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Abstract: Volleyball spiking requires defenders to possess exceptional anticipatory skills. However,
most volleyball defense video eye-tracking studies have used fixed or off-court perspectives, failing
to replicate real-world environments. This study explored different visual search behaviors between
elite and novice volleyball players from various viewing perspectives using video eye tracking.
We examined spiking anticipation in 14 competitive elite, 13 semi-elite, and 11 novice players. We
captured spiking videos from three on-court perspectives using GoPro cameras mounted on the
defenders’ heads, closely replicating real game scenarios. For comparison, we recorded baseline
videos using a fixed camera. The present study revealed that competitive and semi-elite players
demonstrated higher accuracy than novices. Competitive elite players used fewer fixations, indicating
that their superior performance was related to stable visual search patterns. All participant groups,
regardless of skill level, showed similar visual allocation among areas of interest (AOIs). However,
notable differences in visual search patterns and AOI allocation were observed between baseline and
on-court perspective videos. From the baseline perspective, the participants primarily utilized global
perception and peripheral vision, focusing more on the setter zone or the spiker’s trunk. Conversely,
from the on-court perspective, they employed more fixations, focusing more intensely on the spiker’s
detailed movements.

Keywords: expert; volleyball; spike; defense; visual search behavior; eye tracking

1. Introduction

Volleyball is a highly competitive team sport, distinguished by its volatile and fast-
paced nature, involving complex tactical interactions. Volleyball players must quickly adapt
to transitions between offense and defense and execute various technical actions, including
spiking, blocking, and passing. Given the inherent complexity of volleyball, athletes must
be in excellent physiological condition [1] and have remarkable perceptual–cognitive skills,
such as quick anticipation, under immense time pressure [2,3]. In sports-specific contexts,
athletes’ perceptual–cognitive abilities, particularly their visual search skills, enable them to
select and execute appropriate responses by identifying environmental cues and integrating
this information with existing knowledge, thereby facilitating effective anticipation and
decision making [4,5].

The expert–novice paradigm is frequently employed in the field of sports science
to explore how prolonged training endows experts with specific characteristics resulting
in superior athletic performance [6]. Behavioral studies have consistently demonstrated
that athletes tend to exhibit superior perceptual–cognitive abilities, particularly in sports-
specific contexts [7–9]. In addition to subjective methods, such as verbal reports and
interviews [10], eye-tracking devices can be used as scientifically objective instruments to
measure expert athletes’ visual search skills in sports-specific anticipation and decision
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making. Some studies have integrated both approaches for a comprehensive analysis,
thereby mutually reinforcing the findings [11]. Eye-tracking technology [12] exhibits
exceptional temporal resolution, enabling the precise collection of eye movement data
as participants engage in visual search tasks, including fixation duration for different
areas of interest (AOIs). Fixation occurs when a person’s gaze is concentrated on a single
point within their field of vision for at least 100 ms [13]. The number of fixations varies
depending on the task performed and the environment perceived; thus, it will increase
as the task under observation becomes more challenging [14]. A long fixation duration
indicates extensive visual information processing [15]. Consequently, the proportion of
fixation durations among different AOIs suggests the relative importance of key visual
allocation areas. Numerous eye-tracking studies have applied the temporal occlusion
paradigm [16,17], which can be used to evaluate experts’ proficiency in perceiving early
cues for rapid anticipation by letting participants predict the follow-up action while the
video is paused at early time points [18].

Multiple sport perceptual–cognitive studies in tennis [16,19–21], badminton [22,23],
squash [2], soccer [3,24,25], handball [26], and basketball [8] have demonstrated that expert
athletes possess superior visual cognitive abilities, enabling them to effectively process early
information and exhibit greater accuracy in anticipation and decision making compared to
novices [5,7,27]. To explore the mechanism behind expert athletes’ exceptional anticipa-
tion performance, several studies have employed eye-tracking devices to focus on visual
information utilization and processing [13,28]. Experts typically employ more efficient
visual search patterns than novices in several sports anticipation tasks [3,22,29,30]. Expert
athletes generally have fewer fixations and longer durations than those of novices [4,31].
However, some studies have reached different conclusions, indicating that experts’ gaze
patterns may be task-dependent [27]. When eye-tracking tasks are conducted using video
materials, experts tend to have fewer but longer fixations due to simpler visual cues in
the video material. However, in in situ eye movement studies where the environment
is more complex and more cues need to be attended to, experts typically have more, yet
shorter, fixations to process the situational information more efficiently [32]. Previous
studies have also shown that experts tend to direct their gaze toward task-relevant areas,
thereby reducing the attention given to task-irrelevant information [28].

Research findings on volleyball expertise also demonstrate that experts generally
display effective visual search patterns; however, this can vary according to forms of task
presentation [11,33,34]. Advanced perceptual–cognitive skills are essential for volleyball
defense, as players must rapidly recognize the opposing team’s tactics and predict the
spiker’s actions to make proper defensive decisions. On the volleyball court, defensive
players can be classified into two types with different responsibilities and visual search
behaviors: front-row defenders (also known as blockers) and back-row defenders.

Effective blocking is a key technical skill that can directly lead to scoring points [35–37].
For blockers, the positional relationship between the setter and the ball serves as the key
source of information for knowing the intention and tempo of the pass. A video eye-
tracking study [14] found that blockers can exhibit greater accuracy in predicting the
passing direction when their gaze is more focused on the ball and the setter’s wrists and
less on the setter’s head. Another video study [38] showed that experts displayed fewer
fixations with longer fixation durations, similar to effective visual search patterns. An in
situ blocking study [39] found that experts focused more on the setter and spiker, whereas
novices tended to gaze at the ball more.

Although back-row defense might not lead to scoring directly, it significantly enhances
the quality of the initial pass, indirectly boosting the success rate of the offense. Back-row
defenders may have visual search strategies similar to those of blockers in the pre-spike
phase. However, as the spiker hits the ball (while the blocker jumps), back-row defenders
may adjust their position by shifting their attention to the spiker’s kinematics to anticipate
the ball’s trajectory. When interviewed [10], top-level beach volleyball experts indicated
that the situational context and opponents’ movements represented key visual information
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for decision making. The ball and the spiker’s shoulder, arm, elbow, wrist, and hand
are all important AOIs [34]. Another video study [40] found that experts used fewer
fixations with longer durations and focused more on the functional spaces between players,
indicating they were adept at utilizing visual pivots and had superior peripheral vision.
This conclusion was also supported by other studies [34,41]. Furthermore, as the action of
serving in tennis is similar to that of spiking in volleyball, research on tennis serve reception
can also provide some reference. Tennis experts allocate their attentional resources more
quickly than novices [42], focusing more on the ball, the opponent’s head and shoulders,
and the racket, areas that are critical for accurately predicting the ball’s trajectory [21].

