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ABSTRACT  
 

The present study aims at investigating the effect of instructional and motivational self talk on basketball 
shooting, dribbling and passing tasks in adults and adolescents. A number of 114 novice adult and adolescent 
participants were randomly assigned into three groups: instructional self talk, motivational self talk and control 
group. The assigning was carried out on each age group independently.  The instructional self talk group used 
the phrase "wrist, center" for shooting task, "finger, target" for Passing task and "low, rhythm" for dribbling 
task. The motivational self talk group used the phrase "I can" for all the three tasks. The results of factorial 
ANOVA showed no significant difference between the effect of motivational and instructional self talk on 
adolescents comparing with adults in shooting task. There was no difference in Passing performance between 
adult and adolescent instructional self talk groups. However, there was a significant difference in passing 
performance between adult and adolescent motivational self talk groups. In dribbling task, instructional self talk 
culminated in better performance in adults comparing with adolescents. Nevertheless, motivational self talk 
yielded better dribbling performance in adolescents comparing with adults (P≤0.05). The results supported the 
task-dependent relationship between age and self talk efficacy. Therefore, based on the type of the task, different 
types of self talk may differently affect task performance. 
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Introduction 
 

For long, various interventions have been made 
to improve performance, satisfaction and personal 
growth in the athletes. In this regard, different 
cognitive procedures such as self talk, goal setting, 
mental illustration, relaxation training and 
motivational control have been proposed to help 
improve psychological and thought patterns in the 
athletes. Self talk is a specific type of these 
interventions, which is a strategic technique whereby 
the individual speak to themselves vocally or 
subvocally [20].  

Research has shown that athletes extensively use 
self talk techniques to generate and enhance 
motivation and to create signs of physical 
performance [26]. Zinnser, Bunker and Williams 
contend that self talk improves athletic performance 
through better skill acquisition, enhancement of self 
confidence and self efficacy, modification of 
ineffective habits and endeavor control [27]. 
Weinberg and Gould reported that athletes benefit 

from self-talk techniques in a variety of ways 
including new skill acquisition, elimination of bad 
habits, motivation enhancement, attention control, 
change in mood and self -confidence build-up [25]. 
Thus, self talk may be used in different situations and 
for different purposes. 

Different categorizations have been proposed for 
self talk, one of which assigns self talk into two 
types, namely, instructional and motivational. 
Several studies have investigated the effect of 
different types of self talk on different tasks, 
situations and athletes. Some researchers contend 
that motivational self talk facilitates performance 
through encouraging higher levels of endeavor, 
creating a positive mood and enhancing self 
confidence, whereas in instructional self talk, task-
related training statements improve performance 
through calling for favorable activities using 
concentration and performance strategy [5]. Several 
studies have investigated the effect of different types 
of self talk on athletic performance before training 
tasks or competitions, but they have yielded 
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contradictory results. Some studies reported 
improvements in athletic performance in swimming, 
100-meter dash, golf and tennis tasks through 
instructional self-talk [6,12,6,17]. Some researchers 
contend that both types of self talk may improve 
performance [18]. Most studies have investigated the 
effect of self talk on adults but not adolescents [2]. 
Some studies have reported novice task performers to 
benefit more from instructional than motivational 
self- talk [2], whereas some studies have shown that 
adolescent players are more interested in 
motivational self talk; thus, coaches need to draw 
upon motivational phrases to enhance self confidence 
in the novice [2]. Research has also shown that the 
efficacy of self talk relates to the nature of the task 
[10]. Before having athletes resort to self talk, the 
type of the task should be examined so as to 
determine whether it is an open or closed task or a 
simple or complex task [15]. Landin contends that 
task complexity affects the efficacy of self talk in 
improving performance. Perkos and colleagues 
showed that instructional self talk does not affect 
basketball shooting performance (as a complex task) 
in adolescents [15] while Chroni and colleagues 
reported that motivational self talk improves 
basketball shooting performance in adolescents [2]. 
Besides, Boroujeni showed that instructional self talk 
improves basketball shooting performance in adults 
[1]. Therefore, it seems that participants' age and task 
complexity influence the efficacy of instructional and 
motivational self talk.  

