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Abstract

This study is a qualitative quasi-experiment that compares the effects of self-talk in

the  creativity  and  innovativeness  of  individuals,  using  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional self-talk. The experiment was conducted on three groups of individuals,

i.e, (1) a control group with no cue cards supplied, (2) a group where a motivational

cue card is supplied at task 3, (3) a group with an instructional cue card at task 3.

The  study  revealed  that  neither  motivational  self-talk  nor  instructional  self-talk

affected artistic creativity, although the instructional self-talk group scored higher on

their second artworks. 

The  study  further  revealed  that  motivational  self-talk  had  the  same  effect  on

individuals  in  a business context  as the control  group.  The instructional  self-talk

group of  participants  surpassed the rest  of  the experimental  groups in  all  tasks

performed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Research Problem

.1 Introduction

This chapter defines the research problem being investigated in this  study.  This

study compares the effects of motivational self-talk and instructional self-talk in a

business context.  Through an exploratory  study,  evidence was found that  many

facets of self-talk exist in the field of sport and sports psychology. This study aims to

link self-talk and thought self-leadership to innovation and creativity within a business

context.

.2 Background to the research problem

Innovation and creativity form the backbone of many organisations in present times.

Irrespective of how employers encourage employees to broaden their scope and

become innovative, it is the thoughts of the employees that govern the behaviours of

the employees.  In other words, thought-self leadership plays an important role in

employees’ innovative and creative cognitive behaviours (Hatzigeorgiadis & Galanis,

2017a). 

One of the behaviours that link to thought self-leadership is self-talk (Alnakhli et al.,

2020).   Self-talk,  also  known  as  inner  dialogues  (Oleś  et  al.,  2020),  is  a

subconscious  behavior  used  by  individuals  to  either  encourage  or  discourage

oneself  to  perform  a  task.  Self-talk  is  a  cognitive  technique  used  to  influence

thoughts,  feelings,  and behaviors  to  improve performance  (Alnakhli  et  al.,  2020;

Walter et al., 2019).

Self-talk  is  an established practice amongst  athletes  (Hatzigeorgiadis  & Galanis,

2017a). Several  empirical investigations have focused on how self-talk has been

applied across different research domains of sports science, such as goal orientation

and self-regulation (Latinjak et al., 2017), performance enhancement (Latinjak et al.,

2019; Van Raalte et al., 2016), and motor task and self-efficacy (Chang et al., 2014).

However,  despite  having  received  keen  interest  from  sports  science  scholars,

Latinjak,  Hatzigeorgiadis,  Comoutos,  and  Hardy,  (2019) have  posited  that  the

intricacies of self-talk are not fully understood in sports science and thus called for

further  studies  to  probe  inquiry  into  the  variations  of  self-talk  as  well  as  its

antecedents and outcome differences  (Neck & Manz, 1992). Additionally, despite
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organisational science studies linking self-talk with thought self-leadership that began

to emerge in the early 1990s  (Godwin et al., 2016), investigation concerning how

self-talk  can  be  applied  in  the  business  setting  and how self-talk  can  influence

leaders remain scarce (Rogelberg et al., 2013). Studies that examine how different

styles of self-talk can affect leaders’ creativity and innovativeness are even more

limited. 

Studies have demonstrated that self-talk is practiced by every individual  frequently

through ordinary cues (Hase et al., 2019; Hatzigeorgiadis, 2014; Hatzigeorgiadis &

Galanis,  2017a).  According  to  Gesell,  (2007) self-talk  is  a  situational  behaviour

influencing mechanism. Depending on the situation that individuals find themselves

in, behaviour is influenced either positively or negatively. Therefore, self-talk can be

used  as  a  tool  to  influence  individuals  in  the  workplace  positively  to  enhance

creativity and innovation by either motivating them or by instructing them to use self-

talk. 

Numerous types of self-talk can be found, (Łysiak, 2019; Oleś et al., 2020; R. Singh

et al., 2017), for example, motivational or positive self-talk, instructional self-talk, and

negative self-talk. In business studies, these form part of thought self-leadership.

Neck et al., (1999) and  Godwin et al., (2016) explain that thought self-leadership

involves cognitive strategies such as self-dialogue and mental imagery to influence

oneself. How we speak to ourselves can have a direct and profound impact on how

individuals think and behave. Our self-talk impacts the way we solve problems and

make decisions. 

.3 Problem statement

Understanding self-talk and self-talk mechanisms are important for organisations as

this will assist individuals and managers to recognise the effectiveness of self-talk

within organisations, and enhance innovation and creativity within individuals thereby

creating value for the organisation (Hatzigeorgiadis & Galanis, 2017a). 

Self-talk is practiced by every individual  daily through ordinary cues. According to

Gesell, (2007) self-talk is a situational behaviour influencing mechanism. Depending

on the situation that individuals find themselves in, behaviour is influenced either

positively  or  negatively.  Therefore,  self-talk  can  be  used  as  a  tool  to  influence
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individuals in the workplace positively to enhance creativity and innovation by either

motivating or instructing employees to perform tasks through the use of self-talk. 

Different  types of  self-talk  are  used by  different  individuals.  Gainsburg  & Kross,

(2020) evaluated  social-distance  self-talk  whereby individuals  were  talking  about

themselves in the third person, instead of talking to themselves. Motivational self-talk

and instructional self-talk can be used through goal setting through introspection to

alter one's own behaviour (Kross et al., 2014; Puchalska-Wasyl, 2015; Senay et al.,

2010). The problem statement in this study refers to the basic understanding of self-

talk and the use of self-talk in a business context. 

This research has a narrow focus that aims to investigate how self-talk can affect

leaders’  creativity  and  innovativeness.  Considering  that  enhancing  creativity  and

innovation within organisations can be regarded as an important achievement our

understanding  of  how  self-talk  can  influence  these  leadership  attributes  remain

critical (Rogelberg et al., 2013; Senay et al., 2010).

.4 Significance of the research

There exist numerous research journals on the positive effects of self-talk in sport

and from a sport psychology perspective  (Galanis et al., 2017; Hase et al., 2019;

Latinjak et al., 2017; Latinjak et al., 2019), hence the interest of the researcher in the

field of self-talk in a business context. Further research of self-talk into the field of

business  and  business  studies,  also  known  as  thought  self-leadership,  can  be

beneficial  to organisations by creating a sustainable competitive advantage over

competitors and rivals (Rogelberg et al., 2013; Senay et al., 2010).

.5 Scope of the research

The scope of this research was restricted to exploring the effects of motivational self-

talk and instructional self-talk on artistic creativity, and entrepreneurial innovation,

(Grandchamp  et  al.,  2019),  to  create  a  sustainable  competitive  advantage  in

organisations. The researcher believed that non-entrepreneurs would demonstrate a

significant improvement across the 3 self-talk experiments and that instructional self-

talk would yield the best results.
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.6 Conclusion

This chapter presented an introduction to the research paper and experiment by

focusing on thought self-leadership, motivational self-talk, and instructional self-talk.

This chapter further described self-talk in sport and the field of sport psychology and

emphasised the need for further investigation into the field of business leadership

and sustainable competitive advantage and organisational growth. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review

1.1Introduction

This  chapter  aims  to  provide  a  succinct  review  of  the  relevant  peer-reviewed

academic articles of self-talk. The chapter will begin by discussing the relationship

between thought self-leadership and self-talk. Thereafter, it will  deliberate self-talk

studies in different domains and self-talk in management. Subsequently, motivational

self-talk and instructional self-talk will be discussed before it offers a conclusion.

1.2Thought self-leadership and self-talk 

Thought  self-leadership  is  a  process  whereby  individuals  tend  to  influence

themselves through a phenomenon known as self-talk or self-dialogue, to perform

tasks  (Neck et al.,  1999; Rogelberg et al.,  2013).  Thought self-leadership is also

described as a cognitive leadership strategy  (Godwin et al., 1999; R. Singh et al.,

2017) that entails internal reasoning or self-talk, to influence or encourage oneself to

stay motivated and focused to achieve goals  set  by oneself  or  by management

(Singh et al., 2017). Godwin et al., (1999) and Singh et al., (2017) further describe

thought  self-leadership  as  “habitual  thinking”  or  “a consistent  repetitive chain”  of

thoughts that influence an individual's decision-making process and performance. 

Self-talk can be defined as a strategy used by individuals to address themselves with

the  purpose  of  being  instructional  or  motivational,  (Hardy,  2006;  Latinjak  et  al.,

2019). Godwin et al., (1999) and Singh et al. (2017) both drew on self-talk as the

foundation strategy that influences thought self-leadership. Thought self-leadership

affects the way individuals lead themselves (Singh et al,  2017),  make decisions,

solve problems and increase performance (Bellomo et al., 2020).

There  have  been  many  articles  of  self-talk  by  different  authors  over  the  years

(Alnakhli et al., 2020; Godwin et al., 2016; Łysiak, 2019; Neck et al., 1999; Oleś et

al., 2020; Rogelberg et al., 2013; Thibodeaux & Winsler, 2018; Walter et al., 2019).

One of the most recent definitions or descriptions found was that of Bellomo et al.,

(2020),  who  describe  self-talk  as  “a  psychological  skill  that  benefits  motor

performance by controlling and organising performers’ thoughts”. This psychological

skill is used by individuals to motivate themselves in everyday tasks, (Alnakhli et al.,
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2020; Neck et al., 1999; Thibodeaux & Winsler, 2018).  This research adopts the

definition  proposed  by  (Latinjak  et  al.,  2019) and  defines  self-talk  as  an  act  of

verbalisation to address oneself through motivation or instruction.

1.3Self-talk studies in different research domains

In recent years, self-talk has been observed mostly in sport psychology articles, with

numerous  articles  published  in  journals  such  as  Journal  of  Applied  Sport

Psychology, Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, and The Sport Psychologist,

by authors such as Galanis et al., (2018), Hatzigeorgiadis & Galanis, (2017), Horcajo

et al.,  (2019), Latinjak et al.,  (2019), Neck et al.,  (1999), Tod et al.,  (2011),  Van

Raalte et al., (2016, 2019), and Hase et al., (2019), to name only a few.

Furman et al., (2020) indicated in their research of healthy living and weight loss that

distance-self talk had great benefits on individuals when using distance self-talk to

influence their  behaviour.  Distance  self-talk  is  a  strategy  used  by  individuals  to

encourage themselves to make healthier food choices and alter their eating habits

(Furman et al., 2020). 

