IOWA STATE COLLEGE

OF AGRICULTURE AND MECHANIC ARTS
AMES, IOWA

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION '
FOR MEN Mareh 3, 1938

Dr. Fo Ce Allen
Basketball Coach
University of Kansas
Lawrence, Kansas

Dear Doc:

Here are the statistics on our final home
game ;

l. Taking the ball across the division line after a
field goal =~-- 21 attempts, total time 123 seconds,
average O.7 seconds, per try.

<o Number of held balls: End circle - 6, center circle -
2, end cirecle - 14, Total -- 22,

o, Baskets scored from held ball -~ 1.
We "fit" the Sooners right down the streteh
but couldn't make it. You must have had a tough one

with Nebraska. I am glad you won it.

rely,

ILEM::JH *Basketball Coach






ONIVERSITY OF MiSSO0OURn

GO LU A

March 2, 19580

Dr. F. C. Allen,
Coach of Basketball,
University of Kansas,
Lawrence, Kan.

Dear Dr. Allent

Statistics on the Oklshoma-Missouri game played in
Columbis February 28, 1938.

Passing into front court following goals and freethrows:
Number of trials ===== 335

Total time =—=————————- 162.80 seconds.
Average time per itrial =-- 3.7 seconds.

Jump balls
End circle =—-- 13
Center circle = 4

End circle ==== ©Q
Total =——- 26

Number of jump balls moved to a circle:
End circle ==== 6
End circle ====_ 5
Total ===== O

Goals scored following jump ball situations:
Oklahomg ====== 2
Missouri —=——=——-

Total =—ew=- E

Your special delivery letter regarding the location of
officials came this morning and wes read with interest. When this
was discussed several years ago I thought that it was agreed with
officials as to how they locate themselves and the plan, as I remember
it, followed your suggestions. Early in the season I checked the
work of some of the officials in this regard and since they followed
it pretty well I dismissed it from my thoughts and have been con-
centrating on the numeroug’s errors of our players.

Attached is a diagram of the scheme I had in mind. We

probably should check with the two men in our game and obtain an
understanding .

Yours truly,

/
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THE KANSAS BASKETBALL OFFENSIVE EVALUATION CHARY u

A/
This study was undertaken in -erder—to attempt to

find a means of evaluating offensive basketball., For years the
generally accepted method of evaluating a basketball team or an
, mdividml hes been on the number of scores that were made by the

team or by the player. The development of a 1list of offensive
elements was the first step. With that idea in mind a list of

of fensive elements was made and each activity or play was welghed

subjectively. The weight of the ltem was glven due consideration
concerning its importance Insofar as it contributed to the exec-
ution of sound fundamentals and to winning success. Of course,

the objective was the successful scoring of fleld goals or free

throws by the player.
The items used in the evaluation chart and their weights

are listed below:

Ao Puitin Items
Le goal
21. F“Q throws
, Immediate assists
4, Secondary assists
5. Recovers ball off opponent's backboard
6. Recovers ball off own backboard
Taps and recovers own jump ball
8. Recovers teammate's Junp ball
9. Makes a good pa
10, Catehu a temto'l pau

B e Mi.ﬂﬂ ion

Hcld ball obtained by an opponent
Fumbles ball and it goes out of bounds
Fumbles ball and it is obtained by opponent

Taps ball out of bounds
Wild pass out of bounds

Wild pass to an opponent

Violation of rules
Personal offensive foul

Weight in Evaluation Points

MDD
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In the use of the weighted items the algebraic sum of
the positive and negative points is computed. This sum for each

game represents the total effectiveness of the team or player.

For the purpose of illustration the Kansas chart of
a conference game 1s shown In Exhibit A with team and individual
- polints computed,

The data were collected by student assistants, majors
in the department of Physical Education. Twelve men students
were used In the collection of facts, six for each team., The

men worked in pairs, one acting as a recorder and the other as
an observer., One palr made a record of all the passes and catches,
one palr made a spot record of all the shots taken by players'

numbers, and the other palr recorded the rminfng material,
Definition of Terms

The terms used in the evaluation chart study are for
the most part in common usage in the game of basketball and need
not be defined. -
connected with basketball and for this reason are defined.
k. Immediate assist, a pass made to a player who scores a field

However, some of the terms have not usually been

goal, _
2. Secondary assist, the pass directly preceding an immedlate
assist,

S. Error of omission, a mistake in judgment or observation, such
as a fallure to plli to a teammate who 1s in a better poaition
for scoring. h

