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Abstract
Before completing a team-based dart-throwing activity, 80 undergraduates were randomly assigned to one of three pre-
performance self-talk conditions: (a) self-talk statements that focused upon one’s personal capabilities, (b) self-talk
statements emphasizing the group’s capabilities, or (c) a control condition where neutral statements were implemented.
Participants in all conditions subsequently rated their confidence in their own (i.e. self-efficacy) as well as their team’s (i.e.
collective efficacy) capabilities, before carrying out the task. Overall, self-efficacy, collective efficacy, and performance
indicators were all greatest for individuals who practised self-talk focusing on the group’s capabilities, as opposed to
individual-focused and neutral conditions. Findings are considered with respect to their novel theoretical contribution to the
social cognition literature and their implications for fostering efficacy perceptions and team performance.
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Introduction

Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) emphasizes

the importance of task-specific confidence percep-

tions (i.e. efficacy beliefs) in driving various aspects of

human functioning, and within this framework

Bandura (1986) outlines the existence of two distinct

types of efficacy perceptions. Self-efficacy pertains to

an individual’s beliefs about his or her personal task-

related capabilities, whereas collective efficacy relates

to the perception one holds about the conjoint

capabilities of the group or team. These distinct

efficacy constructs are theorized to be associated with

a desirable network of outcomes within both indivi-

dual and team-based pursuits (Bandura, 1997).

Consistent with social cognitive theory, a substantial

body of research in sport has shown that a high degree

of confidence in one’s own and one’s team’s ability is

predictive of enhanced individual and team perfor-

mance (e.g. Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, & Beaubien,

2002; Moritz, Feltz, Fahrbach, & Mack, 2000), as

well as additional adaptive outcomes, such as

individual and team effort, team cohesion, and

positive affect (e.g. Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard,

1999; Heuze, Raimbault, & Fontayne, 2006).

According to Bandura (1986, 1997), efficacy

beliefs stem from a number of sources, including

prior performance accomplishments, vicarious ex-

periences, physiological and emotional states, and

verbal persuasion. Of particular relevance to this

investigation, verbal persuasion reflects the modifica-

tion of efficacy percepts according to the persuasive

(or dissuasive) comments one receives from others,

and is most potent when the source of information is

perceived as credible and knowledgeable (Bandura,

1986; Feltz, Short, & Sullivan, 2008). Although

verbal persuasion is typically viewed as emanating

from external sources, it may also be an internal, or

self-directed process. Bandura (1997) posited that self-

initiated verbal persuasion (i.e. self-talk) influences

efficacy beliefs, asserting that ‘‘inner speech . . .

serves as the principal vehicle of thought and self-

direction’’ (p. 224).

In sport, research has demonstrated that self-talk

strategies are an effective technique for enhancing

sport performance (e.g. Hamilton, Scott, & Mac-

Dougall, 2007; Van Raalte, Brewer, Rivera, &

Petitpas, 1994). However, in addition to examining

the effects of self-talk directly upon task execution, it

is also important to investigate the role of internal
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verbal persuasion in shaping individuals’ efficacy

perceptions (see Hardy, 2006; Zinsser, Bunker, &

Williams, 1998). Anecdotal accounts regarding the

efficacy-enhancing role of self-talk have been evident

in the sport psychology literature for some time (e.g.

Vargas-Tonsing, Myers, & Feltz, 2004; Weinberg,

Grove, & Jackson, 1992), although Feltz et al. (2008)

noted that the number of experimental studies

examining the impact of self-talk on efficacy beliefs

remained ‘‘surprisingly low’’. Despite a handful of

recent experimental investigations indicating that

motivational self-talk may be responsible for im-

provements in self-efficacy beliefs in athletic settings

(Hatzigeorgiadis, Zourbanos, Goltsios, & Theodor-

akis, 2008; Hatzigeorgiadis, Zourbanos, Mpoumpa-

ki, & Theodorakis, 2009), the literature exploring

efficacy enhancement as a result of self-talk manip-

ulation remains limited. In this investigation, we

sought to build on these recent experimental studies

by considering the role of motivational self-talk

statements in relation to efficacy beliefs that exist

not only with respect to one’s personal capabilities

(i.e. self-efficacy), but also the capabilities of one’s

group or team (i.e. collective efficacy).