Self-talk in well-being research by Kyeong et al., (2020) revealed that an increase in

life satisfaction is possible when individuals practice positive self-talk and negative

self-talk.  They found that  self-respect and self-criticism have an impact  on basic

psychological  needs.  However,  self-criticism  proved  a  greater  impact  on  the

negativity  of  individuals  than the counterpart  self-respect had on the positivity of

individuals (Kyeong et al., 2020). 

Self-talk can also increase rational thinking. In cognitive science, an experiment was

conducted by Kross et al., (2017) on individuals and their “worry and risk perception”

(Kross et al., 2017) with regards to Ebola. At the end of the experiment, the results

indicated that  the individuals  using third-person self-talk  had a reduction in  their

“worry” about Ebola, proving an increase in their rational thinking (Kross et al., 2017).

Kross et al., (2014) stated that “self-talk is a ubiquitous human phenomenon”. Self-

talk as an “internal monologue” can alter individuals' behaviour through regulating

their thoughts and feelings during social stress and anxiety, (Kross et al., 2014).
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Self-talk studies can also be found in other research disciplines, such as education

(Ada  et  al.,  2019),  sociology  (Mukhtar,  2021),  and  philosophy  (Geurts,  2018).

However,  the  empirical  studies  of  self-talk  within  the  context  of  organisational

science, creativity, and innovation remained scarce.

1.4Self-talk studies in management sciences

Carmeli  et  al.,  (2006) and  Lovelace et al.,  (2007) suggested that leaders should

engage in  self-talk  more actively  through “self-goal-setting,  self-observation,  self-

reward,  and  self-management”  to  increase  their  productivity,  creativity,  and

innovation within their roles. These leaders should also encourage their employees

to engage in self-talk to increase their productivity  (Lovelace et al., 2007).  Neck &

Manz,  (1992) further  stated that  through self-talk  employee performance can be

enhanced by regulating their emotional state. 

A  study  conducted  by  Rogelberg  et  al.,  (2013) on  leaders  and  executives  in

organisations verified that constructive self-talk had a positive relation to effective

leadership and the ability to lead others, as well as creativity and originality, whereas

dysfunctional self-talk had a negative impact on creativity and originality. 

Self-talk  can  be  used  to  turn  dysfunctional  self-talk  into  functional  self-talk  to

enhance  employee  performance.  Self-talk  can  be  taught  and  learned  in  an

inexpensive  manner,  which  in  turn  can  have  positive  outcomes  in  a  business

context,  to  achieve  organisational  goals  in  highly  competitive  environments,

(Millman, 2017). Millman, (2017), further explained that motivational self-talk, verbal

self-guidance,  when used  by  individuals  with  high  self-efficacy,  can  have  major

positive outcomes due to the persistent behaviour to be successful.

1.5Types of self-talk

Many different forms of self-talks exist  and there are various ways to categorise

them. The following sections discuss the three most common categories of self-talk:
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 First-, second-, and third-person self-talk

 Positive and negative self-talk

 Instructional and motivational self-talk

1.5.1 First-, second- and third-person self-talk
Self-talk can be applied in three ways, through 1) first-person self-talk; 2) second-

person self-talk; or 3) third-person self-talk (Gainsburg & Kross, 2020; Latinjak et al.,

2019), and can be motivational or instructional in nature. First-person self-talk refers

to talking to oneself, such as “I can do this” or “you can do this”, and second and

third-person self-talk, as explained by Gainsburg and Kross, (2020) refer to “distance

self-talk”  whereby  a  person  refers  to  themselves  by  either  “we  can  do  this”  or

addressing themselves by using their name. 

According  to  Gainsburg  and  Kross,  (2020),  thought  self-leadership  is  used  in

business as a strategy to influence oneself through positive thought controls, through

second or third person self-talk. However, it requires training oneself in thought self-

leadership and self-talk strategies to maintain positive and motivational self-talk.

 

Latinjak  et  al.,  (2019) described different  self-talk  strategies,  in  the form of  pre-

determined or self-determined self-talk, self-instructional self-talk, goal-directed self-

talk, and reflexive self-talk.

Van Raalte et al., (2016) described different types of self-talk, that form part of the

typical research studies. These include:

“…self-compassionate  self-talk  […],  calming  self-talk  […],  self-protective  self-talk

[…],  task-irrelevant  self-talk  […],  humorous  self-talk,  self-talk  related  to  others,

associative self-talk related to enjoyment/appreciation […], self-talk related to others

[…], dissociative self-talk, which includes situation-irrelevant self-talk […], repeating

mantras […] and self-talk pertaining to escape…”  (Van Raalte et al., 2016, p. 142)

Godwin et al., (2016), developed a conceptual model in which they observed the

influence of spirituality and self-leadership on one another and the thought patterns

and self-efficacy on entrepreneurs. The findings in their research have relevance to

this study.
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In this research, all forms of self-talk incorporated in the research design will be from

the first-person’s perspective.

1.5.2 Positive and negative self-talk
Self-talks can also be distinguished from the perspective of the content of positive

and negative self-talk. Positive self-talk is used by individuals to encourage or affirm

a belief that a task can be performed and a goal achieved (Holland, 2020). Through

the use of positive self-talk, individuals can enhance their focus and performance by

regulating their feelings and thoughts (Tod et al., 2011).

Negative self-talk on the other hand impacts individuals in a negative sense when

individuals make assumptions that they can not perform a certain task  (Latinjak et

al., 2019) or believe that they are unable to speak in a public forum or deliver a

speech to an audience. Individuals practicing negative self-talk use inner-dialog such

as “I will disappoint”, or “I will fail” and “I have never done this before and I will be bad

at it” (Holland, 2020; Millman, 2017).

In this research, all forms of self-talk incorporated in the research design will be of a

positive nature.

1.5.3 Motivational self-talk and Instructional self-talk 
Distinguishing if self-talk is cognitive or emotive in its nature can be deployed as

another way to categories them. Some self-talks aim to influence the emotional state

of the individual and these self-talks can be considered motivational  (Hardy, 2006;

Latinjak  et  al.,  2019).  Whereas  other  self-talks  are  aimed to  enhance cognitive

strategy of individuals and can be considered as instructional self-talk (Hardy, 2006;

Latinjak et al., 2019). The following sections will deliberate these two important self-

talk strategies further as they are the foci of this empirical research.

1.5.3.1 Motivational self-talk
Motivational  self-talk  (MST) can be defined as  “statements  designed to  facilitate

performance by building confidence, increasing effort and energy expenditure and

creating a positive mood” (Kolovelonis et al., 2011). 
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Bellemo et al., (2020) described motivational self-talk as a means of self-talk that

drives individuals toward self-determination and improves self-confidence, to achieve

a set goal by remaining focused during challenging tasks and situations. 

Motivational  self-talk  is  used  to  improve  performance  through  psychological

activation to perform challenging tasks by increasing one's confidence (Bellomo et

al.,  2020;  Łysiak,  2019).  Thibodeaux  and  Winsler,  (2018)  further  explained  that

motivational self-talk “can encourage goal-directed behaviour and effort”, e.g., “I can

do this”.

Kolovelonis  et  al.,  (2011) performed  a  self-talk  study  on  students’  motor  task

performance during physical education. The results proved that motivational self-talk

was more effective during the “modified push-ups test” in the experiment that they

performed.

A study performed by  Hase et al., (2019) concluded that the motivational self-talk

group  of  participants,  surpassed  both  the  control  and  the  instructional  self-talk

groups when performing a cardiovascular experiment.

Taking into account the research and experiments on motivational self-talk, it seems

that  motivational  self-talk  has  a  greater  impact  on  individual  performance  than

instructional self-talk. 

1.5.3.2 Instructional self-talk 
Instructional self-talk is a conscious process used by individuals during the learning

process to guide themselves through a set of steps towards the successful execution

of a skill or task (Bellomo et al., 2020). 

Instructional  self-talk  is used for the same outcome as motivational  self-talk,  but

through instructing oneself to perform tasks in a specific manner. Instructional self-

talk  is  therefore  an  important  skill  when  employees  are  cross-trained  within

departments, or upskilled for new positions within an organisation. Instructional self-

talk can be defined as “statements designed to enhance performance by stimulating
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desired  actions  through  attentional  focus  on  the  technical  aspects  of  a  skill”

(Kolovelonis et al., 2011).

As  with  the  motivational  self-talk  study  discussed  above  in  section  1.5.3.1,  a

cardiovascular experiment performed on students proved that instructional self-talk

had little influence on individuals, (Kolovelonis et al., 2011). 

This  study will  focus  on motivational  self-talk  and  instructional  self-talk,  and  the

effects of these on the creativity and innovation of individuals in a business context.

1.6Motivational and instructional self-talk for artistic creativity and 
entrepreneurial innovativeness

In  a  study  by  Glăveanu,  (2018) a  working  definition  of  artistic  creativity  is  “the

process leading to the generation of both new/original and useful/effective products”.

However, this definition is product focused and defends the fact that there might be

more types of creativity.  For this reason, the experiment conducted in this study

specifies the creativity to be artistic creativity, which in effect is a drawing supplied to

individuals to be as creative as possible.

This  study  further  adopted  the  definition  of  entrepreneurial  innovativeness  as

proposed  by  Tehseen  et  al.,  (2021).  The  authors  suggested  entrepreneurial

innovativeness  “can  be  defined  as  a  kind  of  organisational  culture  or  ability  to

support as well as to be engaged in developing new ideas and translating them into

important business opportunities” (Tehseen et al., 2021).

Creativity plays a major role in the ability to be innovative and produce novel work

(Ghosh, 2015). In his study,  Ghosh, (2015), revealed that although creativity is a

forerunner of innovation, creativity alone is not sufficient in the quest for innovation.

Many scholars (Carmeli et al., 2006; DiLiello & Houghton, 2006; Ghosh, 2015; Neck

& Manz,  1992) suggested that  self-leadership,  through instructional  self-talk  and

motivational self-talk, influences the ability to be creative and innovative.

Ghosh, (2015) in a study of thought self-leadership established that there was a

noteworthy  relationship  between  self-talk,  thought  self-leadership,  creativity,  and
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innovativeness  among  employees.  Rogelberg  et  al.,  (2013) acknowledged  the

importance of self-leadership on the effective leading of employees.  DiLiello and

Houghton, (2006) found that leaders with strong self-leadership abilities believe their

potential for innovation and creativity to be influenced through positive workplace

support. 

