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For years the generally accepted method of choosing a team has been
upon the judgment of the coach, reinforced by the performance of stellar players
who were outstanding in scoring field goals on the offense and by superior guards
smothering the scoring cppositiones Many times a coach removes e player from the
game merely on the coach'!s owmn judgmente,: By the same token other players do not
get an opportunity to play because this particular individuel did not attract the

coacht!s attentione

Baseball has had its batting and fielding averages computed for years,
thereby making it easy to weigh the ability of the dominant players in this
sporte Using the same procedure in basketball, it is thc opinion of the speaker

-that g relative rating of basketball playcrs can be hade We call this the
"batting and fielding averages" because this terminology elicits the interest of
these competing players on account of their previous experiences in bascballae.
Most every able-bodied boy in America has played either hard ball or soft ball,

~L think this is also truec in basketball, The problem was to link up the inter=
est of these boys and get them to enter into a schome that indicated thelr
prowesses definitely in basketball as has bcen done in bascballe

The development of a list of offcensive clements was the first stcpe
With that idea in mind o list of offensive clements was made and cach activity
or play was weighed subjcctivelye The weight of the itom was carcfully considere
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ed ag it related to an importont part of .ffomsive tactics and also insofar as
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witeibutod to the exccution of sound fundomertals and to winning successe Of
coursc, tho objootive was to stimuioto the lcarncr to make as fow mistakes as
possible. Experience has shown that it is the rcepetition of mistakes that de=-
feats a player or a teames The same mistake made too moany times always proves

disastrous .

Under the heading, "The Kansas Basketball Ewvaluation Study"”, is shown

the positive items as opposed to the necgative itemss Every play of importance,
both in the pesitive and the negative offensive study, has becen welighed in
evaluation pointse The old kindergarton theory of a good reward for a good dced
and a poor reward for a bad decd has been carricd oute

In the above offensive study the data werc collccted by former varsity
players well versed in the mecaning of these ewvaluvation points, by mature majors
in the Department of Physical Education, and by some othor well qualified student
assistants. Twelve men students wore used in the collection of facts, six fer
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each teame The men worked in poirs, onc acting as a recorder and the other as

an observer., Onc pair moade o record of all the passes and catches, one palr mode
a spot record of all the shets taken by players' numbers, and the other palir re-
cerded the romaining materiale Data were collected during all the home games on
both the Kansas team and the visiting teamse The tochnique used in the collcetion
of these data is the same as desceribed in the first evaluation studye

It will bec observed that in the first year only the offensive evaluation
chart wos used, In the gccond year of the study, 1938«139, the evaluation tech=
nique was cxtended to inelude a defensive rating system for both the Team and thoe
individual playecrse. A new term, "defensive efficicnecy", is uscd in the deflensivo
roting which is comparable to the first study on the offcensive ratings You will
please note that in Table III the term "defensive efficiency"” is the result of

the formula: .
total positive defensive cvoluntion points

sum of positive and ncgative defensive points

We now have a form of study which incorporotes the offensive and the
defensive rating comporable to the batting and fielding averages in bascballe

It is the convietion of the speaker that research of this type is worth

whiles The accuracy of this study depends upon the efficicney of thoe recorderse
As stated herotofore, the selcotions were carefully made and the same individuals

performed thoir tasks in all games., Thorcfore, there is cvery reason to bolicve
that the results were very ncarly correcte The great benefit accruing to a coach

from this type ef study is that the mistakes mode during the game are pointed out,
thus causing the players to be more conscious of theme This chart will enable
the ecoach to link up the practice period walue of exccuting proper fundamentals

with matched game or competitive situationse

For instance, we teach our players before recciving the ball when going.
down the court never to got closer to the sidelinc than 8 feet because should that
player fumble the ball when very ncar the sideline it will go out of bounds and
the player will losc evnluations points; whereas the same ball thrown to him when
he is within 8 feot of the sideline can properly be recovered for no loss of
evalugtion points to the player and to the tecame ' '

Again, in our offensive set up we insist thoat our offensive playors
do not retreat twward the division line nearer than 8 or 10 feet, because when
the offensive team is forced back collectively by o defensive toam, the player
on the offensive team having the ball is in danger of getting "ticd up" if he
were closer to the division linc than 8 fcote

Inmumerable instances such as the two outlinced above arc always pree
senting themselves to the coach, enabling him to forcably teach better fundoe
mentals to his protegese The coach can say = By overcoming certain self=-cvident
faults you can increase your batting and fielding averagese And in the discussions
that always follow when the players and their coach are huddled around the batting
and fielding average chart in the dressing room the following day those abeve
mentioned points always come out during the "bullfest".