Volleyball defense research has used two eye-tracking approaches: in situ and video.
Although some studies have attempted to bridge the gap between laboratory settings
and reality use in situ eye tracking [11,39,43], the complexity of real games makes it
difficult to replicate the same scenarios for each participant, hindering the ability to control
for the experimental variables. Video eye-tracking studies primarily utilize two types
of perspectives for video materials: off-court perspectives such as the baseline [41] or
sideline [14,44], and the on-court perspectives of back-row defenders or blockers. However,
these studies have some limitations. First, most research has been confined to one or
two perspectives, such as only Zone 1 [45] or 6 [33,34]. Second, as these studies used
fixed cameras, the angles could not move with the changing contexts of the game; thus,
dynamic perspectives could not be simulated. The receivers’ positioning and movement
have the most influence on the efficacy of reception [46]. In addition, the visual contexts
that receivers encounter differ based on their positions, potentially leading to different
anticipation skills and visual search patterns, such as attention allocation among AOIs.
Therefore, research from different perspectives is necessary.

The present study investigated visual search behaviors in spike defense anticipation
from different back-row viewing perspectives, including one baseline off-court perspective
and three on-court perspectives. The baseline perspective video was recorded using a
fixed camera—similar to that used in previous studies—to act as a standard reference. To
capture the authentic and dynamic on-court perspectives, we equipped the defenders in
Zones 1, 6, and 5 (right back, middle back, and left back, respectively) with GoPro cameras
on their heads, allowing them to make appropriate movements according to the game.
This study used a differential approach, aiming to examine the disparities in anticipatory
skills and visual search behaviors among competitive elites, semi-elites, and novices. It
further explored the importance of different AOIs from various viewing perspectives. We
hypothesized that as sports expertise increases, participants would demonstrate higher
accuracy and more effective visual search strategies, especially from on-court perspectives.
Furthermore, we posited that the visual fixation proportions within different AOIs would
vary with changes in viewing perspectives.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

Sample size was calculated using G*Power 3.1 [47], with an effect size set of 0.25, a
desired statistical power of 0.80, and a significance level of 0.05. This analysis yielded a
requisite sample size of over 30 individuals. We recruited 38 participants from Tsinghua
University for this study. School coaches and club leaders were contacted, and notices were
posted to recruit eligible volunteers for the experiment. Participants received monetary
compensation based on their level of volleyball expertise: USD 20 for elites and USD 15 for
novices. A questionnaire was used to collect each participant’s information, including train-
ing experience, performance at the highest level, and success at the highest level. According
to a classification model that defined different types of elite athletes in a previous study [48],
we applied an equation to quantify each participant’s expertise level based on their infor-
mation. Subsequently, participants were divided into three groups based on their expertise
scores: competitive elites (CE), semi-elites (SE), and novices. The CE group consisted
of 14 experienced senior volleyball athletes (9 males, 5 females; mean age = 21.71 ± 2.02;
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expertise score = 5.46 ± 0.67) from the first volleyball team at Tsinghua University. The
first team from Tsinghua University consists of athletes who were specifically recruited for
their high-level professional volleyball skills, with most players advancing to join national
and provincial teams upon graduation. They have won multiple championships in the
national competitions, such as China University Volleyball Association. The SE group in-
cluded 13 players from the second volleyball team at Tsinghua or principal members from
departmental teams (10 males, 3 females; mean age = 21.54 ± 2.87; score = 3.23 ± 0.30).
Their coach is a retired member of the national team; they train professionally and regularly
and have won many regional and university level competitions. The novice group in-
cluded 11 student enthusiasts with no formal volleyball training (8 males, 3 females; mean
age = 22.82 ± 1.60; expertise score < 1). All participants had normal or corrected-to-normal
vision and reported no history of neurological or psychiatric disorders. Before taking part
in the study, all the participants signed a participant information sheet and an informed
consent form.

2.2. Experimental Materials
2.2.1. Experiment Equipment

Three GoPros (San Mateo, CA, USA, portable cameras with a resolution of 4K and a
refresh rate of 24 Hz) and a SONY FDR-AX45 camera (Tokyo, Japan, 4K, 24 Hz) were used
to capture experimental stimuli. Eye-tracking experiments were conducted using the Tobii
Pro Spectrum [49] (Stockholm, Sweden, sampling rate: 1200 Hz, demonstrated in previous
studies to meet the experimental requirements).

2.2.2. Video Production

The video materials were recorded at Tsinghua Indoor Volleyball Stadium. The motor
experience of the spiker appears to be influential for the success rate of spiking [50];
therefore, we invited four male competitive elites from the first Tsinghua University team
to be setters and spikers, as well as six male semi-elites from the second team as defensive
players. Players involved in filming the video did not participate in the anticipatory
eye-tracking experiment.

To simulate a realistic volleyball game scenario, the offensive team consisted of one
setter and three spikers, positioned as the right-side spiker, middle spiker, and outside
spiker in Zones 2, 3, and 4, respectively (Figure 1). Each video recording began with the
assistant passing the ball, and the setter running from the backcourt to the optimal position
and passing the ball to one of the three spikers. Subsequently, the corresponding spiker
executed the spike. The red, blue, and green dashed lines illustrate the diverse spike
trajectory options of the three spikers. For example, the right-side spiker (red line) could
choose among straight, midline, and crosscourt spikes.
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Consistent with a typical defensive arrangement in professional volleyball, the defen-
sive team had six players: three front-court players dedicated to blocking at Zones 2, 3,
and 4; and three back-court players responsible for back-row defense at Zones 1, 6, and
5. The three back-court players wore head-mounted GoPro cameras to record the videos
from an on-court perspective. These cameras were affixed near the players’ eyebrows with
their angles meticulously adjusted parallel to the players’ line of sight to depict their head
movements and visual tracking more authentically. The defensive players were instructed
to adjust their positions in response to the movements of the setter and spiker, thereby
simulating real-game dynamic perspectives. A fixed camera was simultaneously set up
2 m behind the baseline of the court to record videos from a baseline perspective.

2.2.3. Video Clipping

We used Apple Movie software to edit our video materials. Each video started
precisely when the ball left the assistant’s hand and stopped when the spiker’s hand
made contact with the ball. Each video was approximately 2.7 s in duration, with the
final frame frozen for an additional 3 s. Therefore, the total duration of each video was
approximately 5.7 s. The purpose of setting the final freeze-frame in this study is to compare
the visual attention differences among different areas of interest (AOIs) when the offensive
spiker makes contact with the ball, thereby revealing the key body kinematics information.
The final freeze-frame is essential as it allows the fixation variable data sufficient time
to accumulate. Considering the deviation from real game scenarios due to this freeze,
we instructed participants to simulate a timely response in a real game and minimize
prolonged focus on the final frame to reduce the impact of this limitation.

