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ABSTRACT 

Self-talk, its relationship to performance, and responses to feedback were investigated in 

European Americans (Eu.A.s; n = 66), newly-arrived East Asians (E.A.s; n = 24), later-

arrived E.A.s (n = 44), and Latinos (n = 35). Later-arrived E.A.s had a larger proportion 

of negative to positive self-talk than Eu.A.s. Regardless of cultural background, a greater 

proportion of negative self-talk related to poorer performance. All cultural groups 

perceived the task as more valid after receiving positive vs. negative feedback. Results 

did not replicate work by Peters and Williams (in press), questioning their concern 

regarding the use of cognitive interventions with E.A.s. Results suggest that E.A. and 

Latino groups are not homogenous, findings should not be generalized from one 

collectivist cultural background to another, negative self-talk can act as an indicator for 

fear of failure in Latinos, and acculturation in E.A.s influences fear of failure. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

From 1979 to 1987 only 3.8% of empirical papers in the Journal of Sport 

Psychology identified participants’ cultural background (e.g., race/ethnicity) and not one 

paper addressed cultural background as a main component of their theoretical framework 

(Duda & Allison, 1990). More recently, Ram, Starek, and Johnson (2004) conducted a 

content analysis of three popular sport psychology journals from 1987 to 2000 and found 

that only 11.5% of the articles identified participants’ cultural background and, of these, 

only 1.5% examined cultural background as a substantive theoretical or empirical 

construct. The void of cultural research within sport psychology literature is alarming and 

in direct conflict with the ideals of scientific inquiry and the need to explore the 

generalizability of research findings across different populations (Duda & Allison, 1990). 

Research within cultural psychology suggests that findings once thought to be universal 

are culturally bound (Hofstede, 1980). Evidence indicates that findings in the areas of 

self-talk and cognitive interventions do not generalize to individuals from all cultural 

backgrounds.  

Considerable sport psychology research has found that positive self-talk relates to 

better performance (e.g., Cohn, 1991; Eklund, 1996; Gould, Eklund, & Jackson, 1992; 

Gould, Finch, & Jackson, 1993; Van Raalte et al., 1995; Johnson, Hrycaiko, Johnson, & 

Halas, 2004) and negative self-talk relates to poorer performance (e.g., Gould, Eklund, & 

Jackson, 1992; Highlen & Bennett, 1979; McPherson, 2000; Van Raalte, Brewer, Rivera, 

& Petitpas, 1994). Further, the utilization of cognitive self-talk interventions designed to 

either decrease athletes’ negative self-talk or to foster their positive self-talk leads to 

better performance (e.g., Thomas & Fogarty, 1997; Rushall, Hall, Roux, Sasseville, & 
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Rushall, 1988; Wrisberg & Anshel, 1997; Van Raalte et al., 1995; Johnson, Hrycaiko, 

Johnson, & Halas, 2004). See Williams and Leffingwell (2002) for a more thorough 

review of the self-talk literature. Additional research support for current sport psychology 

practice comes from findings indicating that coaches across a variety of sports, levels of 

competition, and countries believe that encouraging positive self-talk is an effective way 

of increasing athletes’ self-efficacy (Gould, Hodge, Peterson, & Giannini, 1989; 

Weinberg & Jackson, 1990; Weinberg, Grove, & Jackson, 1992). 

Unfortunately, the research that forms the foundation for these ideas has largely 

ignored cultural background and recent research has demonstrated potential limitations in 

generalizing these findings to individuals from all cultural backgrounds (Peters & 

Williams, in press). Cultural background is associated with a set of behaviors, attitudes, 

and traditions that are shared by a group of people and passed down from one generation 

to the next (Myers, 2005). Recent research (Peters & Williams, in press) suggests that 

self-talk interventions, such as changing negative thoughts to positive thoughts, may 

influence individuals from collectivist cultural backgrounds (e.g., give priority to in-

group goals, and how one’s actions affect in-group members and personal connections) 

differently than those from individualistic cultural backgrounds (e.g., give priority to 

personal goals and emphasize self-reliance, independence, and the pursuit of happiness) 

(Triandis, 1995). Peters and Williams (in press) were critical of earlier self-talk studies 

for examining only individuals from individualistic cultural backgrounds (e.g., United 

States, Canada, Australia, and Western Europe) and for failing to question the 

appropriateness of generalizing the findings to individuals from collectivist cultural 

backgrounds (e.g., Asia, Africa, and Latin America).  
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Peters and Williams (in press) proposed that differences in the content of self-talk 

and in the relationship of self-talk to performance might exist for individuals from 

different cultural backgrounds. Individuals from individualistic cultural backgrounds 

posses a predominantly positive self-regard, whereas individuals from collectivist cultural 

backgrounds posses a predominantly self-critical orientation (e.g., Bond & Cheung, 1983; 

Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999; Heine, 2001). Kashiwagi (1986) discusses 

the self-critical orientation: “negative evaluation of the self, or strong awareness of 

weaker aspects of self, is sometimes pointed to as one of the general characteristics of 

self-concept among the Japanese” (p. 180). For example, the Japanese culture promotes 

the exercise of “hanse”, the reflection on and recognition of one’s shortcomings and 

problems in order to facilitate self-improvement (Kitayama, 2002). Research has found 

that Taiwanese and Chinese children consistently underestimate their abilities even 

though they outperform American and Canadian children (Stigler, Smith, & Mao, 1985; 

Kwok, 1995). Heine (2001) proposes that the self-critical tendency characteristic of most 

East Asians (E.A.s) assists them in becoming aware of any shortcomings that may 

prevent them from living up to their roles and obligations to others. These findings 

provide reason to hypothesize that the content of self-talk will be primarily negative and 

that this negative self-talk will not relate to poorer performance for individuals from this 

cultural background because self-criticism assists in self-improvement. 

Peters and Williams’ (in press) concern regarding sport psychologists’ assumption 

that negative self-talk relates to poorer performance for all athletes, regardless of cultural 

background, proved warranted. They found that  during dart-throwing performance E.A.s 

had a significantly larger proportion of negative to positive self-talk than European 
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Americans (Eu.A.s) and that their negative self-talk related to better performance for 

E.A.s and poorer performance for Eu.A.s. These results supported their call for research 

to address the influence of cultural background on content of self-talk, its relationship to 

performance, and cognitive interventions.  

In addition to influencing self-critical orientation, cultural background also affects 

responses to positive and negative feedback. Peters and Williams (in press) found that 

Eu.A.s who received positive feedback voluntarily persisted longer on a task than those 

who received negative feedback, but feedback did not affect E.A.s’ persistence. Heine et 

al. (2001) found that Japanese participants worked on a second task significantly longer 

after being told that they had failed on the first task. In contrast, Canadian participants 

persisted significantly longer after hearing they had succeeded on the first task. 

Furthermore, one study found that Americans both ignored negative information about 

the self and viewed negative feedback critically, but elaborated on positive information 

about the self and accepted positive feedback uncritically (Frey & Stahlberg, 1986). For 

individuals from collectivist cultures, such positivity biases are usually reversed or 

extinguished (Heine & Lehman, 1997; Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 

1997). For example, Canadians were disinclined to believe that they performed worse 

than others on an intelligence test, in contrast to Japanese who were more easily 

persuaded that they had performed worse than others (Heine, Takata, & Lehman, 2000). 

Taken together these findings suggest that individuals from collectivist and individualist 

cultural background respond to feedback in different ways.  

Just as researchers and practitioners should not generalize findings from 

individualistic to collectivist cultural backgrounds, they also should not generalize 
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findings from one collectivist cultural background (e.g., China) to another (e.g., Mexico). 

Self-critical orientation is typically noted in individuals from E.A. collectivist cultural 

backgrounds more so than in individuals from other collectivist cultural backgrounds. For 

example, comparisons of individuals from E.A. and Latin American collectivist cultural 

backgrounds have shown lower levels of well-being and positivity in individuals from 

E.A. cultural backgrounds (Diener & Diener, 1995, Oishi, Diener, Lucas & Suh, 1999).  