Further, it stresses the additional importance of game fundamentals
and it also provides an itemized history of the contest which is intensely
interesting to the players in the upper bracketsé It stimulates those in the
lower brackets to better their fundamentalse And too, it makes it possiblc for

0. coach to sclecet his men on & more accuratc basise His Jjudgmont is reinforeccd
by the itemized history of the contesti

The spoaker is indecbted to Dre Ee Re Elbcl and Dre Ve We Lapp, of the
Department of Physical Educati on, for their aid in worldng out the rating of the
basketball playerse To Drs Elbel for his inwvaluablc assistance in an a dvisory
capacity in weighing the offensive and defensive eloments and in the careful
selecction of the recorderss To Dre Lapp for his painstaking work in compiling
The statistics and presenting the results in rcadable forme Dre Lapp initiatod
the thought of writing to each player on the varsity squad, asking them to
ceva.luate cach of their teammatos according to their individual playing efficiency.

It is through Dr. Lopp's untiring devotion and indefatigoble poticnce that this
rescarch is possiblce
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THE KANSAS BASKETBALL OFFENSIVE EVALUATION CHART

This study wes undertaken in an attempt to find a means of evaluating
offensive basketballe For years the generally accepted method of ewvaluating a
basketball team or an individual has been on the number of scores that were made
by the team or by the player. The develomment of a list of offensive elements
was the first step. With that idea in mind a list of offensive elements was made
and each activity or play was weighed subjectivelyes The weight of the item was
given due consideration concerning its importence insofar as it contributed to
the execution of sound fundamentals and to winning success, Of course, the obe
jective was the successful scoring of field goals or free thraws by the players

The items used in the evaluation chart and their weights are 1isted below:

Ao Positive ltems Weight in Ewvaluation Points
l. Field goals G 10
2o Free throws
3« Immediate assists
4, Secondary assists |

Se. Recovers ball off opponent's backboard
6. Recovers ball off own backboard
7o ‘Taps and recovers own junp ball
8. Recovers teammate's Jjump ball
Oe Mokes a good pass to a teammate
10+ Catches a tcammate's pass
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Be Negative Items
le Error of omission
2. Held ball obtained by an opponent
36 Fumbles ball and it goes out of bounds
&, Fumbles ball and it is obtained by oppénent
5¢ Taps ball out of bounds '
6o Wild pass out of bounds
7« Wild pass to an epponent.
8e Violation of rules
9 Personal offensive foul
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In the use of the weighted items the algebraic sum of the positive and
negative peints is computed.  This sum for each game represents the total effect-
iveness of tho team or players -

For the purpose of illustration the Kansas chart of a conference gome 1s
shown in "Exhibit A" with team and individual points computeds

The date were collected by student assistants, majors in the Department of
Physical Educatione Twelve men students were used in the collection of facts,
six for each team. The men worked in pairs, onc acting as o recorder and the
other as an observer. - Onc pair made a record of all the passecs and eatches, one
pair made a spot record of all the shots taken by players' numbers, and the
other pair recorded the remaining materiale

Definiti 611 o{f' Terms

The terms used in the evaluation ehart study are, for the most part, in
common usage in the game of baskotboll and nced not be definede However, some
of the terms have not usunlly been connceted with basketball and for this reason
are definede- - -



l. Immediate assist, a pass ma de to a player who scoreos a fiecld goals

2« Sccondary assist, the pass dircctly preceding an immediate assist.

de¢ Error of omission, & mistake in judgment or obsecrvation, such as a failure to
pass to o teammate who is in a better position for scoring.,

e Held ball obteined by an opponent, & player having complete control of the
ball and by poor judgment or poor “echnique on his part an opponent is able
to "tie him up" to such an extent that an officiali calls a held ball,

ve Icam cffliclcney, team positive cvaluation points

toam pesitive pius negative ewvaluation points
6. Player cfficiency, player's positive cwvaluation points
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7Te Scoring ability index, number of goals times per ccnt of goals made plus ones
half (frec Throws times per cent of free throws made)
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Team Analxs is

By using the technique outlined, data were collected on the Kansas team
during nine home games and on the opponcnts during the last three home gomose
From this material comparisons werc made on the Kansas team using the averages
for the four non-~confercnce games and for the five conference gamese In the last
three home games, the Kansas team was compared with its opponentse Differont
styles of basketball would undoubtedly yield a differeont averange for the number
of shots, passes, etece The frequency of these occurrences are listed as follows:

T.FLBLE 1 »

Nine Game Averages

1, Scoro: 42,7 points

2. Goals: oattompted 6l.5; made 1645; %2649

3¢ Frec throws: attempted 163 moadco 9563 %5947

4, Porsonal fouls: 1062

oe Offensive personal fouls: 78

6e Violations: 367

7« Rebounds from owm backboard: 2143

8. Recbounds from opponent's bockboard: 223

O Posses and good catches: 3806led passosy 345 catchos

10, Wild passos: total 7«57; out of bounds, 2.67; +to opponents, 449
1l Held balls: obtained by opponen'ts, el