4. Held ball obtained by an opponent, a player having complete
control of the ball and by poor 1judpnt or poor technigue on
his part en opponent is able to "tie him up" to such an extent

$ 4

that an official calls a held ball.



sitive onlmtien yoints
pu lve pm negative oum on points

r'a rositive oulmtiea : inta
p yur s pu ive plus negative eval, point

7« Scoring ability index, number of goals times percent of goals
made plus one-half (free throws times per eent of free throws made).
8. Ball handling error rate, ball m:x errors

g00d cater l plus goodppmsses plius
btlllmndlimu'rm |

o. Team efficiency, tum

Ge wnmy

Teem Analysis
By ming the technigue mztlined dcta were eelloetod

on the Kansas team dm-m nine home games and on tho eppamntl
during the last three hm games, From thi. ntorinl aonparilom

were made on the “ansas tnm ulng the averages for the four non-

conference games ‘and for tho fh‘a emrmneo ganu In the last |

three home games ’ the Kansas team was canpmd with 1ta eppenonta g
Different styles of baskotbtll would tmdoubtodly yield a different

The frequency of

- average for the number of shots, passes, etec,

these occurrences are liited as follows:

TABLE 1.

' attmpud 61.5: made 16.5 %26.9
Se Wm: :ttmtod 163 made 9,563 $59.7

0 m 's ek‘beu'd: 2290
@es: 3561.3 passes; 345 catches
<873 mt or bounds, 2,67; to opponents, 4.9
~ mm 6el; ant of bmds 3 1; to opponents 3
ball: out of bounds 1.3
imn b‘ll .22

tapped and recovered own j
ball: recovers teammate's jump ball 10,8
8 tetal 24; immediate 13; secondary 11

’) 1103.0 = 73.2 » 1029,8 points per game
p>ints per player per minuto o:r nlay: 5.14 points
- o1lnts par JSeore: =4.l1 point

. _"' : # ¥




It 1s interesting to note that there are 16.3 more
passes than utehu. If one adds the fumbles (6.1) and the wild
puau (7.57) the difference is almost erased.

When one emidors the pouibilitiu rer oﬂ’omivo mise

takes, it would appear that the negative evaluation points (73.2)

1s relativolg low,

‘home games and the five conference home games, the data are presented

averages of the four non-conference

TABLE II.
Four Non-Cornference Games and Five Conference G

‘1. Seore: non-conference average 42 points
oenrmmo average, 43.2 points

2, Goals: non=-conference average shots nttm;atod 68,.75; average
mac 15075; ’ 24.4
emfemao average shots attempted 55.8; average made

3« Free throws: non-conference average shots attempted 14,0
average made 8.,5; % 60.7
' o emfm. average shots :ttemuﬂ 17,63 average

4, Peraml fmh : noneconference average 10,5
- eonference average 10,0

Offensive g rsonal fouls: non-conference average .25
| ' conference average 1,2

Violations: non=-conference average 3
conference average 4.2

Rebounds from own baekbairdz non-conference average 22.0
conference average 20,6

onent 'l backboard: non=-conference average 19,0
conference average 25.0

iebounds from

_a'-“

catches: non=-conference passes, 374,75; catches
conference passes 350,63 cateches 331.4

Paasol and




10.

W1lld passes: non-conference, 8.5; out of bounds, 2.75; to
an opponent, 5.79 :
conference, 6.8; out of bounds, 2.6; to an

opponent, 4,2
11, Held balls obtained t

ients: non-conference, 2
conference, 4

12, Fumbles: non-conference, 6,253 out of bounds, 3.25; obtalined

by opponent, 3 '
conference, 6.,0; out of bounds, 3.0; obtained by

opponent, 3

13, Tepped ball out of bounds: non-conference, 1,25
conference, l.4

14, Tapped and recovered own jump ball: non-gonference, .5 times

conference, no times

ball: non-conference, 13.75
conference > 8.‘

15, Recovers teammate's

16, Assists: non-conference, 25.25; lmmedlate, 13.5; secon

11.75

dary
conference, 23,03 immediate, 12.6; secondary, IO.i

17. Evaluation points: non-conference, 1132.75 - 69 =« 1063.75
emfmno., 1 o2 = 76,6 & 1002.6

18. Evaluation points per minute of pk y: non-conference, 26.59
. ' conference, 25,07

19, Evaluation points per score: non-conference, 25,36
MMO, 23.22

20, Plgying efficiency: non-conference, 94,.3%

~ conference, 93.4%

21, Ball handling error rate: non-conference

conference, 2,

L

6’2.8%

It is Interesting to note that the scores are almost
identical and that the number of goals are about the same,
in the conference games, the team took 13 less shots per game,