Ghosh, (2015), and Hughes et al., (2018), describe creativity as the act of producing

novel work and can be seen as the root of innovation. A study by  Ghosh (2015),

revealed that there is a positive relationship between self-talk, self-leadership, and

creativity, which translates to considerable innovation in the workplace. Hughes et al.

(2018),  further  emphasised  that  creativity  and innovation  result  in  organisational

benefits  through  improved  processes  and  procedures,  and  innovation  in  the

workplace generates competitive advantage (Ghosh, 2015). 

Carmeli et al., (2006), Rogelberg et al., (2013) and Ghosh, (2015) suggested further

studies  into  the  field  of  self-talk  and  thought  self-leadership  in  the  field  of

management sciences. These future studies can benefit organisational creativity and

innovativeness positively (Carmeli et al., 2006; Ghosh, 2015; Rogelberg et al., 2013).

.7 Knowledge gap in existing literature

Despite limited studies in the field of thought self-leadership, self-talk, motivational

self-talk, and instructional self-talk, these studies have certain gaps. These gaps will

be elaborated on below:

 In some instances, studies on motivational self-talk and instructional self-talk

were performed in the same experiment. These experiments were mostly in

the field of sport and sports psychology. However, there still remains a limited

understanding  of  self-talk  in  the  field  of  organisational  creativity  and

innovativeness (Hardy, 2006).

 In the literature review, the researcher could not find sufficient peer-reviewed

journals  on  artistic  creativity,  especially  in  the  field  of  organisational  and

business science. 
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 The  researcher  did  not  find  sufficient  literature  on  entrepreneurial

innovativeness. A study into the field of entrepreneurial innovativeness could

be beneficial.

Therefore, further research into the impact of instructional self-talk and motivational

self-talk is needed in the field of management sciences, especially through the use of

an  experimental  research  approach  to  unravel  the  causality  between  the  two

different  types  of  positive  first-person  self-talk,  versus  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional  self-talk,  and  individuals’  creativity  and  innovativeness.  Hence,  this

study will focus on the impact of motivational self-talk and instructional self-talk (both

in the form of first-person positive type) on an individual's ability to be creative and

innovative. The schematical representation of this research can be found in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Schematical representation of the impact of first-person positive self-talk on innovation and performance, 

adapted from the “Simplified thought self-leadership model” by Neck & Manz, (1992)

.8 Conclusion

Godwin et al., (2016) stated that there are many thought self-leadership studies in

the  fields  of  management,  psychology,  and  education.  The  researcher  however

found self-talk studies mostly in the field of sport and sports psychology. Of those

studies  related to  self-talk  and thought  self-leadership,  the researcher  found the

studies to be outdated, or older than five years. 

It  can therefore be concluded that motivational  self-talk and instructional  self-talk

have an impact on creativity and innovation, and effectively on the motivation and
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performance of individuals. As stated by many authors in the literature review above,

there is a need for further research of self-talk, specific to the field of management

sciences, as information is scarce in this field  (DiLiello & Houghton, 2006; Ghosh,

2015; Hughes et al., 2018; Neck & Manz, 1992). 
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Chapter 3: Research Questions

3.1Introduction

This chapter presents the research questions that formed the basis of this research

experiment. These questions were formulated to explore the effects of motivational

self-talk and instructional self-talk on individuals within a business context. 

3.2Research Question 1

What is the effect of motivational self-talk, instructional self-talk, and no self-talk on

individuals’ artistic creativity and entrepreneurial innovativeness?

Using a control group where no motivational self-talk or instructional self-talk was

performed to evaluate whether there is a difference between motivational self-talk

and instructional self-talk. Was there an improvement in business innovation during

the second experiment? 

Motivational self-talk had a greater impact on softball player performance (Chang et

al., 2014). The question remains, does motivational self-talk influence innovation and

creativity in a business context? However, in the same study by Chang et al., (2014)

it was stated that instructional self-talk had a greater impact on fine motor skills,

although they found in their laboratory experiment that both instructional self-talk and

motivational  self-talk  had  improvement  in  gross  motor  skills.  However,  does

instructional self-talk influence innovation and creativity in a business context?

3.3Research Question 2

What is the perception of the participants on motivational self-talk, instructional self-

talk,  and  no  self-talk  on  their  respective  artistic  creativity  and  entrepreneurial

innovativeness?

Research  question  2  deals  with  the  perception  of  the  participant's  performance

during the experiment, i.e whether they perceived an improvement during tasks 3

and 4. 
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Chapter 4: Research methodology and design

4.1Introduction

This chapter outlines the  research methodology and design used in the study to

analyse and answer the question:

 How  does  motivational  and  instructional  self-talk  impact  on  individual

creativity and innovativeness?

The  study  utilised  a  qualitative  quasi-experimental  design.  Data  were  gathered

through  a  quasi-experiment  conducted  on  individuals  that  volunteered  for  the

experiment. The data were analysed and categorised using a 7-point Likert scale

(Joshi et al., 2015) to evaluate the responses. The 7-point Likert scale proved to be

more  reliable  with  more  options  available  to  describe  the  responses  with  more

variability and ease of use (Joshi et al., 2015). During the experiment, the researcher

was  sympathetic  to  participants'  circumstances  during  the  lockdown period  and

allowed one-on-one interviews to conduct each experiment, opposed to the group

experiment initially planned. The researcher was cognisant of the potential concerns

of  bias,  reliability,  validity,  ethical  protocols  in  line  with  ethical  research,  and

limitations of the experiment. These will all be presented in this chapter.

4.2Research design

This study was conducted as a qualitative quasi-experiment  (Saunders & Lewis,

2018) that determined the impact of motivational self-talk and instructional self-talk

on creativity and innovation. In this study, data were gathered through an experiment

conducted on participants who volunteered for the experiment. Qualitative research

in  this  instance  advanced  a  broader  awareness  and  understanding  of  self-talk

through the exploration during the experiment,  (Bloomberg & Volpe,  2018).  The

purpose of the experiment was to explore the effects of self-talk on artistic creativity

and entrepreneurial innovativeness.
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4.2.1 Quasi-experiment
Differences between true experiments and quasi-experiments: In a true experiment,

participants  are  randomly  assigned to  either  the treatment  or  the control  group,

whereas they are not assigned randomly in a quasi-experiment.

A  quasi-experimental  design  was  adopted  to  conduct  the  experiment  without

randomisation of the participants. Each participant was allocated to one of the three

groups  with  careful  consideration.  The  experiment  assumed  an  interpretivist

philosophy  whereby  research  was  conducted  in  the  field  of  self-talk,  with  the

expectation of a generalised outcome (Saunders & Lewis, 2018), and was a cross-

sectional  experiment,  and inductive in nature.  Conclusions were therefore drawn

from multiple participants at a specific point in time (Saunders et al., 2009).

The approach of this study was adopted from an experiment conducted by Chang et

al., (2014) on softball players. In the field of sport psychology, Van Raalte et al.,

(2019)  suggested  that  the  history  of  self-talk  in  sport  was  primarily  based  on

experiments  conducted  on  individuals  through  cue  cards,  which  were  then

interpreted  and  categorised  to  evaluate  the  effect  of  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional  self-talk.  Bellomo  et  al.,  (2020),  conducted  a  study  using  both

instructional self-talk and motivational self-talk on golfers, in which they concluded

that instructional self-talk resulted in better performance.

The overall approach of the experiment can be viewed in Table 1

Table 1: Different groups and experiments for this study

  Benchmark Experiment

  Task 1  Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

 
Artistic

creativity
Entrepreneurial
innovativeness

Artistic
creativity

Entrepreneurial
innovativeness

Group 1 Benchmark No cue card

Group 2 Benchmark Motivational self-talk cue card

Group 3 Benchmark Instructional self-talk cue card

A benchmark is a standard or point of reference set to be used to evaluate progress

or improvement. An experiment is conducted to test a research hypothesis or make

a discovery and is  conducted in  a controlled environment  (Singh,  2006).  In  this

experiment,  two benchmark tasks were set  whereby each participant  across the

three groups  received the  same tasks  to  be  used against  the two tasks  in  the
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experimental phase to evaluate whether motivational self-talk and instructional self-

talk revealed improvement.

The experiment was conducted by interviewing an equal number of participants in

three different groups one each of a: control group, a motivational self-talk group,

and an  instructional  self-talk  group.  Each group had to  perform two tasks.  The

control  group  performed  both  tasks  without  interruption  and  with  no  cue  cards

supplied. The first twp task for groups 2 and 3 was a benchmark and the next two

tasks, namely the experiment, were carried out after reading and responding to a

cue card. The cue card for the instructional self-talk group of participants instructed

them to reflect  on their  scenario before answering the question posed. With the

motivational self-talk group of participants, a cue card with a motivational message

was supplied. Each participant had to read this to themselves multiple times and had

to use this self-talk while answering the questions posed in the second experiment.

4.2.1.1 Control group

Figure 2: Control group

The entire experiment consisted of 4 tasks and 2 reflections questions. Task 1 was a

drawing that had to be completed in Microsoft Word or Paint. Task 2 was a business

scenario. These tasks were used as a baseline to establish whether there was an

improvement during tasks 3 and 4. Task 3 was once again a drawing, and task 4

was  another  business  scenario-type  question.  Each  participant  was  then  asked

whether  they  felt  a  difference after  using  self-talk  and  whether  they  were more

inspired during the execution of experiment 2. The control group did not receive any

cues between experiment 1 and experiment 2. 
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4.2.1.2 Motivational self-talk

Figure 3: Motivational self-talk group

As with the control group and the instructional self-talk group, the motivational self-

talk group received the same drawings and business scenario questions, however,

the participants were supplied with a motivational cue between experiment 1 and

experiment  2.  Once again,  tasks 1 and 2 were used as a baseline to establish

whether there was an improvement during tasks 3 and 4. Each participant was then

asked the same reflection questions as the control group. 

4.2.1.3 Instructional self-talk group

Figure 4: Instructional self-talk group

With the instructional self-talk group, the tasks and questions of the experiment were

the same as with the control group, however, the participants were supplied with an

instructional cue before they attempted experiment 2 (tasks 3 and 4). Once again,

tasks  1  and  2  were  used  as  a  baseline  to  establish  whether  there  was  an

improvement  during  tasks  3  and 4.  Each participant  was  then  asked the  same

reflection questions as the control group. 

