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SCORING ANALYSIS OF THE SENIOR WORLD WRESTLING
CHAMPIONSHIPS-2017

David Lopez
decodingwrestling@gmail.com

Introduction

To breakdown the scoring made by participants during Senior World Championships 2017, held in Paris,
France, from August, 2017, in all three styles-Greco Roman, Women'’s Freestyle and Men'’s Freestyle. The
present report follows the key features from reporting style and wrestlers’ performance descriptors
established by Dr. Harold Tinnemann during the last 2 decades. Some new indicators were added to expand
the scope of data. Tools used for analyzing and describing scoring events were the official videos of the
championships and Dartfish Team Pro 9 Video Analysis Software.

Methods of Analysis
Scoring events awarded with technical points during the tournament were classified, notating the
following features:

Type of Scoring Minute when the Scoring value Technical Group Strategic Role
Event event was done
Technical moves: 0 Ranging from 1st [0 1 point Standing moves: All technical
o Standing moves to 6th minute 7 2 points o Leg attacks moves:
o Par-terre moves 7 4 points o Takedowns o Attack
7 5 points o Throws & Shifts o Counterattack
Penalizations: o Step outs
o Passivities o Blockages
o Cautions
o Lost Challenges Par-terre moves:
o Turn-overs
o Spins
o Lifts
o Reversals
o Blockages

Additionally, total time on the mat by wrestlers and teams was recorded as decimal minutes (example: 20
min 30 sec. equals 20.5 minutes) to normalize wrestlers’ activity by dividing scored and lost points by time
spent on the mat.

GRECO ROMAN WRESTLING

The 301 bouts held by the 260 competitors representing 54 national teams who took part of the
tournament were analyzed. 1250 scoring events awarded with technical points during the
tournament.

GRECO-ROMAN SPECIFIC FEATURES

Due to its evident technical and tactical differences caused by its specific rules set, to analyze Greco- Roman

performances were also notated and analyzed the following data:

a) DISTANCE (from every technical move on standing, if the move started from a HOOKING or HAND-
FIGHTING situation)

h) PRECEDENT SITUATION (classification of the scoring situation which preceded a tech. points reward: a
previous passivity, a technical move, or a penalization due to rules violation or a lost challenge point. If
the situation assessed was the first one of the bout, it was notated as “First scoring event”).

¢) WRESTLER PENALIZED WITH A PASSIVITY POINT (for every passivity point it was notated who was the
passive wrestler: the wrestler who was winning the bout or who was losing it. If the call was the first
scoring event of the bout, was notated as “First Scoring Event”).

d) WAY TO WIN (for every match, it was described if someone scored at least one standing attacking move
during the match, if only counterattacking moves were registered, or if not a single technical move was
seen. NOTE: Step-Outs were NOT considered as “technical moves”).
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PARTICIPANTS BY TEAM AND WEIGHT CATEGORY

Teams 71 kg 80 kg 85 kg 75 kg 59 kg 66 kg 98 kg 130 kg TOTAL
1 ] ac 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
2 | ARG 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
3 | ARMm 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 6
4 | AUT 1 1 1 0 0 0 ] 0 4
5 | Aze 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7
6 MM sIR 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
7 BRA 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3
8 mml BU 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 6
9 |0 caN 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
10 | Baed cHI 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
11 |l couN 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
12 |l coL 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3
13 |23 cro 0 1 1 0 1 1 o 0 4
14 |[BE= cus 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 5
15 | BEm CZE 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 5
16 | @'m  DEN 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 o 3
17 | == DOM 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
18 | e EGY 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 6
19 B2 Esp 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
20 R gsT 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3
21 | W= FIN 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 3
22 (B0 rra 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
23 | HH o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
24 0o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
25 | B=  oRE 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 4
26 | == HON 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
27 | = HUN 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5
28 IND 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
29 | B R 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
30 IR nma 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
31 (@] PN 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
32 |l KAz 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7
33|l «koz 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
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Teams 71 kg 80 kg 85 kg 75 kg 59 kg 66 kg 98 kg 130 kg |TOTAL
34 [[®  KOR 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 7
35 [ == AT 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
36 == LU 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
37 Il MAR 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3
38 [NFE MDA 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
39 NOR| 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
40 (Bl PER 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
41 [E=  PLE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
42 |mmsi  POL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 6
43 [EE PRK 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
44 I ROU 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
45 mm RUS 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 6
46 (WM Spp 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 5
47 |EX Sul 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
48 |iem  SVK 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
49 SWE 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 5
50 KM TPE 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
51 (F=  TUR 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 6
52 == UKR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
53 E= USA 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
54 = UzB 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 5
TOTAL 37 29 34 34 30 36 33 27 260
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SENIORS GRECO-ROMAN WRESTLING TEAM RANKING (Classification Points by Weight Class)