In outlining the origins of collective efficacy,

Bandura (1997) noted that although ‘‘perceived

personal and collective efficacy differ in the unit of

agency . . . both forms of efficacy beliefs have similar

sources . . . and operate through similar processes’’

(p. 478). Thus, from a theoretical perspective, the

individual-level variables that act as determinants of

self-efficacy may also function as prominent ante-

cedents of collective efficacy when considered at the

group level of agency (e.g. past team performance,

verbal persuasion regarding the team’s capabilities,

etc.). Indeed, Ronglan (2007) reported that positive

verbal persuasion resulted in increases in collective

efficacy within athletic teams, indicating that verbal

persuasion from others may not only enhance

confidence in one’s own ability, but also confidence

in the capabilities of one’s team. Vargas-Tonsing and

Bartholomew (2006) also found increases in collec-

tive efficacy perceptions after listening to a motiva-

tional script from a coach. Nevertheless, consistent

with the self-efficacy literature, the role of self-talk as

a form of self-directed verbal persuasion has received

minimal experimental scrutiny in relation to collec-

tive efficacy. In one of the few studies, Brown (2003)

examined the impact of verbal self-guidance training

(i.e. self-talk) on collective efficacy perceptions in a

business context. In that study, participants were

allocated to small groups and developed a series of

self-talk scripts that were framed using either the

individual’s capabilities (e.g. ‘‘I can finish this project

in time’’) or the group’s capabilities (e.g. ‘‘we can

finish this project in time’’). Consistent with efficacy

theory (Bandura, 1997), the results showed that

compared with a control, verbal self-guidance train-

ing indeed promoted higher perceptions of collective

efficacy and performance.

Despite the implementation of both individual

(‘‘I’’) and group-focused (‘‘we’’) statements in

Brown’s (2003) investigation, it is worth noting that

self-efficacy beliefs were not measured and, as a

result, it was not possible to determine the extent to

which the specific referent of the phrase (i.e. ‘‘I’’

versus ‘‘we’’) may have exerted unique effects in

relation to participants’ self-efficacy and collective

efficacy perceptions. Within group settings, it is

important to determine how individuals’ self- and

collective efficacy beliefs may be impacted differen-

tially by self-talk statements that focus on either the

individual’s or the group’s capabilities (e.g. ‘‘I can do

this’’ versus ‘‘we can do this’’). Given that each self-

talk modality taps into capabilities operating at

distinct levels of agency, it is possible that individu-

ally focused and group-focused self-talk may exert

different effects in relation to self-efficacy and

collective efficacy beliefs.

Drawing from the limited body of research,

motivational self-talk statements emphasizing either

individual or group capabilities have been shown to

be effective in enhancing not only performance (e.g.

Hatzigeorgiadis et al., 2009), but also efficacy beliefs

that relate to both individual (e.g. Hatzigeorgiadis

et al., 2008) and group (e.g. Brown, 2003) capabil-

ities. As an extension to these existing findings, the

primary purpose of this investigation was to use

controlled, experimental methods to evaluate the

differential effects of individually focused and group-

focused motivational self-talk statements upon self-

efficacy, collective efficacy, and performance in a

team-based motor task. On the basis of congruence

between self-talk content (i.e. individual- versus

group-focused) and the referent of respective social

cognitions (i.e. individual versus group capabilities),

it was hypothesized that self-efficacy beliefs would be

greatest for those in the individual-focused self-talk

condition, whereas collective efficacy beliefs would

be greater in the group-focused condition. In

addition, due to the efficacy-enhancing nature of

both forms of self-talk, it was hypothesized that

performance would be better in both individual- and

group-focused self-talk conditions compared with

the neutral self-talk condition.

Methods

Participants

A total of 80 undergraduate students (40 males and

40 females) were recruited for this study on a

volunteer basis. Participants ranged in age from 18

to 40 years (mean 22.3 years, s¼ 4.4) and, on
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average, reported 13.4 h (s¼ 9.5) of sport participa-

tion per week.