4.3Research methodology

Research  methodology  is a  systematic  investigation  into  a  field  of  study  using

specific processes and procedures to identify, select, and analyse information about

a specific topic. (Singh, 2006)
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4.3.1 Unit of analysis
The unit  of  analysis  for  this  study focussed on individuals.  Participants for  each

group were subjected to different cue cards as seen in  Table 1. Each group of

participants in the experimental group was evaluated against the control experiment

tasks 1 and 2 on a Likert-7 scale  (Joshi et al., 2015). After the responses of each

participant  were recorded,  an average per group was calculated.  The calculated

average per group was then used to draw conclusions as set out in Chapter 5

4.3.2 Population 
A research population generally consists of a large collection of individuals as the

focal point of an inquiry (Saunders & Lewis, 2018). Due to the nature of the research

project conducted by the researcher, it would be unfeasible for the researcher to

conduct an experiment on an entire population, therefore, a simple population size of

30 participants was conducted using the snowballing effect, as explained in  4.3.4

below.

The population consisted of  individuals  that  reside  in  South Africa,  with  diverse

backgrounds.  The  population  was  categorised  according  to  entrepreneurial

background, business education, and formal education.

4.3.3 Research Samples
The sample size of this experiment consisted of three groups of participants. Each

group consisted of an equal number of participants, with a total of 30 participants for

the experiment. 

Each group consisted of 10 participants as follows:

 Group  1  /  Control  group  –  6  of  the  participants  had  entrepreneurial

experience and 4 without entrepreneurial experience;

 Group  2  /  Motivational  self-talk  –  4  participants  with  an  entrepreneurial

background and 6 without; and

 Group 3 / Instructional self-talk – 5 of the participants had an entrepreneurial

background, and 5 participants without an entrepreneurial background.
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The  research  sample  selection  was  intended  to  have  an  equal  number  of

participants with an entrepreneurial  background in each group,  i.e 5 with and 5

without  entrepreneurial background. Due to not all participants of the initial list of

volunteers arriving for the scheduled meetings, the researcher had to obtain more

volunteers for the experiment which lead to the researcher carelessly misallocating

individuals into the incorrect experimental group.

4.3.4 Sampling method and size 
Initially, individuals were invited to participate in the experiment through a Google

forms survey, whereby the purpose of the research was clearly explained (Saunders

& Lewis, 2018), and that their anonymity would be assured. After the participants

responded  to  the  survey,  a  follow-up  email  was  sent  to  those  participants  that

accepted to be part of the experiment. 

For  the  30  individuals  who  indicated  that  they  would  like  to  form  part  of  the

experiment as they “opted-in” by completing the Google forms survey, an email with

a date and time was sent to these prospective participants with a meeting invitation.

Not all prospective participants arrived for the virtual meeting as per the set time.

Follow-up emails were sent to those prospective participants that did not arrive and

in  some  instances,  confirmations  were  then  received  and  new  meetings  were

arranged with some of the participants.

After  12  days  of  one-on-one  interviews/experiments,  the  researcher  utilised  her

informal network to gain access to more participants. The number of participants was

not reached and snowball  sampling was utilised to obtain more participants. The

process involved sending WhatsApp messages and emails to colleagues, friends,

and  family  requesting  them  to  forward  the  invitation  to  the  experiment  to  their

networks  of  friends.  The researcher  received numerous emails  from prospective

participants and set up three groups of interviews on two consecutive days. A total of

30 participants completed the experiment and the analysis of the data started.

4.3.5 Measurement instrument and data gathering process
The experiment was conducted by the researcher over 12 days with a total of 30

participants  interviewed  and  responses  submitted  on  the  Google  forms  site,  as

described in  section  4.2.  As explained in  section 4.2,  the control  group did  not
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receive  a  cue  card  between  experiments  1  and  2.  The  instructional  self-talk

participants were supplied with an instruction to think of an outcome before they

respond to the tasks in experiment 2, whereas the motivational self-talk participants

were supplied with a cue card to motivate themselves. The cue supplied to the

motivational  self-talk group stated that they had to read “I  am creative; I  can do

anything; I  am innovative” to themselves multiple times before responding to the

tasks  in  experiment  2.  The  tasks  and  questions  are  supplied  in  Appendix  C:

Experiment. 

At the start of the interview, the researcher sent an email to the participants in the

meeting,  supplying  them  with  the  link  to  the  Google  Form  site  containing  the

experiment, along with task 1 and task 3 in the form of Microsoft Word attachments

to  ensure  that  the  participants  did  not  experience  difficulty  downloading  the

documents from the Google Forms site. 

The researcher further explained to each participant how to use the “Draw” function

on Microsoft  Word.  In  some instances,  the participants  did not  have the “Draw”

function available in Word. The researcher assisted the participants with allocating

the  “Draw”  function  in  the  “Word  Options  Main  tab”.  In  the  cases  where  the

participants  did  not  have  this  function  in  the  Main  tab  of  Microsoft  Word,  the

researcher then explained to the participants how to copy the task into Microsoft

Paint  to  perform  the  tasks.  Once  the  participant  completed  the  tasks  in  either

Microsoft Word or Paint, the researcher explained to the participants how to save

and upload the file to the Google Forms site.

The effects of the experiment were analysed by 3 judges and the researcher. Each

judge  analysed  all  3  groups  of  participants  individually  in  the  group  that  they

participated in and according to the criteria set  out  in the  rubric  in  Appendix D:

Rubric. Once each participant was graded according to every task, the scores were

then analysed at group level and calculated averages were given to each group of

participants. Once all the judges finalised their analysis, the researcher compiled the

findings  into  one  document  to  evaluate  whether  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional  self-talk  made  a  difference  to  a  participant's  creativity  and

innovativeness against the control group.
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4.3.6 Analysis of the data
The data was obtained through an interview with the participants and recorded on a

pre-generated Google forms site. After all, recipients were interviewed, the drawings

and responses to the questions, along with the reflection question answers, were

downloaded from the Google site. Each group of responses and participants were

coded according to the experimental group, i.e. the control group was coded from C1

to C11, the instructional group was coded from IST1 to IST12, and the motivational

group was coded from MST1 to MST11.

The responses were then sent via email to the 3 independent evaluators for analysis,

using a standard rubric (Appendix D: Rubric) as supplied by the researcher. Each

evaluator  supplied  responses  to  all  recipients  in  a  Microsoft  Excel  file.  The

researcher grouped these responses into one single file and analysed them to find

an average per group. The results of the research will  be supplied in chapter 5

below.

4.4 Quality controls 

To ensure that researcher bias did not impact the study, the researcher created 3

different Google forms with the set questions and cues for each group of individuals.

The  researcher  explained  each  question  and  then  “muted”  herself  on  Microsoft

Teams to not influence or disturb the flow of the participants' thought processes. The

goal of the experiment was not explained to the participants during the interview

process,  however,  an  explanation  was  supplied  to  each  participant  after  they

submitted their responses. 

These  responses  were  then  emailed  to  the  remaining  3 judges  to  evaluate

independently using the rubric, in Appendix D: Rubric. An analysis was performed by

the researcher, and the outcomes were supplied to the judges for further evaluation

and commentary.

4.5 Limitations 

Limitations to the study could be listed as follows:
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 The study was conducted in the Gauteng region of South Africa. This could

be a limitation due to demographics.

 The sample size described above consisted of individuals who volunteered

for the experiment. This could be a limitation due to the limited sample size.

 Historically self-talk studies were performed in the field of sport and sports

psychology.  Not  many  self-talk  studies  in  the  fields  of  management  and

education in recent years.

4.6 Ethical considerations

The researcher applied for ethical clearance from the Gordon Institute of Business

Science  Ethics  Committee  before  commencing  with  the  self-talk  experiment  to

ensure  that  the  information  requested  from  participants,  and  the  experiment

conducted would be treated with confidentiality and no personal information will be

supplied to any third party (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2018). At the start of the experiment,

the researcher went through the introduction and overview of the consent letter with

each participant. If a participant felt uncomfortable with the experiment, they had the

option to withdraw at any stage. To ensure anonymity, the researcher removed the

names of all participants from the Microsoft Word documents and replaced such with

a code from C1 to C10 for the control group, MST1 to MST10 for the motivational

self-talk group, and IST1 to IST10 for the instructional self-talk group. The Microsoft

Word documents with these codes and a single Microsoft Excel document with the

business case answers with the same codings for the participants were supplied to

the judges. The Excel document was also printed into a PDF document and was

sent with the email to the judges. These responses are available in  Appendix E:

Experiment responses. 
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Chapter 5: Results

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of the experiment on 30 individuals in 3 different

groups, i.e a control group, a motivational self-talk group, and an instructional self-

talk group. The key findings are presented as per the questions posed in chapter 3

and in relation to the responses received during the experiment. 

This chapter will commence with business background information such as business

education, level of position at work, and highest qualification of the participants. The

reason for this information is to establish whether there is a correlation between

business education and the effect that self-talk has on innovation and creativity. The

chapter then proceeds to answer the research questions.

5.2Participants background information

The control group of participants who volunteered for the experiment had a diverse

range of backgrounds. The researcher aimed to allocate participants in a way to

diversify the education level across the groups to establish a more reliable outcome.

Figure  5 is  a  graphical  representation  of  the  educational  background  per

experimental group.

Figure 5: Educational background of participants
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A further analysis was conducted into the entrepreneurial status of participants. The

researcher aimed to allocate an equal number of participants with entrepreneurial

backgrounds to each experimental group. As shown in Figure 6, an error was made

on the part of the researcher and two individuals were allocated incorrectly to the

wrong group. 

Figure 6 presents a split of 4 participants with an entrepreneurial background, the

instructional self-talk group with 5 participants and the motivational self-talk group

had 6 participants with an entrepreneurial background.

Figure 6: Entrepreneurial background

5.3Research Question 1

 What is the effect of motivational self-talk, instructional self-talk, and no self-

talk on individuals’ artistic creativity and entrepreneurial innovativeness?

