2. Results of paired comparison of instructinal, motivational and control groups using post-hoc
Tukey'’s test

Variable Self-talk groups P
Instructional self-talk
Motivational self-talk 0.343
<0.001
Control group
Instructional self-talk
Motivational self-talk
Control group
Instructional self-talk
Motivational self-talk
Control group
Instructional settalk
Motivational self-talk
Control group

1 Passing task

0.343
<0.001

<0.001
<0.001

2 | Dribbling task

<0.001
0.021

The results of Pearson correlation analysis shomedignificant relation between belief in instrocial self-talk
and passing performance r(19)=0.09, P=0.689) a$ ascbetween belief in motivational self-talk andsging
performance r(19)=0.35, P=0.137). The results abowed no significant relationship between belief i
instructional self-talk and dribbling performan¢#&9)=0.23, P=0.33) as well as between belief inivatibnal self-
talk and dribbling performance r(19)=0.21, P=0.372)

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The present study aimed to investigate the effeéaisiructional and motivational self-talks on besilall passing
and dribbling task performance with an emphasighenrole of belief in self-talk. The results showbdt both
instructional and motivational self-talks resultedetter basketball passing and dribbling perforagaso that either
experimental group outperformed the control grd@pmparison of instructional and motivational salks showed
no significant difference in passing performanceaween instructional and motivational subjects. Asllw
comparison of dribbling task performance betweetrirctional and motivational subjects showed thstriictional
subjects outperformed motivational ones. The resaft correlation analysis showed no significantatiehship
between belief in self-talk with passing and driblplperformance. Previous research has typicalppstted the
positive effects of self talk on motor learning aperformance in regard to various variables ineigdnovice
athletes [16], skilled athletes [10], learned skjlt], new skills [8], and different sports incladisprints [15], skiing
[18], tennis [10], basketball ball handling, shagtiand dribbling [16, 3, 22]. Therefore, the préstndings
correspond to previous results. Generally speakihgseems that instructional self talk improves letth
performance through increasing concentration ahkbtid techniques whereas motivational self tallphémprove
performance via enhancing self confidence, endeamargy and good temperament [27, 5, 23].

Recent research has focused on the comparisorswfiégtional and motivational self talk as well asting the
matching hypothesis based on specific task demartdsresults have shown that different types of ts¢k may
exert variable effects on performance. For examgtiedies on different tasks including the accuratyootball
shots and badminton serving test [23], pass acgUyjand golf strokes [14] showed significant irmpements in
performance in the instructional subjects compaviriln motivational subjects. However, some studiesother
tasks including push-ups [12] and the speed of dithsk pass [2] showed that motivational self talkbjects
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outperformed instructional subjects. Still, someadsts on chest pass [14], goalball penalty task, [@Llinch and
knee extensor training [23] and basketball pass dl3wed that though motivational subjects outpenat

instructional ones, the difference was not sta@dly significant between the two groups. The caositn to be
drawn is that since self talk is employed to imgrqeerformance, it is necessary to match self tatk wask

demands. Based on this conclusion, Theodorakiscatidagues formulated a hypothesis which was ledédlied

task-demands matching hypothesis by Hardy and amlies [23,6]. According to this hypothesis, indinmal self

talk is more effective in the tasks which requicewgacy and timing while motivational self talknisore effective in
the tasks which require strength and endurancedgrall, these findings suggest that differentetypf self talk
exert variable effects on performance based ortyghe of self talk and the task. Hatzigeorgiadis andeagues
contend that with different types of self talk hayivariable effects on performance, it may be béttadraw upon
different types of self talk for different functisf9]. According to the abovementioned discussg&ingies have
been conducted on different tasks resulting inedéit findings. For instance, Theodorakis and aglles studied
the effects of self talk on football task perforrnenon badminton serving, on crunch exercise ankhee extensor
training [20]. The task-demands matching hypothesis inspired by these findings.

The results showed that instructional subjects erfipmed motivational ones in dribbling performangais is

consistent with the findings of Theodorakis et 20Q1) in basketball shooting performence and Bamiug¢t al

(2011) in basketball passing accuracy but incoastswith the findings of Sabonchi et al (2008) iosting, passing
and dribbling, Chroni et al (2007) in dribbling,g3tng and shooting performance, and Boroujeni é2@l1) in

speed passing [22, 2, 19, 3]. The results showegigmifcant difference in basketball passing perfoaice between
instructional and motivational subjects. This iqgistent with the findings of Chroni et al (200WR) basketball
passing performance and Sabonchi et al (2008) ssipg and dribbling performance. However, it isoimgistent
with the findings of Sabonchi et al (2008) in shigttask, Chroni et al (2007) in dribbling and stiog

performance, Boroujeni et al (2011) in basketba#iging accuracy and speed passing, and Theodetaki$2001)

in basketball shooting performence [19, 3, 2, 22].