A recent meta-analysis found that Caucasians scored higher in self-esteem than both 

Hispanics and Asian Americans and that Hispanics reported higher levels of self-esteem 

than Asian Americans (Twenge & Crocker, 2002). Therefore, unlike E.A. participants in 

Peters and Williams’ (in press), this lower self-critical orientation for individuals from a 

Latin collectivist cultural background may contribute to less negative self-talk content 

and a weaker or nonexistent relationship between negative self-talk and better 

performance.  

 

Present Study 

  The present study attempted to replicate Peters and Williams’ (in press) findings 

that E.A.s were more self-critical than Eu.A.s and had a negative relationship between 

performance and proportions of negative to positive self-talk. This paper also examined 

Latinos to determine if, they had more negative self-talk than Eu.A.s and if their negative 

self-talk related to improved performance. More specifically, the research examined: 1) 

the actual self-talk of E.A.s, Latinos, and Eu.A.s during a dart-throwing task, 2) the 

relationship of this self-talk to dart-throwing performance, and 3) the effects of positive 

and negative feedback on subsequent performance. In addition, potential moderators of 
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the relationship between cultural background, self-talk, and performance were 

investigated, more specifically, acculturation (i.e., adoption of the surrounding culture’s 

behavior patterns), fear of failure, and modesty. 

 Potential moderators. Numerous studies have found that acculturation moderates 

cultural background’s influence on various constructs (e.g., Heine & Lehman, 1999; 

Kovacev & Shute, 2004). Tsai, Ying, and Lee (2000) created the General Ethnicity 

Questionnaire (GEQ), which is a bidimensional measure of an individual’s cultural 

orientation (e.g., how American or how Chinese one sees them self). Scores on the GEQ 

tend to change depending upon how long individuals have lived in the United States. 

Because Peters and Williams (in press) included only E.A. participants who had lived in 

the United States for three or fewer years, the influence of acculturation on the 

relationship between negative self-talk and performance for E.A.s is unknown.  

Heine and Lehman (1997, 1999) suggest that the tendency toward self-criticism in 

E.A. collectivist cultures is probably due to prevention-focused motivation (i.e., the 

desire to avoid future failures).  Lee, Aaker, and Gardner (2000) found that E.A.s had a 

prevention focus (i.e., identifying potential losses), whereas Americans had a promotion 

focus (i.e., identifying potential gains). For individuals from individualistic cultural 

backgrounds, fear of failure has been associated with higher rates of anorexia (Weeda, 

Winny, & Drop, 1985), more athletic stress (Gould, Horn, & Spreeman, 1983), increased 

cheating on an academic task (Monte & Fish, 1987) lower grades (Elliot & Church, 

1997), and decreased intrinsic motivation (Elliot, 1994; Elliot & Church, 1997) (Conroy, 

2001). Also, athletes attribute abuse of ergogenic drugs to fear of failure (Anshel, 1991). 

Together this information suggests that fear of failure may facilitate self-criticism and 
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self-improvement for individuals from an E.A. cultural background, but may negatively 

affect individuals from a Eu.A. cultural background. 

Researchers have found that when participants’ culture (i.e., Singapore, Israeli 

Kibbutz, Urban Israeli) influenced academic self-enhancement and self-criticism, 

modesty was the strongest predictor of these two variables across all groups (Kurman & 

Sriram, 2002). In another study, as levels of modesty increased, for both collectivist and 

individualist participants, self-enhancement of agentic traits (i.e., traits directed towards 

the self) decreased (Kurman, 2001). Along with acculturation and fear of failure, modesty 

may moderate the relationship between negative self-talk and performance.  

Predictions. In regards to self-talk it was hypothesized that: 1) E.A.s would have a 

greater proportion of negative to positive self-talk than both Latinos and Eu.A.s, and 

Latinos would have a greater proportion of negative to positive self-talk than Eu.A.s; 2) a 

greater presence of negative self-talk would relate to poorer dart-throwing performance 

of Eu.A.s and better performance of E.A.s. No prediction is offered for the relationship 

between negative self-talk and performance for Latinos because past research fails to 

suggest if it would be negative, positive, or neutral.  

In regards to fear of failure it was hypothesized that: 1) E.A.s would have higher 

levels of fear of failure than Eu.A.s and Latinos; 2) individuals higher in fear of failure 

would have more negative self-talk; 3) fear of failure would differentially moderate the 

relationship between negative self-talk and performance for E.A.s and Eu.A.s; 4) E.A.s 

high in fear of failure would have a stronger relationship between negative self-talk and 

better performance than E.A.s low in fear of failure; 5) Eu.A.s high in fear of failure 

would have a stronger relationship between negative self-talk and poorer performance 
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than those low in fear of failure.  

In regards to modesty it was hypothesized that: 1) E.A.s would have higher levels 

of modesty than Eu.A.s and Latinos; 2) individuals high in modesty would have more 

negative self-talk; 3) modesty would differentially moderate the relationship between 

negative self-talk and performance; 4) E.A.s high in modesty would have a stronger 

relationship between negative self-talk and better performance than E.A.s low in 

modesty; 5) Eu.A.s low in modesty would have a stronger relationship between negative 

self-talk and poorer performance than those high in modesty.  

In regards to responses to feedback it was hypothesized that: 1) Eu.A.s would rate 

the task more valid following positive feedback than following negative feedback, 

whereas no difference would occur for E.A.s and Latinos; 2) Eu.A.s’ performance would 

decrease after negative feedback and improve after positive feedback, whereas E.A.s and 

Latinos performance would remain the same or improve after negative feedback and 

remain the same in response to positive feedback.  

In regards to acculturation, it was hypothesized that the differences between E.A.s 

and Eu.A.s would decrease the longer E.A.s have lived in the United States, that is, E.A.s 

will react more like Eu.A.s.  
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METHOD 

Participants 

A total of 66 Eu.A. (35 female and 31 male), 68 E.A. (38 female and 30 male), 

and 35 Latino (20 female and 15 male) students at a southwestern university in the 

United States participated in this study for either partial fulfillment of a general education 

course requirement or for $10.00. The Eu.A. participants had ancestors of European 

descent and both the participant and her or his parents were born in the United States. 

The E.A. participants and their parents were born in China, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, 

Taiwan, or Vietnam. Twenty-four (12 female and 12 male) of the E.A. participants lived 

in the United States three or fewer years and are hereafter referred to as newly-arrived 

E.A.s. The remaining 44 participants (26 female and 18 male) have lived in the United 

States for more than three years and are hereafter referred to as later-arrived E.A.s. The 

Latino participants and their parents were born in Mexico or a country in Central or 

South America. No restrictions were placed on the number of years the Latino 

participants had lived in the United States. Newly-arrived E.A. participants had lived in 

the United States an average of 1.63 years and had an average age of 22.79 years, later-

arrived E.A.s had lived in the United States 11.97 years and were 20.23 years old, Latinos 

had lived in the United States 12.37 years and were 20.51 years old, and Eu.A.s had lived 

in the United States their whole lives and were 18.94 years old.  

 

Measures 

General ethnicity questionnaire (GEQ). The GEQ (Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 2000) is a 

bi-dimensional measure of cultural orientation. There are two versions of the same 
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instrument, the American GEQ (GEQA) and the Other GEQ (GEQO), which refers to a 

culture other than American. See Appendix A for a copy of the GEQA and Appendix B 

for a copy of GEQO. Participants rated 25 questions regarding their cultural orientation 

(e.g., “I was raised in a way that was American”) on a scale ranging from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 5 = strongly agree. They rated 13 questions regarding language proficiency 

(e.g., “How much do you speak English at home?”) on a scale that ranged from 1 = very 

much to 5 = not at all. For both scales a higher score indicates more acculturation towards 

the culture being examined. The measure significantly correlates with age of arrival, 

generational status, and length of residence in the United States, all of which are indices 

of acculturation (Marian, 1992, p. 243). With the current sample, the overall GEQA had 

mean alpha coefficients of .87 for Eu.A.s, .70 for newly-arrived E.A.s, .64 for later-

arrived E.A.s, and .82 for Latinos. The GEQO had mean alpha coefficients of .49 for the 

newly-arrived E.A.s, .64 for the later-arrived E.A.s, and .70 for the Latinos. Neither scale 

correlated with the number of years E.A.s and Latinos have lived in the United States.  