This means that the team's shooting average was considerably better,
being 29.4% for the conference games and 24.4% for the non-conference
From the standpoint of ball handling, there were 24 more

However,

s....o
passes and 31 more catches per game in the non-gonference matches

than in the conference games., DBoth the playing efficlency and ball



handling error rate were poorer in.the conference games than

_ Tt she u ﬁ also be noted that for each game point scored
in the non=gonference games, 20,36 evaluation pa,&nt"sa (25,36 - 5)
An analysis of the data show

1ed by some other method,

that scoring a fleld goal plays a relstively smsll part in scoring
evaluation painhs ~and that ball lnndlim, rwevm of rebou '
must be considered to a larger extent.

In the last three games data were obtained on both the
This material * is summarized in the

‘ansas team and its oppo ents.,

: iiltu

BLE III. _
Conference Game Records ‘made oy _Kansas and amﬁ

Kmﬂu : 130

2e Guls : Opponents took 184 shots, made 39 goals; aver e % 21.2
Kamu mk 165 aheta, uﬂo 56 gmll; auﬂgo 339

?z-u throws: Opponents took 44 shots, made 243 average % 54.5
5 Kmu took 48 umu mdt 2‘7 average % 64.3

1. Scores:

4. Pcnml rMs, Gppemtl 36
— Kansas, 27

5. Ofrensiw D:
yiile th 4!

mml fouls: Beth m nﬂo E *pcrteatl fouls
i e Da. i and called ﬁffO’Bﬁi“ fmht _

s Knn&u mmrod ":'l

t*a blekbwd: Oppmnta meﬂwred 40
nsas recovered 78

507 good passes; 485 catches
 good passes; 008 Mtﬂm




Te

14 to an opponent
te an opponent

Eaau: Opwmnta m; 6 out of bounds
-~ Kansas, 19 6 out of boMI,

Ktnm, zo; 10 out af botmds, io

is

11 to an opponent
to an eppomt

"Held balls: Opponents obtained 17

Knnus obtained 16

11: Opponents tapped and recovered own fump ball 1 time
Kansas tapped and recovered own jump ball no times

15, Jump ball: Opponents recovered teammate's jump ball 32 times
Kansas recovered teammate's jm ball 23 times

16, Assists: Opponents made 54 assists; 29 immediate !5 uoendary
Kensas made 82 assists; 46 immediate, 36 secondary

17, Evaluation p ints: Opponents, 1997 positive; 244 negative
Kansas, 8537 positive; 237 negative

18, Enlmt:lon mt. 50 3 Opponmtl 14,6
e Kansas, 25.8
. Evaluation zointa per score: Opponent 14.6
u, Bi _

20. Pla effieclen Opponents, 89.1%

Kmm - 95.4’

21. Ball handling error ntn Opmontl, 4,9 %

(Totals are tm'n') _

In emring the totals one can see that the opponents
made more attempts at both fleld goals end free throws than did the
Kansas team, However, it should be noted that the home team scored
more goals (56 for 33,9%) than the opponents (39 goals for 21.2%) «
This same thing is true of the free throws wlth Kansas making 27
free throws for 64.3% and the opponents making 24 free throws for
54.5%

When one examines the personal fouls Kansas -ndo less
(‘2'7) than the opposition (36). However, the Kansas fouls ylelded the
greater number of free throws (44) to the visiting teams (42). It
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more often when a man
was in the act of shooting than did the fouls of the opponents, by
the rate of 8 to 15, In this case the total 1s somewhat misleading,

seems that the Kansas personal fouls occurred

as tho discrepancy oecurred almct ontinly in one game that Knma 2
won by 20 points., The most outstanding difference to be pointed out
occurred in two plam; in tho roeevory of nbornnds and in ball
- hnndnm.