Task, measures, and manipulations

Experimental task. Participants completed a novel

dart-throwing task that consisted of a set of 10

‘‘practice’’ throws followed by a set of 10 ‘‘perfor-

mance’’ throws. All throws were made with the non-

preferred hand using standard steel-tip darts at a

paper target measuring 288 mm in diameter, which

was placed flat on the floor with the centre of the

target 2 m away. Pilot testing indicated that this

distance, using the non-preferred hand, created a

moderately difficult task that reduced the chances of

ceiling or floor effects in performance scores. The

target itself consisted of six concentric circles of

increasing radius (i.e. 18 mm, 32 mm, 68 mm,

94 mm, 120 mm, and 144 mm). Point values of 6,

5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 were clearly visible within the circles

(innermost circle¼ 6; outermost circle¼ 1), and a

point value of 0 was displayed outside of the largest

circle. These point values were used solely for

feedback purposes during task performance. The

performance measure used for data analysis purposes

was radial error (i.e. the distance, in millimetres,

between the landing position of each dart and the

centre of the innermost circle). These error scores

were summed for the 10 ‘‘practice’’ throws and again

for the 10 ‘‘performance’’ throws, and a composite

improvement score between trials was computed by

subtracting the second total from the first total.

Higher scores on this difference measure therefore

reflected greater improvement. Scores on this vari-

able ranged from –50 to 120.

Efficacy perceptions. Efficacy perceptions were mea-

sured in a hierarchical manner based on Bandura’s

(2006) recommendations. That is, a list of task-

specific items was derived that allowed respondents

to rate the strength of their efficacy across several

incremental levels of difficulty. Hierarchical mea-

sures for self-efficacy and collective efficacy have

been widely used in the literature, and they have

consistently demonstrated correlations in expected

directions with theoretically relevant variables (e.g.

Feltz et al., 2008; Moritz, 1998). To assess self-

efficacy perceptions, following the first set of 10

‘‘practice’’ throws participants were asked to ‘‘rate

your confidence that you as an individual can score

the following number of points on your next set of 10

throws’’. Seven progressively higher points totals

were then displayed, with the specific values calcu-

lated individually for each participant to reflect 0%,

10%, 20%, 40%, 60%, 80%, and 100% improve-

ment. Responses to each of the seven difficulty levels

were scored on an 11-point scale, from 0 (not at all

confident) to 10 (very confident), and individual

responses were averaged to produce an overall self-

efficacy score that could range from 0 to 10. Internal

consistency analyses revealed a Cronbach alpha of

0.93 for the seven self-efficacy items.

Collective efficacy was assessed using the same

performance improvement increments that were

used to measure self-efficacy (i.e. 0%, 10%, 20%,

etc.), but in this case the frame of reference was

modified to directly assess perceptions about team

capabilities. In line with recommendations by Myers

and Feltz (2007), after the first set of performance

throws participants were also asked to ‘‘rate your

confidence that your team as a whole can score the

specified number of points on its next set of 10

throws’’. Responses were made using the same rating

scale as described previously, and mean collective

efficacy scores, ranging from 0 to 10, were computed

for each individual. Previous research has provided

empirical evidence for the existence of collective

efficacy beliefs in short-duration team activities

across various contexts, including academic settings

(e.g. Goncalo, Polman, & Maslash, 2010), business

groups (e.g. Brown, 2003), and sport- and exercise-

related activities such as bowling (Moritz, 1998),

cycling (Greenlees et al., 1999), and muscular

endurance tasks (Bray, 2004). An internal consis-

tency analysis revealed a Cronbach alpha of 0.92 for

the seven collective efficacy items used in this study.

Self-talk intervention. Based on input from five

researchers who had experience in both self-talk

and self-efficacy theory, five individually referenced

motivational self-talk statements, five group-refer-

enced motivational self-talk statements, and five

neutral (i.e. control) statements were generated.