We recorded 35 spike actions from four different perspectives, resulting in a total of
140 videos. After meticulously reviewing the videos, we excluded 36 that did not meet our
criteria, such as those with unstable passing, unclear spike trajectories, camera frame loss,
and key information loss. Consequently, 104 videos were incorporated as the final stimulus
materials (Table 1). We categorized the 104 videos according to spiker (Zone 2, 3, and 4),
spike type (crosscourt, midline, and straight), and video perspectives (Baseline, Zone 1, 6,
and 5) (Table 1).

Table 1. Description of experimental stimulus videos.

Spiker + Spike Type Baseline Zone 1 Zone 6 Zone 5 Total

Zone 2 (RS) + Crosscourt 5 5 5 5 20
Zone 2 (RS) + Midline 2 2 2 2 8
Zone 2 (RS) + Straight 4 4 4 4 16

Zone 3 (MS) + Crosscourt 1 1 1 1 4
Zone 3 (MS) + Midline 4 4 4 4 16

Zone 4 (OS) + Crosscourt 2 2 2 2 8
Zone 4 (OS) + Midline 5 5 5 5 20
Zone 4 (OS) + Straight 3 3 3 3 12

Total 26 26 26 26 104

2.3. Experimental Design and Process

The spike anticipation tasks were divided into four sections according to shooting
perspectives, with the videos recorded in each section from the same perspective. The
experimental procedures for each section are illustrated in Figure 2. In each section, the
participants first read the introduction to the experiment and then pressed the spacebar
to begin the formal experiment. Then, a focus point (“+”) would appear for 2 s before the
video stimulus material was played. The participants were required to press a key (1, 2,
or 3) within 5.7 s before the freeze-frame ended to predict where the ball would land (A,
B, or C, respectively, as shown in Figure 3). The areas A, B, and C corresponded to the
trajectory and landing location of three different spikes from the Zone 4 spiker, including
crosscourt, midline, and straight spikes, respectively. Once the participants pressed a key,
they would automatically see the fixation point (“+”) to start the next video. Each section
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included 26 videos (Table 1). The participants could rest between sections to ensure that
they remained in an optimal state for the experiment.
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2.4. Areas of Interest

Based on a previous volleyball study [10], we divided each video into pre-spike and
spiking phases for analysis (Figure 4). The pre-spike phase was defined as the period from
the start of the video until the spiker contacted the ball, which lasted approximately 2.7 s.
This stage had four AOIs, including the spiker in Zone 2, the setter, the spiker in Zone 3, and
the spiker in Zone 4 [39,41]. The spiking phase began with the still frame and continued
until the participant pressed a key. This period was used to analyze the kinematic details of
the spikers on whom the participants had focused [14]. The AOIs included the ball and the
spiker’s head, trunk, wrist–arm, and shoulder.
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2.5. Statistical Analyses

Tobii Pro Lab 1.217, the analysis software for the Tobii Pro Spectrum system, was
used to automatically generate the experimental data for each participant. The dependent
variables in this experiment included behavioral data (i.e., response accuracy [RA] and
response time [RT]), whole eye-movement data (i.e., number of fixations, total fixation
duration, and first fixation duration), and fixation duration proportion across different
AOIs. Fixation is defined as the concentration of an individual’s gaze on a target within
their field of vision for a minimum duration of 100 ms. The number of fixations represents
the quantity of distinct targets that the observer focused on. Meanwhile, the total fixation
duration indicates the cumulative time spent focusing on all targets, and the first fixation
duration specifies the time allocated to the initial target observed. The statistical analyses
were performed using SPSS 27.0. We used the Shapiro–Wilk test and Levene’s test to assess
the normality and the homoscedasticity in our data. Additionally, we used Mauchly’s test
and the Greenhouse–Geisser for the sphericity correction of the sample. Our data met the
statistical requirements to use the repeated measures ANOVA.

The present study was a differential study. The differential effects on the behavioral
and whole eye-movement data were assessed using a two-way 3 (group) × 4 (perspective)
repeated measures ANOVA and subsequent post hoc analyses. The differential effects
of the group and shooting perspectives on the fixation proportion across different AOIs
were assessed using a three-way 3 (group) × 4 (perspective) × 4 or 5 (AOIs) repeated
measures ANOVA and subsequent Bonferroni post hoc analyses [51]. A p-value < 0.05
was considered statistically significant. Effect sizes were assessed using eta-squared [52]
(η2 = 0.01: small effect size; η2 = 0.06: medium effect size; η2 = 0.14: large effect size). We
used G*power to calculate the required effect size, with a total sample size of 38, targeting
a desired statistical power of 0.80 and a significance level of 0.05. This analysis yielded a
required Cohen’s f effect size exceeding 0.22, which, when converted to η2, corresponds to
a value of 0.05.

3. Results
3.1. Behavioral Data

The mean RA, regardless of groups and perspectives, was 55.2% ± 5.6%, significantly
surpassing the chance level of 33.33% (Figure 5, red dashed line) (t = 24.200, p < 0.001).

The repeated measures ANOVA with factors 3 (group) × 4 (perspective) demonstrated
a notable interaction effect on RA (F(6,68) = 2.204, p = 0.050, η2 = 0.163). Significant differ-
ences were noted among the groups when the participants anticipated from the baseline
(F(2,35) = 5.285, p = 0.010, η2 = 0.232) and Zone 1 (F(2,35) = 17.214, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.496).
From the baseline perspective, both the CE (61.9% ± 4.7%) and SE (61.5% ± 8.1%) groups
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significantly outperformed the novice group (53.9% ± 7.3%). From the Zone 1 perspec-
tive, the CE group (59.3% ± 6.3%) outperformed the SE (50.3% ± 5.3%) and novice
(43.4% ± 8.8%) groups (Table S1).
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The main effects of group and perspective on RA were both significant (F(2,35) = 12.540,
p < 0.001, η2 = 0.417); F(3,33) = 10.518, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.489). Post hoc analysis revealed
that the CE (58.5% ± 3.3%) and SE (56.3% ± 5.0%) groups were significantly superior to
the novice group (49.9% ± 4.8%); however, the difference between the CE and SE groups
was not statistically significant. The RA from the baseline perspective (59.5% ± 7.5%) was
significantly higher than that from Zones 1 (51.6% ± 9.4%) and 6 (53.0% ± 8.9%) (Table S1).