. ~In the recovery ef rebmdt; one sees that the Kansas
players recovered 70 re ou arr their own backboards, while the
oppononu raeemd 45 off tholr hnemtrds The same ratio mm.
when one notes the rebounds of the opponent's backboards - Kansas

lcmiug 78 while the vilitorl were collecting 40 rebounds, The

neevory of uhomds seems to be the most mm an
in the teams,

The ball handling of the m sﬁau that Kansas caught
and passed 2041 times and the opr»omtl 1092 times, This difference
could be entirely due to various styles of phy. Bouﬂi, when one
consliders the errors In ball handling, such as wild es, fumbles
and held bells obtained by opponents, we see that Kansas made 55
errors and the opponents made 57 errors in ball handling, Vhile the
number of errors remalilned about the same, it ihould be pointed out
that the opponent's ball handling error rate (4.9%7) was lblt tvieo
that of the home team (2.6%).

In considering the total negative evaluation points, both
Kansas and the opposition made sbout the same number of mistakes
(237 for Kansss and 244 for the visitors). Ho'om, Kansas earned
352'7 positive evaluation peints as emed to 199'! p«iuu evalua-
tion points earned by the epponentl « When these figures are reduced
to playing efficlency, we find that the home team has a phm




efficiency of 93.4% as compared with 89.,1%.
The data show that for each score point the visitors
earned 17.2 evaluation points and Kansas earned 22,2 evaluation
points, By deduecting the 5 evaluation points for each score point
one sees that 12,2 evaluation points were earned as compared with
17.2 for Kansas, VWhile Kansas had the ball earning the extra eval-
uation points it is certain that the opposition was not scoring.
However, as pointed out previously, the verious styles of play may
effect the total number of evaluation points, but the style should
not have a great deal of effect on errors in ball handlings
In making direct comparisons between specific teams , &
summary table made up from the evaluation summaries shows much the
same facts as the totals between Kanses and the opposition,
TABLE IV.
; from Evaluation Chart:

- 5w
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8 = & &R = PR = g \ts (4 ol o
1 ot ' ' . A 2ol C 3 I
12 16 18 441 3.9 41 91.4
16 35 27 2,6 43 91.9
15 29 96 326 7.4 284 86,6
23 31 10 680 1.4 66 9646
12 20 13 325 3.8 20 89.1

SeMolﬁ A played the home team rairlj even on most of the
comparisons except that th»y cold not hit the goal, making only 16%
of thelr fipld goals while Kansas was nking 837 of their attempts.
- School B played the closest game from the score standpoint.

Their loss can be credited to a poem shooting percentage than Kansas



and possibly the direct cause of the loss was Fansas' abllity to
recover the rebounds, the control of which gave them addlitional

chances to score and prevented Team B from scoring during the added
time that the Bome team controlled the ball,

SeMel C excelled only iIn the number of free throws
while Kansas had a 63% average iIn free throwing as compared to a

51% average,
Like the total table, this summary table shows that the

LS ‘
fundament8le of the game - shooting, ball handling and rebound re-

covery - are necessary to offensive power and for winning gemes,

Individual FPla Rat

During the season a running tabula tion was kept on each
player who played iIn the home contests, showing the individual's
performance in each game and his total endeavors for the season.
(Sample record, Fxhibit B.)

Since the close of the season other items have been

devised, such as ball handling error, playing efficiency, and scor-

ing ability. These points do not appeer on the original tabulation
sheets.

In rating an individual basketball player's offensive
"ability, many points should be taken into consideration, and the

method as a whole needs some modification, depending upon the position
played and the style of basketball used. Natumlly, the guards will

nén#is' backboard than the forwards.
It also follows that the forwards lh;;lid recover more rebounds off

their own backboard, and certainly the center or "quarterback” man
will handle the ball more often than other offensive players. These

general trends are apparent as soon as one begins an intensive study
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of the data gathered. _

. The players have been 11sted (: see TaBle V, Eval “t“n I
Point Totals) by the number of minutes played during the home Fames .
By a brlef study of this table one can see that there is a high ro-
lationship between minutes played and the total number of evaluation
points. The next column should have more meaning in that pnmts are
considered in relationship to the total number of minutes phyed.
affieimey was arrived at by the formula given
in the definition of terms (No. 6). This rating is pmbl‘bly tm mst
meaningful in the table, but it dm not un the emlau atm.
Ball mmdnng is the buin rm- offensive ability, and for
this reason a ball handling table has been tabulated (see Table VI),.