The individually referenced and group-referenced

self-talk statements were identical in content except

for the referent of the statement (i.e. ‘‘I am a [We

are] confident performer[s]’’, ‘‘I [We] believe my

[our] ability’’, ‘‘I am [We are] focused and ready’’,

‘‘My [Our] skill will improve with every throw’’, and

‘‘I [We] will perform well’’). The neutral statements,

on the other hand, made no reference to one’s skill,

ability or performance on the upcoming task (i.e. ‘‘I

live in [location]’’, ‘‘I am a student’’, ‘‘I am a male/

female’’, ‘‘I am [age] years old’’, and ‘‘I have

[colour] eyes’’).

Procedure

Upon receiving ethical approval for the investigation,

prospective participants were informed about ‘‘a

study on self-talk and motor performance’’ during

undergraduate classes. Those who volunteered then

read and signed informed consent forms before

being randomly assigned to an individually focused,
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group-focused or neutral self-talk condition. An

equal number of teams, comprising three or four

members, were then randomly created within each

experimental condition and scheduled for testing. All

members of a given team reported to the laboratory

at the same time. Upon arrival for testing, respon-

dents were introduced to the other members of their

team, were asked to provide demographic informa-

tion about themselves, and were given a brief

introduction to the dart-throwing task. The group

nature of the task was made salient by emphasizing

that individual performances would be summed to

generate a team score and, at the end of this study,

the team with the best score would win a cash prize

of $100. Each member of the team then made 10

practice throws in the presence of the lead investi-

gator while the other members of the team waited in

another room.

After completing their practice throws, each

participant was provided with a written copy of their

randomly assigned self-talk script, which they were

asked to record in digital form on a desktop

computer in an ‘‘enthusiastic and believable’’ man-

ner. When they were satisfied with the quality of the

recorded self-talk script, participants were instructed

to go back to the waiting room. Once all members

had recorded their self-talk script, all teammates

were brought to the laboratory and were instructed

to listen to their own recording individually for 2½

min. During the time that they listened to their

script, the experimenter calculated a practice-round

point total for each person to determine the point

totals required for them to improve by 10–100%.

Team point totals and the team scores needed for

improvements of 10–100% were also calculated at

this time.

All individuals were then made aware of their own

and their team’s score from the practice round.

Participants then completed the self-efficacy

and collective efficacy measures, using their own

individual scores and the team’s total from the

practice round as the basis for their ratings. After

providing these efficacy ratings, each team member

completed a final set of 10 performance throws in the

presence of their teammates. Headphones were worn

while making these throws, and the pre-recorded

self-talk script was played continuously while the

throws were being made. All participants were

instructed to ensure throughout that their actual

self-talk statements (a) mirrored those that were

being played through their headphones, and (b) were

performed covertly. Upon completing their throws,

the lead investigator asked each participant to

confirm that the actual content of their self-talk had

matched the audio recording provided to them (see

Hamilton et al., 2007). All participants reported that

the self-talk they had employed did indeed corre-

spond to their audio-recorded script. When all

members of the team had finished throwing, the

participants were debriefed, given an opportunity to

ask questions, and thanked for their involvement.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table I for

the sample as a whole as well as separately for the

three self-talk conditions. In terms of gender effects,

one-way between-participants analyses of variance

(ANOVAs) revealed no significant differences be-

tween males and females for self-efficacy (males:

mean¼ 38.83, s¼ 2.23; females: mean¼ 35.05,

s¼ 1.94; F1,78¼ 1.63, P¼ 0.20) or collective efficacy

(males: mean¼ 38.65, s¼ 2.08; females:

mean¼ 40.65, s¼ 1.55; F1,78¼ 0.59, P¼ 0.44).

One-way ANOVAs also showed that there were no

significant differences between the three self-talk

conditions in mean hours of current sport involve-

ment (F2,77¼ 1.29, P¼ 0.28) or, importantly, in

Table I. Descriptive statistics for the full sample and for the three self-talk conditions.