The overall mean RT was 3620.79 ms ± 198.51 ms. The ANOVA results indicated that
neither the interaction effects (F(6,68) = 1.014, p = 0.424) nor the main effects (perspective,
F(3,33) = 0.524, p = 0.669; group, F(2,35) = 1.027, p = 0.369) were significant.

3.2. Whole Fixation Data
3.2.1. Total Fixation Duration of Each Video

The interaction effect with factors 3 (group) × 4 (perspective) on the total fixation
duration of each video was not significant (F(6,68) = 1.460, p = 0.205), and the group main
effect was also not significant (F(2,35) = 1.722, p = 0.193). However, the perspective main
effect was significant (F(3,33) = 11.050, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.501). Post hoc analysis indicated
that the fixation duration was longer from the baseline (2512.51 ms ± 357.66 ms) than from
on-court perspectives (Zone 1: 2358.31 ms ± 379.35 ms, Zone 6: 2294.81 ms ± 425.61 ms,
Zone 5, 2305.99 ms ± 434.00 ms) (Table S2).

3.2.2. Number of Fixations

No significant interaction effect was revealed between groups and perspectives
(F(6,68) = 0.317, p = 0.927); however, significant main effects were observed for both groups
(F(2,35) = 7.670, p = 0.002, η2 = 0.305) and perspectives (F(3,33) = 15.403, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.306).
The CE group (7.42 ± 1.34) exhibited significantly fewer fixations than the novice group
(9.22 ± 0.93). The analysis showed the most fixations from Zone 1 (8.76 ± 1.41) and the
fewest from the baseline (7.68 ± 1.43) (Figure 6, Table S3).
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3.2.3. First Fixation Duration

A significant interaction effect was observed between groups and perspective
(F(6,68) = 2.391, p = 0.033, η2 = 0.120). A significant main effect was found for perspective
(F(3,33) = 8.437, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.194) but not group (F(2,35) = 1.287, p = 0.289). Simple effect
tests showed significant differences across perspectives in experts (F(3,33) = 10.002, p < 0.001,
η2 = 0.476). The first fixation duration was significantly longer from the baseline perspec-
tive (296.52 ms ± 72.35 ms) than from on-court perspectives (Zone 1: 221.42 ms ± 52.16 ms,
Zone 6: 242.23 ms ± 53.00 ms, Zone 5: 239.00 ms ± 55.05 ms) (Table S4).

3.3. Fixation Proportion of Areas of Interest

To measure the attention allocation among different AOIs, a new dependent variable
of “fixation proportion” was constructed using the fixation duration as follows:

Fixation proportion (%) =
Fixation duration o f AOI (ms)

Total Fixation duration (ms)

3.3.1. Pre-Spike Phase

A repeated-measures ANOVA was performed with factors 3 (group) × 4 (perspective)
× 4 (AOI). The interactions among the three factors (F(18,56) = 1.395, p = 0.171) and between
group and AOIs were not significant (F(6,68) = 1.566, p = 0.170). However, the main effect
of the AOI was significant (F(3,35) = 123.108, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.918). The fixation proportion
on the setter (18.4% ± 3.6%) was significantly higher than that on other AOIs (Zone 2:
8.1% ± 1.4%; Zone 3: 11.0% ± 2.1%; Zone 4: 6.5% ± 2.1%). The interaction between
perspectives and AOIs was significant (F(9,29) = 74.962, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.959). Simple effects
analysis revealed significant differences among the AOIs from all four perspectives (setter,
F(3,35) = 41.163, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.779, Zone 2, F(3,35) = 36.990, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.760, Zone
3, F(3,35) = 174.642, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.937, Zone 4, F(3,35) = 81.795, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.875)
(Figure 7, Table S5).
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Figure 7. Areas of interest among perspectives (pre-spiking). Note: the p-value above the solid line
indicates the significance of the difference between viewing perspectives.

3.3.2. Spiking Phase

The AOIs during this phase included the spiker’s trunk, head, shoulder, and wrist–
arm, and the ball. A repeated-measures ANOVA conducted for 3 (group) × 4 (perspective)
× 5 (AOIs) revealed no significant interaction among the three factors (F(24,50) = 0.560,
p = 0.938). The interaction between group and AOI was also not significant (F(8,66) = 0.754,
p = 0.644).

The interaction between the AOI and perspective was significant (F(12,26) = 11.024,
p < 0.001, η2 = 0.836). Simple effects analysis revealed significant differences across perspec-
tives for different AOIs, including the shoulder (F(3,35) = 4.011, p = 0.015, η2 = 0.256), trunk
(F(3,35) = 8.239, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.414), wrist–arm (F(3,35) = 8.472, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.421), head
(F(3,35) = 11.303, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.492), and ball (F(3,35) = 19.407, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.625). The
main effect of the AOI was significant (F(4,34) = 34.573, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.803). The fixation
proportion was highest for the ball (4.1% ± 2.4%) and lowest for the trunk (1.1% ± 0.6%),
with similar levels for the shoulder (2.3% ± 1.5%), wrist–arm (1.9% ± 1.0%), and head
(1.8% ± 1.2%). The main effect of perspective was also significant (F(3,35) = 28.879, p < 0.001,
η2 = 0.712), with the baseline perspective (1.5% ± 1.2%) having significantly lower fixation
compared to the on-court perspectives (Zone 1: 2.4% ± 2.0%, Zone 6: 2.6% ± 2.3%, Zone 5:
2.6% ± 2.2%) (Figure 8, Table S6).
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4. Discussion
4.1. Superior Response Accuracy but Similar Response Times

The CE and SE groups outperformed the RA of the novice group, indicating that
through prolonged training experience, elite experts develop context-specific cognitive
search patterns. Experts are more skilled than novices in utilizing early visual cues to
anticipate opponents’ actions, a finding that aligns with previous research [7,53,54].

However, the disparity between the CE and SE groups was mainly observed from the
on-court perspective, particularly for Zone 1. Furthermore, the RA was lowest from the
Zone 1 perspective, indicating the highest difficulty. Since the Zone 4 spiker is generally
the main attacker in volleyball tactics, one to two players are often in the front jump to
block. The jumping blockers frequently obscure the view of players in Zone 1, which is the
closest zone to the main spiker.

Experts can efficiently utilize early cues to anticipate the ball’s trajectory or opponent’s
actions more rapidly, leading to shorter RTs than novices [55,56]. However, no significant
advantage in RT was found for either CEs or SEs compared to novices in the present
study. This may be due to the video pausing when the spiker comes into contact with
the ball, which is in the later phase of the spiking process. Most participants, including
experts, made their judgment after this moment since they prioritized accuracy over speed.
They preferred to watch the entire 2.7 s video before making an accurate decision. Future
studies should incorporate additional temporal occlusion points [39], dividing the spiking
process into detailed phases to explore whether experts make judgments more quickly with
limited information.