Furthermore, there are obvious differences in 
mental characteristics, information processing and 
fitness level between adults and adolescents [22]. 
These differences, particularly differences in 
information processing capabilities, pose the problem 
whether or not instructional and motivational self 
talks as cognitive skills produce variable effects in 
adults and adolescents. Accordingly, considering 
such factors as the effects of instructional and 
motivational self talk on performance, cognitive and 
psychological differences between adults and 
adolescents, participants' age and the complexity of 
the task, the present study aims at investigating the 
effect of instructional and motivational self talk on 
performing shooting (as a complex task), Passing and 
dribbling (as simple tasks) in adults and adolescents. 
 
Materials And Methods 
 
Participants: 

 
The population of the study consisted of all adult 

novice basketball players (Mean age=22.3, SD=1.7) 
and adolescent novice basketball players (Mean 
age=13.1, SD=1.4). A number of 114 participants 
were selected randomly, and subsequently the 
participants in each age group were assigned into 
three groups: instructional self talk (N=19), 
motivational self talk (N=19) and control group 

(N=19). Based on the statistical power of 0.8 (the 
common statistical power in behavioral sciences) and 
the effect size of 0.62 (as reported by Meyers for 
cognitive approaches to motor performance), the 
sample size of 19 was considered sufficient at 95% 
confidence level.  
 
Instrument 
 
Dribbling test: 
 

Harrison Basketball Dribbling Test was used to 
examine the accuracy and speed of dribbling. To do 
the test, a participant should dribble cones and 
receive one score for each successful dribbling. The 
reliability of the test has been estimated to be 0.95 
[2]. 
 
Passing test: 
 

Stubbs Ball Handing Test was used in the 
present study. In this test, three circles with a 
diameter of 30 centimeters are drawn in a vertical 
order with 1.6 meter distances on a flat wall. The 
first circle is 1.51 meters high, the second is 1.21 
meters high and the third is 1.36 meters high. A 
participant should stand behind a line with 450 
centimeters from the wall. On hearing the impetus 
"go", the participant should throw the ball at the first 
circle, and having received the rebounded ball, he 
throws it at the second and the third circles 
successively. The participant repeats the throws for 
30 seconds and receives one score for every throw 
which hits the circles. The reliability of this test is 
calculated to be 0.74 [2]. 
 
Shooting test: 
 

A three-minute basketball shooting test was used 
in this study. In this test, a participant is required to 
make any possible number of shots from every 
arbitrary point on a semicircle line with a radius of 
3.66 meters from the hoop center. The participant has 
to receive the rebounded balls himself. Every 
successful shot receives one score. The reliability of 
the test has been calculated to be 0.91 [2]. 
 
Manipulation check protocol: 
 

This protocol addresses the use of self talk by 
participants. Indeed, this protocol is to guarantee the 
accuracy of experimental conditions created by the 
researcher [3]. The experimental subjects were asked 
to specify on a 10-point Likert scale (1) how many 
times they had used selective self talk, (2) whether 
they had used other types of self talk and (3) if so, 
what they had told themselves and (4) how often they 
had used it. The idea of self talk was also explained 
to the control subjects. Subsequently, they were 
asked to indicate on a 10-point Likert scale (1) 



983 
Adv. Environ. Biol., 6(3): 981-989, 2012 

 

 

whether they had ever used self talk and (2) if so, 
what they had told themselves and (3) how often they 
had used it [8]. 
 
Procedure: 

 
From among the population, a number of 114 

participants, who were novice basketball players at 
the specified age range and who suffered no mental 
or physical disorder, were selected randomly using a 
personal information questionnaire. Both adult and 
adolescent participants were independently assigned 
each into three groups: instructional, motivational 
and control groups (4 experimental and 2 control 
groups). Before the study was started, the researcher 
met the program coach a few times to explain to him 
the research method and test procedures. Based on a 
timetable, every group came to the sports hall 
separately. Following the jogging and stretch 
training, the participants were asked to do 10 minute 
warm-up basketball training. Then the pretest was 
performed. In the pretest, shooting, Passing and 
dribbling tasks were examined in both the 
experimental and control groups without using self 
talk. Subsequently, self talk techniques were 
explained to the experimental subjects who were to 
use them in their task performance. The experimental 
subjects were asked not to talk to their teammates 
during task performance but to repeat either vocally 
or subvocally the specified self talk phrase before 
doing the task [2].  The instructional self talk 
subjects were asked to repeat the phrase "low, 
rhythm" to focus their attention on variations in the 
direction of movement and maintain a low body 
position before dribbling, the phrase "fingers, target" 
to get a better ball control and focus their attention 
on the target before ball handling, and the phrase 
"wrist, center" to direct their attention to wrist 
flexibility and hoop center before shooting task. The 
motivational self talk subjects were asked to repeat 
the phrase "I can" in doing all the three tasks. The 
control subjects did similar tasks without self talk. 
Upon the completion of every task, the participants 
took a one-minute rest during which they prepared 
for the next task. The same coach trained all the 
groups. Immediately upon the completion of tasks, 
the participants filled in the manipulation check 
questionnaire [2].  
 