12, Fumbles: total 6.1; out of bounds, 3el; to opponcnts, 3

13 Tapped ball: out of bounds, 1le¢3

14, Junp ball: tapped and recovered ovm jump ball, <22

15 Jump ball: recovers teammate's jump ball, 1068

16, Assists: +total, 24; immediate, 13; secondary, 1l

17 Evoluation points: 1103.0 - 7342 = 102948 points per game
18, Evaluation points per playor per minute of play: 5.14 points

19, Evaluation points per scorc: 24.1 points
20e Team ¢ -Oiency": 93‘8/'6

It is interesting to notc¢ that there arc 1643 morc passes than catchese
If one adds the fumbles (6.l) and the wild passes (7¢57), the difference is ale
most erasede VWhen onc considers the possibilitics for offensive mistakes, it
would appear that tho negative cwaluation points (73¢2) is relatively lowe
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In order to comparc averages of the four non-conference home games and tho
five conference hame games, the date are presented in outline fom,

TABLE Ile

Four NoneConfercncc Gancs and Five Conference Games:
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le Score: non=conferencc average, 42 points
conference averago, 43.2 polints

2. Goals: non=conference average shots attempted, 68475; average rnde, 164753 %2464
' conforence gverage shots attempted, 55.8; average made, 1644; %29 o4

3¢ Frec throws: noneconfcrencce average shots attonpted, 14,03 avorage mode, 8e53;%60e7
confercnce average shots attemptod, 17.6; average rnade, 10e43 %5949

4, Personal fouls: non=conf'crence average, 1060
conflercnce average, 1040

5o Offensive personnl fouls: non-conflerence average, 25
confercnee overagc, le2

6e Violations: non-conferonce average, o
conference average, 4.2

7 Rebounds from own backbooard: non=confeorence average, <260
confercnce average, <046

8« Rebounds from opponont's backboard: non-eonfercnec average, 1940

conflercenee average, 2540

9« Basses and good eantches: nonweonforence passcs, 3744755 axutehoes, 362 e
sonforcnec passcs, 550463 oatehes, 33144 o

10, Wild passcs: noneconferonce, 8e8; out of bounds, 24753 to an opponent, 579
eonforence, 648; out of bounds, 2,6; to an opponcnt, 4.2

11. Held balls obtained by opponcnts: noneconforence, 2

confercnee, 4

12, Fumbles: nonweonference, 6253 out of bounds, 3.25; obtained by eppencnt, S
conforcnec, 6,0; out of bounds, J. O- obtainod by opponent, '3

13, Tapped ball out of boundss; non=conforcnac, le25
' ' - conferonec, le¢4

14. Tapped and rceovorped own juap bolli: non-oonfercnec, o5 tinos
eonferenee, no times

15« Reeovers tcormato?s juap ball: nonweoufercnce, 13,78

confoyonoco o 8ed

16, nssistn noneconfeorence, 252683 inmediate, ld¢5; sceondary, 11.?9
conforenae, 23.03 irmediate, 12.63; acoondary, lO.4




17 Evaluation points: non~conference, 1ll32¢753;= €9 m 1063475
conforconcc, 1079.2 -~ 7646 - 100246

18. Evaluation points per minutc of play: non-conference, 2659

conference, <5407

19. Evaluations points per scorc: non=-conferencec, 2536
conf'orcnce, 23422

20 Playing efficiency: non-conference, 9443%
conforence, 93¢4%

21« Ball handling orror rate: non-conference, 2.2%
conference, 2e5%

It is interosting to note that the scores arc almost identical and that
the number of goals are about the samece However, in the conference games, thce team
took 13 less shots per gomee This means that the team?'s shooting average was cone
siderably botter, being 29.4% for the confercncc games and 24.47 for the non-conf'cr-
ence garncse From the standpoint of ball handling, there were 24 morc passes and
31 more cateches per game in the non-confercncc matches than in the conference games s
Both the playing efficicney and ball handling crror rate werc poorer in the confer-
ence games than in the non~confercence gomose e

It should also be noted that for each game point scored in the non-confeore
ence gomes, 20436 cvaluation points (25436 = 5) were carncd by somec other mcthod,
An analysis of the data shows that scoring a field goal plays a rclatively small’
part in scoring evaluation points, and that ball handling, rccovery of rebounds, c®cCe

must be considerecd to a larger cxtend,

In the last threc gemes data were obtained on both the Kansas team and
its opponentse This ma terial is swmmarized in the following list. |

TABILE 111,

Conference Game Records Made by Kansas and Opponents:

le Scorcs: Opponecnts, 102 Knnsas, 139
2o Goals: Opponents took 184 shots, m de 39 goals; average %) o2
Kansas took 165 shots, made 56 goalss average %33 .9 |

3« Free throws: Opponents took 44 shots, made 243 average %54.5
Konsas took 42 shots, made 27, o verage 7643

