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GRASTORF, JANE E. Nonverbal Behaviors of Collegiate
Female Volleyball and Basketball Coaches as Recalled
by Athletes and Coaches. (19 80)
Directed by: Dr. E. Doris McKinney
The purpose of the study was to explore and identi
fy selected observable nonverbal behaviors of collegiate
female varsity volleyball and basketball coaches in prac
tice and game situations as recalled by athletes and
coaches.
Within the study, answers were sought for nine ques
tions which focused on a set of selected behaviors which
might be recalled by coaches and athletes for practice
and game situations.

In addition, one question examined

the agreement between athletes and coaches on selected
behaviors for individual coaches.
Twenty-three coaches and 118 athletes, representing
27 teams from 25 of 44 randomly selected colleges and
universities, participated in the study during November
and December 1979, and January 1980.

Coaches and athletes

completed the Nonverbal Behavior Descriptor Questionnaire
(NBDQ) which they received through the mail.
The Nonverbal Behavior Descriptor Questionnaire
(NBDQ) was developed by the investigator during a pre
liminary study.

The NBDQ lists 30 nonverbal behaviors

for both practice and game situations as well as three
nominal scales.

The scales, used to describe behaviors,

include displayed-never displayed, instructional-personal,
and pleasant-unpleasant.

Reliability, established

concurrent to the investigation was reported as percentage
of agreement, and averaged 84.48% for 28 athletes, and
86.18% for six coaches.
The data collected from the NBDQ were nominal in
nature; therefore, analysis included frequency counts,
McNemar's test for related samples, and the chi-square
test of independence.

Analysis of the data resulted in

the following major findings.
1.

Athletes and coaches most frequently recalled,

although not in the same order of frequency, six of the
same behaviors as displayed by coaches in the practice
situation.

The behaviors included smiles, direct eye

contact, head follows movement, and the

arm/

hand movements which included pointing, directing and
uses hands when talking to imitate movement.
2.

Athletes and coaches most frequently recalled,

although not in the same order of frequency, nine of the
same behaviors as displayed by coaches in the game situa
tion.

The behaviors included the six behaviors listed

above, as well as leans forward while sitting, pats on
back and clapping.
3.

Although similarities in practice and game sit

uations were noted for behaviors, some differences existed
in the practice and gam« behaviors recalled as "displayednever displayed' by the coaches and athletes.

According

to the coaches and athletes, "standing-related posture"
behaviors were recalled as behaviors displayed by coaches

in the practice situation.

"Sitting-related posture" be

haviors as well as touching behaviors were recalled as be
haviors displayed by coaches in the game situation.
4.

Although similarities in coach and athlete recall

were noted, some differences existed in coach and athlete
descriptions of practice and game behaviors described as
instructional-personal.

Coaches generally described the

nonverbal behaviors displayed by themselves as personal in
the two situations.

Athletes generally described the non

verbal behaviors as displayed by the coaches in the two
situations as instructional.
5.

Individual coaches and their athletes did not re

call displayed-never displayed nonverbal behaviors iden
tically.

Coaches recalled between 0 and 16 of the pLayers

or game nonverbal behaviors identical to those recalled
by their athletes.
Within the limits of the exploratory study, it was
concluded that the nonverbal behaviors on the NBDQ can be
recalled and described by female volleyball and basketball
coaches and athletes in game and practice situations.

Fur

thermore, there is a trend toward "standing-related posture"
behaviors to be displayed by the coaches in the practice
situations, and "sitting-related posture" and touching be
haviors to be displayed by the same coaches in the game
situations.

In addition, there is a tendency for athletes

and coaches to describe behaviors that may be instructional
or personal differently.

Finally, coaches may recall their

behaviors differently than they are recalled by their players.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Many aspects of personality functioning in society
involve the interaction of the individual with others.
This interaction, referred to as communication, involves
encoding (sending) and decoding (receiving) messages.
is expressed either verbally or nonverbally.

It

Unlike verbal

messages, Harrison (1972) stated, nonverbal messages are
learned informally, out of awareness, through imitation
or by accident.

Nonverbal messages are continuous,

natural, subtle, and connotative.

Variability exists

in the encoding and decoding processes.
Nonverbal communication is one facet of nonverbal
behavior.