Group-focused

self-talk (n¼ 27)

Individually-focused

self-talk (n¼27)

Control

(n¼ 26)

Total

(N¼80)

mean s mean s mean s mean s

Age 23.78 4.92 21.04 1.56 21.92 5.45 22.25 4.41

Sport involvement 11.19 8.40 15.26 9.10 13.77 10.71 13.40 9.47

Self-efficacy 5.92 1.73 5.49 1.88 4.39 1.80 5.28 1.89

Collective efficacy 6.29 1.35 5.81 1.63 4.87 1.70 5.66 1.65

Practice performance error 118.90 36.31 120.08 29.26 118.84 31.09 119.28 31.97

Final performance error 87.85 26.20 100.04 28.54 108.83 29.22 98.78 28.96

Performance improvement 31.05 33.18 20.04 33.29 10.01 20.95 20.50 30.67

Note: Sport involvement represents hours of participation in sport and exercise activities each fortnight. Practice performance, final

performance, and performance improvement were measured in terms of mean error per trial (mm). Higher scores for performance

improvement therefore represent greater reductions in error from practice to final performance.

1420 V. Son et al.



mean performance error on the practice trial

(F2,77¼ 0.01, P¼ 0.99). That is, there were no

baseline differences in the practice performance

levels among those assigned to the group-focused

(mean error¼ 118.90, s¼ 36.31), individually fo-

cused (mean error¼ 120.08, s¼ 29.26) or neutral

(mean error¼ 118.84, s¼ 31.09) self-talk conditions.

Pearson correlations were subsequently computed

between the primary variables in the investigation,

revealing a significant correlation between collective

efficacy and self-efficacy beliefs (r¼ 0.78, P5 0.001,

d¼ 2.49), as well as between collective efficacy and

performance improvement scores (r¼ 0.24,

P¼ 0.03, d¼ 0.49). That is, individuals who were

highly confident in their group’s capabilities were

also more self-efficacious and displayed greater

performance improvement from practice to experi-

mental trials. A positive correlation was also ob-

served between self-efficacy and performance

improvement, but this relationship was not statisti-

cally significant (r¼ 0.16, P¼ 0.14, d¼ 0.32). [Co-

hen (1992) stated that d is an effect size indicating

standardized difference between two means. For

Cohen’s d, an effect size of 0.2 to 0.3 is interpreted as

a ‘‘small’’ effect, around 0.5 a ‘‘medium’’ effect, and

0.8 to infinity a ‘‘large’’ effect.]

Primary analyses

Self-efficacy. A between-groups ANOVA was used to

test for differences in self-efficacy ratings according

to self-talk condition (individually ocused, group-

focused or neutral). Results revealed a significant

main effect for self-talk (F2,77¼ 5.04, P¼ 0.009,

Zp
2¼ 0.116), whereby approximately 12% of varia-

bility in self-efficacy scores was explained by self-talk

conditions. Tukey’s HSD tests showed that partici-

pants in the group-focused self-talk condition re-

ported significantly higher self-efficacy perceptions

than those in the control condition (P¼ 0.009,

d¼ 0.851). Participants in the individually focused

condition also tended to report higher self-efficacy

than those in the control group (P¼ 0.09, d¼ 0.61),

but this failed to reach significance. No significant

differences emerged between the group- and indivi-

dual-focused self-talk conditions (P¼ 0.65,

d¼ 0.24). Mean plots for self-efficacy perceptions

according to self-talk condition are presented in

Figure 1.

Collective efficacy. A between-groups ANOVA was

also used to test for differences in collective efficacy.

A main effect for self-talk condition was observed

(F2,77¼ 5.61, P¼ 0.005, Zp
2¼ 0.127), indicating that

self-talk explained approximately 13% of the var-

iance in collective efficacy scores. Consistent with

the findings for self-efficacy, Tukey’s HSD tests

indicated significantly higher collective efficacy rat-

ings for group-focused self-talk than for neutral self-

talk (P¼ 0.004, d¼ 0.91). Collective efficacy ratings

in the individual-focused self-talk condition also

tended to be higher than those in the control

condition, but this difference failed to reach sig-

nificance (P¼ 0.09, d¼ 0.60). Again, no significant

difference was observed between the group-focused

and individual-focused conditions (P¼ 0.80,

d¼ 0.30). Collective efficacy ratings according to

self-talk condition are displayed in Figure 1.