4, Pcrsonal fouls: Oppo nents, 36 Kansas, 27

5. Offensive personal fouls: Both tooms made 3 personal fouls while they had the
ball and colled offonsive foulse

6e Violations: Opponents, 16 Fansas, 15

7« Rcbounds off own backboard: Opponents recovercd 4953 Kensas recovered 70
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- 8. Rebounds off opponent's backboard: Opponents recovered 40; Kansas roccovercd 78

9¢ Good passes and catches: Opponents, 607 zood pa ssos; 485 catches
Kansas, 1043 good passes; 998 catches

10. Wild passcs: Opponcnts, 203 6 out of bounds, 14 to an opponcnt
Konsas, 193 6 out of bounds, 13 to an opponent

11 Fumbles: Oppononts, 203 9 out of bounds, 11 to an opponent
Kansas, 20; 10 out of bounds, 10 to an opponent

12, Tapped ball out of bounds: Opponents, 4 timos; Kansas, 4 tincs

13, Held balls: Opponents obtainecd 17; Kansas obtained 16

14. Jump ball: Opponents tapped and recovercd own jump ball 1 %time
Kansos tapped and rccovered own juap ball no tines

15 Jump ball: Opponcnts reccoverod tcarmate's jump ball 32 times
Kansas reccoverecd tcammatels Jump ball 23 times

16+ Assists: Opponcnts made 54 assists; 29 immediate, 25 sccondary
Koansas maode 82 assists; 46 immediatec, 36 scoondary

17 Evaluation points: Opponcnts, 1997 positives 244 negative
- Kansas, 3327 positive; 237 negative

18, Evaluation points por minutec: Opponents, 1446 Kansas, 258
19, Ewmluation points per scorc: Opponents, 1466 Kansas, 2262
20. Ploying efficioncy: Opponcnts, 89.1% Konsas, 93e4%
21, Ball handling error rate: Opponents, 4e9% . Kansas, 2¢6%

(Totals are showne)

In comparing the totals one can sce that the opponents made more attempts
at both fiecld goals and frec throws than did the Kansas to 1e Howevor, 1T should
be noted that the home team scorod more goals (56 for 3349/) than the opponents
(39 goals for 2le2%)e This samec thing is true of the frec throws with Konsas making
27 frce throws for 64.3% and the opponents making 24 frce throws for 54e¢5%e

When one oxanmines the personal fouls Kansas made less (27) than the oppo-
sition (36)e However, the Kansas fouls yielded the greater number of frec throws
(44) to the visiting tecoms (42)e It scems that the Kansas personal fouls occurrcd
more of‘ten when o man was in the act of shooting than did the fouls of the opponents,
by the rate of 8 to 154 In this casc the total is somowhat misleading, as the dise

crepancy occurrcd almost entirely in onc game that Karsas won by 20 pointse The

most outstanding difforcnce to be pointed out occurrcd in two pla.cos*
ory of rcbounds and in ball handlinge

in the recove

In the recovery of rebounds, one sees that the Kansas players recovered
70 rebounds off their own backboards, whilc the opponents recovered 45 off thelr
backboardse The same ratio holds when onc notes the rebounds of the opponent’s



backboards = Konsas sccuring 78 whilc the visitors were c'ollec'ting 40 reboundse

Co

The

recovery of rebounds scers to be the most outstanding difference in the teanse

times and the opponents 1092 tincse.
styles of playe
wild passes, fumbles and hecld balls obtained by opponents, we sec that Kansas made
55 errors and the opponents made 57 orrors in ball handlinge While the number of

crrors remained about the same, it should be pointed out that the opponentls ball

handling error rate (4,9%) wos almost twice that of the home toanm (246%).

The ball handling of the tecams shows that Kansas caught and passcd 2041
This difflerence could be ecntirely duc to various
However, whon onc considers the orrors in ball handling, such as

In considering the total negative ewaluation points, both Kansas and the
opposition made about the same number of mistakes (237 for Konsas and 244 for the
visitors). Howovor, Kansas ecarned 3327 positive evaluation points as compared to
1997 positive evaluation points carned by the opponentse When these figurcs are re-
duced to playing efficicney, we find that the home team has a playing efficiency of
9344% o8 compared with 89.1%. '

The data show that for each score point the visitors earncd 17.2 cvaluation
points and Kansas earned 222 ewvaluation pointse By doducting the 5 ewalua tion
points for each scorc point onec secs that 12.2 cwaluation points were carncd as come
parcd with 1742 for Kansase While Kansas had the ball earning the extra cwaluation
points it is coertain that the opposition was not scoringe However, as pointed out
previously, the various styles of play may effect the total number of ewvaluation

points, but the style should not have a great deal of offect on cerrors in ball hande-
ling.