Harper, Wiens, and Matarazzo (1978) defined

nonverbal behavior as a physical act which did or did not
have meaning.
encompasses:

Tripartite in scope, nonverbal behavior
(a) kinesics—i.e., gestures, movements

of the body, limbs, hands, head, feet, legs, facial ex
pressions, eye behavior and posture (Birdwhistell, 19 70;
Duncan, 1969); (b) proxemics—i.e., man's use of space (Har
per, et al., 0-978) and (c) paralinguistics—i.e., non-lan
guage sounds.

The three areas of nonverbal behavior,

according to Goffman (1959), signal to others:

(a) what

an individual is like, (b) whether an individual is
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anxious or assured, (c) how the individual views work
and others, and (d) how adaptable the person is to a
group.
Nonverbal behavior received impetus, as a field
of study, with Birdwhistell in 1952 (Harper et al.,
1978).

Thereafter, anthropologists, linguists, psycho

logists and sociologists have conducted kinesic, proxemic
and paralinguistic research.

It has been noted by in

vestigators that there is a lack of consensus as to the
best research approach to nonverbal behavior, the domain
it encompassed, and its definition (Harper et al., 19 7 8).
Duncan (1969) summarized the research of the early con
tributors to nonverbal behavior.

He determined that most

of the early study consisted mainly of transcription
systems development to categorize and transform behaviors
into units of analysis.

Subsequent to that summary, it

was noted that work on the development of various des
criptive systems has continued not only in the behavioral
sciences, but also in the field of education.

According

to Cheffers (19 77), interaction analysis systems have pro
vided techniques through which the teaching act has been
analyzed, critiqued and refined.

Galloway (1971) observed

that interaction analysis systems have focused on class
room nonverbal behavior of both teacher and student, to
gether and separately.
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Interaction analysis systems, until approximately
1970, were mainly used in the general education class
room environment.

Gradually, after that time, within

the educational realm physical educators adopted and
modified the analysis systems to measure behaviors
found predominantly in physical activity classes (Cheffers, Amidon & Rogers, 1974); however, expansion of the
systems to physical education rarely included sport.
Subsequent study of reported analyses in physical educa
tion instructional settings revealed that few studies,
if any, were conducted in the sport setting.
The paucity of interaction analysis systems in
sport created a void in investigation of coach-athlete
relationships.

The few studies (Bailey, 1972; Danielson,

Zelhart & Drake, 1975; Percival, 1971) undertaken to
examine coach-athlete relationships focused primarily on
male coaches or athletes.

Research, of a nonverbal

nature, on female coaches or female athletes is almost
nonexistent.

With the recent influx of women participa

ting in sport, it seemed appropriate that investigations
which focused on female coaches and athletes should be
initiated.

The important role that nonverbal behavior

assumes in communication suggested that such behaviors
appearing in the sport setting for women should be studied.
Existing tools for study were judged to be inadequate for
application to sport; therefore, an interaction analysis
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instrument, appropriate for the study of female athletes
and their coaches, needed to be developed.

One of the

first steps, germane to the construction of analysis
systems, is the identification of behavioral descriptors.
The overall purpose of the present study, therefore, was
to aid in the identification of behavioral descriptors
which may provide a basis for the development of an in
teraction analysis system.
Statement of the Problem
The major focus of this study was to explore and
identify selected observable nonverbal behaviors of
collegiate female varsity volleyball and basketball
coaches in practice and game situations as recalled
by athletes and coaches.
Within the study, answers to the following ques
tions were sought:
1.

What selected observable nonverbal behaviors

of collegiate female varsity volleyball and basketball
coaches do athletes recall most frequently in the prac
tice situation?
2.

What selected observable nonverbal behaviors

of collegiate female varsity volleyball and basketball
coaches do athletes recall most frequently in the game
situation?
3.

What selected observable nonverbal behaviors

of collegiate female varsity basketball and volleyball
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coaches do the coaches themselves recall most frequently
in the practice situation?
4.

What selected observable nonverbal behaviors

of collegiate female varsity volleyball and basketball
coaches do the coaches themselves recall most frequently
in the game situation?
5.

Are there differences between selected practice

and game observable nonverbal behaviors of coaches as
recalled by athletes that are:

(a) displayed-never dis

played, (b) instructional-personal, and (c) pleasantunpleasant?
6.