This  research  question  aimed  to  evaluate  whether  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional self-talk have an influence on individuals’ performance and whether it

made a difference if  no self-talk was applied. An analysis was performed on the

evaluations/ratings of the 3 judges. All judges’ ratings were combined into a single

Microsoft Excel sheet. Each participant rating was allocated according to the codings

supplied  by  the  researcher,  and  an  average  of  each  participant  rating  was

calculated. The evaluations of each group of participants will be presented below. 
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Figure 7: The self-talk experiment layout

5.3.1 Artwork creativity tasks
The artwork experiment was done on Microsoft Word where each participant had to

download a given document with pictures already supplied. They had to use the

illustration as a base to create 2 new art pieces in each experiment, i.e. task 1a and

1b,  and  task  3a  and  3b.  Both  questions  instructed  the  participants  to  use  the

illustration to create unique art pieces and then add a creative title to the art pieces. 

Figure 8: Artwork creativity task 1 and task 3
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Task 1 and task 3 of the artwork creativity task, as presented in Figure 8 was used

as  a  benchmark.  Each  participant  received  two  identical  pictures  for  each  task

(Appendix C) to create two unique art pieces. These art pieces were chosen as they

look very similar  to ensure that  the researcher does not  introduce new or  other

variables. This allowed the researcher and the judges to evaluate whether there was

an effect after the self-talk cues were introduced.

5.3.2 Business innovation tasks
With the business case experiment, each participant across the 3 different groups

received the same questions. The question for the experiment is listed below:

 Task 2 - You have decided to start an ice-cream store in Sandton City right

next  to  Nelson  Mandela  Square.  List  all  the  innovative  ideas  that  will

contribute towards making this store highly successful.

 Task 4 - You have decided to start a toy store in a farming community in the

Northern Cape region. List all the innovative ideas that will contribute towards

making this store highly successful.

Chapter 4 outlines the methodology around the reasoning for each group, but in

brief, the control group received no self-talk cues, the motivational self-talk group

received a cue that  they had to repeat  to themselves multiple times before and

during the second experiment, and the instructional self-talk group received a cue

that instructed them to think about the art and business case before attempting the

exercise, and also instructed them to answer the business case systematically. The

outcomes are discussed below. 

5.3.3 Control group
As discussed in Chapter 4, the participants of the control group did not receive any

self-talk cues between the benchmark tasks and the experiment tasks. The findings

are presented below in section 5.3.3.1 Table 2, section 5.3.3.2 Table 4, and section

5.3.3.3 .
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5.3.3.1 Artistic creativity
Table  2 reveals  that  with  the  control  group,  9  of  the  10  participants  got  more

innovative with their drawings in task 3, and 1 of the participants' drawings showed a

decline in creativity from their first drawings.

Table 2: Control group: Artwork comparison

Improved The same Worse Total
9 0 1 10

Table 3 below shows an increase of 52% in the artistic creativity of entrepreneurs,

where the non-entrepreneurs showed an increase of 15%.

Table 3: Control group level of artistic creativity: Entrepreneurial analysis

E n tre p re n e u r

A v e  

E n tre p re n e u r

A v e  N o n  

E n tre p re n e u r

B e n c h m a rk

3 . 3 8                3 .8 1                

3 . 2 9                4 .5 6                

3 . 3 3                4 .1 9                

E x p e rim e n t

4 . 3 3                4 .6 9                

4 . 3 8                4 .8 1                

4 . 3 5                4 .7 5                

5 2 % 1 5 %

C o n tr o l  g r o u p

T a sk  1 a

T a sk  1 b

A v e ra g e  o f  T a s k  1

T a sk  3 a

T a sk  3 b

A v e ra g e  o f  ta sk  3

L e v e l o f  c re a ti v it y  d u rin g  ta s k  3

5.3.3.2 Business case 
The business case experiment however proved different. With the control group, the

responses from the business case in the second experiment were not as innovative

as the responses from the first experiment. Of the 10 participants, 3 improved during

the second experiment, 2 did not improve but remained on average the same, but 5

of the participant responses were less innovative than their first responses, as shown

in Table 4. 

Table 4: Control group: Business case comparison

Improved The same Worse Total
3 2 5 10
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Table 5 below shows an increase in innovativeness for entrepreneurs at 6% and a

decline of 9% in innovativeness for non-entrepreneurs. 

Table 5: Control group: Entrepreneurial analysis

Entrepreneur

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark - Task 2

4.58                4.75                

4.79                4.31                

6% -9%

Control group

Task 2

Task 4

Level of innovation during task 4

5.3.3.3 Overall 
The level of creativity between task 1 artwork 1a, and task 3 artwork 3a increased by 26% from a

judge's rating of 3.55 to 4.48. Between task 1 artwork 1b and task 3 artwork 3b, the level of 

creativity increased from 3.80 to 4.55, making this an increase of 20% in creativity for artwork 2. 

When looking at the artwork holistically, the overall creativity increased by 23%, as shown in . 

However, the business case comparison presented a decrease in innovation with a judge’s rating

of 4.65 for task 2 and a rating of 4.60 for task 4, therefore presenting a 1% decline in innovation 

between tasks 2 and 4. The results are presented in  and  below.   

Table 6: Control group: Rubric evaluations

C r ite ria
T a s k  1  

ra ti n g

T a s k  2  

ra ti n g

T a s k  3  

ra ti n g

T a s k  4  

ra ti n g

A n a ly s is  

E x p 2 / E x p 1

T h e  le v e l o f  c re a ti v ity  o f  A rt w o rk  1  is  h ig h . 3 .5 5      4 .4 8      2 6 %

T h e  le v e l o f  c re a ti v ity  o f  A rt w o rk  2  is  h ig h . 3 .8 0      4 .5 5      2 0 %

T h e  le v e l o f  in n o v a ti v e n e s s  o f  th e  b u s in e s s  t a c ti c s  p re s e n t e d  is  h igh . 4 .6 5      4 .6 0      - 1 %

A v e ra g e  o f  th e  e x p e rim e n ts 3 .6 8      4 .0 0      4 .5 1      4 .5 4      1 4 %

G ro u p  1 : C o n tro l G ro u p  -  N o  c u e  c a rd s  s u p p lie d
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Table 7: Control group: Judges’ evaluations

Entrepreneur Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes

Benchmark C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 Average

Average 5.25 4.00 4.50 2.75 3.00 3.00 1.50 2.50 3.75 5.25    3.55       

Average 5.50 5.00 5.00 2.50 3.50 4.00 1.00 2.00 4.25 5.25    3.80       

5.38 4.50 4.75 2.63 3.25 3.50 1.25 2.25 4.00 5.25    3.68       

Average 5.50 6.00 4.75 3.75 3.75 3.00 5.00 4.25 5.25 5.25    4.65       

5.4    5.0    4.8    3.0    3.4    3.3    2.5    2.9    4.4    5.3      4.0         

Experiment C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10 Average

Average 6.00 4.75 5.00 4.75 4.00 5.00 2.75 4.00 4.00 4.50    4.48       

Average 5.75 5.25 4.75 5.00 4.00 4.50 3.00 4.00 4.75 4.50    4.55       

5.88 5.00 4.88 4.88 4.00 4.75 2.88 4.00 4.38 4.50    4.51       

Average 5.50 5.50 4.25 4.00 4.50 2.75 5.00 4.75 4.75 5.00    4.60       

5.75 5.17 4.67 4.58 4.17 4.08 3.58 4.25 4.50 4.67    4.54       

9% 11% 3% 86% 23% 36% 130% 78% 9% -14% 23%

0% -8% -11% 7% 20% -8% 0% 12% -10% -5% -1%

6% 3% -2% 53% 22% 23% 43% 46% 2% -11% 14%

Average of Benchmark

Control group

Task 1a

Task 1b

Average of Task 1

Task 2

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Task 4

Average of Experiment

Level of creativity during task 3

Level of innovation during task 4

Level of innovation and creativity during Exp 2

When comparing entrepreneurs with non-entrepreneurs in the control group against

the benchmark,  entrepreneurs’  creativity and innovativeness increased 26%, and

non-entrepreneurs increased overall by 6%. This is presented in Table 8.

Table 8: Control group, entrepreneurial analysis

Entrepreneur

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

3.38                3.81                

3.29                4.56                

3.33                4.19                

4.58                4.75                

3.75                4.38                

Experiment

4.33                4.69                

4.38                4.81                

4.35                4.75                

4.79                4.31                

4.50                4.60                

20% 5%

Entrepreneur

52% 15%

6% -9%

26% 6%

Average of Benchmark

Control group

Task 1a

Task 1b

Average of Task 1

Task 2

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Task 4

Average of Experiment

Level of creativity during task 3

Level of innovation during task 4

Level of innovation and creativity combined
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5.3.4 Motivational self-talk
The motivational self-talk experimental group was presented with a cue requesting

them to repeat the words “I am creative; I can do anything; I am innovative” while

completing  the  experiment  tasks  3  and 4.  The results  are  presented  in  section

5.3.4.1 Table 9 and Table 10, section 5.3.4.2 Table 11 and Table 12, and section

5.3.4.3 Table 13 and Table 14.

5.3.4.1 Artwork
With the motivational self-talk group, 8 participants' innovativeness improved their

artwork, and 2 participants' creativity decreased during the execution of the second

drawing. This is represented in Table 9.

Table 9: Motivational self-talk: Artwork comparison

Improved The same Worse Total
8 0 2 10

When  comparing  the  effects  of  motivational  self-talk  with  benchmark  task  1,

entrepreneurs showed an improvement of 12%, where non-entrepreneurs improved

their artistic creativity by 50%.

Table 10: Motivational self-talk artistic creativity

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

4.56                2.83                

4.56                3.00                

4.56                2.92                

Experiment

4.88                4.04                

4.94                4.00                

4.91                4.02                

12% 50%

MOTIVATIONAL SELF-TALK

Task 1a

Task 1b

Average of Task 1

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Level of creativity during task 3

5.3.4.2 Business case 
The  business  case  for  the  motivational  self-talk  group  reflected  5  case

improvements, 2 participants on average remained the same, and 3 participants’
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innovation with their answered decreased.  Table 11 below is a representation of

such.

Table 11: Motivational self-talk: Business case comparison

Improved The same Worse Total
5 2 3 10

The motivational self-talk group of entrepreneurs improved their innovation by 8%

with an increase of an average of 5.13 to 5.50. The non-entrepreneurs innovation on

task 4 decreased from an average of 4.17 to 3.83, equating to a 9% decrease in

innovation. Table 12 below demonstrated this entrepreneurial analysis.