4.2. Whole Fixation Variables

The present study indicated that the participants in the CE group exhibited fewer
fixations, reflecting a stable and efficient visual search strategy among experts. This
observation aligns with previous comprehensive studies [2,4]. Moreover, CEs may adjust
their visual search patterns (e.g., first fixation duration) based on different perspectives.

From the baseline perspective, the number of fixations was the smallest but the total
fixation duration was the longest for all groups. Volleyball players typically focus on a
visual pivot and utilize their peripheral vision to gather visual information [34,41]. In this
study, baseline videos offered a broader and more stable field of view, and the key tactical
information related to spiking, such as setters and spikers, was at the center of the video.
Therefore, by focusing their gaze on the central area, players could effectively perceive
tactical movements through their peripheral vision and rapidly shift their focus to the
key spiking zone as needed [10,14,43]. This could explain why the participants preferred
fewer fixations and longer total fixation durations to achieve a more stable visual search
from the baseline perspective. Notably, the first fixation duration of the CEs from the
baseline perspective significantly exceeded those observed from on-court perspectives. CEs
are likely more adept than SEs and novices at utilizing their peripheral vision for global
perception; this, combined with foveal vision [57], facilitates a more efficient prediction
from the baseline perspective.

The highest number of fixations was observed from the Zone 1 perspective, likely
because of its closer proximity to the main spiker, as the proximity to the target influences
the number of fixations [58]. Another possible reason could be the high difficulty level
and high cognitive load faced by players in Zone 1. These players are responsible for not
only defending the straight-line spikes, but also anticipating whether the attacker will
perform a feint such as a drop shot [10]. Therefore, they require a more extensive search
for visual information, making the anticipatory aspect most challenging. The number of
fixations increases correspondingly with task difficulty [13,15]. This insight offers guidance
for future training, indicating that coaches should emphasize anticipatory training in Zone
1. In addition, future experimental designs could incorporate the anticipation of attack
types, such as a spike or a drop shot, to intricately investigate the cognitive processes from
Zone 1.
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4.3. Areas of Interest from Different Perspectives

Volleyball anticipation research has faced a contentious debate regarding whether
experts and novices differ significantly in the visual allocation within AOIs. A study explor-
ing blocker anticipation [39] found that experts focused on the leading spiker earlier and for
longer than novices. Another study on setter pass anticipation [38] observed that experts
focused more intently on the setter’s hands, whereas novices tended to pay more attention
to the ball’s trajectory. This disparity underscored the experts’ enhanced perceptiveness
toward task-related kinematic information, as highlighted in a previous study [44]. A
study on volleyball anticipation [34] found no significant difference in the fixation pro-
portion on AOIs between expert setters and novices; however, experts demonstrated a
more rapid orientation toward key AOIs. A study on setter pass anticipation [41] also
found that attention allocation on AOIs was similar across expert, semi-expert, and novice
groups. Although the present results did not reveal significant differences between experts
and novices either, they did show differences in AOIs from various perspectives, further
indicating the necessity of our perspective–specific research.

During the pre-spike phase, the participants exhibited the longest fixation duration
on the setter. This difference can be explained by habitual offensive and defensive tactics.
The setter, as the decision maker in spiking, determines the direction of the pass and the
final spiker [34,36,59], encapsulating substantial critical tactical information. Previous
studies [34,39] have delineated the gaze trajectory on AOIs during the pre-spiking phase:
ball–setter–ball–spiker. In these studies, the participants initially directed their focus to the
ball to evaluate the quality of the pass. Subsequently, they shifted their attention to the
setter. By interpreting the setter’s movements, they could predict the direction of the pass
and then redirect their gaze to the spiker, anticipating the spike’s trajectory and potential
outcomes [41]. These findings are consistent with the results of the present study regarding
pre-spiking AOIs. Furthermore, the present study found that from Zone 1, less attention
was paid to the Zone 2 spiker. Similarly, from Zone 5, less attention was directed toward
the spikers in Zones 3 and 4. This may suggest that defenders were more likely to be drawn
to spikers closer to them, potentially overlooking those who were farther away.

During the spiking phase, the participants paid more attention to the ball and the parts
of the spiker close to it, such as their shoulders and wrist–arm, but less focus was placed
on the spiker’s trunk. Previous studies [14,39] indicated that the spiker’s kinetics and body
movements are critical visual cues for predicting the trajectory and endpoint of the spike.
Interviews with beach volleyball experts [10] indicated that body orientation, shoulders,
arms, elbows, wrists, hands, and the ball are key elements in defensive anticipation. Among
these, the ball, hands, and shoulders are mentioned most frequently, underscoring their
critical role in predicting defensive plays. In serve receiving [43], expert volleyball players
focus more on the server’s shoulder and arm and exhibit a quicker tracking response during
the flight phase of the ball. However, some studies [28,60–62] have also highlighted that
when anticipating the endpoint of the ball, tennis and volleyball experts adopt a strategy
of global and peripheral cognition of the attackers’ movements rather than relying on
detailed observation. Therefore, given the reduced size and fewer details of spikers in the
baseline videos, the participants focused on the trunk as a pivot, attempting to adopt a
global perception approach for anticipation. Moreover, the participants focused more on
the ball from Zones 1 and 6. A possible reason was that visual information on the spiker’s
shoulders and arms was often obscured by jumping blockers, compelling participants to
focus more on the ball to anticipate the ball’ trajectory.

4.4. Limitations, Strengths, and Future Studies

This study has derived important conclusions, indicating significant differences in
accuracy and visual search patterns based on expertise. Moreover, it was found that
different perspectives lead to variations in the attention placed on AOIs, underscoring the
necessity and importance of studying defense anticipation from various perspectives. With
the advancement of technology, virtual reality combined with eye-tracking devices can be
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used to create more immersive and repeatable scenarios, enriching the empirical research
on eye movements in volleyball [63,64]. However, the present study has some limitations.
For instance, it did not subdivide the spiking process into more detailed temporal phases.
Future research could add more temporal breakpoints to examine gaze behaviors from
different perspectives. Additionally, the difficulties in anticipation observed from the
on-court perspective, particularly for Zone 1, may be investigated by incorporating more
specific tasks for Zone 1, such as distinguishing between a spike or a drop shot, to delve
deeper into the participants’ cognitive processes. Intervention studies such as cognitive
or perceptual training may also be used to train athletes in predicting volleyball spikes by
using different AOI instructions based on different perspectives [65]. During fixations, the
human eye undergoes involuntary movements known as micro-saccades, an important
metric in cognitive psychology research. These micro-saccades are extremely small eye
movements, with amplitudes of generally less than 0.1 degrees in visual angle [66]. As our
study focused on training recommendations and guidelines, we did not measure these data.
However, they may serve as a potential indicator for future athlete selection. Therefore,
measuring this metric in future research to ascertain its validity could prove beneficial.