Are there differences between selected practice

and game observable nonverbal behaviors of coaches as
recalled by coaches that are:

(a) displayed-never dis

played, (b) instructional-personal, and (c) pleasantunpleasant?
7.

Are there differences between selected observ

able nonverbal behaviors of coaches as recalled by ath
letes and coaches in practice situations that are:

(a)

displayed-never displayed, (b) instructional-personal,
and (c) pleasant-unpleasant?
8.

Are there differences between selected observ

able nonverbal behaviors of coaches as recalled by ath
letes and coaches in game situations that are:

(a) dis

played-never displayed, (b) instructional-personal, and
(c) pleasant-unpleasant?
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9.

Do individual coaches recall selected observable

nonverbal behaviors identical to those recalled by their
athletes?
Definitions of Terms
Athlete — a female member listed on selected college
or university sponsored intercollegiate varsity basket
ball or volleyball team roster.
Coach—a female employed by selected college or
university who coached an intercollegiate women's
varsity basketball or volleyball team.
Description—an observable nonverbal behavior was
described as:

(a)

displayed-never displayed, (b) in-

structional-personal, and (c) pleasant-unpleasant.
Instructional motion—an observable nonverbal be
havior displayed in instructional contexts (i.e., those
situations in which directions for learning and perfor
mance were being given).
Kinesic behavior (Kinesics)—an observable nonverbal
behavior which included gestures, movements of the body,
limbs, hands, head, feet, legs, facial expressions, eyebehavior, and posture (Duncan, 1969; Birdwhistell, 1970).
NBDQ—Nonverbal Behavior Descriptor Questionnaire
Observable nonverbal behavior—a physical act, move
ment, or motion listed on the Nonverbal Behavior Descrip
tor Questionnaire (NBDQ).
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Personal motion—an observable nonverbal behavior
displayed that was unrelated to instruction (i.e., ges
tures that were not related to directions given for learn
ing or performance).
Pleasant behavior—an observable nonverbal behavior
displayed that was agreeable.
Unpleasant behavior—an observable nonverbal behavior
displayed that was disagreeable.

Assumptions
The following assumptions were made:
1.

Nonverbal behaviors would be recalled accurate

ly by female varsity team sport coaches and their female
athletes during practice and game situations.
2.

Nonverbal behaviors of coaches, recalled during

practice and game situations, could be recorded accurate
ly by selected female athletes.
3.

Nonverbal behaviors of self, recalled during

practice and game situations, could be recorded accurate
ly by female coaches.
4.

The Nonverbal Behavior Descriptor Questionnaire

(NBDQ) has content validity.
5.

Grant and Hennings' (19 71) instructional and

personal motions, although developed in elementary class
rooms, could be applied to the sport environment.
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6.

Coaches, participating in the study, would follow

the directions for administration of the NBDQ as stated in
the established administration procedures.
7.

Team managers or selected players, participating

in the study, would follow the directions for administra
tion of the NBDQ to athletes as stated in the established
administration procedures.
8.

Coaches and athletes, participating in the study,

would respond with honesty on the NBDQ.
Scope of the Study
The study included randomly selected United States
collegiate female varsity volleyball and basketball
coaches and their female athletes.

A minimum of 20

coaches and 100 athletes, responding to the participa
tion requests forwarded to 76 coaches who represented
44 colleges and universities, was accepted as an adequate
sample size.

The selected behaviors, kinesic in nature,

were limited to those listed and described on the NBDQ.
Nonparametric analyses, McNemar's test and chi square
test of independence, were applied to the frequencies
obtained from the nominal data.
The limitations of the study reflected those which
would be encountered in any exploratory and descriptive
study.

Included among those limitations were:

(a) the

limiting of nonverbal behaviors and descriptors of
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observable nonverbal behaviors to those on the NBDQ,
(b) the dependence of the data on the accuracy of coach
and athlete recall, and (c) the narrowing of the data
to be analyzed, thereby excluding coaching experience,
playing time, team status or division of play comparisons.
Significance of the Study
The importance of nonverbal behavior has been
recognized in the behavioral and social sciences.
is characterized as a dynamic process.

It

It is individual

in nature, situation specific, and involves continual en
coding and decoding, sending and receiving, of messages
by individuals.