In making dircet comparisons betweeon specific teans, a sumary table made
up from the owvaluation surmeries shows much the same facts as the totals between
Kansas and the oppositione
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School A playcd the hane team fairly cven on most of the comparisons cx=
cept that they could not hit the goal, making only 16% of their field goals, while
Kansas was making 33% of their attemptse '

School B playcd the closest game from the score standpointe Their loss can
be credited to a poorer shooting percentage than Kansas and possibly the direct
cause of the loss was Kansas' ability to recover the rebounds, the control of which

gave them cadditional chances to scorec and prevonted Tecam B from scoring during the
added tim& that the hame team controlled the ball.

School C cxceolled only in the number of free throws while Kansas had a 63%
average in freec throwing as compared to a 51% averagcs

Like the total table, this sumary table shows that the fundamentals of
the game = shooting, ball handling and rebound recovery = arc necessary to offone
sive power and flor winning gemese

Individual Player Rating
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During the season a running tabulation was kept on cach player who played
in the home contests, showing the individual's performance in cach game and his
total ondeavors for the scason. (Sample record, Exhibit B,)

Since the close of the scason other items have been devised, such as ball
handling error, playing cfficicney, and scoring abilitye These points do not
appear on the original tabulation shocts.

In rating an individual basketball player?!s offensive ability, many points
should be taken into consideration, and the method as a whole ncods some modifico-
tion, depending upon the position played and the style of baskctball usede Natur-
ally, the guards will recover more rcbounds from the opponents?! backboard than
the forwardse It also follows that the forwnrds should recover nore recbounds off
their own backboard, and oertainly the center or "quarterbock" man will handle the
ball morc often than other offeonsive playerses These gencral trends are apparent
as soon as one begins a n intensive study of the data gotherede

The players have becn listed (see Table V, Ewvaluation Point Totals) by the
number of minutes played during the home ganese By a brief study of this table
one can sce that there is a high relationship between minutes played and the total
number of cwvaluation pointse The next colurm should have morc mcaning in that
points are considored in relationship to the total number of minutes playeds The
colum on playing cfficicncy was arrived at by the formula givon in the definition
of terms (noe 6)e This rating is probably the most meaningful in tho table, but
1t does not tell the completc story.

Ball handling is the basis for offensive ability, and for this rocason a
ball handling table has been tabulated (sce Table VI).



TABLE V.,

Ratings Based on Ewluation Point Totals.

e e e :M

Player Minutesx* Evale. Points Points per Player efficlcncy
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K 59 ¢5 297 099 94 o3

L 34 5 120 3 08 B4 o5

M 22 5 117 5 a2 915

*Time as rccorded by We Ae Dill, compiled by the Dill method of playing time re-

cordinge '

TABLE VI,

Ball Handling

Passing and Catching

'mm

Gool Shooting
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In this tabulation of the percentage of goals made (see Table VI), one
can see that player C and player M have both the same score, 33,3%. However, play-
er C was the most valuable on the basis of other itemse Player A with 32.6% is
undoubtedly more valuable than either. This method must be tempered with judgmente
In order to arrive at an index number for rating scoring ability an arbitrary for-
mula was used (see definition of terms, Noe 7)e This gives a rather high index
number which when reduced to a one~two~three basis rating gives a logical orders

Errors in ball handling include the total number of wild passes, fumbles,
and held balls obtained by an opponents In order to arrive at a ball hoandling error
rate, the total number of passes and catches was assumed to be an accurate index as
to the relative number of times chances for errors were presente By using the fore
mule given in definition of terms, Noe 8, an index was establishede The guards
hondled the ball more often than did the forwards, and the two playors with tho low=
est ball handling error ratc (players A and G) arc guardse However, player G also
played as a forwarde The lowest error rate for a forward was 20 for player Fe

In order to find further ratings for the purposc of analysis, the scores
from the cwaluation chart were computed on a point per minute basis and a rating
from 1 to 13 given the various playerse Thce material in this chart (Table VII) is
of walue until one reaches the players with only o fow minutes of playing timee
Here the chart broaks down bocausc thesc players did not perform all of the items
mentioned, and arc rated too highlye. This material is discussed somewhat in thoe
sumarics dealing with the individual playorse

TABLE V11,
Rating on Activitics per Minute* ‘ Q‘b
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o XX b E2 s ¢ ¥ &
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*A ranking of 1 is thc best perf'ormance,
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TABLE VII1I.
Offensive Ability Rankings
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xGuard, forward, cocntere

At the close of thc scason 2 letter was scnt to the 16 letter men of the

varsa.'by and the 17 numeral men on the freshman squade (Sample lettor and roting
blank, Exhibits C and De) Thesc 35 boys were asked to ratc the 13 varsity players

on their offensive playing abilitye The 19 players included in the study were
ranked by 21 playcrs and the conche On the basis of offonsive playing ability,

’chcge roankings plus othor significant ranlczl.ngs from the cvaluation data are shown
in Tablec VIIle