Data analysis:  

 
Using descriptive statistics, the mean and 

standard deviation of research variables were 
calculated and tables and figures were drawn. 
Covariance and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were run 
to examine the homogeneity of data. Besides, 
factorial ANOVA was used to determine the effect of 
the type of self talk on motor performance in adults 
and adolescents and the post hoc Tukey's test was run 
to examine between-group differences.  

 
Results: 

 
The results of one-way ANOVA of adolescents 

shooting performance showed a significant 
difference among instructional self talk, motivational 
self talk and control groups (P≤0.05 , F 
(2,54)=59.89). To compare the means two by two, 
the results of Tukey's post hoc test of basketball 
shooting task in adolescents showed that there is a 
significant difference between the mean scores of 
instructional self talk and control groups as well as 
between motivational self talk and control groups in 
shooting performance (P≤0.05). Accordingly, 
instructional self talk resulted in better shooting 
performance in adolescents. Besides, there was a 
significant difference between the mean scores of 
instructional and motivational self talk groups in 
shooting performance (P≤0.05), which means that 
motivational self talk group outperformed 
instructional self talk group in shooting performance. 
The results also revealed a significant difference 
among instructional self talk, motivational self talk 
and control groups in Passing task (P≤0.05, F 
(2,54)=95.55). To compare the means two by two, 
the results of Tukey's post hoc test of basketball 
Passing task in adolescents showed that there is a 
significant difference between the mean scores of 
instructional self talk and control groups as well as 
between motivational self talk and control groups in 
Passing performance (P≤0.05). Besides, there was a 
significant difference between the mean scores of 
instructional and motivational self-talk groups in 
Passing performance (P≤0.05), which means that 
instructional self talk group outperformed 
motivational self-talk group in Passing performance.  

The results also showed a significant difference 
among instructional self talk, motivational self talk 
and control groups in dribbling task (P≤0.05, F 
(2,54)=44.16). To compare the means two by two, 
the results of Tukey's post hoc test of basketball 
dribbling task in adolescents showed that there is a 
significant difference between the mean scores of 
instructional self talk and control groups as well as 
between motivational self talk and control groups in 
dribbling performance (P≤0.05).  Besides, there was 
a significant difference between the mean scores of 
instructional and motivational self talk groups in 
dribbling performance (P≤0.05), which means that 
motivational self talk group outperformed 
instructional self talk group in dribbling 
performance.  

The results of one-way ANOVA of adult 
shooting performance showed a significant 
difference among instructional self talk, motivational 
self talk and control groups (P≤0.05, F (2, 54)=49.5). 
To compare the means two by two, the results of 
Tukey's post hoc test of basketball shooting task in 
adults showed that there is a significant difference 
between the mean scores of instructional self talk and 
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control groups as well as between motivational self 
talk and control groups in shooting performance 
(P≤0.05). Besides, there was a significant difference 
between the mean scores of instructional and 
motivational self talk groups in shooting 
performance (P≤0.05), which means that 
motivational self talk group outperformed 
instructional self talk group. The results also revealed 
a significant difference among instructional self talk, 
motivational self talk and control groups in Passing 
task (P≤0.05, F (2, 54)=139.16). To compare the 
means two by two, the results of Tukey's post hoc 
test of basketball Passing task in adults showed that 
there is a significant difference between the mean 
scores of instructional self talk and control groups as 
well as between motivational self talk and control 
groups in Passing performance (P≤0.05). However, 
there was no significant difference between 
instructional and motivational self-talk groups in 
Passing performance (P=0.343). The results also 
showed a significant difference among instructional 

self talk, motivational self talk and control groups in 
dribbling task (P≤0.05, F (2,54)=29.11). To compare 
the means two by two, the results of Tukey's post hoc 
test of basketball dribbling task in adults showed that 
there is a significant difference between the mean 
scores of instructional self talk and control groups as 
well as between motivational self talk and control 
groups in dribbling performance (P≤0.05). Besides, 
there was a significant difference between 
instructional and motivational self talk groups in 
dribbling performance (P≤0.05), which means that 
instructional self talk group outperformed 
motivational self talk group in dribbling 
performance. 