5. Conclusions

The present study indicated that competitive elite and semi-elite players exhibited
higher accuracy than novices. Competitive elite players used fewer fixations than both
semi-elite players and novices, indicating that their superior performance was related to
stable visual search patterns. Across all skill levels, participants showed similar visual
allocation among areas of interest (AOIs). However, distinct visual search patterns and
differences in AOI allocation were observed between baseline and on-court perspective
videos. From the baseline perspective, the participants primarily utilized global perception
and peripheral vision, focusing more on the setter zone or the spiker’s trunk. Conversely,
they employed more fixations in the on-court perspective, focusing more intensely on the
spiker’s detailed movements.
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Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R.Z. and C.C.; Formal analysis, R.Z. and K.W.; Project
administration, C.C.; Resources, R.Z., D.Z. and C.C.; Software, R.Z. and D.Z.; Supervision, C.C.;
Validation, R.Z. and C.C.; Visualization, R.Z. and K.W.; Writing—original draft, R.Z.; Writing—revised
manuscript, R.Z. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki, and approved by the Tsinghua University Science and Technology Ethics Committee
(THU01-20230109).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all individuals involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data in this study are available upon request by sending an e-mail
to the corresponding author or the first author.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to express their gratitude to all volleyball players from
Tsinghua University Volleyball Team and college students who participated in the study.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/bs14030163/s1


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 163 14 of 16

References
1. Sheppard, J.M.; Gabbett, T.J.; Stanganelli, L.-C.R. An Analysis of Playing Positions in Elite Men’s Volleyball: Considerations for

Competition Demands and Physiologic Characteristics. J. Strength Cond. Res. 2009, 23, 1858–1866. [CrossRef]
2. Abernethy, B. Expertise, Visual Search, and Information Pick-up in Squash. Perception 1990, 19, 63–77. [CrossRef]
3. Savelsbergh, G.; Williams, A.; Van der Kamp, J.; Ward, P. Visual Search, Anticipation and Expertise in Soccer Goalkeepers. J.

Sports Sci. 2002, 20, 279–287. [CrossRef]
4. Mann, D.; Williams, A.; Ward, P.; Janelle, C. Perceptual-Cognitive Expertise in Sport: A Meta-Analysis. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol.

2007, 29, 457–478. [CrossRef]
5. Williams, A.M.; Davids, K.; Williams, J.G.P. Visual Perception and Action in Sport; E & FN Spon [u.a.]: London, UK, 2000; ISBN

978-0-419-18290-0.
6. Del Villar, F.; González, L.; Iglesias, D.; Moreno, M.; Cervelló, E. Expert-Novice Differences in Cognitive and Execution Skills

during Tennis Competition. Percept. Mot. Skills 2007, 104, 355–365. [CrossRef]
7. Abernethy, B.; Gill, D.P.; Parks, S.L.; Packer, S.T. Expertise and the Perception of Kinematic and Situational Probability Information.

Perception 2001, 30, 233–252. [CrossRef]
8. Aglioti, S.; Cesari, P.; Romani, M.; Urgesi, C. Action Anticipation and Motor Resonance in Elite Basketball Players. Nat. Neurosci.

2008, 11, 1109–1116. [CrossRef]
9. Yarrow, K.; Brown, P.; Krakauer, J.W. Inside the Brain of an Elite Athlete: The Neural Processes That Support High Achievement

in Sports. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2009, 10, 585–596. [CrossRef]
10. Schläppi-Lienhard, O.; Hossner, E.-J. Decision Making in Beach Volleyball Defense: Crucial Factors Derived from Interviews with

Top-Level Experts. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2015, 16, 60–73. [CrossRef]
11. Afonso, J.; Garganta, J.; Mcrobert, A.; Williams, A.M.; Mesquita, I. The Perceptual Cognitive Processes Underpinning Skilled

Performance in Volleyball: Evidence from Eye-Movements and Verbal Reports of Thinking Involving an in Situ Representative
Task. J. Sports Sci. Med. 2012, 11, 339–345.

12. Kredel, R.; Vater, C.; Klostermann, A.; Hossner, E.-J. Eye-Tracking Technology and the Dynamics of Natural Gaze Behavior in
Sports: A Systematic Review of 40 Years of Research. Front. Psychol. 2017, 8, 1845. [CrossRef]

13. Vickers, J.N. Perception, Cognition, and Decision Training: The Quiet Eye in Action; Human Kinetics: Champaign, IL, USA, 2007.
14. Vila-Maldonado, S.; Saez-Gallego, N.M.; Garcia-Lopez, L.M.; Contreras, O.R. Influence of Visual Behaviour on Decision Making

in Volleyball Blocking. Rev. Int. Med. Cienc. Act. Fis. Deporte 2019, 19, 489–504. [CrossRef]
15. Just, M.A.; Carpenter, P.A. The Role of Eye-Fixation Research in Cognitive Psychology. Behav. Res. Methods Instrum. 1976, 8,

139–143. [CrossRef]
16. Farrow, D.; Abernethy, B.; Jackson, R.C. Probing Expert Anticipation With the Temporal Occlusion Paradigm: Experimental

Investigations of Some Methodological Issues. Motor Control 2005, 9, 332–351. [CrossRef]
17. Farrow, D.; Abernethy, B. Can Anticipatory Skills Be Learned through Implicit Video-Based Perceptual Training? J. Sports Sci.

2002, 20, 471–485. [CrossRef]
18. Hinz, M.; Lehmann, N.; Aye, N.; Melcher, K.; Tolentino-Castro, J.W.; Wagner, H.; Taubert, M. Differences in Decision-Making

Behavior Between Elite and Amateur Team-Handball Players in a Near-Game Test Situation. Front. Psychol. 2022, 13, 854208.
[CrossRef]

19. Goulet, C.; Bard, C.; Fleury, M. Expertise Differences in Preparing to Return a Tennis Serve: A Visual Information Processing
Approach. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 1989, 11, 382–398. [CrossRef]

20. Rowe, R.M.; McKenna, F.P. Skilled Anticipation in Real-World Tasks: Measurement of Attentional Demands in the Domain of
Tennis. J. Exp. Psychol. Appl. 2001, 7, 60–67. [CrossRef]

21. Lin, Y.-N.; Wang, J.; Su, Y.; Wang, I.-L. Exploring the Gaze Behavior of Tennis Players with Different Skill Levels When Receiving
Serves through Eye Movement Information. Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 8794. [CrossRef]