The aalmn on playin

TABLE V.
“Ratings Pased on E‘ﬂlmtmn Point Tatals e
Player Minutes®# Eval., Polints Points per n.m- efriaziumy
- " _Earned _Minute Percentage

B 266 i.91 92,2
C 263.5 4,93 96.4
D 231 65 5 fﬁ? 9‘ 19
F 117 5437 04,1
G 100 4,60 94.2
H T4.5 4,62 93.0
I '?0'5 4.39 91.7
2 1s0 5.64 91.6
L 54.3 348 84,5

ompiled by the D11l method of
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# guard, forward, center. '

In this tabulation of the percentage of goals made (see
Table VI), one can see that player C and phyer M have both the same

sScore, 3303%10

: However, player C was the most valuable on the basis
of other items. Player A with 32.6% 1s undoubtedly more v

than either. This method must be towrod with Judgment, In order
to arrive at an index number for rating aéoring ability an ar’bitrury
formula was used (see definition of terms, No, 7). This giui a

rather high index number which when reduced i:o a ore-two~three basis
rating gives a 1051311.‘ order.

Errors in ball handling include the total number of wild
passes, fumbles, and held balls obtained by an opponent. In order
to arrive at a ball handling error rate, the total number of passes

and catches was assumed to be an accuraste index as to the ﬂlatiﬂnr

4 w2
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number of times chances for errors were present. By using the

formula given in definition of terms, No. 8, sn indes was established,
The guards handled the bsll more often than did the forwards, and

the two players with the lowest ball handling error rate (players
A and G) are guards, However, player G also played as e forward,
"mo 1otut error rate for a forward was 2,0 for pllm F. '
' In order to find fm'thor ratings for the purpuo of
analysis, the scores from the evaluation ehart were computed on a
soint per minute basis and @ rating from 1 to 13 given the various
players, The material in this chart (Table VII) is of value until

one reaches the players with only a few minutes of ghying time,
Here tho chart breaks down beuun these phycra did net perform 111

of the 1m mtienod and are rated too highly. This umm 1.-
discussed somewhat in the summaries dealing with tho 1ndivim1

playe rsS.

-
-
®

@
"3
E.
1S
"
:
NngEs .

Rating on Act] vitie

% - 8 1 o, -' e 3] SO S S
T O @ 2 wm © 2 ® o
RERSRI LS AR
s 8.3 133 1G8RdNgd PAddded 3 48 ;
h o @ s 0 B4 oa.—lo:u-lg:. Gghﬂh'dh g R o
438 268 Eagssgga $Aagag: BEzg ¢
g, A4 B - N . M O | ik S 'S e =B &
2 X B dE 8 & o ¥ ¥ 5 P8
= S N 9 -2 .3 13 > & ¥ @ 8P
D ¢ & i 3 0 S S » B B 9 B
2 5.9 2 & .9 4 8 21:328 -7 .94 20
s £ & s B 7 1 a I 3 5 > 5
2 &% s 7 .32 12 ¢ T B B 3 ¥
> K B 8 4 12 10 4 33 13283 B Y%
e e A 8 Y ‘AR 3% B ¥ B
J £ 10 38 12.5 6 3 = 3 2 33 3B P
K gell 7 33 3 8 6 2 4,510 2 &
L g 3¢5 12,56 S 6 5B 8 & 2 N 33
M 13 28 & 2R S 2P 40 B 39 3
# A ranking of 1 is the best performance.




14.

| ;TﬁBLEfVIIIt

offensive Ability

Rmk " ¢ :

Player
Positions

A O 00e- 00}

ranking

.£
é

| ing Errors

Freshmen's

n
C

s

f

£,

0 ~3 g @O OO i 0O O b=

ne

4

w

- soRonanank
: _ |

|

L

gsam:@ﬂq*«"
g:angQQﬁ*mb.'

Boaobiimenlswan Ball Handl-

"”EH“HNQMMﬁnmmi
EEiBcancle | Playing
*s“*eﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂuuma fiel

08

At the close of the season a letter was sent to the 16

letter men of the varsity and the 17 numeral men the freshmea:
squad. (Semple letter and rating blenk, Exhibits C and D) These

33 boys were asked te nto the 13 maity playara on their effenaive
The 13 playora inelnded m the ltud? were ranked

on tha baais of @rfmsiﬂ phylng

78 lel etml- ui@ﬁ'imt raiskines from the

'playing ability.
by 21 plawn and the cmeh.
*ability, these rankin
emluatim data are shown in Tablo VIII. |