Performance improvement. Finally, the same between-

groups ANOVA procedure for individuals’ mean

error scores from the practice trial was run. Results

revealed a significant main effect for self-talk condi-

tion (F2,77¼ 3.31, P¼ 0.042, Zp
2¼ 0.079). That is,

self-talk predicted approximately 8% of the variance

in performance improvement. Results showed that

performance improvement in the individually fo-

cused self-talk condition was not significantly differ-

ent from performance improvement in either the

group-focused self-talk condition (P¼ 0.54,

d¼ 0.37) or the control condition (P¼ 0.67,

d¼ 0.34). However, consistent with the findings for

both efficacy measures, participants using group-

focused self-talk exhibited significantly greater per-

formance improvement than in the neutral self-talk

condition (P¼ 0.04, d¼ 0.71). Mean performance

improvement according to self-talk condition is

displayed in Figure 2.

Discussion

The purpose of this investigation was to examine the

impact of two distinct forms of self-talk (i.e. group-

oriented versus individually oriented) upon self-

efficacy, collective efficacy, and motor performance

using a randomized, controlled experimental design.

Figure 1. Mean self-efficacy and collective efficacy ratings within

the three self-talk conditions.
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Consistent with Bandura’s (1997) theoretical propo-

sitions, the results revealed that, in general, positive

self-persuasion resulted in stronger perceptions of

personal and team capabilities than did neutral (i.e.

control) statements. Positive self-talk also had a

beneficial effect on motor performance compared

with the neutral condition, although only the group-

focused form of self-talk produced significant effects

on the performance improvement measure.

Contrary to our expectations, a differential influ-

ence of individually focused and group-focused self-

talk on self-efficacy and collective efficacy was not

observed. Rather, compared with the control condi-

tion, the influence of motivational group-oriented

statements was more pronounced than the influence

of motivational self-oriented statements for both types

of efficacy perceptions. Explanations for this finding

are necessarily post hoc, but it is possible that the

team-based context surrounding the activity exag-

gerated the salience (and therefore the impact) of the

group-referenced statements. In a team performance

context such as the one used in this study, it is

entirely possible that positive statements emphasizing

the group’s capabilities ‘‘rang true’’, were noticed,

and fostered a sense of unity and purpose among the

participants. Enhanced perceptions of group cohe-

sion have, in turn, been shown to be associated with

lower anxiety in team sport settings (Carron, Eys, &

Burke, 2007). Thus, by contributing to a sense of

unity among team members, group-referenced self-

talk may have provided an indirect buffer against any

performance anxiety associated with the test protocol

(see Hardy, 2006). Anxiety, of course, is typically

viewed as a negative emotional state that may

undermine confidence in both personal and group

capabilities (Bandura, 1997). It is important to

acknowledge that these proposed mechanisms

(i.e. cohesion, anxiety) were not measured in the

present study, and our discussion of them here is

purely speculative. However, previous experimental

research does support the proposed anxiety-reducing

effects of motivational self-talk statements (Hatzi-

georgiadis et al., 2009), and our assertions could be

evaluated in future studies by manipulating self-talk

modalities while also assessing correlates including

cohesion and state anxiety.

With respect to task performance, given that self-

efficacy and collective efficacy perceptions were both

greatest in the group-focused condition, and in light

of the substantive evidence for a relationship between

efficacy beliefs and performance (e.g. Gully et al.,

2002; Moritz et al., 2000), it is unsurprising that

performance improvement was also most marked in

this condition. Taken together, these preliminary

results suggest that, overall, in team contexts,

efficacy-enhancing strategies that focus upon the

group level of agency may be particularly effective in

promoting individuals’ confidence in their own and

their teams’ capabilities, as well as team members’

performance.

In light of the relative ease with which self-talk

techniques may be implemented, the findings of the

present study have important implications for those

working in (and leading) small groups. In particular,

these findings suggest that when an instructor, coach

or consultant is working with an inexperienced or

newly formed team (as these teams were), encoura-

ging facilitative self-talk statements that emphasize

the team’s ability may promote favourable efficacy

perceptions and performance levels. In addition, this

study provides support for the utility of self-recorded

methods of self-talk, and as such this type of assisted

intervention may represent a relatively simple aid to

team members when developing and implementing

their own self-talk routines. That is, a series of group-

focused statements may be devised (and recorded)

that could be used relatively easily by team members.