22. Abernethy, B.; Russell, D.G. Expert-Novice Differences in an Applied Selective Attention Task. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 1987, 9,
326–345. [CrossRef]

23. Xu, H.; Wang, P.; Ye, Z.; Di, X.; Xu, G.; Mo, L.; Lin, H.; Rao, H.; Jin, H. The Role of Medial Frontal Cortex in Action Anticipation in
Professional Badminton Players. Front. Psychol. 2016, 7, 1817. [CrossRef]

24. Williams, A.M.; Davids, K.; Burwitz, L.; Williams, J.G. Visual Search Strategies in Experienced and Inexperienced Soccer Players.
Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 1994, 65, 127–135. [CrossRef]

25. Wang, X.; Liu, Z.; Zhang, H.; Ji, C. Transfer Effect of Cognitive Advantages in Visual Working Memory Capacity: Evidence from
Elite Football Players. Behav. Sci. 2023, 13, 464. [CrossRef]

26. Nicolosi, S.; Quinto, A.; Lipoma, M.; Sgrò, F. Situational Analysis and Tactical Decision-Making in Elite Handball Players. Appl.
Sci. 2023, 13, 8920. [CrossRef]

27. Williams, A.; Ward, P.; Knowles, J.; Smeeton, N. Anticipation Skill in a Real-World Task: Measurement, Training, and Transfer in
Tennis. J. Exp. Psychol. Appl. 2002, 8, 259–270. [CrossRef]

28. Gegenfurtner, A.; Lehtinen, E.; Säljö, R. Expertise Differences in the Comprehension of Visualizations: A Meta-Analysis of
Eye-Tracking Research in Professional Domains. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2011, 23, 523–552. [CrossRef]

29. Vaeyens, R.; Lenoir, M.; Williams, A.M.; Mazyn, L.; Philippaerts, R.M. The Effects of Task Constraints on Visual Search Behavior
and Decision-Making Skill in Youth Soccer Players. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2007, 29, 147–169. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e3181b45c6a
https://doi.org/10.1068/p190063
https://doi.org/10.1080/026404102317284826
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.29.4.457
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.104.2.355-365
https://doi.org/10.1068/p2872
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2182
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2672
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.07.005
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01845
https://doi.org/10.15366/rimcafd2019.75.007
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03201761
https://doi.org/10.1123/mcj.9.3.330
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410252925143
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.854208
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.11.4.382
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.7.1.60
https://doi.org/10.3390/app11198794
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsp.9.4.326
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01817
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1994.10607607
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13060464
https://doi.org/10.3390/app13158920
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-898X.8.4.259
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9174-7
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.29.2.147


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 163 15 of 16

30. Ward, P.; Williams, A. Perceptual and Cognitive Skill Development in Soccer: The Multidimensional Nature of Expert Performance.
J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2003, 25, 93–111. [CrossRef]

31. Travassos, B.; Araújo, D.; Davids, K.; O’Hara, K.; Leitão, J.; Cortinhas, A. Expertise Effects on Decision-Making in Sport Are
Constrained by Requisite Response Behaviours—A Meta-Analysis. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 2013, 14, 211–219. [CrossRef]

32. Ashford, M.; Abraham, A.; Poolton, J. Understanding a Player’s Decision-Making Process in Team Sports: A Systematic Review
of Empirical Evidence. Sports 2021, 9, 65. [CrossRef]

33. Afonso, J.; Garganta, J.; Mcrobert, A.; Williams, M.; Mesquita, I. Visual Search Behaviours and Verbal Reports during Film-Based
and in Situ Representative Tasks in Volleyball. Eur. J. Sport Sci. 2014, 14, 177–184. [CrossRef]

34. Fortin-Guichard, D.; Laflamme, V.; Julien, A.-S.; Trottier, C.; Grondin, S. Decision-Making and Dynamics of Eye Movements in
Volleyball Experts. Sci. Rep. 2020, 10, 17288. [CrossRef]

35. Afonso, J.; Mesquita, I.; Palao, J.M. Relationship between the Use of Commit-Block and the Numbers of Blockers and Block
Effectiveness. Int. J. Perform. Anal. Sport 2005, 5, 36–45. [CrossRef]

36. Eom, H.J.; Schutz, R.W. Statistical Analyses of Volleyball Team Performance. Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 1992, 63, 11–18. [CrossRef]
37. Palao, J.M.; Santos, J.A.; Ureña, A. Effect of Team Level on Skill Performance in Volleyball. Int. J. Perform. Anal. Sport 2004, 4,

50–60. [CrossRef]
38. Piras, A.; Lobietti, R.; Squatrito, S. A Study of Saccadic Eye Movement Dynamics in Volleyball: Comparison between Athletes

and Non-Athletes. J. Sports Med. Phys. Fitness 2010, 50, 99–108. [PubMed]
39. Laffer, J.C.; Coutts, A.J.; Fransen, J. Effect of Skill Level on Allocation of Visual Attention in Volleyball Blocking. J. Mot. Learn. Dev.

2019, 7, 215–231. [CrossRef]
40. Afonso, J.; Mesquita, I. Skill-Based Differences In Visual Search Behaviours And Verbal Reports In A Representative Film-Based

Task In Volleyball. Int. J. Perform. Anal. Sport 2013, 13, 669–677. [CrossRef]
41. Vansteenkiste, P.; Vaeyens, R.; Zeuwts, L.; Philippaerts, R.; Lenoir, M. Cue Usage in Volleyball: A Time Course Comparison of

Elite, Intermediate and Novice Female Players. Biol. Sport 2014, 31, 295–302. [CrossRef]
42. Wang, C.; Yan, A.; Deng, W.; Qi, C. Effect of Tennis Expertise on Motion-in-Depth Perception at Different Speeds: An Event-Related

Potential Study. Brain Sci. 2022, 12, 1160. [CrossRef]
43. Lee, S.M. Does Your Eye Keep on the Ball?: The Strategy of Eye Movement for Volleyball Defensive Players During Spike Serve

Reception. Int. J. Appl. Sports Sci. 2010, 22, 128–137.
44. Piras, A.; Lobietti, R.; Squatrito, S. Response Time, Visual Search Strategy, and Anticipatory Skills in Volleyball Players. J.