L e partieular interest 1: the smnanty of the mkh;-
P ﬂraiby, tlw freshmen and tho 'ﬁ, s 3

thtt were giwn by

'aﬂ mly 3 players 'horo the dinammnt is mra thlm 2 mki

awt |
that 1n ipim of tm appnmt ditunpuwiu batnan the judmm
uted mtinga, the latter are built up of

an 5 phﬂﬂ « It should bo ﬂmbarod

All m unanin

FﬂmmﬁmthDMﬁ
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isolated abilities, As pointed out earlier, the guards and center
have & better chance of making a higher score in ball handling due
to their positions and the style of basketball used in this school,

No attempt was mdo 1n this study tﬂ give any of
»site mnk:l% , but 1t should be natod that player A

was & guard known mtimlly as an All-Americen player.
On the basis of the individual evaluation tables certain
facts are brought out that can best be shown in individual analyses.,

For mt reason, the abilities of the players are discussed as
single units, ' _ ' |

SUMMary i.r. nﬂl Player Analj

S
2
ke
b Exl 4

This player was in O home games for 328,5 minutes and had

a player efficiency rating of 97,3%. He was the number one man in
almost any way that he could be rated, He earned 2098 evaluation

He made 47 gmls (32.6%) and 28 free
throws (59.6%) and had a ball handling error rate of 1s17%e

gh scorer pesiticn on the squad he made more passes

points and 122 score points,
In earn-

ing the I
catches, This is partly due to his willingness to cooperate and to
his position as a guard, There were three men on the squad that took

time. Of the men who took more ‘

more shots per minute of playing
shots per minute of playing time none hﬂ as
shots. During his long playing time he made only 13 personal fouls;
of his teammates with less playing time exceeded his total
number of fouls and five teammates made more fouls per minute of

good an average of made

playing time, He was an excellent ball handler, 2 dandy shot and a

team player. The coach, his fellow players, the freshman squad, and

the statistics were in complete agreement on his offensive abillty,




eand listed him as the number one player on the squad.

' orward and Center. % ' _

_ ~ From the standpoint of time, thio player played more
minutes (266) than my other player except phm Ae He was allm
second high . scorer, narnim 66 pezatt by making 23 goals (27.1%)
and 30 free throws (66.7f¢). From the standpoint of evaluation points,
~he was also second earning 1307 points, and had a. phm efficiency
of 92,2%. In ball handlin Six of his team-
mates ratod poorer in MI ‘department. However, m;;p:.;g of his ‘
;rrmin:bngl e
- to players who scored than any other individual, Even on immedlate

ing errors he rated 2e9%e

.-.-diing he made more passes at tMGp ortune time

assists per minute he rated second to only one other player, and
this player played only 22.5 minutes during the season.
four men on the squad that took more shots per minute., He was the
hes who played

y and was the

- There were

only forward on the team to make more passes thsn cat

an 22,5 minutes. He had only 8 personal foul

more
- anly phm with am m phyiag mimm to have So rn fouls.
was mm third by his r. phmc, and second by his coach and
tm frnMOn phnﬂ. ' ' 2

Plam C played ma.s mimtu, earning 130 evaluation

points and %1 score poin‘n, scoring 13 goals (33,3%) and 5 free
- | - | ' ‘and catches 1004 times

tﬂ@ﬂ (ﬂi‘ﬂ)i
which'is the sesent ad had & ball h

m;m, phﬂ!‘ C played over 2% times as many minutes as player G.

o player took a total er 39 shots and this is the smallest nw
°f ’hgt’ £ ‘”’ any of the phyora that hd over 200 minnus of phying

tim. As a mrd he was in mzitim ta recover robounda from aff the
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He reeeverad. 48 timas, as cmmred te player

-eppeaont 's backboard.

A's 50 timoa, ;m on a basis af reem'eriea per minute or playing

time he is the leader for the team. This plnyer maaﬂ. th.e bll.l
caught it. On the basis of the data gathe

128 tinoa more than he
ered thia player 1s & geod ball passer and mMum recoverer, which
adling he has a very low

is a mat asset to the tm. On ball ha
peruntage of errors and has a playing atrieimy of 96.4{ which

Hia tmtos rated

makes h.im the nunm . ,
him second on effemive :bility, and his ceach and the fruhmcn
rated him third.
. Center. _
Player D was the fourth man on the squad to play over

Player D.