Table 12: Motivational self-talk: Entrepreneurial analysis

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

5.13                4.17                

5.50                3.83                

8% -9%

MOTIVATIONAL SELF-TALK

Task 2

Task 4

Level of innovation during task 4

5.3.4.3 Overall
The level of creativity between task 1 artwork 1a and 1b, and task 3 artwork 1a and

1b increased by 24% and 21% respectively. The judge's ratings were 3.53 and 3.63

for task 1 artwork 1 and 2 respectively, and 4.38 for both artwork 3a and 3b (Table

13.  The  overall  creativity  increased  by  22%  (Table  14).  The  business  case

comparison however presented a decrease in innovation with a judge’s rating of 4.55

for task 2 and a rating of  4.50 for  task 4,  therefore presenting a 1% decline in

innovation between tasks 2 and 4. The overall  creativity and innovation however

showed an increase of 13%. 

Table 13: Motivational self-talk: Rubric evaluations

C rite ria T a s k  1 T a sk  2 T a s k  3 T a s k  4

T h e  le v e l o f  c re a ti v ity  o f  A rtw o rk  1  is  h ig h . 3 . 5 3      4 . 3 8      2 4 %

T h e  le v e l o f  c re a ti v ity  o f  A rtw o rk  2  is  h ig h . 3 . 6 3      4 . 3 8      2 1 %

T h e  le v e l o f  in n o v a ti v e n e s s  o f  th e  b u s in e s s  ta c ti c s  p re s e n te d  is  h igh . 4 .5 5      4 . 5 0      - 1 %

A v e ra g e  o f  th e  e x p e r im e n ts 3 . 5 8      3 .9 0      4 . 3 8      4 .4 2      1 3 %

G ro u p  2 :

E x p e rim e n ta l g ro u p  1  -  M o ti v a ti o n a l S T  c u e  c a rd  s u p p lie d
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Table 14: Motivational self-talk: Judges’ evaluations

Entrepreneur Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes No No 4

Benchmark MST1 MST2 MST3 MST4 MST5 MST6 MST7 MST8 MST9 MST10 Average

Average 3.25 1.50 1.75 2.25 5.25 4.25 4.25 5.50 3.25 4.00    3.53       

Average 2.75 1.75 1.75 2.75 5.50 5.00 4.25 5.75 3.50 3.25    3.63       

3.00 1.63 1.75 2.50 5.38 4.63 4.25 5.63 3.38 3.63    3.58       

Average 5.00 3.50 4.50 3.00 5.75 4.75 4.50 5.25 4.00 5.25    4.55       

3.7    2.3    2.7    2.7    5.5    4.7    4.3    5.5    3.6    4.2      3.9         

Experiment MST1 MST2 MST3 MST4 MST5 MST6 MST7 MST8 MST9 MST10 Average

Average 4.25 3.75 2.75 3.50 5.75 5.00 4.00 5.50 5.25 4.00    4.38       

Average 5.25 3.75 2.75 3.50 5.25 5.25 3.75 5.50 5.00 3.75    4.38       

4.75 3.75 2.75 3.50 5.50 5.13 3.88 5.50 5.13 3.88    4.38       

Average 5.25 1.75 4.75 3.00 6.00 5.75 5.50 5.25 3.75 4.00    4.50       

Entrepreneur Yes No No No Yes No Yes Yes No No

4.92 3.08 3.42 3.33 5.67 5.33 4.42 5.42 4.67 3.92    4.42       

58% 131% 57% 40% 2% 11% -9% -2% 52% 7% 22%

5% -50% 6% 0% 4% 21% 22% 0% -6% -24% -1%

34% 37% 28% 25% 3% 14% 2% -2% 30% -6% 13%

Task 1a

MOTIVATIONAL SELF-TALK

Level of innovation and creativity during Exp 2

Task 1b

Average of Task 1

Task 2

Average of Benchmark

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Task 4

Average of Experiment

Level of creativity during task 3

Level of innovation during task 4

The overall  analysis of the motivational self-talk group of participants showed an

increase of  9% for  the participants  with  an entrepreneurial  background,  with  an

average  of  4.75  for  the  benchmark  and  5.10  for  the  experiment.  The  non-

entrepreneurial participants’ combined level of innovation and creativity increased

from 3.33 to 3.96 which equates to a 21% increase, as shown in .

Table 15: Motivational self-talk: Entrepreneurial analysis

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

4.56                2.83                

4.56                3.00                

4.56                2.92                

5.13                4.17                

4.75                3.33                

Experiment

4.88                4.04                

4.94                4.00                

4.91                4.02                

5.50                3.83                

5.10                3.96                

12% 50%

8% -9%

9% 21%

MOTIVATIONAL SELF-TALK

Task 1a

Level of innovation and creativity combined

Task 1b

Average of Task 1

Task 2

Average of Benchmark

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Task 4

Average of Experiment

Level of creativity during task 3

Level of innovation during task 4
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5.3.5 Instructional self-talk
As with the motivational self-talk experimental group, the instructional self-talk group

received a cue after experiment 1. The cue instructed the participants to plan the

response to tasks 3 and 4. The instructional self-talk group was instructed to answer

the business case systematically once they have decided how they will answer the

business case.

5.3.5.1 Artwork
The artwork of all 10 participants improved in task 3 when compared with the artwork

in task 1. The evaluations from the judges for each participant are presented in Table

16.

Table 16: Instructional self-talk: Artwork comparison

Improved The same Worse Total
10 0 0 10

The instructional self-talk participants increased their artistic creativity by 75% and

the non-entrepreneurs increased their creativity by 58%. 

Table 17: Instructional self-talk:  entrepreneurial analysis

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

3.35                3.70                

3.35                3.75                

3.35                3.73                

Experiment

5.00                5.25                

4.90                5.25                

4.90                5.25                

75% 58%

INSTRUCTIONAL SELF-TALK

Average of Task 1

Task 1a

Task 1b

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Level of creativity during task 3

5.3.5.2 Business case 
With the business case question posed, 7 of the 10 participants in the instructional

self-talk  group  improved,  1  participant  remained  the  same,  and  2  participants

showed a decline with their innovation in answering the case.

35 | P a g e



Table 18: Instructional self-talk: Business case comparison

Improved The same Worse Total
7 1 2 10

The business case analysis of the entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs showed a

7% and 18% increase respectively, as visible in .

Table 19: Instructional self-talk: Business case

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

5.30                4.40                

5.70                5.05                

7% 18%

INSTRUCTIONAL SELF-TALK

Task 2

Task 4

Level of innovation during task 4

5.3.5.3 Overall
Table 20 below show an increase in creativity for artwork 1 and 2 of 45% and 43%

respectively.  The  level  of  innovativeness  increased  by  11%  and  in  total  the

innovation and creativity  of  the instructional  self-talk  group increased by  31% in

experiment 2 ().

Table 20: Instructional self-talk: Rubric evaluations

C rite ria
T a s k  1  

ra ti n g

T a sk  2  

ra ti n g

T a s k  3  

ra ti n g

T a s k  4  

ra ti n g

A n a ly s is  

E x p 2 / E x p 1

T h e  le v e l o f  c re a ti v ity  o f  A rtw o rk  1  is  h ig h . 3 . 5 3      5 . 1 3      4 5 %

T h e  le v e l o f  c re a ti v ity  o f  A rtw o rk  2  is  h ig h . 3 . 5 5      5 . 0 8      4 3 %

T h e  le v e l o f  in n o v a ti v e n e s s  o f  th e  b u s in e s s  ta c ti c s  p re s e n te d  is  h igh . 4 .8 5      5 . 3 8      1 1 %

A v e ra g e  o f  th e  e x p e r im e n ts 3 . 5 4      3 .9 8      5 . 1 0      5 .1 9      3 1 %

G ro u p  3 :

E x p e r im e n ta l g ro u p  2  -   In s tru c ti o n a l S T  c u e  c a rd  s u p p lie d
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Table 21: Instructional self-talk: Judges' evaluations

Entrepreneur No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Benchmark IST1 IST2 IST3 IST4 IST5 IST6 IST7 IST8 IST9 IST10 Average

Average 5.00 4.50 2.00 4.25 4.25 2.25 4.00 5.00 1.25 2.75    3.53       

Average 5.25 4.75 1.75 3.75 5.00 3.00 3.50 4.00 1.25 3.25    3.55       

5.13 4.63 1.88 4.00 4.63 2.63 3.75 4.50 1.25 3.00    3.54       

Average 3.50 3.50 3.75 5.00 5.50 5.75 5.50 5.25 4.50 6.25    4.85       

4.6    4.3    2.5    4.3    4.9    3.7    4.3    4.8    2.3    4.1      4.0         

Experiment IST1 IST2 IST3 IST4 IST5 IST6 IST7 IST8 IST9 IST10 Average

Average 5.25 5.00 4.75 5.50 5.75 4.75 5.00 5.50 4.00 5.75    5.13       

Average 5.75 4.50 4.75 5.75 5.50 5.25 4.75 5.00 4.00 5.50    5.08       

5.75 4.50 4.75 5.75 5.50 5.25 4.75 5.00 4.00 5.50    5.10       

Average 5.00 4.75 4.25 4.75 5.50 6.25 6.00 6.50 4.25 6.50    5.38       

5.33 4.75 4.58 5.33 5.58 5.42 5.25 5.67 4.08 5.92    5.19       

12% -3% 153% 44% 19% 100% 27% 11% 220% 83% 44%

43% 36% 13% -5% 0% 9% 9% 24% -6% 4% 11%

16% 12% 83% 23% 14% 48% 21% 19% 75% 45% 31%

Average of Task 1

INSTRUCTIONAL SELF-TALK

Task 1a

Task 1b

Task 2

Average of Benchmark

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Task 4

Average of Experiment

Level of creativity during task 3

Level of innovation during task 4

Level of innovation and creativity during Exp 2

The  entrepreneurial  analysis  in  Table  22 below  shows  an  increase  for  the

participants  with  entrepreneurial  background  from  an  average  of  4.00  to  5.20,

equating to a 35% overall  increase. The non-entrepreneurs however showed an

increase from 3.95 to 5.18, which equates to a 36% increase.