The results of factorial MANOVA showed no 
significant interactive effect of age and group on 
shooting performance (P=0.143, F (1, 72) = 2.19). 
Figure 1 shows that there is no difference between 
the effects of motivational and instructional self talk 
on adults and adolescents in shooting performance.

 
 

 
Fig. 1: Factor analysis of the effect of age and group on shooting performance 

 
The results of factorial MANOVA revealed that 

age and group have a significant interactive effect on 
Passing performance (P≤0.05, F (2, 72) =22.88). 
Figure 2 illustrates that both motivational and 
instructional self talk result in better Passing 
performance in adults comparing with adolescents. 
The post hoc one-way ANOVA of the significance of 

interaction showed that there is no significant 
difference in Passing performance between adult and 
adolescent instructional self talk groups (P=0.051). 
However, there was a significant difference in 
Passing performance between adult and adolescent 
motivational self talk groups (P≤0.05).
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Fig. 2: Factor analysis of the effect of age and group on Passing performance 

 
The results also revealed that age and group 

have a significant effect on dribbling performance 
(P≤0.05, F (2,108) =35.7). Figure 3 shows that 
instructional self talk results in better dribbling 
performance in adults comparing with adolescents. 
However, motivational self talk led to better 
dribbling performance in adolescents comparing with 
adults. The post hoc one-way ANOVA of the 

significance of interaction showed that there is a 
significant difference in dribbling performance 
between adult and adolescent instructional self talk 
groups (P≤0.05). As well, there was a significant 
difference in dribbling performance between adult 
and adolescent motivational self talk groups 
(P≤0.05).

 
 

 
Fig. 3: Factor analysis of the effect of age and group on dribbling performance 
 
Discussion And Conclusion: 

 
The present findings showed that self talk, 

irrespective of its type, results in better basketball 
shooting, Passing and dribbling performance in both 
adults and adolescents. Previous research has 
typically supported the positive effects of self talk on 
motor learning and performance in regard to various 
variables including novice athletes [15], skilled 
athletes [12], learned skills [6], new skills [7], and 
different sports including sprints [14], skiing [18], 

tennis [12], basketball ball handling, shooting and 
dribbling [2,21]. Therefore, the present findings 
correspond to previous results. Generally speaking, it 
seems that instructional self talk improves athletic 
performance through increasing concentration and 
athletic techniques whereas motivational self talk 
helps improve performance via enhancing self 
confidence, endeavor, energy and good temperament 
[5,21,25]. 

Recent research has focused on the comparison 
of instructional and motivational self talk as well as 
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testing the matching hypothesis based on specific 
task demands. The results have shown that different 
types of self talk may exert variable effects on 
performance. For example, studies on different tasks 
including the accuracy of football shots and 
badminton serving test [23], Passing accuracy [1] 
and golf strokes [13] showed significant 
improvements in performance in the instructional 
subjects comparing with motivational subjects. 
However, some studies on other tasks including 
push-ups [9] and the speed of basketball pass [1] 
showed that motivational self-talk subjects 
outperformed instructional subjects. Still, some 
studies on chest pass, goalball penalty task  [24], 
crunch and knee extensor training [23] and basketball 
pass [2] showed that though motivational subjects 
outperformed instructional ones, the difference was 
not statistically significant.  The conclusion to be 
drawn is that since self talk is employed to improve 
performance, it is necessary to match self talk with 
task demands. Based on this conclusion, Theodorakis 
and colleagues formulated a hypothesis which was 
later called task-demands matching hypothesis by 
Hardy and colleagues [21,4]. According to this 
hypothesis, instructional self talk requires more 
effective accuracy and timing while motivational self 
talk requires more effective strength and endurance 
for task performance [4]. Overall, these findings 
suggest that different types of self talk exert variable 
effects on performance based on the type of self talk 
and the task. Hatzigeorgiadis and colleagues contend 
that with different types of self talk having variable 
effects on performance, it may be better to draw 
upon different types of self talk for different 
functions [8]. According to the abovementioned 
discussion, studies have been conducted on different 
tasks resulting in different findings. For instance, 
Theodorakis and colleagues studied the effects of self 
talk on football task performance in adolescents, on 
badminton serving in adults, on crunch exercise in 
adolescents and on knee extensor training in adults 
[23]. The task-demands matching hypothesis was 
inspired by these findings. It is notable that the tasks 
used in the present study were not categorized as 
accuracy or strength tasks, rather, according to 
Landers and Arant, basketball dribbling and 
Passingwere categorized as simple tasks and 
shooting was considered as a fairly compelx task 
because it requires quick reactions and sprints. 
Therefore, it may be difficult to assign self talks to 
these tasks [10]. As a result, one of the marked 
differences between the present study and previous 
ones is the classification of tasks in terms of 
simplicity and complexity. Since different types of 
self talk exert variable effects on performance based 
on the type of the task and the self talk, hereinafter, 
the present findings will be compared with studies 
that have been carried out on basketball tasks. 