Performance failure appraisal inventory (PFAI).  The PFAI (Conroy, Willow, & 

Metzler, 2002) is a measure of fear of failure that, unlike other fear of failure measures, 

demonstrates discriminant validity from fear of success. It is comprised of five factors: 1) 

fear of experiencing shame and embarrassment (7 items), 2) fear of devaluing one’s self-

estimate (4 items), 3) fear of having an uncertain future (4 items), 4)  fear of important 

others losing interest (5 items), and 5) fear of upsetting important others (5 items). Each 

question was answered on a 5-point scale that ranged from –2 = Do not believe at all to 

+2 = Believe 100% of the time. According to Conroy, Willow, and Metzler (2002), each 

subscale can be examined individually or all 25 items can be aggregated to produce an 
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overall fear of failure score, which associates with high levels of cognitive disruptions, 

somatic anxiety, worry, overall sport anxiety, and low levels of optimism. Higher positive 

scores on each of the five subscales and the overall fear of failure measure indicate higher 

levels of fear of failure. With the current sample, the overall scale had mean alpha 

coefficients of .90 for Eu.A.s, .90 for newly-arrived E.A.s, .91 for later-arrived E.A.s, and 

.85 for Latinos. See Appendix C for a copy of the PFAI. 

Modest responding scale (MRS). The MRS (Whetstone, Okun, & Cialdini, 1992) 

is comprised of three factors: 1) inclination toward modesty (5 items), 2) disinclination 

toward modesty, which consists of reversed-scored items reflecting the propensity to brag 

(9 items), and 3) perceived social desirability of modest responses (6 items). These three 

subscales can be examined individually or aggregated to produce a modesty score 

(Whetstone et al., 1992). Each question was answered on a 9-point scale that ranged from 

1 = strongly disagree to 9 = strongly agree. Higher scores mean higher levels of modesty. 

Internal consistencies have been reported to range from .80 to .90 (Kurman & Siriam, 

2002). The overall scale had mean alpha coefficients of .71 for Eu.A.s, .34 for newly-

arrived E.A.s, .34 for later-arrived E.A.s, and .50 for Latinos. Overall, the MRS correlates 

-0.33 with Rosenberg Self-Esteem measure, 0.39 with shyness, and -0.36 with 

extroversion. Additionally, it has better discriminant validity than self-esteem measures. 

See Appendix D for a copy of the MRS. 

Dart-throwing procedure and performance measurement. A dartboard, 18-inches 

in diameter, was mounted six feet high on a wall and covered in white butcher paper. 

Participants stood seven feet away and aimed at the bull’s-eye, which was a red circle (3 

cm in diameter) located in the middle of the butcher paper. Two dart-throwing trials, each 
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with 10 dart throws, constituted performance. The participant and experimenter each used 

a ruler to measure in centimeters the distance from the center of each hole, created by the 

darts, to the center of the bull’s-eye. Throws that missed the board counted as the 

maximum error distance (23 cm). 

Overall self-talk assessment. The participants’ self-talk was transcribed and 

broken down into thought units. According to Hatfield and Wieder-Hatfield (1978), a 

thought unit is “the minimum meaningful utterance having a beginning and end.” 

Thought unit choices were made in light of the research questions, coding scheme, and 

data analytic tools employed as suggested by Folger, Hewes, and Poole (1984).1  Two 

coders independently read each transcription while listening to the corresponding 

audiotape and sorted each thought unit into one of three categories: negative, positive, or 

neutral. The negative category consisted of statements that produced excuses for poor 

performance (e.g., the bull’s-eye is so small), pointed out bad things (e.g., still very far 

away), indicated emotions such as shame or embarrassment (e.g., I’m horrible, I can’t 

believe I’m doing so bad), or had a negative orientation (e.g., not too good, swear words). 

The positive category consisted of statements that indicated encouragement or confidence 

(e.g., I can do it, I’m good), pointed out good things (e.g., that was close), and facilitated 

performance by enhancing confidence, inspiring greater effort and energy expenditure, 

and by creating a positive mood (e.g., this one’s going to be better, come on hang in 

there). The neutral category consisted of all other statements.  

Proportion of negative to positive self-talk. For each participant, the number of 

                                                           
1 1Contact the author for an explanation of how the thought units were separated and the 
coding schema. 
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negative self-talk thought units on the audiotapes were divided by the sum of the negative 

and positive self-talk thought units to determine the proportion of negative to positive 

self-talk.  

Self-talk manipulation check. The manipulation check indicated what participants 

thought but failed to state out loud. Participants answered the following questions: (1) To 

what degree did you say out loud everything that popped into your head (0% of the time, 

25% of the time, 50% of the time, 75% of the time, 100% of the time)? (2) Thinking 

back, was there anything you said to yourself that you did not say out loud? If yes, what 

was it? (3) The meaning of a person’s self-talk can change when asked to communicate 

their self-talk in a language other than their native language. For example, reporting your 

self-talk in English may have changed the actual meaning of what you were thinking. 

How accurately did your reported self-talk in English represent what you were really 

thinking (1 = not at all accurately, 2 = somewhat accurately, 3 = moderately accurately, 4 

= very accurately)? This data was coded using the same procedure that was used to 

categorize participants’ overall self-talk, as discussed above.  

Follow-up questionnaire. The follow-up questionnaire asked students questions 

regarding their age, sex, place of origin, age when they moved to United States, and 

type/duration of sport and exercise participation. After responding to these questions, 

each participant was asked to recall their percentile score on the dart-throwing task. They 

rated, on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = not at all accurately to 4 = very accurately, how 

accurately they thought the dart-throwing task measured hand-eye coordination.  

 

Procedure 
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Upon arrival in the lab, participants in the Eu.A., newly-arrived E.A., later-arrived 

E.A., and Latino categories were alternately assigned to the positive and negative 

feedback groups. The investigator told the participants, “The purpose of the study is to 

assess the relationship between hand-eye coordination and emotional intelligence and 

factors that might affect this relationship, such as your thoughts. First, you will be asked 

to answer questionnaires (i.e., PFAI, MRS) designed to measure your emotional 

intelligence. Second, you will report your self-talk while performing a dart-throwing task, 

which is a task widely used as a reliable measure of hand-eye coordination.” To control 

for experience, participants reported the number of times they threw darts during the 

previous year. Next, they were told that “Self-talk is any comment you say to yourself 

silently or out loud and that, for the purposes of this experiment, you should state out 

loud anything you are thinking prior to, during, or after throwing each dart”. A 

microphone that was attached to the participant’s shirt recorded the self-talk on a small 

tape recorder. Participants had 10 warm-up dart throws in order to practice both throwing 

darts and vocalizing their self-talk. To control for time between each dart throw, a tape 

“dinged” every 15 seconds to signal when the participant should throw the next dart. 

Following the warm-up, individuals began the experiment by vocalizing their self-talk 

during two dart-throwing trials and answering the self-talk manipulation check after each 

trial. Then participants measured their performance and entered their scores into a 

computer that was programmed to present negative (i.e., you performed better than 27% 

of participants) or positive (i.e., you performed better than 82% of participants) feedback. 

The experimenter administered the follow-up questionnaire and after collecting it, 

indicated that they had forgotten the last dart-throwing trial and needed the participant to 
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complete one more trial. After the participant finished the third dart-throwing trail, the 

experimenter queried the participants for suspicion and provided a thorough debriefing. 
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RESULTS 

Preliminary Analyses 

Qualitative data analysis. Two coders, one of whom was blind to the hypotheses, 

independently coded whether the transcribed thought units for the 169 participants were 

positive, negative, or neutral. For the eight percent of the thought units where there was 

disagreement, the coders discussed the coding scheme and came to a consensus on the 

correct code.    