Table 22: Instructional self-talk: Entrepreneurial analysis

Ave 

Entrepreneur

Ave Non 

Entrepreneur

Benchmark

3.35                3.70                

3.35                3.75                

3.35                3.73                

5.30                4.40                

4.00                3.95                

Experiment

5.00                5.25                

4.90                5.25                

4.90                5.25                

5.70                5.05                

5.20                5.18                

75% 58%

7% 18%

35% 36%

INSTRUCTIONAL SELF-TALK

Average of Task 1

Task 1a

Task 1b

Task 2

Average of Benchmark

Task 3a

Task 3b

Average of task 3

Task 4

Average of Experiment

Level of creativity during task 3

Level of innovation during task 4

Level of innovation and creativity combined
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5.4Summary of findings for research question 1

From the experiment,  it  emerged that artwork improved across the experimental

groups. In the business context questions, however, the individual responses varied,

with a decrease of innovation in both the control group and the motivational self-talk

group. 

5.5Research Question 2

 What  is  the  perception  of  the  participants  on  motivational  self-talk,

instructional self-talk, and no self-talk on their respective artistic creativity and

entrepreneurial innovativeness?

5.5.1 Introduction
The aim of research question 2 was to receive feedback from the participants on

their own experience with the experiment. From the start of the experiment, none of

the  participants  were  informed  of  the  goal  of  the  experiment.  The  interviewer

explained to each participant that the experiment is on self-talk and they have to

complete 4 tasks of which they have to perform 4 drawings and 2 business-related

cases.  Once  the  experiment  concluded,  each  participant  was  given  2  reflection

questions to answer. These questions aimed to evaluate the participant's perception

of whether self-talk was effective during their individual experiments. 

The questions posed to participants were as follows:

 Q1. Did you feel a difference between using self-talk or not: If so, how so and

why so? If not, why not?

 Q2. Do you think that the practicing of self-talk had an impact on the outcome

of your tasks? i.e. were you more effective/successful while completing the

second round of tasks? If so, how so and why so? If not, why not?

After each participant answered these questions and submitted their experiment, the

researcher explained the goal of the experiment and also informed the participants in

which of the 3 groups they responded.
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5.5.2 Control Group
Although the control  group did not  receive any form of  self-talk  cues during the

experiment,  from the responses to these questions it  is evident that 8 out of 10

participants felt that self-talk made an impact on their ability to perform the second

experiment. The responses are included in Appendix E: Experiment responses. Only

2 participants did not experience any self-talk or did not see that there was any self-

talk cue supplied. However, some of the participants felt that they were overthinking

the answers and once they stopped talking to themselves, they were able to “go with

the flow” and get creative.

5.5.3 Motivational self-talk group
The motivational  self-talk  group of  participants  felt  a  difference with  the second

experiment after the self-talk cue, however, many of the participants felt more doubt

about their ability to perform the tasks. In many cases, the participants answered that

the ‘perfectionist in them’ came out and made it more difficult for them to perform the

tasks,  even though they were self-talking  and telling  themselves that  they were

capable of anything and that they were creative and innovative.

5.5.4 Instructional self-talk group 
With the instructional self-talk group, each of the 10 participants felt a difference

while  answering  the  second  experiment.  Some  of  the  participants  felt  more

comfortable  while  answering  the  second  experiment,  however,  many  of  the

participants  felt  that  the  second experiment  had put  more  pressure  on  them to

perform better.

5.6Summary of the findings for research question 2

Research  question  2  was  a  reflection  question  posed  to  each  participant.  The

responses  varied  according  to  each  experimental  group.  In  some  cases  the

participants  felt  confident  that  they  improved  their  overall  creativity  and

innovativeness, however, they were unaware that they formed part of the control

group. Some of the participants in the motivational and instructional group did not

experience any self-talk, and only once the researcher explained the cues, did they

recognise and understand the dynamics of the experiment.
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5.7Conclusion

The time allocated to the experiment was 90 minutes. The 90 minutes allocated to

the experiment included the time the researcher spent on explaining the flow of the

experiment and how to use the Draw tool in Microsoft Word and the explanation of

each task. On average the experiment lasted 40 minutes for the control group, 55

minutes for the motivational self-talk group, and 70 minutes for the instructional self-

talk group.  In 1 instance of  the instructional  self-talk  experiment,  the experiment

lasted the full 90 minutes. Each task was allocated 10 minutes and participants had

the option to stop the timer once they finalised a task and move on to the next task. 

40 | P a g e



Chapter 6: Discussion and Results

1

1.1 Introduction 

This chapter continues with a detailed discussion of  the results  as presented in

chapter 5. The results chapter is set out in the same order as chapter 5, and the

discussion  relates  to  each  question  and  section  of  the  questions  in  the  same

sequence. 

1.2Discussion of research question 1 

 What is the effect of motivational self-talk, instructional self-talk, and no self-

talk on individuals’ artistic creativity and entrepreneurial innovativeness?

Research  question  1  identified  the  importance  of  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional self-talk on artistic creativity and innovativeness. The research question

further  examined  the  creativity  and  innovativeness  of  entrepreneurs  and  non-

entrepreneurs. This research, therefore, extends the area of literature in the field of

self-talk in a business context.

The literature alludes to the fact that motivational self-talk made a greater impact on

individual performance than what was observed in a control group, as well as the

instructional  self-talk  group,  but  this  was limited to  the field  of  sport  and sports

psychology  (Hase et al., 2019). However, this experiment and the results suggest

differently. 

As suggested in Chapter 5, each participant was given 4 tasks. These tasks were

broken down into a benchmark (tasks 1 and 2) and an experiment (tasks 3 and 4).

Tasks 1 and 3 were evaluated against each other, and tasks 2 and 4 were analysed

against each other to establish whether there was indeed improvement after a cue

was  supplied  to  the participants.  A  complete  analysis  and discussion  will  follow

below.
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1.2.1 Artwork creativity tasks
The illustrations supplied to the participants (Appendix C), in tasks 1 and 3 of the

experiment instructed the participants to create unique art pieces with unique titles

per art  piece.  This  was used to  test  whether  self-talk  had an impact  on artistic

creativity (Glăveanu, 2018). The artwork creativity tasks will be discussed per group

of participants in the sections to follow.

1.2.2 Business innovation tasks
As with the artwork creativity tasks, the business innovation tasks, tasks 2 and 4

were used to analyse the participant's ability to improve on the experimental task

once a cue was supplied. In the case of the business innovation tasks, participants

were allowed to think of entrepreneurial innovative ways to establish and build a

successful business in a particular community (Tehseen et al., 2021). These cases

were very similar. 

1.2.3 Control Group 
As stated throughout this research paper, the control group was not supplied with

any cues at any point during the entire experimental phase. The results prove this

case.

1.2.3.1 Artistic creativity
Chapter 5 above revealed the results of the artistic creativity of the control group.

With that, the effects of no self-talk on artistic creativity proved that self-talk does not

have an impact on artistic creativity. As suggested by Ghosh, (2015), self-talk has an

impact on “creativity”. 

The researcher further analysed the data and separated the entrepreneurs from the

non-entrepreneurs. The scores allocated by the judges proved that entrepreneurs

improved  their  artistic  creativity  by  52%  whereas  the  non-entrepreneurs  only

improved by 15%. But when the scores allocated are further analysed, the non-

entrepreneurs scored higher for both the benchmark task 1 and the experimental

task 3.
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1.2.3.2 Business case
The business case experimental data is in contrast with the artistic creativity, as was

expected. In the control group, only 3 participants improved their business case idea

from task 2 to task 4. This falls in line with the literature by  Carmeli et al., (2006)

DiLiello & Houghton,  (2006),  Ghosh,  (2015),  Godwin et  al.,  (2016),  and Neck &

Manz, (1992) who suggested that creativity and innovation are influenced by self-

leadership and self-talk, using motivational and instructional self-talk. 

The analysis of the entrepreneurs versus non-entrepreneurs in the control  group

showed an improvement in the business case for the entrepreneurs, and a decrease

for the non-entrepreneurs. Once again, the non-entrepreneurs started off a higher

base  score  than  the  entrepreneurs.  However,  the  end  result  proved  that  the

entrepreneurs’  improved  score  was  higher  than  the  base  score  of  the  non-

entrepreneurs.  Tehseen et al., (2021) suggested that organisational culture has an

impact on entrepreneurial innovativeness. From the results in chapter 5, it is evident

that there is a correlation between the results and the definition posed by Tehseen et

al., (2021).

1.2.3.3 Overall
The overall creativity level increased, as stated in chapter 5, by 23% (task 3 vs task

1),  the business case (task 4 vs task 2) decreased by 1%, bringing the overall

experiment level of innovation and creativity for the control group to an improvement

of  14%. The data presented in  chapter  5  proved that  entrepreneurs were more

creative and the level of innovation was higher than the non-entrepreneurs. 

The conclusion that the researcher drew from the artistic creativity exercise was that

once the participants got more confident with the program they used to draw the

artwork, the better the drawings became in the third task. According to the results of

the business case, the researcher made the assumption that artistic creativity has no

impact on innovation in the control group experiment.

1.2.4 Motivational self-talk 
The motivational self-talk group of participants was given a motivational cue after the

benchmark tasks 1 and 2, as explained in chapters 4 and 5. The motivational self-

talk group results are in full contrast with the literature on motivational self-talk. The
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literature  stated  that  motivational  self-talk  had  a  greater  impact  on  individual

performance than both instructional self-talk and control groups (Hase et al., 2019).

1.2.4.1 Artistic creativity
In  the  motivational  self-talk  group,  8  of  the  participants  improved  their  artistic

creativity  in task 4.  In contrast with the control  group, the entrepreneurs did not

improve with a big margin as was the case with the control group. However, the base

results  of  the  entrepreneurs  were  much  higher  than  the  base  for  the  non-

entrepreneurs,  hence  the  reason  that  perceived  improvement  for  the  non-

entrepreneurs was much higher. 

1.2.4.2 Business case
With  the  business  case,  the  motivational  self-talk  group  perceived  innovation

declined by 1% across the group, with the entrepreneurs improving by 8%, and the

non-entrepreneurs declining by 9%. As was the case with the artistic creativity above

in section 1.2.4.1, the base for the entrepreneurs was much higher than that of the

non-entrepreneurs. However, the non-entrepreneurial participant's task 4 showed a

decline in “innovation”. 

