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