Teams 71 kg 80 kg 85 kg 75 kg 59 kg 66 kg 98 kg 130 kg TOTAL
1 ] ac 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
2 |2 arc 0 0 0 1 0 o 0 0 1
3 | . ARm 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 6
4 | AUT 1 1 1 0 0 0 ] 0 4
5 | Aze 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7
6 |/ B8R 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
7 BRA 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3
8 mml BU 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 6
o |[I*0 caN 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
10 | el cHI 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 1 2
1 |l onn 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
12 | cOL 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3
13 | B8 cro 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 ) 4
14 BE= cus 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 5
15 Emm CZE 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 5
16 | m'm DEN 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3
17 | B DOM 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3
18 | o EGY 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 6
19 B Esp 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
20 Wl g7 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 3
21 | M= FIN 0 o 0 1 0 0 1 1 3
22 BN rra 1 1 1 1 1 1 w 1 8
23 | =4 Geo 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
24 | e 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
25 | B== GRE 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 4
26 | === HON 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
27 | == HUN 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 5
28 | i IND 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
29 | IRI 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
30 B0 ima 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
31|[@] N 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
32 [l KAz 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) 7
33 |l koz 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
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Teams 71 kg 80 kg 85 kg 75 kg 59 kg 66 kg 98 kg 130 kg TOTAL
34 | [8)] kor 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 7
35 LAT 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
3 W v 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
37 M mar 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 3
38 | IFE MDA 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 3
39 NOR 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
40 0 rer 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
41 B3 PLE 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
42 | mul POL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 6
43 EE PRk 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
44 HR rou 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4
45 mm rUS 1 1 0 1 1 0 ] 1 6
46 | opp 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 5
47 SuI ) 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
48 Em  svk 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
49 | Emm SWE 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 5
50 IEM Tee 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
51 | ™= Tor 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 6
52 ™\ ke 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
53 BE=  usa 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
54 UzB 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 5
TOTAL 37 29 34 34 30 36 a3 27 260
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SCORING BREAKDOWN, ALL WRESTLERS

Quality of Wrestling

Figure 1 - Quality of Wrestling (attacking points/min) All
wrestlers' Average - Per value and total

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40

Quality of Wrestling by Weight Category

Figure 2 - Quality of Wrestling (attacking points/min) by weight category
All wrestlers

1.60

1.40

1.20

1.00

0.80

0.60

0.40

0.20

0.00 - - -

59 66 71 75 80 85 98 130

mTotal Pts/min 144 | 103 | 146 | 120 118 0.92 116 | 024
B5 prs 0.00 000 | 004 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00
m4 prs 0.39 013 | 037 0.14 0.26 0.07 0.19 0.1
(w2 pts 0.60 0.45 0.58 0.52 0.32 0.36 0.48 0.21
mlpr 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.54 0.55 0.48 0.49 0.51

Highlights

O  Quality of Wrestling value reached by all Greco-Roman competitors was 1.16 pts/m.

0  0.49 pts/m were obtained due to 1 point value situations (either step outs, Passivities or lost
challenges). Contribution of 4 points value actions was lower than the 25% of the total scoring.

O By weight class, 59kg, and 71kg surpassed 1.4 pts/m. The higher performances scoring due to 4
points actions were seen in those same weight classes. 5 pts actions were infrequently executed.

O  The lowest quality of wrestling was found in 85kg and 130kg.
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Points scored per value — Total and Percentage

Pts scored per value - All wrestlers

5 pts, 20, 1% Highlights

0 1865 tech. pts. were
scored by all Greco
wrestlers.

— 0,

T8 605, 495 | 0 4 pts. actions reached
less than 20% of the
total scoring.

0 Only 1% of the total
scoring were

obtained by 5 points
moves.

2 pts, 724, 38%

Scoring pace - Points scored minute by minute.