Oof particular intecrost is the similority of the rankings that wore given by
the mrs:t.'b'y, the froshmen and the coache There arc only 3 playocrs wherc the dis-
agrocment is morc than 2 ronkings aparte All arc umanimous on 5 playerse IT '
should bc romcmbered that in spite of The apparcnt discreponcios botweon the Jjudge

ment ratings and the computed ratings, tho lattoer arc built up of isolated abilie
ticse As pointed out earlicr, tho guards and ccnter have o better chance of
moking o higher score in ball hondling due to their positions and the style of

basketboll uscd in this schoole

No attempt was made in this study to give any of the players a somposite
ronking, but it should be noted that player A was a guard known nat:.onally as an

All-Ameriecan playcre

- On the basis of the individual cvaluation To bles eertain facts arc breught
out that can best be shown in individual anolyscse TFor that roason, tho abilitics

of the playocrs arc diseusscd as singlc unitsae
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Sunmary of Individual Playcr Analysis
Player Ae Guarde |

This playcr wes in 9 hamc gomes for 32845 minutics and had a player cfficlency
rating ef 97.3%. Ilc was thoe number once mon in almost any way that ho cculd be
ratcde He corncd 2098 cwaluation noints and 122 scorc pointse He made 47 goals
(3246%) and 28 frecc throws (5946%) and had a ball handling error ratc of lel7%e In
carning the high scorer position on the squad he madc more passes than catchose
This is partly duc to his willingness to cooperate and to his position as a guarde
There werce threc men on the squad that took morc shots por minute of ploying timoe
Of theso threc men none had as good an average of made shotse During his long
playing time hec made only 13 personal fouls; two of his teommates with less playing
time oxeccded his total number of fouls and five tearmntes mode more fouls per mine
ute of playing timce He was an cxeellent ball handler, a dandy shot and a team
playor. The coach, his fellow players, the froshman squad, and the statistics are
in complete agrecment on his offensive ability and listed him as the number onc
player on the squad, sy

Playor Be Forward and Contore

From the standpoint of timo, this playcer played mnore minutes (266) than any
other player excopt Player Ae He was also scecond high scorer, earning 66 points by
making 23 goals (27.1%) and 30 frec throws (6647%)e From the standpoint of evalue
ation points, hc was also sceond carning 1307 points, and had a playing cfficieney
of 92.2%e In ball handling orrors he rated 2¢9%e Six of his tecarmates rated poor-
er in this department. However, in spitc of his orrors in ball handling he made
more passes at the opportunt time to players who scored than any other individuale
Even on immediate assists per minute he rated sccond to only one other player, and
this player playecd only 22,5 minutcs during the scasone There werc four nen on the
squad that took morc shots per minutce He was the only forword on the team to make
more passces than eatches who played more than 2245 minutese He had only 8 personnl
fouls and @as the only player with over 200 playing nminutes to have so few foulsae
He was rated third by his fellow players, and sccond by his coach and the freshmen

playerse

Play@r C ® Guarde

Player C played 2635 minutes, eaming 1300 cvaluation points and 31 seoreo
points, scoring 13 goals (33e¢3%) and 5 freec throws (Tled%)e He handled the ball
on passes and catches 1004 times which is the sceond greatest nimber on the squad
and had a ball handling error rate of le7% which is noxt te thot of players A and
Ge This player took a total of 39 shots and this is the smallest number of shots
for any of tho players that had over 200 minutes of playing timce As a guard he
was in position to recover rcbounds from off the oppencnt's backboarde He ro-
covered 48 times, as compared to Playor A's 50 times, and on o basis of recoverios
por minute of playing time he is the lcader for the teome This player pssed tTho
ball 128 times more than he caught ite On the basis of the data gathered this
player is a good ball passor and rebound reccoverer, which is a great assot to tho
teame On ball handling he has a very low percontage of errors and has a playing
efficiency of 96e4% which makes him the number two man on the squade His teame
mates rated him second on offensive ability, and his coach and the froshmen rated
him third,



Player De Centcore

Player D was the fourth man on the squad to play over 200 minutes with a
total time of 22165 minutes, He carned 33 soorc points and 1256 cvaluation points,
which was fourth high for the squade While playing he scored 14 goals (£8%) and
made 5 free throws (6245%)e In ball handling crrors he had a low score of 1.,9% and
was one of the four men to scorc less thon 2% crrors. His all around playing offi=
cicney was 9449%, which was also fourth for the squade As far as ball handling was
concerned, he was third in the total number of passes and eatchese He ma de 17 more
passes thon catchese Thore were only four men on the squad that took fower shots
per minutees The data show that this player handled the ball many times for a low
error ratc of 1870, He was scecond on the squad in evaluation points per minute
and that shows he did not shoot too oftene On ploying efficiency hewas the best
center on the squad, and the players, the coaeh and the freoshmen all rated him as