Ophthalmol. 2014, 189268. [CrossRef]
45. Loffing, F.; Hagemann, N.; Schorer, J.; Baker, J. Skilled Players’ and Novices’ Difficulty Anticipating Left- vs. Right-Handed

Opponents’ Action Intentions Varies across Different Points in Time. Hum. Mov. Sci. 2015, 40, 410–421. [CrossRef]
46. Paulo, A.; Zaal, F.T.J.M.; Fonseca, S.; Araújo, D. Predicting Volleyball Serve-Reception. Front. Psychol. 2016, 7, 1694. [CrossRef]
47. Faul, F.; Erdfelder, E.; Buchner, A.; Lang, A.-G. Statistical Power Analyses Using G*Power 3.1: Tests for Correlation and Regression

Analyses. Behav. Res. Methods 2009, 41, 1149–1160. [CrossRef]
48. Swann, C.; Moran, A.; Piggott, D. Defining Elite Athletes: Issues in the Study of Expert Performance in Sport Psychology. Psychol.

Sport Exerc. 2015, 16, 3–14. [CrossRef]
49. Nyström, M.; Niehorster, D.C.; Andersson, R.; Hooge, I. The Tobii Pro Spectrum: A Useful Tool for Studying Microsaccades?

Behav. Res. Methods 2021, 53, 335–353. [CrossRef]
50. Brault, S.; Bideau, B.; Kulpa, R.; Craig, C.M. Detecting Deception in Movement: The Case of the Side- Step in Rugby. PLoS ONE

2012, 7, e37494. [CrossRef]
51. Meyer, J.; Smeeton, N.J.; Fasold, F.; Schul, K.; Schön, T.; Klatt, S. Shot Deception in Basketball: Gaze and Anticipation Strategy in

Defence. Hum. Mov. Sci. 2022, 84, 102975. [CrossRef]
52. Daly, J.C.; Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, Revised Edition. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 1978, 73, 680.

[CrossRef]
53. Ward, P.; Williams, A.M.; Bennett, S.J. Visual Search and Biological Motion Perception in Tennis. Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 2002, 73,

107–112. [CrossRef]
54. Williams, A.M.; Davids, K. Visual Search Strategy, Selective Attention, and Expertise in Soccer. Res. Q. Exerc. Sport 1998, 69,

111–128. [CrossRef]
55. Ripoll, H.; Kerlirzin, Y.; Stein, J.-F.; Reine, B. Analysis of Information Processing, Decision Making, and Visual Strategies in

Complex Problem Solving Sport Situations. Hum. Mov. Sci. 1995, 14, 325–349. [CrossRef]
56. Wright, D.L.; Gomez-Meza, M.; Pleasants, F. Use of Advanced Visual Cue Sources in Volleyball. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 1990, 12,

406–414. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Schorer, J.; Rienhoff, R.; Fischer, L.; Baker, J. Foveal and Peripheral Fields of Vision Influences Perceptual Skill in Anticipating

Opponents’ Attacking Position in Volleyball. Appl. Psychophysiol. Biofeedback 2013, 38, 185–192. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
58. Roca, A.; Ford, P.R.; McRobert, A.P.; Williams, A.M. Perceptual-Cognitive Skills and Their Interaction as a Function of Task

Constraints in Soccer. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 2013, 35, 144–155. [CrossRef]
59. Rodriguez-Ruiz, D.; Quiroga, M.E.; Miralles, J.A.; Sarmiento, S.; De Saá, Y.; García-Manso, J.M. Study of the Technical and Tactical

Variables Determining Set Win or Loss in Top-Level European Men’s Volleyball. J. Quant. Anal. Sports 2011, 7, 1281. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.25.1.93
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2012.11.002
https://doi.org/10.3390/sports9050065
https://doi.org/10.1080/17461391.2012.730064
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-74487-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/24748668.2005.11868326
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1992.10607551
https://doi.org/10.1080/24748668.2004.11868304
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20308980
https://doi.org/10.1123/jmld.2017-0061
https://doi.org/10.1080/24748668.2013.11868679
https://doi.org/10.5604/20831862.1127288
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci12091160
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/189268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2015.01.018
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01694
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.07.004
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-020-01430-3
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0037494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2022.102975
https://doi.org/10.2307/2286629
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2002.10608997
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1998.10607677
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-9457(95)00019-O
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.12.4.406
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28796963
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10484-013-9224-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23775537
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.35.2.144
https://doi.org/10.2202/1559-0410.1281


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 163 16 of 16

60. Huys, R.; Cañal-Bruland, R.; Hagemann, N.; Beek, P.J.; Smeeton, N.J.; Williams, A.M. Global Information Pickup Underpins
Anticipation of Tennis Shot Direction. J. Mot. Behav. 2009, 41, 158–171. [CrossRef]

61. Williams, A.M. Perceiving the Intentions of Others: How Do Skilled Performers Make Anticipation Judgments? In Progress in
Brain Research; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2009; Volume 174, pp. 73–83. ISBN 978-0-444-53356-2.

62. Decouto, B.S.; Smeeton, N.J.; Williams, A.M. Skilled Performers Show Right Parietal Lateralization during Anticipation of
Volleyball Attacks. Brain Sci. 2023, 13, 1204. [CrossRef]

63. Heilmann, F.; Witte, K. Perception and Action under Different Stimulus Presentations: A Review of Eye-Tracking Studies with an
Extended View on Possibilities of Virtual Reality. Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 5546. [CrossRef]

64. Shimi, A.; Tsestou, V.; Hadjiaros, M.; Neokleous, K.; Avraamides, M. Attentional Skills in Soccer: Evaluating the Involvement of
Attention in Executing a Goalkeeping Task in Virtual Reality. Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 9341. [CrossRef]

65. Suárez, M.; Serenini, A.; Fernández-Echeverría, C.; Collado-Mateo, D.; Moreno Arroyo, M. The Effect of Decision Training, from a
Cognitive Perspective, on Decision-Making in Volleyball: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2020, 17, 3628. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Krauzlis, R.J. Chapter 32—Eye Movements. In Fundamental Neuroscience, 4th ed.; Squire, L.R., Berg, D., Bloom, F.E., du Lac, S.,
Ghosh, A., Spitzer, N.C., Eds.; Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 2013; pp. 697–714. ISBN 978-0-12-385870-2.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3200/JMBR.41.2.158-171
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci13081204
https://doi.org/10.3390/app11125546
https://doi.org/10.3390/app11199341
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17103628
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32455852

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Experimental Materials 
	Experiment Equipment 
	Video Production 
	Video Clipping 

	Experimental Design and Process 
	Areas of Interest 
	Statistical Analyses 

	Results 
	Behavioral Data 
	Whole Fixation Data 
	Total Fixation Duration of Each Video 
	Number of Fixations 
	First Fixation Duration 

	Fixation Proportion of Areas of Interest 
	Pre-Spike Phase 
	Spiking Phase 


	Discussion 
	Superior Response Accuracy but Similar Response Times 
	Whole Fixation Variables 
	Areas of Interest from Different Perspectives 
	Limitations, Strengths, and Future Studies 

	Conclusions 
	References