Highlights

1 Second minute of match Figure 4 - Scoring Pace (points scored in each

registered the highest minute of match)
scoring percentage of,
which could be
explained by the

All wrestlers

0,
activity encouraging 500 25.0%
rules. 200 20,05
O Scoring pace was
i 0
relatively constant all 300 15.0%
along matches, 500 L0.0%
ranging from 11% to
26% per minute. 100 5.0%
0.0%

1st min  2nd min 3rd min 4th min 5th min 6th min
m Percentage 11.2% 26.1% 16.5% 17.9% 16.5% 11.8%

B Pts scored in each

. 204 477 302 328 302 216
minute of bout
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Methods to score, all wrestlers.

Highlights
Figure 5 - Methods to score (pts/m,

percentage, all wrestlers) 0 The Greco-Romanrulesinforce for
this event did not reward active

Lost .
Chmf;]m Standing wrestler with ordered par-terre,
0.02.2% . "10‘:’25;;}-48- Standing moves were the most used
]
— method to score (42%). Nevertheless,
{}I‘J;fl;ég{'} — 4 together with Par-Terre moves (11%),
technical actions represent barely
. above 50% of the total scoring.
Cautions, . . .
0.06. 5% - 0 Penalizations(cautions, lostchallenges
' and passivities) and step-outs were
Par-Terre the non-technical methods.
moves, .13, = Step outs,
11% 0.12. 10%

Breakdown of Scoring by Technical Groups Highlights

0 Shifts & Throwswere
the most used moves
. to score, followed by
Takedowns and
Counteroffensive
blocks in standing.

~N .
o
=
© o 0 Not a surprise that
o .
S Spins (gut wrenches,
. etc.) and Lifts were

Takedowns Shifts & Throws | Step outs Blocks the most common
Pts/m 0.14 0.21 0.09 0.03 moves in par-terre.

Figure 6 - Standing points by technical groups - All wrestlers

0.03

0 Regarding the
values per minute,
must be pointed
that those were

Foure P by technical quite low.To
igure 7 - Par terre points by technical groups illustrate, the
Al wrestlers highest one, 0.21
pts/m (Shifts &
0 .

2 Throws) is equal to
one 4 point move
every 20 min of

8 3 8 bout.
o o o
<
=
o
| |
Turn overs Spins Reversals Lifts Blocks
Pts/m 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.04 0.00
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Points scored by Technical Moves minute by minute

Figure 8 - Points scored by Technical Moves minute byminute GR,
All Wrestlers

0.07
0.06

0.05

d

0.04
0.0
0.0

0.0
Counteroffensive

[ ]

—

Takedown Shift& Throws Step out Block Turn-over Spin Reversal ParT Blockage
= [stmin 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
= 2nd min 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00
= 3rd min 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
® 4thmin 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
= Sthmin 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
m Gthmin 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

Highlights

0 More takedowns were scored during second periods. In first periods, most takedowns were
executed during 2" minute.

0 Shift and Throws were executed with higher frequency during first minute of every period,
decreasing its frequency along the 3 min. length.

0 Despite step outs frequency being lower than actual techniques in standing, their execution
increased along the first four minutes of matches.

0 Gut wrench frequency was greater during first periods, mostly during second minute.
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Points scored by Strategy (attack and counterattack moves)

Figure 9 - Points scored by strategy - Standing

100%
90%
80% - t
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% . | .

Total points by

Takedowns Throws & Shifts Step outs Standing Blocks
strategy
m Counterattack 99 84 26 46 255
m Attack 193 330 162 0 685

Figure 10 - Points scored by strategy - Par terre

100% -

90% -

80% -

70%

60% -

50%

40% ' ' !

30% :

20% .

10% ' I i
0%

TOTAL POINTS

Turn-over Spins Reversals Blocks BY STRATEGY
M Counterattack = 4 13 4 25
M Attack 2 120 0 0 179

Highlights
0

Attack strategies represented more than 70% of the total scoring in standing.
In par-terre, attack strategy reached almost 90%.