the number four mone
Player Ee Forwardes

This player was a forwnrd and had 141le5 minutes of playing time to his crcdit,
He earned 560 cwvaluation points and 25 scorc pointss He scored 10 goals (30e3%) and
made 5 froe throws (71.4%). In ball handling he had an orror rate of 46 which wos
second highest on the squad. From the standpoint of player cffieicney he was 12th,
There was only one other player on the squad that had a lower ratc of personal
foulse Playor E played 141,5 minutes or over 3% games of 40 minutes caeh and made
only 3 personal foulse 1le is the first player in the list to catch the ball more
than he passed it by 4 catchese He also is the first man on the list to be listed
as a forward onlye Player B playcd both forwerd and center during the seasone It
scoms to be a characteristic of the forward position to demand more catching than
passinge The data indicate a low personal foul ratec, a poor efficiency rating as
compared to the players who played 200 nminutes and an error rate in ball handling
4 times as high as that of players A and Ge Ie wos rated as sixth by his fellow
players and the freshmen, and scventh by the coache

Plazer F'e Forwarde

This playcer was listed as a forward ~nd he played 117 minutes, making 12 goals
(17,9%), and 8 frcc throws (57.1%)e Hc carmed 628 cwaluation points and 32 score
pointse On the playcr cofficioncy chart he rated 6th with & porcentage of 94.le His
rate of crror in tll handling was 24070, which nleced hin in fiith placee Like the
preceding player, he had more catches than passes in ball handlinge Only onc other
player (H) had nore attenpted shots per minute of play and only two squad ncnbers
nade o smaller percentage of their shotse On balls recovered off his own backboard
he rates as thc mmbor one man, This is also truc for the recovery of his tcam-
nmotet!s Jump ballse On the basis of personal fouls per nimute, this player ranked
11 ®h for the squad, only two malking more than he dide The data indicate that the
player wos fairly efficicnt, but that his shooting average was far too lowe He
nokes a first celass man on handling rebounds off his oim backboard anfl getting the
ball after a tearmatels junp, but he committec too many personal fouls, His teame-
motes, freshmen ond coach rated hin fif'the

Player G. Forward and Grarde

This playor wos listed as both a forward mnd & guarde e played 100 minutes,
mode 460 ovaluation points and 10 scorc points, 4 goals (2040%), and shot 2 frec
throws for 5040%e Hc carned a rating on player cfficiency of 94.2%, which places
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him in 5th placc for the squade In errors for ball handling, he rated first with

o rate of le¢l3%e 4As o guard he had an opportunity to rcecover rebounds off the
opponent's backboard to such an extent that he rated Noe 2 for the squad on a basis
of rebounds per minutes He passed the ball more than he caught it, and on the basils
of shots por minute therc arc only 3 players who took less shotse This player 1is
12th on the basis of personal fouls camitted per minutees The data indicate that

he was an excellent ball ha ndler, and a good robound recoverer, but he did not
shoot enoughe On the basis of officiency his coach, tearmates and freshmen rated

Playcr He Forwarde

Pla yer H was o forward with 745 minutes of playing time to his credite He
carncd 344 evaluation points and 30 score points, made 13 baskots (3042%) and 4
frece throws (66+7%)e This player also had the highest number of shots attempted
per minute of playe. On the bagis of player eofficicney he ratcd 93.0%e But on his
ball handling ability he had an error rating of 6.2%, or & times that of players
A and Ge Hc was the 8th player on the basis of time played and he ranked 8th on
the basis of personal foulse When it came to passing and catching the ball, he made
22 morce catches than passcse This player was a good scorer but he shot morc than
any other player per minute of pla ye He made too many errors in ball handling and
in this department he ranked 1l3the Hc ranked 7th on his playing cfficieney, and
the players rated him 10th, the coach llth, .and the freshmen 12the

Player I, Forwards

I A

Player I was in the games for 70,5 minutes as a forwarde. He carncd 395 cvalw-
uation points and 16 score points, and made 7 goals for 2142% and threw 2 fouls for
33e3%e On the basis of personal fouls per minute he was number one man with less
thon any other momber of the squade He had a ball handling crror rating of 4 o0%
ond o playing efficiency of 91.7%e As o forward he recovercd cnough balls from the
opponent's backboard per minutc to rank as the Noe 2 man of the squade He also was
the Noe 3 man in recovering the ball off his own backboard, and he ranked drd on
the basis of total recoveries per minutee In the amnocunt of playing time this player
ranked 9th and on the basis of playing efficicency he also ranked 9the Like the other
forwards, he also caught the ball morc than hc passed it and ranked 3rd in the
attempted goals per minute of playing times This player was good at recovering re=
bounds, not too good & shot, and among the 3 players to have an error rating over
4%e¢ He did not camit many personal foulse He was rated 7th by the players, and

8th by the coach and freshmen.