Once again, this is in contrast with the literature that stated that entrepreneurs are

innovative  (Tehseen  et  al.,  2021) and  that  individuals  taking  advantage  of

motivational self-talk had higher performance (Kolovelonis et al., 2011), goal-driven

(Thibodeaux & Winsler, 2018) and self-determined (Bellomo et al., 2020) to remain

focussed during challenging tasks.

1.2.4.3 Overall
The  overall  analysis  of  the  motivational  self-talk  group  proved  that  the  artistic

creativity improved across the group by 22%. The level of innovativeness however

decreased  by  1% when  comparing  task  4  with  task  2.  The  overall  analysis  of

comparing  the  experiment  post  the  motivational  cue,  with  the  benchmark  tasks

proved that motivational self-talk increased the ability, creativity and innovation of

participants by 13%. However, when comparing the motivational self-talk group with

the control group, the control group scored higher with an overall increase of 14%. 
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When looking at the literature, the assumption that creativity plays a role in the ability

to be innovative (Ghosh, 2015), it can be argued that innovation alone is insufficient

without creativity (Ghosh, 2015).

1.2.5 Instructional self-talk 
As with the motivational self-talk group, the instructional self-talk participants were

given an instructional cue after the benchmark tasks, as explained in chapters 4 and

5. The literature on instructional self-talk had shown that instructional self-talk did not

have such an impact on individual performance as it had with the motivational self-

talk group (Hase et al., 2019). 

The results in this research are in total contradiction to that. 

1.2.5.1 Artistic creativity
In the instructional self-talk group, all 10 of the participants improved their artistic

creativity in task 4. The entrepreneurial candidates improved their artistic creativity in

task 4 by 75% and the non-entrepreneurs improved theirs by 58% across the artwork

tasks. The baseline for the entrepreneurs was marginally lower than the baseline for

the non-entrepreneurs,  however, the final scores for the entrepreneurs improved

drastically in task 4.

1.2.5.2 Business case
The business case analysis of  this  experiment demonstrated an improvement of

11% in innovation across the group of participants, with entrepreneurs and non-

entrepreneurs improving 7% and 18% respectively. Once again, the baseline for the

entrepreneurs was much higher than that of the non-entrepreneurs. However, the

non-entrepreneurs improved with a higher margin.

1.2.5.3 Overall
The overall  results of the instructional self-talk group showed an improvement of

31%, with creativity improvement of 44% and innovation improvement of 11%. The

literature assumed that instructional self-talk had little influence on participants in

studies by Hase et al., (2019), and Kolovelonis et al., (2011). According to the results

of this experiment, it is in total contradiction with the literature.

45 | P a g e



1.2.6 Summary of the discussion for Research Question 1
From the results  presented above in  section  1.2,  it  became evident  that  artistic

creativity had improved across the three groups of participants. Further to that, the

instructional self-talk group presented the researcher with the results proving that

instructional  self-talk  had  a  more  prominent  impact  on  the  participants  in  this

experiment. 

1.3Discussion of research question 2 

 What  is  the  perception  of  the  participants  on  motivational  self-talk,

instructional self-talk, and no self-talk on their respective artistic creativity and

entrepreneurial innovativeness?

6.3.1 Introduction 
As explained in  chapter  5,  the aim of  research question 2  was to  evaluate  the

perception of the participants across the three experimental groups. The responses

received aimed to evaluate whether the participants firstly noticed the use of self-talk

and secondly, whether they could feel the improvement in their performance when

completing tasks 3 and 4.

The questions posed to the participants:

 Q1. Did you feel a difference between using self-talk or not: If so, how so and

why so? If not, why not?

 Q2. Do you think that the practicing of self-talk had an impact on the outcome

of your tasks? i.e. were you more effective/successful while completing the

second round of tasks? If so, how so and why so? If not, why not?

6.3.2 Control Group 
A majority of the participants in the control group perceived the effect of self-talk to

have a positive effect on their ability to perform the experiment tasks, i.e tasks 3 and

4. Although these participants did not receive any cues, they perceived a difference

within themselves to perform better.
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6.3.3 Motivational self-talk 
With the motivational self-talk group, although the participants felt a difference during

the experiment tasks 3 and 4, many of the individuals perceived themselves to be

under  more pressure to  perform better,  and hence the reason for  this  group of

participants to perform worse in the business case. 

6.3.4 Instructional self-talk 
As  with  the  motivational  self-talk  group,  the  instructional  self-talk  group  of

participants  perceived  themselves  to  be  under  more  pressure  to  perform better

during experiment tasks 3 and 4. 

6.3.5 Summary of the discussion for Research Question 2
In summary, the participants that did not receive a cue, i.e. the control group, felt

more relaxed to answer the experiment tasks 3 and 4 with ease. Although they had

the belief that they received self-talk, none of the participants received a cue, and yet

they performed as was expected in relation to the other experimental groups.

Both the motivational self-talk and instructional self-talk participants felt under more

pressure to perform, and yet the motivational self-talk results were more in line with

the control group, and the instructional self-talk group performed much better than

the rest of them. 

6.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, participant perception about the experiment impacted them unwillingly.

the  researcher  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  experiment  itself,  whether

participants were given a cue or not,  created the expectation in the mind of the

participants that they were given some sort of self-talk without their knowledge. With

the control group, the placebo effect was evident. 

47 | P a g e



Chapter 7: Conclusion and Recommendations

1

1.1 Introduction

 This study set out to explore the effects of motivational and instructional self-talk on

artistic creativity and entrepreneurial innovativeness. It did that through the literature

of  thought-self  leadership  (Hatzigeorgiadis  &  Galanis,  2017a),  positive  self-talk

(Galanis et al., 2017; Hase et al., 2019; Kyeong et al., 2020; Latinjak et al., 2017),

and  motivational  and  instructional  self-talk  experiments  (Hase  et  al.,  2019;

Kolovelonis  et  al.,  2011).  It  became evident  that  both  motivational  self-talk  and

instructional self-talk play an important role in employees’ innovative and creative

cognitive behaviours.

In  this  study,  an  experiment  was  conducted  on  willing  participants  using  the

snowballing effect, as described in chapter 4. 

1.2Research findings

This quasi-experimental qualitative research design answered the research problem

set out in chapter 1. The research problem posed the question of whether self-talk

affected  an  individual's  ability  to  be  creative  and  innovative  using  creative  and

cognitive behaviours (Hatzigeorgiadis & Galanis, 2017b), through self-leadership and

self-talk (Alnakhli et al., 2020), also known as inner-dialogues (Oleś et al., 2020), in a

business context. Innovation and creativity form part of organisational competitive

advantage (Walter et al., 2019).

The literature proposed that motivational self-talk had a major impact on individuals

performance (Kolovelonis et al., 2011) through psychological activation (Bellomo et

al.,  2020;  Łysiak,  2019).  However,  the  results  of  this  experiment,  posed  in  the

research questions in chapter 3 concluded that instructional self-talk had a greater

impact  on  both  business  innovation  and  artistic  creativity.  Individuals  in  the

instructional self-talk group scored higher overall on all tasks.

1.3A proposed framework

This section proposes a model for  creating organisational  competitive advantage

using motivational and instructional self-talk jointly. 
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Self-talk strategies are widely known in the field of sport and sports psychology. This

experiment  proved  that  motivational  self-talk  and  instructional  self-talk  improved

creativity across the self-talk experimental groups, as was stated by Ghosh, (2015).

Further to that, instructional self-talk had an impact on both creativity and innovation

in this experiment. 

The proposed framework below  Figure 9, will  creative competitive advantage for

organisations when using motivational self-talk and instructional self-talk jointly.

Figure 9: Schematical representation of the impact of first-person positive self-talk on innovation and performance, 

adapted from the “Simplified thought self-leadership model” by Neck & Manz, (1992)

1.4Limitations

Limitations to the study 

 The study was conducted in the Gauteng region of South Africa. This could

be a limitation due to demographics. 

 The sample size described above consisted of individuals who volunteered

for the experiment. This could be a limitation due to the limited sample size.

 Historically self-talk studies were performed in the field of sport and sports

psychology.  Not  many  self-talk  studies  in  the  fields  of  management  and

education in recent years.
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1.5Suggestions for future research 

Further  experimental  research  into  the  impact  of  instructional  self-talk  and

motivational  self-talk  is needed in the field of  management sciences,  to find the

causality  between  positive  first-person  self-talk,  instructional  self-talk,  and

motivational  self-talk,  and  the  effect  of  such  on  individuals  creativity  and

innovativeness.

Suggestions for future research may include the following:

 Include participants in different regions – other than Gauteng.

 Widen the sample size to at least 50 participants per experimental group.

This might be difficult to attain, but the data will be more reliable with bigger

sample size.

 Further self-talk  experiments in the field of  organisational,  entrepreneurial,

and education.

1.6Conclusion 

This quasi-experimental qualitative research proved that motivational self-talk did not

have  such  a  major  effect  on  business  innovation.  The  instructional  self-talk

experiment,  although limited  in  the  literature  in  a  business  context,  proved that

instructional self-talk influenced individuals to be more innovative.  
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Motivational self-talk cue

Instructional self-talk cue
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Motivational self-talk cue
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Instructional self-talk cue
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Appendix D: Rubric
Experiment Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

Criteria Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

The level of creativity of Artwork 1 is high.

The level of creativity of Artwork 2 is high.

The level of innovativeness of the business tactics presented is high.

Criteria Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

The level of creativity of Artwork 1 is high.

The level of creativity of Artwork 2 is high.

The level of innovativeness of the business tactics presented is high.

Criteria Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4

The level of creativity of Artwork 1 is high.

The level of creativity of Artwork 2 is high.

The level of innovativeness of the business tactics presented is high.

Group 1: Control Group - No cue cards supplied

Group 2:

Experimental group 1 -  Instructional ST cue card supplied

Group 3: 

Experimental group 2 - Motivational ST cue card supplied

Likert Scale

On a Likert Scale of 1 to 7, rate the questions according to the following guideline:

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral,

5 = Somewhat agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree.

Likert Scale

Likert Scale

On a Likert Scale of 1 to 7, rate the questions according to the following guideline:

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral,

5 = Somewhat agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree.

On a Likert Scale of 1 to 7, rate the questions according to the following guideline:

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral,

5 = Somewhat agree, 6 = Agree, 7 = Strongly agree.
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Appendix E: Experiment responses
Control group
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Motivational self-talk group
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Instructional self-talk group
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