Turn over moves in Greco-Roman wrestling were not barely seen, but 2 of the only three done
were counterattacks.
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PERFORMANCE OF TOP 10 TEAMS

Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

Figure 11- Wrestling Efficacy, Greco-Roman wrestling,
Top 10 teams

1.00
0.90
0.80
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10

0.00

RUS IRI TUR GEO GER ARM HUN KAZ AZE KOR
m— WQ 0.82 0.66 0.56 0.60 0.61 0.95 0.78 0.59 0.70 0.71
memm Neg. WQ - 0.35 0.48 0.35 0.58 0.31 0.35 0.34 0.39 049 0.57
—ndex 0.47 0.18 0.20 0.02 0.31 0.60 0.45 0.20 0.21 0.14

Highlights

0 The difference between points scored per minute on the mat (Wrestling Quality or WQ) and
Points lost per minute on mat (Defense Stability or neg. WQ) results in an Efficacy Index. The
higher the gap between WQ and neg. WQ, the higher and better efficacy index (Tiinnemann,
2016).

0 The highest Efficacy Index was reached by Armenia (6t place), Russia (15t) and Hungary (7t),
overpassing 0.45 pts/min., thanks to a combination of high WQ and a controlled Neg. WQ.

o 2ndand 3rdplaces (Iran and Turkey) were not better than Russia about defensive efficacy,
but scored enough to keep a positive WQ index.

0 Georgia and Korea had the worst defensive values while their attack performance was above
average.

0 Germany had the best defensive performance, followed by Hungary, Armenia, Turkey and Russia.
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Distribution of Points scored by value.

Figure 12 - Points scored per Value
Greco-Roman Wrestling Top 10 Nations (pts/m)

0.45
0.40
0.35
0.30
0.25
0.20
oos I I Iho Moo 00 B Ul WK, NI L “ |I i
RUS IRI TUR GEO GER ARM HUN KAZ AZE KOR
B 1 ptscored 0.29 0.30 0.25 0.31 0.22 0.27 0.32 0.29 0.26 0.22
M 2 pts scored 0.34 0.30 0.20 0.23 0.30 0.42 0.40 0.15 0.26 0.26
B 4 pts scored 0.19 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.09 0.22 0.03 0.15 0.18 0.24
B 5 pts scored 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
H1 ptlost 0.21 Q17 0.24 0.25 0.26 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.25 0.22
H 2 pts lost 0.07 0.22 0.06 0.25 0.04 0.09 0.12 0.19 0.15 0.28
H 4 pts lost 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.03 0.00 0.09 0.08
W5 pts lost 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Highlights

0 As expected due to the Passivity rules, 1 pts scoring were important proportion of the total
scoring (both won and lost) of all the Top 10 nations.

0 Armenia, Hungary, Russia, Germany and Korea overpassed their 1 point scoring with 2pt actions,
but the last three did that for a few.

0 The higher scoring by 4 points moves were made by Korea, followed by Armenia and Russia, all of
them around 0.20 pts/m.

Scoring Pace of Top 10 teams

Figure 13 - Scoring Pace of Top 10 teams m

45.0% ® Russian wrestlers

40.0%
35.0% together scored

30.0% more percentage

gg'ng of points during 2nd
o (1]
15.0% minute that the rest
10.0% of teams, followed
5.0% !
0.0% by Korea.
: RUS IRI TUR GEO GER ARM HUN KAZ AZE KOR

mistmin | 5.1%  120% @ 25% = 7.2% | 159% 207% @ 7.8% @ 16.5% @ 10.8% = 12.5% ® The most powerful
m2nd min | 40.4% = 16.0% @ 165% @ 277% @ 207% @ 264%  304% = 278% = 312%  361% 15t minute was done
m3rdmin | 22.1% @ 192% | 29.1% @ 145% @ 6.1% 9.9% | 225% @ 8.9% B.6% | 22.2% by Armenia (20%)

M Ath min 15.4% 20.0% 20.3% 16.9% 28.0% 21.5% 8.8% 15.2% 22.6% 13.9%

M 5th min 12.5% 20.0% 16.5% 18.1% 14 6% 107% 157% 11.4% 16.1% 5.6%
0,

M 5th min 4.4% 12.8% 15.2% 157% 14.6% 10.7% 147% 20.3% 10.8% 97% ( 15.9 /6)'

and Germany
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Methods to score, Top 10 teams

Figure 14 - Methods toscore
Greco-Roman Top 10teams

Lost Challenges

Passivity

Highlights

o Standing and due-to-passivity scoring
proportion were basically similar for
all the teams: higher from standing,
then Passivity.

o Noticeable differences were found
regarding par-terre scoring.
Georgian Team did not score from
par-terre at all. Turkey, Germany,
Kazakhstan and Korea did not
surpass 0.05 pts/min in such position.
The other teams reached over 0.10
pts/m.