Descriptive data. Table 1 presents the descriptive data for Eu.A.s, newly and later-

arrived E.A.s, and Latinos broken down by sex. A two-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) examined potential cultural background and sex differences in the 

participants’ days per month of sport participation, days per week of cardiovascular 

participation, previous year’s dart-throwing experience, and warm-up dart-throwing 

performance in order to identify potential covariates. Results indicated a significant main 

effect for sex, F(4, 162) = 11.96, p = .000, and culture, F(8, 158) = 5.44, p = .000, but no 

significant interaction, F(8, 158) = 1.13, p = .342. There was a significant sex difference 

in sport participation, F(1, 165) = 6.058, p = .015; however, no significant cultural 

background difference occurred, F(2, 164) = 8.27, p = .688. Significant sex, F(1, 165) = 

4.67, p = .032, F(1, 165) = 7.74, p = .006, F(1, 165) = 41.588, p = .00, and cultural 

background, F(2, 164) = 39.26, p = .000, F(2, 164) = 32.01, p = .043, F(2, 164) = 60.31, p 

= .003, differences occurred in cardiovascular participation, previous years dart-throwing 

experience, and warm-up dart-throwing performance respectively. Thus, these four 

variables were correlated with proportion of negative to positive self-talk, fear of failure, 

modesty, and belief in feedback, which were the outcome measures of interest. All 
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correlations were not significant, r’s < -.111, p’s > .153, thus no covariate was needed.  

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that there was no cultural 

background difference in proportion of females to males, F(2, 167) = .093, p = .911. The 

results suggested that the sex difference did not disproportionately affect one cultural 

background group over another.  

Table 1  
 
Descriptive statistics by sex and cultural background. 
 

Group Cardio par. 

M   (SD) 

Sport parti. 

M   (SD) 

Dart exper. 

M   (SD) 

Wrm-up per. 

M   (SD) 

-/+ prop. 

M   (SD) 

Eu.A.s      

     Female 3.63 (1.75) 0.89 (2.31) 1.23 (1.83) 12.35 (3.53) .49 (.17) 

     Male 3.65 (2.02) 2.81 (4.14) 6.79 (13.50)   8.34 (2.27) .42 (.20) 

     Total 3.64 (1.87) 1.79 (3.41) 3.84 (9.68) 10.51 (3.61) .46 (.17) 

N-A E.A.s      

     Female 1.75 (1.29) 1.58 (3.55) 0.75 (1.49) 14.44 (2.70) .43 (.20) 

     Male 2.17 (1.27) 0.33 (1.16) 1.83 (2.82) 11.95 (3.78) .55 (.19) 

     Total 1.96 (1.27) 0.96 (2.66) 1.29 (2.27) 13.20 (3.46) .49 (.19) 

L-A E.A.s       

     Female 2.15 (1.46) 1.96 (6.20) 0.88 (1.51) 13.75 (2.99) .61 (.24) 

     Male 2.61 (1.82) 3.67 (6.13) 3.28 (5.43)   9.61 (3.74) .53 (.22) 

     Total 2.34 (1.61) 2.66 (6.16) 1.86 (3.80) 12.06 (3.87) .58 (.23) 

Latinos      

     Female 3.05 (1.70) 1.25 (4.55) 0.70 (1.17) 12.90 (2.91) .54 (.20) 

     Male 4.20 (1.78) 4.33 (6.66) 1.73 (4.87) 10.41 (2.93) .43 (.11) 

     Total 3.54 (1.80) 2.57 (5.68) 1.14 (3.29) 11.83 (3.14) .49 (.18) 

 

 Self-talk manipulation check. When responding to the question “To what degree 

did you say out loud everything that popped into your head” there were significant main 

effects for cultural background, F(3, 165) = 11.4, p = .000, eta² = .18, and sex, F(1, 167) = 
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8.06, p = .000, eta² = .05, but no significant interaction, F(3, 165) = 1.90, p = .133. 

Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was significant, indicating unequal variances. 

Results indicated that females (80%; M = 3.22, SD = .86) reported all of their self-talk a 

larger percentage of the time than males (71%; M = 2.86, SD = 1.27). Bonferroni post 

hoc comparisons indicated that newly-arrived E.A.s (53%; M = 2.1, SD = 1.15) felt that 

they reported all of their self-talk a significantly smaller percentage of the time than later-

arrived E.A.s (72%; M = 2.89, SD = 1.25), p = .02,  d = .64, Latinos (77%; M = 3.07, SD 

= .96), p = .002, d = .84, and Eu.A.s (87%; M = 3.48, SD = .75), p = .00, d = 1.3. Also, 

compared to Eu.A.s (87%), later-arrived E.A.s (72%), p = .01, d = .61, thought they 

reported all of their self-talk a significantly smaller percentage of the time.  

On the 4-point scale, newly-arrived E.A.s (female M = 3.1, SD = .80; male M = 

2.8, SD = .81), later-arrived E.A.s (female M = 3.3, SD = .68; male M = 3.6, SD = .60), 

and Latinos (female M = 3.7, SD = .43; male M = 3.2, SD = .86) indicated that their self-

talk represented what they had really thought moderately well. Levene’s test of 

homogeneity of variance for the previous question was significant, indicating unequal 

variances. The two-way cultural background by sex ANOVA revealed no significant 

main effect for sex, F(1, 101) = 1.43, p = .234, but significant effects for cultural 

background, F(2, 100) = 4.65, p = .012, eta² = .09, and the interaction, F(2, 100) = 3.62, p 

= .031, eta² = .07, see Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. The interaction between cultural background and sex in response to the how 

accurately participants’ self-talk in English represented what they really thought. 
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When responding to the yes-no portion of the question, “thinking back was there 

anything you said to yourself that you did not say out loud”, there was a significant main 

effect for cultural background, F(3, 165) = 4.5, p = .005, eta² = .08, but no significant 

effect for sex, F(1, 167) = 2.29, p = .132, or the interaction, F(3, 165) = 2.10, p = .103. 

Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not significant, indicating equal variances. 

Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed that a similar percentage of Eu.A. (71%) and 

newly-arrived E.A. participants (76%), p = 1.00, reported all of their self-talk out loud. 

Compared to the previous two groups, a smaller percentage of both Latino (49%) and 

later-arrived E.A. (50%) participants reported all of their self-talk out loud, p’s < .05. 
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Analysis of the qualitative self-talk indicated that 24% of the participants who did not 

report all of their self-talk out loud wrote self-talk that was neutral, and the rest wrote 

down a single phrase like “Dang” or “I am poor at dart throwing”, or general information 

such as “self-motivating statements.” Therefore, it is difficult to know how the self-talk 

written on the manipulation check would have influenced the participants’ proportions of 

negative to positive self-talk. 

 

Content of Self-Talk 

  Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance for the proportion of negative to 

positive self-talk was not significant, indicating equal variances. A two-way ANOVA 

tested whether cultural background and sex influenced participants’ proportions of 

negative to positive self-talk. Results indicated a significant main effect for cultural 

background, F(3, 161) = 3.04, p = .031, eta² = .055, but no significant effects for sex, F(1, 

163) = 1.13, p = .290, and the cultural background by sex interaction, F(3, 161) = 1.79, p 

= .152. Bonferroni post hoc comparisons indicated that later-arrived E.A.s had a higher 

proportion of negative to positive self-talk (M = .58, SD = .23) than Eu.A.s (M = .46, SD 

= .19), p = .011, d = .58.  The Latinos (M = .49, SD = .18) and the newly-arrived E.A.s 

(M = .49, SD = .19) did not significantly differ from any cultural background group, p’s 

> .348.  