In regard to the inconsistencies between the ptefiedings and previous ones on passing and drfbli
perfromance, a few factors may prove consequeifiiiat, the inconsistencies may relate to the tfphe tasks and
skill level of participants. Perkos and colleageestend that task complexity significantly affette efficacy of
self talk in skill acquisition and improved perfoance [10].Therefore, before deciding on self tdlkases, one has
to ensure whether or not the task can be dividea Smaller components to facilitate learning andgrenance.
Complex tasks, which require quick and automatidgpmance, usually cause difficulty to self tallchaiques.
Thus, task type may be a reason for the preseabhéigtencies. Second, the inconsistencies mayttileused to the
variable functions of self talk phrases so that egirases may play both instructional and motivatiooles. For
example, Theodorakis and colleagues found thattB@ests who used the word "slow" during the threeute
throwing task outperformed those who used the Waquick" [19].Thus, different phrases used in diffet studies
may have led to different results. Tsiggilis antleagues reported that the type of tasks, numbeemédats and the
athletes' skill level may account for inconsistescin research findings on self- belief studies].[24rd, the
inconsistencies may as well relate to the perfooeamiteria used in the present study. For exanBeoujeni and
colleagues set the speed and accuracy of baskptsalas their criteria [21]. In other words, draywipon the two
criteria of speed and accuracy, they sought to @@rthe task-demands matching hypothesis in perfm
basketball tasks. However, the performance criterithe present study were set based on the suiateask
performance within specific time limit. Finally,search methodology may also account for inconsigsrbetween
the present and previous findings. For instancekd2eand colleagues used a within-group study neefh@] while
a between-group method was used in the present. desides, Chroni and colleagues had two coachés gelf
talk groups separately [11] whereas only one cta@thed the subjects in the present study in ai@l@void training
inconsistencies. In regard to belief in self talkn-sport studies have suggested that belief ireffigency of an
intervention may be a requisite of its functionaliA review on scarce research on belief in sélf taveals that the
participants in laboratory experiments would beeafnl perceive the importance of belief in selfktf@5]. For
example, 70% of the tennis players who answeredjtlestions about belief in self talk contended 8wt talk
affects the result of their competitions. The mdpants in a study on dynamic balance reported ithist their
conviction (32.46 out of 40) that self talk influms their performance [14]. Belief in self talkais important issue
which has been rather disregarded. The preserinfiadevealed no significant relationship betweeliel in self
talk and performance. This is consistent with timelihgs of Araki and colleagues [14] but incongistevith the
findings of Van Raalte and colleagues [12] who regmb that tennis players with belief in self talitperformed
those with lack of such belief. However, Araki aoolleagues showed that there is no significantticeiahip
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between belief in self- talk and performance [T#]e inconsistency between the present findingsthoske of Van
Raalte and colleagues may relate to a few facterst, the mean scores of self belief in differgmups showed
that every group consists of individuals with agarf strong to moderately strong belief in sdl;tsherefore, a
group with wider range of belief strength may yieldferent results [14]. Second, the questionnainesd to
examine belief in self talk may have been anotla@ise of inconsistencies. The questionnaire mayhaet been
efficient enough to distinguish between the indists with strong and weak belief in self talk. T studies
drew upon two different questionnaires. Accordindgn Raalte and colleagues used a questionnaiheonly one
item to examine the participants' belief in sdlktdhe participants who had answered "Yes" wegarged as those
who believed in self talk. However, in the presstoidy, a questionnaire with 8 items on a 6-poikedt scale with
the score range of zero to 40 was used. Thirdrekalts of Van Raalte and colleagues' study weseda@n a
between-group comparison whereas, in the presemty,stthe relationship between belief in self talkda
performance was investigated. Therefore, differenoceresearch method and design may also accounthéo
inconsistencies. Along with other factors suchraproper examination of self talk, the small sangife may also
account for the rejection of belief in self talkaprerequisite for the use of self talk. Consistéth self talk studies
in using manipulation check protocol [25], a quashaire was administered to the participants t@ntepn what
they though during task performance. Over 95% ef ghrticipants in both instructional and motivagibgroups
reported that they used self talk during task peroce, which is an acceptable percentage [25]lubligy the
participants who reported they had not used sifdaring task performance, the data was analyzmina which
yielded the same results. The control subjectsrtegdhat they did not use self talk in doing tasks

Overall, the present findings are consistent wlh éxisting literature on the efficacy of self talk performance.
Though, no correlation was found between beliefglf talk and performance, ;it is recommended filatre studies
investigate the relationship between belief in dalk and performance in different sports and skiBesides,
considering the type of self talk, it is recommethdieat future studies investigate the content astdrgial functions
of different types of self talk (e.g. obvious vatdnt, self-selected vs. coach-selected) on ma&dopnance.
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