Recently educational research has sup

ported the importance of the study of nonverbal behaviors.
Educators have found that those behaviors are recogniz
able, that they affect teacher-student interaction, and
that they serve both as facilitators of learning and de
terrents to learning (Cheffers, 1974; Galloway, 1977;
Hall et al., 1977).
Stevenson (19 75) stated that descriptors of move
ments, meanings and contexts should be compiled to study
and arrive at a standardized way to observe nonverbal
behavior.

Once descriptions are compiled, comparisons

can be made and relationships derived.

Further,

The comparative analysis of a particular movement
in different social context . . . may be an extreme
ly useful design in the discovery of its meaning.
. . . such comparisons may determine how the meanings
associated with a particular movement alter from
social context to social context. (1975, p. 8)
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Although compiled and compared movement descriptions
were numerous in general education, physical education,
especially sport, lacked depth of study in this dimen
sion.
According to existing educational research, non
verbal investigations in sport are rare.

Few studies

were found which examined the coach-athlete relationship,
particularly

nonverbal behaviors in that relationship.

Good, Biddle and Brophy (1975) stated that teachers were
unlikely to be aware of qualitative aspects of their be
havior toward individuals.

Coaches, too, may have a

similar lack of awareness.

A comparison of coach-ath

lete recall of observable nonverbal behaviors may pro
vide insight into displayed behavior that may have bear
ing on the realization of coaching goals on the part of
female coaches.

The information derived from the inves

tigation may be useful for inservice training of female
coaches in developing effective communication skills.

In

addition, this investigation may assist in providing a
basis on which an observational system can be structured.
Therefore, this exploratory investigation may make a con
tribution toward filling the void existing in nonverbal
literature in sport.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The purpose of this study was to explore and iden
tify selected observable nonverbal behaviors of collegi
ate female varsity volleyball and basketball coaches in
practice and game situations as recalled by athletes and
coaches.
cluded:

Literature, relevant to the topic,reviewed in
(a)

research in nonverbal behavior and nonverbal

communication, (b) selected interaction analysis systems
in education, and (c) interaction analysis systems and
nonverbal studies in physical education and coaching.
Research in Nonverbal Behavior and
Nonverbal Communication
Nonverbal behavior, as a field of study, received
impetus from Birdwhistell in 1952 (Harper et al., 1978).
Birdwhistell (1972) applied the term kinesics to his
study of the visual aspects of nonverbal interpersonal
communication.

His analysis of body motion, as it re

lated to nonverbal aspects of interpersonal communication,
was based on three premises:

(a) no movement was an

entity in and of itself, (b) bodily patterns were re
garded as socially learned, and (c) the meanings of
bodily patterns were related to their context.
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Structural analysis approach.

Birdwhistell's

(1972) structural analysis approach to kinesics was
divided into pre-kinesics, micro-kinesics, and social
kinesics.

Pre-kinesics studied physiological deter

minants, and pre-communicational aspects of body motion
referred to as kines.

Micro-kinesics identified move

ment units, kinemes, while social kinesics examined move
ment patterns, kinemorphs, in social situations.

The

three kinesic units were a counterpart to formal language.
According to Birdwhistell (1970), isolated movements,
kines, were equivalent to words.

Kinemes, movement pat

terns, were comparable to language phrases.
morphological constructs, were

analogous

Kinemorphs,

to language

syntax which were studied and described in social con
text to determine function.
Scheflen (1976) extended Birdwhistell's initial
kinesic analysis and attempted to specify behavioral
programs without assigning meaning to the movements.
Like Birdwhistell (1972), Scheflen observed and identi
fied units of behavior.

According to Scheflen, bodily

movements, referred to as points, occurred after utter
ances of several sentences.

Several points, identified

as position, denoted conversational attitudes.

Finally,

presentation was interpreted as the sum of the movements
in an interaction.

Scheflen used the term territorial

ity as a way of viewing human behavior.

His work which
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examined simultaneous movements of people in space in
volved both kinesic and proxemic behaviors.
External variable approach.

Both Birdwhistell

(1970) and Scheflen (1976) employed a descriptive or
structural approach to nonverbal behavior.