200 minutes with a tetal time of 221.5 minutes. He earned 33 scere
pﬂihﬁ.ﬁi and 1256 evaluation points, which was fourth & for the
qm While playing he scored 14 goals (28%) and made 5 free throws
(62.5%). In ball bandling errors he had a low score of .-*‘1.91-“&

was one of the four men to score less than 2% errors. “His alle
Around playing efficiency was 94.9%, which was also fourth for the
_ As far as ball handling was concerned, he was third in the

total mber of passes and catches. He made 17 more passes than

catches. There were only four men on the squad that took fewer

shots per mimute. The data show that this player handled the ball

many times for a lew error rate of 1.870. He was second on the
squad in evaluation points per minute and that shows he did net
On playing efficiency he was the best center em

on the squad, and the players, the coach and the freshmen all rated.

him as the 'mmbor four man.
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~ This player was a forward and had 141.5 minutes of play-
ing time to his credit. He earned 560 evaluation points and 25

score points. He scored 10 goals (30.3%) and made 5 free throws
(71.4%). In ball handling he had an error rate of 4.6 which was
second highest on the squad. From the standpoint of player effic~-

iency he was twelfth. There was only one other player on the squad

that had a lower rate of personal fouls. Player E played 141.5
minutes or over 33 games of 40 mimutes each and made only 3 personal
fouls. He is the first player in the list to cateh the ball more

than ho‘piss'ed it by 4 cateches. He also is the first man on the

list to be listed as a forward only. Player B played both forward

and center during the season. It seems to be a characteristiec of

the forward position to demand more cateching than passing. The data
indicate & low personal feul rate, & poor efficiency rating as com=
pared -.te the players ti:m played 200 minutes and an error rate in
ball handling 4 times as high as that of players A and G. He was
rated as sixth by his fellew players and the freshmen, and seventh

by the coach.

Player F., Forward

This player was listed as a forwerd »nd he played 117
minutes, making 12 goals (17.9%), and 8 free throws (57.1%). He
earned 628 evaluation peints and 32 score ﬁoints. On the player

efficiency bhert he rated sixth with a percentage of 94.1. His rate
of error in ball hs hich placed him in fifth

Hi was 2&070’
place. Like the preceding player, he had more catches than passes
Only one other player (H) had more attempted shets

per minute of play and only mimﬂ members made a smaller pere
centage of their shots. On balls recovered off his own backboard
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he rates as the No. 1 man. This is alse true for the recovery of
his teammate's jump balls.

On the basis of personal fouls per mimute,
this player ranked eleventh for the squed only two meking more than
‘he did. The data indicate that the player was fairly efficient,

but that his aha-etirig avmgo was far too 1@15 He nmkea a first

¢lass man on hlnd.m rebounds off his own backboard and gatting

the ball nfter a tecammatels sz, but he committed too many m
fouls. ' '
'Pla ;er Ge Feﬂard and mard

Hh tomates, freshmen and eonz,b rateﬂ him £ifth.

Thia player was l:lated as both a farward am a mrd. He

played 100 minutes, made 469 eﬂluatien peints and ten scarc points,

' -l guln (20.0% ), and shot 2 rrea thrﬂs for 50.0%. Be earned & -

rating on player efficiency of 94.2%, which phcu[ him in Pifth place
for the squad. In errors for ball handli g, he rated first with

i rate of 1.13%. As a guard he had an epportunity to recover re-

of f the opponent's backboard to such an extent thit# he rated
No. 2 for the squad on & basis of rebounds per mlmto; He passed

the ball more than he caught 1t, and on the bnia of shots per mimte
This player is t'oltth
en the mu of personal fouls committed per mimite. The date
indicate that he was an excellent ball handler, a&nd a géod rebound

there are only 3 players who took less shots.

recoverer, but he did not shoot enough. On the ﬁuu of efficiency

his coach, teammates and feeshmen rated him ninth. i
i, Forward. v

_ Player H was a forward with 74.5 mimutes of playing time

to his credit. ﬁe earned 544 evaluation peoints and 30 score points,
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made 13 baskets (30.29) and 4 free throws (66.7%). This player
alse had the hig '
On the basis of player efficiency he rated 93.0%. But on his ball

handling ability he hed am error rating of 6.2%, or 5 times that of
players A and G. He was the eighth player on the basis of time
played and he ranked eighth on the basis of personal feuli » When
it came to passing and catehing the ball, he mede 22 more catches

hest number of shots attempted *par mimite of playe.

thm passes. Thils player was a good scorer but he shet more than

any other player per minute of play. He made too many errors in
ball handling and in this department he ranked thirteenth. He
ranked seventh on his playing efficiency, the players rated him
toﬁth s the coach eleventh, and the freshmen twelfth.