In sports, for instance, this may provide a particularly

useful tool during both training sessions and prior to

competition. For individuals with little or no

experience of self-talk training, this type of facilitated

method may be particularly beneficial.

Although the present study makes a theoretical

and practical contribution to our knowledge of self-

talk and efficacy beliefs, there are limitations that

need to be considered. First, efficacy perceptions

were only measured following practice performance

and implementation of self-talk strategies. Although

this design did enable interesting between-groups

comparisons via the inclusion of a control self-talk

condition, it would also have been worthwhile to

examine efficacy differences from pre- to post-

intervention (i.e. repeated measures) within each

self-talk group. Nevertheless, prior experience with

Figure 2. Mean performance improvement across the three self-

talk conditions. Higher scores indicate a greater reduction in error

between practice and final performance.
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this task was minimized due to the novel nature of

the action, and practice performance did not vary

across conditions, thus all participants experienced a

consistent amount of mastery before rating their

efficacy perceptions. Similarly, the role of vicarious

influences was removed for all participants before

completing the efficacy scales. As a result, this served

to negate any variation in self-efficacy and collective

efficacy due to the influence of these sources, and

thus maximized the potential for self-talk as a

modifying factor when appraising one’s personal

and group-related capabilities in this task.

A second limitation was that the teams used in this

study were formed artificially for the purpose of the

experiment, and as a result team members were

largely unfamiliar with one another before complet-

ing the task given them and were not highly

interdependent. Although co-acting teams may

regularly be formed in such a manner, the extent to

which the current findings generalize to more

experienced and interdependent teams is limited.

Bearing this in mind, it would be particularly

interesting to explore the ways in which different

task and team characteristics (e.g. group size, team

experience, level of interdependence) might moder-

ate the influence of different self-talk modalities upon

both self-efficacy and collective efficacy perceptions.

In addition, it would be interesting to observe

whether a similar pattern of results is apparent for

tasks in which greater emphasis is placed upon

individual (rather than team) performance. In our

protocol, the team-based nature of the task was

highlighted (e.g. vying for a ‘‘team’’ prize, hearing

the performance scores of one’s teammates, perform-

ing in the presence of others), and it is possible that

this approach may have ensured that the group-

focused self-talk statements were of greater relevance

to performers. In future, it might be worthwhile

determining whether self-talk statements targeting

individual rather than group capabilities are more

pertinent when individual performance attainments

are stressed (e.g. in disjunctive or conjunctive task

conditions).

Finally, although audio-recorded forms of self-talk

such as those used in this study (i.e. ‘‘assisted self-

talk’’) have previously been shown to exert beneficial

effects on performance (e.g. Hamilton et al., 2007),

this method may have been somewhat unfamiliar to

performers, particularly as they were not able to

select their own phrases and statements to record.

Nonetheless, under experimental task conditions the

‘‘assisted’’ approach enables greater control over

participants’ thoughts, and moreover by recording

(and subsequently listening to) the self-talk state-

ments in their own voice, it was intended that this

would ensure the phrases were personally mean-

ingful to those taking part.

In summary, an extensive body of research has

documented the positive effects associated with self-

efficacy and collective efficacy in relation to various

adaptive cognitive, affective, and behavioural out-

comes. However, at present, relatively little experi-

mental manipulation has been undertaken to

understand how self- and collective efficacy beliefs

are formed and revised via self-talk. This study

contributes to the literature on efficacy beliefs and

group perceptions by documenting the ways in which

the referent of one’s self-talk strategies may differ-

entially impact upon one’s perceptions of individual

and group agency. Further research that builds on

these findings is clearly required, although the results

of this study suggest that self-talk statements that

target a group’s conjoint capabilities may serve not

only to facilitate collective efficacy perceptions, but

might also promote positive self-efficacy beliefs and

performance levels.
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