 

Proportion of Negative to Positive Self-talk & Performance 

Cultural background, proportion of negative to positive self-talk, and their 

interaction were used in a moderated hierarchical regression to predict performance (i.e., 
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distance from the bull’s-eye) and to determine if cultural background influenced the 

relationship between proportion of negative to positive self-talk and performance (see 

Table 2). The continuous predictor variable, proportion of negative to positive self-talk, 

was centered before being entered into the analysis (Aiken & West, 1991). Assumptions 

of homogeneity of variance were met and results revealed a significant main effect for 

proportion of negative to positive self talk, Fchange(1, 155) = 7.891, p = .006, a nearly 

significant main effect for cultural background, Fchange(2, 153) = 3.00, p = .053, but not a 

significant interaction between cultural background and proportion of negative to positive 

self-talk, Fchange(2, 151) = .125, p = .883, eta² = .002. These findings indicated that, 

regardless of cultural background, as proportion of negative to positive self-talk increased 

dart-throwing performance became worse. Proportion of negative to positive self-talk 

accounted for 4.8% of the variance in performance. For the almost significant cultural 

background effect (p = .053), data indicated the following average performance scores for 

newly-arrived E.A.s (M = 11.50, SD = 3.2), later-arrived E.A.s (M = 10.70, SD = 2.7), 

Latinos (M = 10.76, SD = 3.06), and Eu.A.s (M = 9.59, SD = 3.2). Bonferroni post hoc 

comparisons found an almost significant difference between newly-arrived E.A.s and 

Eu.A.s, p = .054. All other post hoc tests had p’s > .375.  
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Table 2 

Summary of regression analysis for proportion of  

negative self-talk and culture on performance (N = 156) 
______________________________________________ 
 
Variable     B          SE B      β  
______________________________________________ 
Step 1 

    Negative self-talk       3.33*   1.19   0.22         

Step 2 

    Negative self-talk   2.75*   1.20     0.18         

   Culture 1            -1.19       0.65    -0.19         

   Culture 2   0.06       0.66     0.01         

Step 3 

    Negative self-talk   3.49   0.53     0.23  

    Culture 1            -1.24   0.67    -0.20  

   Culture 2   0.03       0.66     0.00         

    Interaction 1           -1.53    3.60    -0.06  

    Interaction 2           -0.40   3.45    -0.02  

______________________________________________ 
Note. Negative self-talk = Proportion of negative self-talk.  

R2 = .048 for Step 1; ΔR2 = .036 for Step 2; ΔR2 = .002 for  

Step 3.   

* p < .05 
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Responses to Positive and Negative Feedback  

Data from the follow-up questionnaire indicated that all participants accurately 

recalled their percentile score, thus, they remembered having received positive or 

negative feedback prior to completing the follow-up questionnaire and the last dart-

throwing trial. Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance was not significant, indicating 

equal variances. A cultural background by sex by feedback (positive versus negative) 

ANOVA was run on the participants’ ratings of how accurately they felt the dart-

throwing task measured hand-eye coordination. Results revealed a significant main effect 

for feedback, F(1, 168) = 4.18, p = .043, eta² = .027, but no significant effects for all other 

main effects, two-way, and three-way interactions, F’s < 1.89, p’s > .133. Thus, 

regardless of culture, individuals who received the positive feedback were more likely to 

rate the dart-throwing task as an accurate measure of hand-eye coordination. 

Performances prior to and following feedback were analyzed in a repeated-

measures ANOVA with three between-subjects factors: cultural background, sex, and 

feedback (positive vs. negative). The test of equality of covariance matrices was not 

significant, indicating equal variances. No main effects, two-way interactions, or three-

way interactions were significant, F’s < 2.09, p’s > .104, indicating that feedback, sex, 

and culture did not affect performance.  

 

Participants’ Performance Measurement 

Participant and experimenter measurements of the participant’s performance were 

compared in a paired-samples t-test. Results indicated that participant measurement did 
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not significantly differ from experimenter measurement, t(163) = -1.51, p = .132. A 

cultural background, by sex ANOVA indicated that the main effects and the interaction 

were not significant, F’s < 1.48, p’s > .222. Results suggested that, regardless of sex and 

culture, participants were accurate when measuring their performance. 

The difference between participant and experimenter measurement was correlated 

with the overall measure of fear of failure for the four cultural background groups. A 

significant positive correlation occurred for Eu.A.s, r = .268, p = .050, whereas a 

significant negative correlation occurred for newly-arrived E.A.s, r = -.415, p = .044. 

There were no significant correlations for later-arrived E.A.s and Latinos, r’s < .280, p’s 

> .109. Results suggested that Eu.A.s high in fear of failure were more likely to 

inaccurately measure in favor of improving their performance, whereas newly-arrived 

E.A.s high in fear of failure were more likely to inaccurately measure in favor of 

worsening their performance. 

 

Moderators 

A moderator is a variable that affects the direction or strength of the relationship 

between an independent variable (in this case, cultural background) and a dependent 

variable (in this case, proportion of negative to positive self-talk) (Baron & Kenny, 1986, 

p. 1174). 

Acculturation. A two-way ANOVA examined cultural background and sex 

differences in participants’ scores on the GEQA. The GEQO was not used due to its poor 

internal consistency of items with the three cultural background groups, alphas < .70. The 

Levene’s test of equality of error variance was not significant, indicating equal variances. 
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The main effect for cultural background was significant, F(3, 153) = 4.14, p = .008, eta² = 

.08, but the effects for sex, F(1, 155) = .884, p = .349, and the interaction, F(3, 153) = 

2.02, p = .114, were not significant. Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed that 

Eu.A.s (M = 3.03, SD = .37) scored higher on the GEQA than Latinos (M = 2.83, SD = 

.38), p = .057. Neither the newly-arrived E.A.s (M = 2.8, SD = .30) nor the later-arrived 

E.A.s (M = 2.87, SD = .27) significantly differed from any cultural background group, 

p’s > .09.  

The GEQA, the interaction between the GEQA and cultural background, and 

cultural background were entered into a custom model ANOVA. Results indicated no 

significant effects for the GEQA main effect, F(1, 150) = .061, p = .805, the interaction, 

F(3, 148) = .279, p = .84, or the cultural background main effect, F(3, 148) = .398, p = 

.755. Results suggested that the moderator was not significant; however, it eliminated the 

otherwise significant cultural background difference in proportion of negative to positive 

self-talk.  

Fear of failure. The five fear of failure subscales and the overall fear of failure 

measure were correlated with proportion of negative to positive self-talk for each of the 

four cultural background groups. For the Latinos, proportion of negative to positive self-

talk positively correlated with fear of upsetting important others, r = .392, p = .024, fear 

of an uncertain future, r = .341, p = .049, and the overall fear of failure measure, r = .382, 

p = .028. No significant correlations occurred for fear of shame and embarrassment, 

devaluing one’s self-estimate, or important others losing interest, r’s < .248, p’s > .157. 

For the newly-arrived E.A.s, proportion of negative to positive self-talk negatively 

correlated with fear of an uncertain future, r = -.450, p = .035. All other correlations were 
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not significant, r’s < -.150, p’s > .506. No significant correlations occurred for later-

arrived E.A.s and Eu.A.’s, r’s < .137, p’s > .275.     

A two-way MANOVA examined cultural background and sex differences in 

participants’ five fear of failure subscales and overall fear of failure measure. The 

multivariate effect for cultural background was significant, F(15, 148) = 1.92, p = .020, 

eta² = .059, but the effects for sex, F(5, 158) = .54, p = .742, and the interaction, F(15, 

148) = .659, p = .825, were not significant. All Levene’s tests of equality of error 

variance were not significant, indicating equal variances. A significant univariate effect 

was found for the fear of important others losing interest subscale, F(3, 160) = 4.27, p = 

.006, eta² = .076; however, the other four subscales, F’s < 1.97, p’s > .120, and the overall 

fear of failure measure, F(3, 160) = 2.23, p = .087, were not significant. The Bonferroni 

post hoc comparisons indicated that newly-arrived E.A.s (M = -.50, SD = .75) had 

significantly higher levels of fear of important others losing interest than Eu.A.s (M = -

1.14, SD = .72) p = .005. The later-arrived E.A.s (M = -.85, SD = .93) and the Latinos (M 

= -1.01, SD = .71), p’s > .357, did not significantly differ from any cultural background 

group.  

Fear of failure (overall measure), the interaction between fear of failure and 

cultural background, and cultural background were entered into a custom model 

ANOVA. The results indicated that the fear of failure main effect, F(1, 152) = .284, p = 

.595, the interaction, F(3, 150) = .892, p = .447, and the culture main effect, F(3, 150) = 

2.03, p = .112, eta² = .04 were not significant. The results suggested that the moderator 

was not significant; however, it eliminated the otherwise significant cultural background 

difference in proportion of negative to positive self-talk.  
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Modesty. The three modesty subscales and the overall modesty measure were 

correlated with proportion of negative to positive self-talk for each of the four cultural 

background groups. No significant correlations occurred for any cultural background 

group, r’s < .245, p’s > .113.     