The present findings on adolescents showed that 
motivational subjects outperformed instructional 

subjects in shooting and dribbling tasks. This is 
consistent with the findings of Sabonchi and 
colleagues [22] on shooting task, Chroni and 
colleagues [2] on shooting and dribbling tasks and 
Boroujeni and colleagues [1] on speed pass, but 
inconsistent with the findings of Chroni and 
colleagues [2] on Passing and Boroujeni and 
colleagues on pass accuracy [1]. The present findings 
on adolescents also revealed that instructional 
subjects outperformed motivational subjects in 
Passing task. This is consistent with the findings of 
Theodorakis and colleagues [21] on shooting task 
and Boroujeni and colleagues [1] on pass accuracy 
but inconsistent with the findings of Sabonchi and 
colleagues on shooting, Passing and dribbling tasks, 
Chroni and colleagues [2] on dribbling, Passing and 
shooting tasks and Boroujeni and colleagues [1] on 
speed pass. 

The present findings on adults showed that 
motivational subjects outperformed instructional 
subjects in shooting task. This is consistent with the 
findings of Sabonchi and colleages on shooting task, 
Chroni and colleagues [2] on shooting and dribbling 
tasks and Boroujeni and colleagues [1] on speed pass 
but inconsistent with the findings of Sabonchi and 
colleagues on dribbling and Passing tasks, 
Theodorakis and colleagues on shooting task, Chroni 
and coleagues on Passing task [2] and Boroujeni and 
colleagues [1] on pass accuracy. Still, instructional 
subjects outpeformed motivational subjects in 
dribbling task. This finding correspons to the 
findings of Theodorakis and colleagues on shooting 
task and Boroujeni and colleagues on pass accuracy 
[1]. It is, however, inconsistent with the findings of 
Sabonchi and colleagues on dribbling, shooting and 
Passing tasks [26], Chroni and coleagues [2] on 
dribbling, shooting and Passing tasks and Boroujeni 
and colleagues on speed pass. The present findings 
revealed no significant difference between adult 
motivational and instructional subjetcs in Passing 
performance. This is consistent with the findings of 
Chroni and coleagues on Passing task [2] and 
Sabonchi and colleagues on dribbling and Passing 
tasks [26]. This is, however, inconsistent with the 
findings of Sabonchi and colleagues on shooting task 
[26], Chroni and coleagues on dribbling and shooting 
tasks [2], Boroujeni and colleagues [1] on speed pass 
and pass accuarcy and Theodorakis and colleagues 
[21] on shooting task. 

In regard to the inconsistencies between the 
present findings and previous ones on shooting, 
Passing and dribbling tasks in both adults and 
adolescents, a few factros may prove consequential. 
First, the inconsistencies may relate to the type of the 
tasks and skill level of participants. As stated 
formerly, shooting is a complex but Passing and 
dribbling are simple tasks. Perkos and colleagues 
contend that task complexity significantly affects the 
efficacy of self talk in skill acquisition and improved 
performance [15]. Therefore, before deciding on self 
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talk phrases, one has to ensure whether or not the 
task can be divided into smaller components to 
facilitate learning and performance. Complex tasks, 
which require quick and automatic performance, 
usually cause difficulty to self talk techniques. Thus, 
task type may be a reason for the present 
inconsistencies. Second, the inconsistencies may be 
attributed to the variable functions of self talk 
phrases so that some phrases may play both 
instructional and motivational roles. For example, 
Theodorakis and colleagues  found that PE students 
who used the word "slow" during the three-minute 
throwing task outperformed those who used the word 
"quick". Thus, different phrases used in different 
studies may have led to different results. Tsiggilis 
and colleagues [24] reported that the type of tasks, 
number of repeats and the athletes' skill level may 
account for inconsistencies in research findings. 
Third, the inconsistencies may as well relate to the 
performance criteria used in the present study. For 
example, Boroujeni and colleagues [1] set the speed 
and accuracy of basketball pass and shooting as their 
criteria. In other words, drawing upon the two 
criteria of speed and accuracy, they sought to 
examine the task-demands matching hypothesis in 
performing basketball tasks. However, the 
performance criteria in the present study were set 
based on the successful task performance within 
specific time limit. Finally, research methodology 
may also account for inconsistencies between the 
present and previous findings. For instance, Perkos 
and colleagues used a within-group study method 
[15] while a between-group method was used in the 
present study. Besides, Chroni and colleagues [2] had 
two coaches train self- talk groups separately 
whereas only one coach trained the subjects in the 
present study in order to avoid training 
inconsistencies.  

