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, a
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:
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School A played the home team rurlj even on most of the
comparisons except that tboy cold not hit the goal, making only 16%
of thelr fipld goals while Kansas was nking 337 of their attempts.
- School B played the closest game from the score standpoint.

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