A two-way MANOVA analysis examined cultural background and sex 

differences in participants’ three modesty subscales and the overall modesty score. The 

multivariate effects for cultural background, F(3, 160) = .711, p = .547, sex, F(1, 162) = 

.825, p = .365, and the interaction, F(3, 163) = 2.41, p = .07, were not significant.  

Modesty, the interaction between modesty and cultural background, and cultural 

background were entered into a custom model ANOVA. Results indicated that the 

modesty main effect, F(1, 52) = .142, p = .707, the interaction, F(3, 150) = .199, p = .897, 

and the culture main effect, F(3, 150) = .106, p = .956, eta² = .002, were not significant. 

The results suggested that the moderator was not significant; however, it eliminated the 

otherwise significant cultural background difference in proportion of negative self-talk. 
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DISCUSSION 

Self-Talk 

The primary purpose of this study was to see if the findings from Peters and 

Williams (in press) regarding the influence of cultural background on the content of self-

talk and its relationship to performance would replicate. Contrary to the previous 

findings, newly-arrived E.A.s were not more self-critical than Eu.A.s and higher 

proportions of negative to positive self-talk did not correlate with better performances for 

E.A.s. Furthermore, self-criticism in the form of larger proportions of negative to positive 

self-talk related to poorer performance for all individuals regardless of cultural 

background rather than just Eu.A.s as found by Peters and Williams (in press). These 

findings contradict cultural research (e.g., Bond & Sheung, 1983; Heine et al., 1999; 

Heine, 2001) that found E.A.s have a predominant self-critical orientation, whereas 

Eu.A.s have a predominant self-enhancing orientation and that the self-critical 

orientation, relates to more negative consequences for Eu.A.s, but fewer negative 

consequences for E.A.s (e.g., Heine & Lehman, 1999; Marsella, Walker, & Johnson, 

1973; Yanagida & Marsella, 1978).   

Additionally, these findings call into question Peters and Williams’ (in press) 

warning to the field of sport psychology against using self-talk interventions designed to 

decrease negative self-talk and increase positive self-talk with individuals from an E.A. 

cultural background. Conversely, these results suggest that cognitive interventions 

designed to increase positive self-talk and decrease negative self-talk would facilitate the 

performance of athletes from collectivist cultural backgrounds as they have been shown 

to do for athletes from individualistic cultural backgrounds (e.g., Gould et al., 1992a; 
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Highlen & Bennett, 1979; McPherson, 2000; Van Raalte et al., 1994). Before definitively 

accepting such conclusions, however, we need to resolve the conflict between the present 

results and those typically found in non-sport cultural research and by Peters and 

Williams (in press). These equivocal findings indicate a clear need for more research in 

the area of cultural background, self-talk, performance, and cognitive interventions.  

The second purpose was to extend the previous findings to individuals from a 

Latin cultural background and examine how acculturation, fear of failure, and modesty 

influenced variables of interest. Contrary to predictions, later-arrived E.A.s were more 

self-critical than newly-arrived E.A.s. Furthermore, the content of self-talk for later-

arrived E.A.s, rather than newly-arrived E.A.s, was more self-critical than that of Eu.A.s. 

Although this result is consistent with cultural research that found a more self-critical 

orientation among individuals from collectivist cultural backgrounds (e.g., Bond & 

Cheung, 1983; White & Chan, 1983) and a more self-enhancing orientation among 

individuals from individualistic cultural backgrounds (e.g., Heine et al., 1999; Heine, 

2001), it contradicts acculturation research that suggests the longer individuals live in a 

foreign country the more they incorporate that cultures’ norms, behaviors, beliefs, and 

values into their own lives (Tsai et al., 2000).  

Failure to replicate previous findings (Peters & Williams, in press) and 

acculturation’s lack of effect on the content of self-talk may have been influenced by 

newly-arrived E.A.s thinking that they reported all of their self-talk significantly less 

often than the other three cultural background groups. Additionally, examination of 

Figure 1 indicates that both female and male newly-arrived E.A.s indicated that their self-

talk in English represented their actual thoughts less accurately than female and male 
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later-arrived E.A.s and Latinos. For example, one newly-arrived E.A. participant 

indicated during the debriefing, “If I speak everything in Japanese I might say more 

emotional comments.” Therefore, it may be beneficial to examine the self-talk of new 

immigrants in their primary language before concluding cultural background and 

acculturation do not influence content of self-talk and its relationship to performance.  

The aforementioned conclusion contradicts Peters and Williams’ (in press) 

inference that there is no need for E.A.s to report their self-talk in their primary 

languages.  This discrepancy occurred because, in both studies a similar proportion of 

E.A.s and Eu.A.s indicated that they reported all of their self-talk and E.A.s indicated that 

their self-talk represented what they were thinking moderately well, however, the current 

study compared newly-arrived E.A.s’ responses regarding how accurately their self-talk 

represented what they were thinking to later-arrived E.A.s and Latinos and found 

significant differences. Comparison of the groups indicates merit in newly-arrived 

immigrants reporting their self-talk in their primary languages.  

The categorization of E.A.s as a homogenous group may have contributed to the 

failure to replicate findings from Peters and Williams (in press). Varma (1996) pointed 

out that the term “Asian American” does not represent a homogenous group because it is 

comprised of people from many countries, various socioeconomic levels, and several 

major religious groups. Another researcher (Lee, 1994) found that qualitative interviews 

with Asian American students revealed more variation than expected in a group that she 

thought was a homogenous sample. Comparison of the E.A. participants in the current 

study to the E.A. participants in Peters and Williams (in press) revealed that, respectively, 

6% and 41% of the participants were Taiwanese, 31% and 19% were Chinese, and 19% 
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and 11% were Korean. It is possible that the large difference in proportion of Taiwanese, 

Chinese, and Korean participants between the two studies produced the inconsistent 

results. Unfortunately, the sample size of the newly-arrived and later-arrived E.A. groups 

did not allow exploration of possible differences between the E.A. subgroups. Future 

research should examine whether the different E.A. subgroups have different 

relationships between content of self-talk and performance.  

Although not significant, the trend that proportion of negative to positive self-talk 

for Latinos was larger than Eu.A.s and smaller than later-arrived E.A.s existed. The lack 

of significant findings may have been influenced by the small number of Latino 

participants, the time (12.37 years) Latinos had lived in the United States, or the 

categorization of Latinos as a homogenous group. Recent research indicates that 

reliability coefficients of measures were lower and outcomes for variables examined were 

different for some Latino nationalities compared to others (Umana-Taylor & Fine, 2001). 

Unfortunately, the sample size of the Latino group did not allow exploration of possible 

differences between the Latino subgroups. Future researchers should examine whether 

separation of Latinos into different subgroups would support the trends found in this 

study and previous findings that Latinos are less self-critical than E.A.s (Oishi et al., 

1999) and score lower on measures of self-enhancement than Americans (Twenge & 

Crocker, 2002). 

One potential limitation to this study and other work concerning self-talk within 

sport psychology is that coders, rather than participants, determine which thought units 

are positive, negative, and neutral. As anxiety literature has shown (e.g., Jones & Hanton, 

1996; Jones, Hanton & Swain, 1994), individuals can have different perceptions of 
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whether the same anxiety symptoms have a facilitative or debilitative influence (i.e., 

directional influence) on performance. For example, butterflies prior to competition can 

be interpreted as a sign that the individual is not prepared for competition (debilitative) or 

as a sign that the individual is pumped up and ready to go (facilitative). This finding 

suggests that the same self-talk statement may be perceived as positive/facilitative by one 

person, but negative/debilitative by another person. Rather than the experimenter or sport 

consultant deciding how to categorize self-talk statements, in the future individuals may 

want to consider having the participant examine and categorize their own self-talk. This 

change would not only advance methodology within the area of self-talk, but also assist 

in furthering our understanding of the relationship between cultural background, content 

of self-talk, and performance. 