Player Je Forward.,

This man had a playing time of 40 minutese During this time he made 8 score
points, 3 goals (1647%), 2 frec throws (40%), and earncd 395 ewaluation pointse His
error rating in ball handling was 361% and his playing efficicncy rated at 91 6%

He was 10th in the amnount of time in home games and ranked 10th in playing efficlencyes
As a forward he rccovered the ball off his own backboard to rank 3rd on the per mnine
ute basis, and caught the ball more than he passed ite As a forward he was not a

good shot as only onc boy on the squad had & lower rank and the player who woas lower
did not make a basket in his five attomptse He was ranked 8th by his tearmates, 6th
by the coach and 7th by the freshnon, -
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Plazer Ke Guard and Centere

With a playing time of 5965 minutes this playcr made 297 ewvaluation points,
5 score points, 2 goals (25%) and 1 frec throw (50e¢%)s. His cerror rate in ball
handling was 264% and of the 5 players with a better rating 3 were guards, one was
a forward, and onc was a center, His playing officioncy was 7463, and of the threc
players who ranked better than he, two were guards and one was a con‘ter. In re~
bounds off the opponcentts backboard, he rated 1llth and in goals per minute he ranked
12the This playcr had some exccllent mon to compote with end on & team without an
allefmerican guard he night have had more opportunity to playe Like the other
gunrds and centers, he passed nore than he eaught the balle On rebounds off his
own backboard per minute he ranked 8th and he ranked 6th on the reeovery per minute
of a tearmate's jump balle The data indicate that this player was a good ball
handler and an efficient player, but that he did not shoot cnough in proportion to
his playing timce He was rated 12th by his tearmetes, and 10th by the coach and
freshmen, -

Player Le Guard,

This boy had a total time of 3445 ninutes, 120 ewaluation points, and no score
pointse He is the only player of the 13 in the study that did not score during the
home scason, He attempted 5 goals and 2 free throws, His crror rate in ball handl-
ing wos 343% and this was better than four of his tearmates who played longere From
the standpoint of playing officiency he made o score of 84e5%, the lowest on the
squade The point most in favor of this boy was his rank in free throws attenpted
per minute (not moking any) in which he was ticd with Player J for 3rd placee This
player ranked the lowest of the guards and was the only onc to eatech the ball more

than he passced ite He was rated 1llth by the wvarsity and freshmen, and 12th by the
coo.che . 23

Playcr Me Forward.

This player ranked 13th in minutes of play (22¢5), carned 11% owvaluatien
points and 4 score pointse He made one goal (3343%) and 2 free throws (6647%)e -
He ranked 10th both in player efflclonoy (91¢5%) and in orror ratc 3¢4%e¢ He had
the highest rate of personal fouls por minute of any of the 13 boyse This player
had a very definite height disadvantage as he tms by far tlhe shortest man on the
squad and can be eomsidered small in stature even in conparison with boys not plays
ing college baske'bball. He was ranked 13th by all his fellow players and 13th by
his coach,

The surmarics have been presented and discussed in the body of the papere In
addition, some general conclusions secm to be warranteds

le Tho study is of waluc in that a record was made of ‘the number of tines various
activitics are performed in college basketball,

2e¢ IAn accurate rccord of the offensive abilities of playecrs was made available,
independent of the scorc booke

3¢ By examination of the material after a game a coach can sce which nenwerc pore
forming their duties and which fundamentals necd oxtra 1orke

4de Tho players have a definitec intecrest in the charts and wateh thelr improvement
in deficicnt abilitiese

S¢ There recnains amnple room for additional studicse
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Bxhibit C

DIRECTIONS
 Considor the following items of the playerts of'fonsive ablilitys

le His scoring abilitye

2e His ability to rccover rcboundse

3¢ His ability to pass accuratclys

4o His ability to rcceive the ball on passcse
Oe¢ His ability to recover juap ballse

6e His ability to avoid hcld balls,

After considering the above points, rate the players in the alphabetical
1ist from 1 to 134 The player you consider best should be rated number 1,
and the poorest should be numbered 13,

Rating of "offensive ability" Nares

Corlis
Durand
Ebling
Florell
Golay
Harp
Huns
Johnson
Kappelmon
Pralle

e Reld

Schmidt

Sullivan
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Exhibit D

University of Kansas
Lawrence

Department of Physical Education Moy 10, 1S538,

TO THE BASKETBALL SQUAD:

In commecetion with the basketball roscarch that we have been doing
this winter we neced your opinione You have worked with your group of
boys and know them better than an outsider, and hence your opinion is
better than nince

Bach member of the Varsity and Freshman squad is being asked to
rate & group of this yecar's wvarsity playcrse Will you please read the
dircctions on the enciosed sheet carcfully, and in the seclusion of your
room give us o carcful opinion? If your name is in the list, give your-
sclf an honest ratinge

Plecasc note that you arc not being asked to sign thesc sheets and
we have no nmethod of identifying theme It is hoped that you will cow

operatc in this moattore

Very truly yours,