Cautions

Par-Terremoves

Standingmoves

s

0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60

Standing = Par-Terre | Cautions = Passivity Lost

moves moves Challenges
m RUS 0.40 0.10 0.04 0.16 0.02
n|R| 0.21 0.11 0.04 0.17 0.03
U TUR 0.25 0.01 0.04 0.17 0.00
B GEO 0.25 0.00 0.03 0.24 0.02
U GER 0.28 0.04 0.09 0.18 0.01
U ARM 0.51 0.13 0.05 0.13 0.02
]
] HUN 0.26 0.19 0.02 0.20 0.02
i
1 KAZ 0.27 0.03 0.00 0.19 0.03
i AZE 0.26 0.11 0.08 0.14 0.02
" KOR 0.42 0.04 0.04 0.17 0.00
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Methods which Top 10 teams lost points

Figure 15 - Methods which Top 10 teams
lost points

Tan 1N taamc

Lost Challenges

Passivity

Highlights Cautions

0 Germany showed the best Standing
Defense as a team, followed by
Turkey, KazakhstanandRussia.The
lowest values were got by Iran,
Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Korea.
0 Best defense in par terre were
Germany, Turkey, Russian, Armenia, Standing moves
Hungary and Azerbaijan. Georgian
and Korea had the lowest level

Par-Terre moves

/N

among the group. 0.00 005 010 015 020 025 030
o ltis interesting that the points lost Standing | Par-Terre | Cautions = Passivity Lost
through passivities represent similar moves | moves Challenge
m RUS 012 0.01 0.02 0.16 0.01
values among the top 10 teams.
There is no evident association of
oL - ; . m TUR 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.01
passivity lost points with Standing = GEO | 022 D00 D03 018 001
or Par-terre defensive s GER 004 0.00 0.00 018 0.00
performances. = ARM  0.19 0.01 0.00 0.13 0.00
= gun 014 0.01 0.02 0.15 0.00
B KAZ 0.10 0.04 0.04 0.15 0.01
= AZE 0.20 0.00 0.05 0.17 0.01
" KOR 022 0.11 0.04 0.17 0.00
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Points scored by strategy and move, Top 10 teams

Figure 16 - Scoring Strategies, Standing Moves by Attack & Counterattack
Greco-Roman, Top 10 Teams

1.0 100.0%
90.0%
0.8 80.0%
70.0%
£ 0.6 60.0%
2 50.0%
& 0.4 40.0%
30.0%
0.2 20.0%
10.0%
{Lre
0-0 RUS IRl  TUR GEO = GER | ARM HUN KAZ AZE KOR 0-0%
mTOTAL pts/m by STANDING ATTACKS 725 724 523 442 825 75.0 723 625 878 87.2
BTOTAL pts/m by STANDING COUNTERATTACKS 27.5% 27.6% 46.8% 558% 17.5% 25.0% 27.7% 375% 122% 12.8%
m Standing Blocks, Counterattack 0.02 0.01 0.00 003 0.01 003 002 @ 001 0.03 0.06
| Step outs, Counterattack 0.02 0.01 0.00 001 0.01 002 001 0.04 0.00  0.00
H Step outs, Attack 0.08 008 008 005 001 0.10 009 004 011 0.05
® Throws& Shifts, Counterattack 0.05 0.02 0.10 009 001 0.05 000 @ 003 0.00  0.00
u Throws& Shifts, Attack 0.21 0.01 0.07 004 0.10 024 005 0.12 018 030
u Takedowns. counterattacks 0.04 004 006 004 001 006 008 @ 003 002 000
m Takedowns, attack 0.06 013 0.03 0.04 013 0.13 012 0.03 0.03 0.06
Figure 17 - Scoring Strategies, Par-terre Moves by Attack & Counterattack
Greco-Roman Top 10 Teams
1.0 120.0% -
0.8 100.0% -2
0% 0
g 0.6 80.0% L
=, = 60.0%
a g 40.0% o
0.2 200% 9
0.0 00% &
RUS IRI TUR GEO GER @ ARM HUN @ KAZ AZE = KOR o
BTOTAL pts/m by PAR-TERRE ATTACKS 93.3% 61.5% 100.0% 0.0% 66.7% 94.1% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%100.0% _.:e
BTOTAL pts/m by PAR-TERRE COUNTER-ATTACKS 6.7% 38.5% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 5.9% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% | 0.0%
M Blocks 000 001 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 0.00
B Reversals & Blocks 001 002 000 000 ©0.01 001 000 000 000 0.00
W Spins, Counterottacks 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 0.00
B Spins, attacks 008 0.04 001 000 ©0.01 0.1 015 000 006 0.04
B Turn-over, counterattacks 000 ©0.00 000 000 0.00 000 000 000 000 0.00
B Turn-over, attacks 000 0.00 000 ©0.00 0.00 002 000 000 000 O0.00