Unfortunately, it is not possible to fully test the influence of potential moderators 

(i.e., acculturation, fear of failure, modesty) on the relationship between cultural 

background, self-talk, and performance because the present results failed to replicate 

those of Peters and Williams (in press). Instead we studied the potential moderators in 

relationship to cultural background and proportion of negative to positive self-talk, and 

found that the moderators were not significant. The GEQA and MRS questionnaires had 

low internal consistencies, suggesting that they were not precise measures of 

acculturation and modesty. Low internal consistency of a measure points to one major 

problem faced by researchers conducting cultural research. Future researchers may 

choose either to translate and back-translate the measures so that individuals complete 

them in their primary language, or administer a questionnaire designed to measure the 

same construct, but created in the individual’s primary language.  
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The GEQA and the GEQO did not correlate with the number of years E.A.s and 

Latinos lived in the United States, thus, questioning the validity of these two 

questionnaires. Furthermore, even though the moderators were not significant they each 

eliminated the otherwise significant cultural background main effect. This result probably 

occurred because the main effect was so small that the non-significant moderators were 

able to eliminate it. Before acculturation, fear of failure, and modesty are discounted or 

accepted as moderators, they should be examined using questionnaires with higher 

internal consistencies and applied to a relationship with a larger effect and to one in 

which cultural background influences the self-talk to performance relationship.  

 

Fear of Failure 

The fear of failure measure (PFAI) was the only potential moderator that had high 

internal reliability. Results suggest that similar to previous findings (Monte & Fish, 1987; 

Anshel, 1991), Eu.A.s high in fear of failure were more likely to cheat in a direction that 

was self-enhancing. Conversely, E.A.s high in fear of failure were also more likely to 

cheat, however, in a self-deprecating direction. This information supports the positivity 

bias typically found in Eu.A.s and its attenuation in E.A.s. Furthermore, newly-arrived 

E.A.s, compared to Eu.A.s, had a significantly higher fear of important others losing 

interest. This difference may be explained by the role “others” play in defining the self 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). E.A.s are thought to have a predominant interdependent 

self-construal, which is associated with focusing on the connectedness of human beings, 

promoting the goals of the group, and seeing people as primarily related to others. On the 

other hand, Eu.A.s are thought to have a predominant independent self-construal, which 
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is associated with focusing on one’s own internal attributes such as preferences, traits, 

and abilities; promoting one’s own goals; and seeing people as separate individuals. 

Given the importance of relationships to E.A.s, it is not surprising that newly-arrived 

E.A.s are more afraid of important others losing interest than are Eu.A.s. This 

information suggests merit in considering cultural background and the role important 

others play in athletes’ motivation and performance.  

Unlike newly-arrived E.A.s, later-arrived E.A.s did not significantly differ from 

Eu.A.s in fear of important others losing interest and the relationship between fear of 

failure and cheating. Together, the differences between newly- and later-arrived E.A.s 

support past research regarding acculturation in that differences between E.A.s and 

Eu.A.s decreased the longer E.A.s have lived in the United States. These findings 

contribute to the growing body of research showing that acculturation moderates cultural 

background’s influence on various constructs (e.g., Heine & Lehman, 1999; Kovacev & 

Shute, 2004). 

The strongest relationship between fear of failure and proportion of negative to 

positive self-talk occurred for Latinos. Proportion of negative to positive self-talk 

correlated positively with fear of upsetting important others, fear of an uncertain future, 

and the overall fear of failure measure. Thus, suggesting to sport psychology consultants, 

that when they notice high levels of negative self-talk in Latinos underlying issues of fear 

of failure may be present. This suggestion can not be made for individuals from E.A. or 

Eu.A. cultural backgrounds due to non significant findings. These results reinforce two 

important notions: 1) findings obtained with participants from individualist cultural 

backgrounds can not be generalized to participants from collectivist cultural 
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backgrounds, and 2) findings obtained with participants from one collectivist cultural 

background should not be generalized to participants from another collectivist cultural 

background.  

 

Feedback 

Another purpose of this study was to examine if cultural background affected 

responses to positive and negative feedback. Contrary to expectations, cultural 

background did not differentially influence the relationship between feedback (i.e., 

positive vs. negative) and performance or participants’ reports that the dart-throwing task 

was a valid measure of hand-eye coordination. Regardless of cultural background, 

individuals who received positive feedback were more likely to rate the dart-throwing 

task as an accurate measure of hand-eye coordination. In regards to the Eu.A.s, this 

finding replicated earlier sport performance research that found American physical 

education majors and elite athletes judged positive feedback as favorable and accurate 

and negative feedback as unfavorable and inaccurate (Kamal & Blais, 1992). The current 

study’s findings and previous research indicate that coaches, trainers, and sport 

psychologists should be aware that Eu.A. athletes may be less accepting of negative 

feedback, because compared to positive feedback, they view it less valid. The same 

conclusion is questionable for E.A. and Latino athletes because no corroborating 

evidence exists and the present results contradict past cultural research (Frey & 

Stahlberg, 1986; Heine et. al., 2001).  

Prior to concluding that feedback does not affect subsequent performance, 

researchers should evaluate how individuals perceived the positive and negative 
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feedback. Some participants may have been satisfied with performing better than 27% of 

the participants, whereas other participants may have been disappointed with performing 

better than 82% of the participants. Additionally, the negative feedback in the present 

study may have been stronger, and thus produced a more robust effect, if it had been 

worded “you performed worse than 73% of the participants” rather than “you performed 

better than 27% of the participants.” Researchers should also look at potential 

motivational confounds in the present study due to paying some of the participants and 

giving course credit to others.  

 

Conclusions 

In addition to the specific limitations already addressed some general thoughts 

should be considered.  The dart-throwing task enabled accurate measurement of 

individuals’ performances; however, most participants had little experience with the task 

and were likely not invested in it. These two factors could have influenced participants’ 

self-talk, its relationship to performance, and responses to feedback. Future research 

should use participants who are invested in the task being measured.  

Duda and Allison (1990) called to task the field of sport psychology for its 

disregard of cultural background and diversity issues. Unfortunately, Ram et al.’s (2004) 

content analysis of research publications since Duda and Allison’s paper indicates that 

researchers have not heeded their call for change. The results from this study 

simultaneously call into question and support the concern regarding sport psychology’s 

apparent disregard for cultural background. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

General Ethnicity Questionnaire - American 
 
Please use the following scale to indicate how much you agree with the following 
statements. Circle your response. 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly 
Disagree       Agree 
 
1. I was raised in a way that was American      1  2  3  4  5 
 
2. When I was growing up, I was exposed to American culture.  1  2  3  4  5 
 
3. Now, I am exposed to American culture.     1  2  3  4  5 
 
4. Compared to how much I negatively criticize other cultures,  
       I criticize American culture less.      1  2  3  4  5 
 
5. I am embarrassed/ashamed of American culture.    1  2  3  4  5 
 
6. I am proud of American culture.      1  2  3  4  5 
 
7. American culture has had a positive impact on my life.   1  2  3  4  5 
 
8. I believe that my children should read, write, and speak English  1  2  3  4  5 
 
9. I have a strong belief that my children should have American names.  1  2  3  4  5  
 
10. I go to places where people are American.     1  2  3  4  5 
 
11. I am familiar with American cultural practices and customs.   1  2  3  4  5 
 
12. I relate to my partner or spouse in a way that is American.   1  2  3  4  5 
 
13. I admire people who are American.      1  2  3  4  5 
 
14. I would prefer to live in an American community.    1  2  3  4  5 
 
15. I listen to American music.      1  2  3  4  5 
 
16. I perform American dance.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
17. I engage in American forms of recreation.    1  2  3  4  5 
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18. I celebrate American holidays.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
19. At home, I eat American food.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
20. At restaurants, I eat American food.      1  2  3  4  5 
 
21. When I was a child, my friends were American.     1  2  3  4  5 
 
22. Now, my friends are American.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
23. I wish to be accepted by Americans     1  2  3  4  5 
 
24. The people I date are American.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
25. Overall, I am American       1  2  3  4  5 
 
Please use the following scale to answer the following questions. Circle your response 
1  2  3  4  5 
Very much Much  Somewhat A little  Not at all 
 
26. How much do you speak English at school?    1  2  3  4  5 
 
27. How much do you speak English with friends?    1  2  3  4  5 
 
28. How much do you speak English at work?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
29. How much do you speak English at prayer?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
30. How much do you speak English with friends?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
31. How much do you view, read, or listen to English on TV?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
32. How much do you view, read, or listen to English in film?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
33. How much do you view, read, or listen to English on the radio?  1  2  3  4  5 
 
34. How much do you view, read, or listen to English in literature?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
35. How fluently do you speak English?      1  2  3  4  5 
 
36. How fluently do you read English?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
37. How fluently do you write English?      1  2  3  4  5 
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38. How fluently do you understand English?    1  2  3  4  5 
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APPENDIX B 
 

General Ethnicity Questionnaire- Other 
 
What culture do you identify with?        
(ex. Chinese, Chinese American, Mexican, African, German, American) 
Please answer the following questions in regards to the culture you indicated above.  
If you are Chinese, substitute the “  ” with “Chinese”. For example, if you 
identify as being Chinese, the first question would read “I was raised in a way that was 
Chinese.” For another example, number 13 would read, “I admire people who are 
Chinese.” Next, you will circle the number that corresponds to how you agree or disagree 
with this question. If you identify as being American you do not need to fill out this 
portion of the questionnaire.  
 