As with adult athletes, adolescents talk about 
good feelings and feelings of anger. During training 
and competitions, they may sometimes feel anxious 
and hapless. Adolescent athletes like adults suffer 
from such stresses as pressure and good or bad 
performance. They bear such mental requisites and 
characteristics as motivation, concentration, anxiety 
and self confidence comparable to adults [2]. 
However, there is scarcity of research on the effect of 
cognitive techniques on athletic performance in 
adolescents. In this regard, a significant characteristic 
of the present study is not only to heed the effect of 
self talk on adolescent athletic performance but also 
to investigate the effect of age so as to examine the 
interactive effects of age and self talk on 
performance. The present findings showed no 
interactive effect of age on instructional and 
motivational self talk in shooting task. Nevertheless, 
motivational self talk resulted in better Passing 
performance in adults comparing with adolescents 
while instructional self talk brought about no 
significant difference between the two groups in 

Passing performance. On the other hand, 
instructional self talk resulted in better dribbling 
performance in adults comparing with adolescents.  

Motivational self talk resulted in better dribbling 
performance in adolescents comparing with adults. 
As discussed, age and sex exert variable interactive 
effects on basketball shooting, Passing and dribbling 
performance. This variation may relate to the nature 
of the task since shooting is a complex but Passing 
and dribbling are simple tasks which are further 
divided into distinct and continuous tasks. As an 
example, the difficulty in assigning the appropriate 
self talk phrases to various aspects of shooting task in 
both adult and adolescent groups may have prevented 
the interactive effect of age on self talk in the present 
study. The present findings also revealed the 
interactive effect between self talk and age in 
dribbling performance. The superiority of adult 
instructional subjects in dribbling task comparing 
with adolescents may relate to information 
processing capacity in adolescents. Obviously, 
adolescents have different information processing 
capabilities comparing with adults. In cognitive 
processes like selective attention and speed of 
information processing, adolescents differ from 
adults. Moreover, they use different approaches to 
processing information in the tasks which require the 
utilization of object recognition memory, focus of 
attention and verbal learning [16]. Therefore, it may 
be that adolescents have failed to focus their 
attention on respective signs such as cones. Adults 
may have benefited from their richer motor 
experience to discern respective signs, hence their 
better performance. As far as the adolescent 
advantage in motivational self talk over adults is 
considered, it seems that adolescent athletes usually 
tend to use motivational self talk since it helps build 
up self-confidence [2]. Accordingly, they may have 
made more endeavors in using motivational self talk 
as improved effort is one of the effective 
mechanisms of motivational self talk in performance. 
All in all, such factors as the task complexity, the 
amount of self talk used, participants' motor 
experiences and differences in information 
processing capacities between adults and adolescents 
may together account for the present findings. 
Besides, there may be some developmental cognitive 
differences between the ages 12 and 16, which may 
have potentially affected the interpretation of results 
[22]. Consistent with self talk studies in using 
manipulation check protocol [24], a questionnaire 
was administered to the participants to report on 
what they though during task performance. Over 
95% of the participants in both instructional and 
motivational groups reported that they used self talk 
during task performance, which is an acceptable 
percentage [4]. Excluding the participants who 
reported they had not used self talk during task 
performance, the data was analyzed again, which 
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yielded the same results. The control subjects 
reported that they did not use self talk in doing tasks.  

Overall, the present findings supported the 
interaction between age and self talk efficacy based 
on the nature of the task. Accordingly, different types 
of self talk may exert variable effects on performance 
based on the nature of the task and participants' age. 
The present findings may be generalizable to similar 
ages, levels of experience and situations. Therefore, 
it is recommended that future studies investigate the 
interactive effect of age and self talk on other motor 
skills in different sports as well as the effect of self 
talk on competitive performance.  
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