Highlights

0 Excepting Georgia and Turkey, the Top 10 teams scored more with Attack Moves. Korea, Azerbaijan
and Korea scored less with Counterattacking standing moves than the rest of National Teams.

0 Teams ranked 9thand 10th (Azerbaijan and Korea) were also the ones with less
counterattacking moves from Standing.
o The most of the par-terre moves were attacking techniques.
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ANALYSIS OF WINNERS SCORING

Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

Figure 18 - Greco-Roman Winners' Wrestling Efficacy
(Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

1.50
1.30
1.10
0.90
0.70
0.50
0.30
0.10
-0.10
5%9kg (JPN) 71kg (GER) 75kg (SRB) By [P:RM) 85kg (TUR) #8kg (ARM) 130kg
Kenichiro ?_;ki‘fléc‘:ﬁl Frank Viktor MAA‘\:lll(Jsll(n‘} A Metehan ALS(:L:.NY (TUR) Riza ALL
FUMITA STAEBLER NEMES N BASAR AN KAYAALP
. WQ 076 0.43 1.06 0.53 1.31 0.6%9 1.28 0.38 0.80
. neg. WQ 0.22 0.20 0.29 0.17 0.20 0.17 0.21 0.13 0.20
m— ndex 0.54 0.23 0.76 0.37 1.11 0.53 1.07 0.25 0.61

Highlights

o Average WQ index of the champions was 0.61 pts/m. As the 2015 Senior World Champions
reported by Tinnemann was 1.1pts/min., the comparison exposes a progressive decrease of
the overall activity of the best wrestlers in this kind of events since 2014 (1.2pts/m were the
average of the champions of the last year mentioned).

0 It can be seen similar defensive values among the 8 champions of 2017, ranging from 0.13
to 0.29 neg pts/min.

o The best efficacy values of WQ Index were obtained by Manukyan and Aleksanyan (ARM)
as well asStabler (GER).

Distribution of points scored and lost by value, Greco-Roman Champions.

Figure 19 - Distribution of points scored by value Highlights

Greco-Roman Champions Stdbler scored more points

1.00 by 2 pts actions than anyone
0.90

0.80
0.70
0.60

else among champions while
got less points by 1 pt value,
0.50 what is related with his

0.40 attacking efficiency.

0.30
g%g III I | II IIII II III I Armenian Champions showed
0.00 n I | good diversity in terms of

szllilg: [?(61:;(% {21;?} fs.skksgi :i?aﬁ) {B'I'SUkRQE IQA?QI;?] ]{33:;19 Value of points.
mlpt| 025 0.37 0.18 0.33 0.32 0.31 0.43 0.38 66kg (KOR) and 130kg (TUR)
E2pis  0.22 0.07 0.88 0.20 0.48 0.28 0.51 0.00 champions strategy was
m4pts, 029 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.11 0.34 0.00 clearly Passivities and step
E5pts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 outs.
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Figure 20 - Distribution of points lost by value Highlights
Greco-Roman Champions

100 ® Despite the distribution by

0.80 value may differ a bit

0.60 among the champions, and as

g;g I mentioned before, their

0-00 .szkg .é::kg 71kg .75kg -SOk.g .aSkg .‘?;kg 1.30kg defense efficacy was very
(IPN)  (KOR) = (GER) | (SRB}  (ARM) = (TUR)  (ARM)  (TUR) similar, which points this

mlpt 0.14 0.13 0.23 0.17 0.04 0.17 0.13 0.13
m2pts 007 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00
B4 pts  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00
m5pts|  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

feature as a basic task
among them.

Scoring pace of Greco-Roman Champions.