GEQ: Please use the following scale to indicate how much you agree with the following 
statements. Circle your response.  
 
1  2  3  4  5 
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree  Strongly 
Disagree       Agree 
 
1. I was raised in a way that was   .    1  2  3  4  5 
 
2. When I was growing up, I was exposed to    culture. 1  2  3  4  5 
 
3. Now, I am exposed to    culture.     1  2  3  4  5 
 
4. Compared to how much I negatively criticize other cultures, 
       I criticize__________ culture less.                                                          1  2  3  4  5 

 
5. I am embarrassed/ashamed of    culture.   1  2  3  4  5 
 
6. I am proud of   culture.     1  2  3  4  5 
 
7.      culture has had a positive impact on my life.  1  2  3  4  5 
 
8. I believe that my children should read, write, and speak   . 1  2  3  4  5 
 
9. I have a strong belief that my children should have   names.  1  2  3  4  5 
 
10. I go to places where people are  .     1  2  3  4  5 
 
11. I am familiar with    cultural practices and customs.   1  2  3  4  5 
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12. I relate to my partner or spouse in a way that is  .   1  2  3  4  5 
 
13. I admire people who are  .      1  2  3  4  5 
 
14. I would prefer to live in a    community.    1  2  3  4  5 
 
15. I listen to    music.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
16. I perform   dance.        1  2  3  4  5 
 
17. I engage in   forms of recreation.     1  2  3  4  5 
 
18. I celebrate    holidays.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
19. At home, I eat    food.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
20. At restaurants, I eat   food.       1  2  3  4  5 
 
21. When I was a child, my friends were    .   1  2  3  4  5 
 
22. Now, my friends are   .      1  2  3  4  5 
 
23. I wish to be accepted by    .     1  2  3  4  5 
 
24. The people I date are    .     1  2  3  4  5 
 
25. Overall, I am   .       1  2  3  4  5 
 
What culture did you select above?     What language is associated with 
that culture?     Substitute this language in the blanks when you answer the 
following questions.  
 
Please use the following scale to answer the following questions. Circle your response. 
1  2  3  4  5 
Very much Much  Somewhat A little  Not at all 
 
26. How much do you speak     at home?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
27. How much do you speak    at school?    1  2  3  4  5 
 
28. How much do you speak    at work?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
29. How much do you speak    at prayer?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
30. How much do you speak    with friends?    1  2  3  4  5 
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31. How much do you view, read, or listen to   on TV?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
32. How much do you view, read, or listen to    in film?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
33. How much do you view, read, or listen to   on the radio?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
34. How much do you view, read, or listen to   in literature?   1  2  3  4  5 
 
35. How fluently do you speak  ?      1  2  3  4  5 
 
36. How fluently do you read  ?     1  2  3  4  5 
 
37. How fluently do you write  ?      1  2  3  4  5 
 
38. How fluently do you understand   ?    1  2  3  4  5 
 
39. Are you bilingual? (please circle)      Yes No 

 
If yes, what languages?  
 
1)    

 
2)    
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APPENDIX C 

Performance Failure Appraisal Inventory 

- 2  -1  0  1  2 
       Do Not Believe       Believe 50%       Believe 100% 
         At All 0%             of the Time        of the Time 
         0%   50%     100%  

1) When I am failing, it is often because I am not smart enough    
to perform successfully.      -2     -1     0     1     2 

2) When I am failing, my future seems uncertain.    -2     -1     0     1     2 

3)  When I am failing, it upsets important others.   -2     -1     0     1     2 

4) When I am failing, I blame my lack of talent.    -2     -1     0     1     2 

5) When I am failing, I believe that my future plans will change. -2     -1     0     1     2 

6) When I am failing, I expect to be criticized by important others.  -2     -1     0     1     2 

7) When I am failing, I am afraid that I might not have enough   
talent.        -2     -1     0     1     2 

8) When I am failing, it upsets my “plan” for the future.  -2     -1     0     1     2 

9) When I am failing, I lose the trust of people who are important   
to me.        -2     -1     0     1     2 
 

10) When I am not succeeding, I am less valuable than when    
I succeed.       -2     -1     0     1     2 

11) When I am not succeeding, people are less interested in me.  -2     -1     0     1     2 

12) When I am failing, I am not worried about it affecting my   
future plans.       -2     -1     0     1     2 

13) When I am not succeeding, people seem to want to help me less.  -2     -1     0     1     2 

14) When I am failing, important others are not happy.   -2     -1     0     1     2 

15) When I am not succeeding, I get down on myself easily.   -2     -1     0     1     2 

16) When I am failing, I hate the fact that I am not in control of   
the outcome.       -2     -1     0     1     2 

17) When I am not succeeding, people tend to leave me alone. -2     -1     0     1     2 
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18) When I am failing, it is embarrassing if others are there to see it. -2     -1     0     1     2 

19) When I am failing, important others are disappointed.   -2     -1     0     1     2 

20) When I am failing, I believe that everybody knows I am failing. -2     -1     0     1     2 

21) When I am not succeeding, some people are not interested in   
me anymore.       -2     -1     0     1     2 

22) When I am failing, I believe that my doubters feel that they were  
right about me.       -2     -1     0     1     2 

23) When I am not succeeding, my value decreases for some people.  -2     -1     0     1     2 

24) When I am failing, I worry about what others think about me.  -2     -1     0     1     2 

25) When I am failing, I worry that others may think I’m not trying.  -2     -1     0     1     2 
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APPENDIX D 

Modest Responding Scale 

Please indicate how much you agree with the below statements on the 7 point scale  
1= strongly disagree & 7 = strongly agree 
               Strongly                 Strongly 
               Disagree                Agree 

1) It's difficult for me to talk about my strengths to others      
     even when I know I possess them.     1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

2) I think it's rude for a person to brag about him/herself.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

3) I dislike speaking about myself in positive terms in the     
     presence of others.       1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

4) If I've done something well, I like to tell people about it.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

5) I get upset at the thought of having to describe my positive    
    traits to others.       1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

6) Even if you've "got it", you certainly should not "flaunt it". 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

7) I feel uncomfortable whenever I have to describe my    
    successes to others.       1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

8) It is a real social mistake to show off in public.   1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

9) Whenever I accomplish something important, I get excited   
      telling others about  it.      1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

10) Bragging on oneself in a group is always socially 
       inappropriate.        1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

11) Telling people about my strengths and successes has always   
      been an embarrassing  thing for me.    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

12) I prefer to keep my accomplishments to myself than talk 
      about them.       1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

13) I have a hard time describing myself to others in positive  
      terms, even when I know I've done well.    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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14) If I've played a big role in bringing about some kind of   
       success, I don't feel reluctant telling people about it.  1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

15) I've always felt that bragging in the presence of others is one  
      of the best ways  to become disliked.    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

16) My friends will tell you that, when I accomplish something,    
       I'm not shy about  tooting my own horn.    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

17) When someone asks me to describe a recent success,     
       I tend to downplay what I've accomplished.   1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

18) I believe it's impolite to talk excessively about one's   
     achievement, even if  they are outstanding.   1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

19) When people tell me about one of their successes,     
       I like to tell them about one of mine.    1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

20) In describing my positive qualities to another person,   
       I feel awkward.       1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
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