Player 1. Forward. '

Player I was in the games for 70.5 minmutes as a forward.

He earned 395 evaluation peoints and 16 score peoints, and made 7 goals
for 21 2% nm threw 2 fouls for 33.3%« On the basis of personal
fouls per minute he was mumber one man I.’g_th less than any other
member of the squad. ' He had a ball huﬂlm error rating of 4.0%
and a playing efficiency of 91.7%. As a forward he recovered enough

balls frem the opponent's backboard por minute to rank as the No. 2

man of the squad. He also was the No. 3 man in recovering the ball
off his own backboard, and he ranked third on the basis of tetal

. recoveries per minute. In the amount of playim time this player

ranked ninth and on the basis of playing efficlency Ee also ranked

ninth. Like the other ferwards, he also caught the ball more than

d in the attempted goals pM’j minute of

he passed it and ranked thi
playing time. This player was geed at recovering rebounds, not toe
good a shot, and among the 3 players to have an error rating over
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He vas rated seventh

4%. He did not ee;'{lt many personal fouls.
by the players, and eighth by the coach and freshmen.
Player J. Forward, '

This man had a playing time of 40 mimutes.,
time he made 8 score points, 3 geals (14',71), 2 free throws (40‘)
end earned 395 evaluation peints. His errer mem in ball handling
was 3,.,1% and his playing efficiency rated at 91.6%. Ie was tenth
in the amount of time in home games and rarked tenth in plam
ofﬂ.eioney. As a Torward he recovered the ball off his own back-
board to rank third on the per mlnute basis, and caught the ball

During this

more thar he passed it. As a forward he was not a good shot as

only one boy on the squad had a lower rank and the player who was
lower did not make & basket in his five attempts. He was ranked

elghth by his tomntei, sixth by the coach and seventh by the
Player K. Guard and Center.
With a playing time of 59.5 minutes this player made 297
evaluation points, 5 scere points, 2 goals (25%) and 1 free throw
(50.%)« His error rate in ball handling was 2.4% and of the 5

players
one was
players who matod better than he, two were guards and mm 2
center. In rebounds off the opponent's backboard, he rated elevengh
and in goals made per minute he ranked twelfth. This player had

some exXcellent men to compete with and on a team without an all-
American guard he might have had more oppertunity to play. Like the
other guards and centers, he passed more than he caught the ball.
On rebounds off his own backboard per minute he ranked eighth and
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he renked sixth on the recovery per minute of a teammate's jump

Indicate ths

ball. Thae data
and an efficient player, but that he did not shoot enough in pro-
He was rated twelfth by his teammates,

porti on to his playing time.
and the freshmen.

oy had a total time of 54.5 minutes, 120 evaluation

points, and no score ﬁeints. He is the only player of the 13 in the
He attempted 5§

study that did net score during the

goals and 2 free throws. His error rate in ball handling was 33%

four of his teammates, who played longer.
efficiency he made & score of 84.5%,

and this was better thar

From the standpeint of playing

the lowest on the squad. The point mest in faver of this boy was

his rank in free throws attempted per mimite (not meking any) in
whieh he was tied with player J for third place. This player ranked
the lowest of the guards and was the only one to cateh the ball more

than he ?usad it. He was rated eleventh by the warsity anc

nd twelfth by the coach.
~ Forward.
s player ranked thirteenth in mimutes of play (22.5),

men, &
Player M.
earned 117 evaluation points and 4 ze&m peints. IHe made one goal
ws (66.7%). He ranked tenth both in player

efficlency (91.5%) and in error rate 3.4%. Ho had the highest rate

of the 13 boys. player

of personal fouls per minute of any
had a very définite height disadvantage as he was by far the short-

est man on the squad and can be considered small in stature even

in comparison with boys not playing college b
anked thirteenth by all his fellow players and thirbeenth by his

coache.
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The summaries have been presented and discussed in the

body of the psaper.
be warranted;

In addition some general conclusions seem to

1. The stmdy is of vealue in that & record was made of the number
of times various activities are performed in college basketball.

2. An aceurate record of the offensive abilities of players was

made available independent of the score book.
3. By examination of the material after a game a coach can see
which men were performing their duties and which fundamentals need

extra work. _

4. The players have & definite interest in the charts and watch
their improvement in deficient ablilities.

Se mm‘ remains smple room for additional studies.