Their

structural analysis approach which excluded movement
meaning and statistical analysis conflicted with Ekman
and Friesen's (1968) external variable approach.

Ek

man and Friesen, not concerned with verbal and nonverbal
integration, focused on meanings (emotional states or
attitudes) transmitted through movement.

They stated

five assumptions to their external variable approach.
First, nonverbal behaviors functioned as a relationship
language which signalled changes in the quality of an
ongoing relationship.

Second, nonverbal behaviors were

the primary modes through which emotions could be com
municated.

Third, body language conveyed symbolic mes

sages concerning a person's attitude toward self.
Fourth, nonverbal behaviors served a metacommunicative
function in regulating human disclosure.

Finally, non

verbal behaviors were less susceptible to attempts at
censorship of communication.
Ekman and Friesen (1968) classified their external
variable research of nonverbal behavior as either com
municative or indicative.

Communicative studies were

designed for observers to investigate and attribute
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meaning to nonverbal behaviors.

One communicative

approach identified different communication channels
or modes (e.g., audio-visual) for information value.
Another approach examined different sources of non
verbal behavior (e.g., hand, foot) for communication.
Additional studies were designed to assign meanings
to nonverbal acts (e.g., arm movements), or examine
specific samples and situations of a person's nonverbal
behavior during selected tasks.

Communicative studies

involved decoding nonverbal behaviors, whereas indica
tive studies were constructed to examine statistical
relationships between nonverbal variables.
Indicative studies, according to Harper et al.
(1978), have been favored by many investigators of non
verbal behavior.

The adaptability of numerous statis

tical analyses gave that approach impetus.

According

to Ekman and Friesen (1968), indicative research
methodologies permit investigators to relate nonverbal
behaviors to other nonverbal behaviors in terms of fre
quency, sequence, or co-occurrence.

Nonverbal behaviors

can be compared to spoken language or, in interaction
sequences, the frequency of one person's nonverbal be
havior can be related to the other participant's be
havior.

Other indicative procedures include rating

the sender's nonverbal behavior over time, or rating
nonverbal behaviors according to the location of the
interaction or the role of the participant.
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Related research.

Ekman and Friesen (1968) have

applied both communicative and indicative methodologies
in their external variable approach.

In one clinical

investigation, Ekman and Friesen (1968) used the indica
tive method when they studied a film of the body of a
clinical patient.

The film was reviewed to determine

movement differences and frequencies during admission
and discharge periods.

The same study employed the

communicative method in which observers, using an ad
jective checklist, rated films of body areas obtained
at admission time.

Observers also rated movement form

and movement frequency differences between admission
and discharge periods.

Communication comparisons,

which were in agreement, were made between observer's
ratings.

Ekman and Friesen found that at admission

time, according to observers' ratings, foot sliding
was most common, whereas during discharge periods,
more varied and active foot patterns were noted.
Analysis of hand movement revealed consistent patterns
between specific movements and verbal content (e.g.,
"hand-shrug" rotation accompanied confusion or uncer
tain verbal themes).
In another study, Ekman and Friesen (1969a) ex
amined the value of head and body cues in detecting
patient deception.

They hypothesized that observers

who viewed body cues would miss concealed information
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about depression and agitation.

The simulated messages

that the observers recorded would depict a person's wellbeing.

After viewing a film, Ekman and Friesen's obser

vers rated head-only, body-only,

and

head-and-body

films by using Gough's Adjective Checklist.

Ekman and

Priesen contrasted the information conveyed by head
and face cues to the information conveyed by body cues.
The results supported their contention that body move
ments and cues would be incongruent when lying.

The

patients' intended message of "being well" was projected
by the face, while bodily movements revealed signs of
disturbance.
In subsequent studies on nonverbal behavior and
deception, Ekman and Friesen (1972, 1974) studied hand
movement in deceptive behavior as well as body and face
deception.

They concluded the following:

(a) the face

was the major nonverbal liar while the hands were not
fakers; (b) the face had the shortest transmission time,
while legs and feet were slower, thereby resulting in
more hidden patterns; (c) the face was disguised more
frequently because people were more aware of facial
than of bodily activity; and (d) more accurate judge
ments on deception were made from the body than of
from the face.
Mehrabian (1971)

also studied nonverbal behaviors

of subjects performing deceitful communication.

His