Figure 21 - Scoring Pace, Greco-Roman Champions

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%

30.0%

20.0%
o I I I Il I I I | | I I

59kg (JPN)  é6kg (KOR) 7'Ikg (GER)  75kg (SRB) | 80kg (ARM) 85kg (TUR) ‘?Skg [ARM 130kg (TUR)

® 1st min 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 18.2% 0.0% 36.7% 11.1%

E2nd min 28.6% 23.1% 22.2% 31.3% 51.5% 24.0% 10.0% 33.3%

E3rdmin | 14.3% 15.4% 5.6% 12.5% 6.1% 8.0% 0.0% 22.2%

B 4th min 33.3% 23.1% 30.6% 6.3% 3.0% 24.0% 3.3% 22.2%

B 5th min 23.8% 7.7% 13.9% 25.0% 3.0% 20.0% 33.3% 11.1%

 6th min 0.0% 30.8% 11.1% 25.0% 18.2% 24.0% 16.7% 0.0%
Highlights

0 Stabler, Armenian Winners and Kayaalp (TUR) were the only ones scoring points during 1stminute in
at least one match, which highlights their proactive approach.

o Almostall the Champions scored more points during the second periods, excepting Manukyan
(80kg) and Kayaalp (130kg).
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Methods to score, Greco-Roman champions

Highlights .
Figure 22 - Methods to score,

o There is no clear trend Greco-Roman Champions
among champions 0.90
regarding Standing 8’%8
Moves. 4 of themscored 0.60
over 0.36 pts/m, while giig
3ranged from 0.0 to 0.07 838
in the same position. 010 I I I IIIIIIII
h ; 0.00 SEENEE 1 . .
One more champion got Standing  Par-Terre o . - Cantions Lost
.28pts / m. moves moves assivity dutions Challenges
0 Only the Champions from = 59kg (JPN) 0.36 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00
. ® 66kg (KOR) 0.07 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00
Germany and Armenia = —
d from Par-terre ® 71kg (GER) 0.59 0.12 0.15 0.00 0.00
Scorear ' “75ke(SRB) | 0.07 0.00 030 0.00 0.00
0 As mentioned before, u80kg(ARM)  0.83 0.20 0.16 0.00 0.04
Points by Passivities m85kg(TUR) 0.28 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00
contributed similarly B 98kg(ARM) 0.60 0.26 0.30 0.00 0.04
among the sample. B 130kg(TUR) 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00

Points scored by strategy and move, Greco-Roman Champions

Figure 23 - Scoring Strategies, Standing Moves by Attack & Highlights
Counterattack, GR Champions

100% 0.60 0 The greater diversity
£ 90% of Technical Moves
2o 80% 0.50 by group were
3T 0% 040 shown by Stabler
0 O -
22 s0% and Manukyan.
o c
G0 o 0.30 o On the.other hand,
fc_” ]S, pee Champions of 66kg,
E, § 30% 0.20 75 kg and 130kg,
@ whose values of
o 20% .
0.10 standing attacks
0
% were lower than
0% 0.00 17
. m wer
50kg | 66kg | 71kg | 75kg | 80kg | B5kg | 98kg | 130K 0.17pts/ ere
(JPN)  (KOR)  (GER) = (SRB) (ARM) (TUR)  (ARM) {TSR} also those who
BTOTAL STANDING ATTACKS 032 013 041 003 056 | 017 051 017 showed less
BTOTAL STANDING COUNTERATTACKS 007 000 009 007 028 017 017 000 diversity in
B Standing Blocks, Counterattack o] 0 0 0 4 o 0 0 Standing
M Step outs, Counterattack 0 0 1 0 1 o] o o]
M Step outs, Attack i 2 0 1 1 2 2 4
m Throws & Shifts, Counterattack 0 0 0 o] 0 4 0 o]
m Throws & Shiffs, Attack 8 0 2 0 1 2 8 0
B Takedowns, counterattacks 2 0 2 2 2 2 4 0
B Takedowns, attack 0 2 12 0 2 2 2 0
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Highlights Figure 24 - Scoring Strategies, Par-terre Moves by Attack &

Counterattack, Greco-Roman Champions
0 Again, Gut Wrench
100% 0.30

was the basic move 90%

to score for the £ 80% 0.25
i 22  70%
champions from = ° 0.20
G d i 60% E
ermany an 535 50% 0.15 &
Armenia. Theother5 v 40% 040 o
Champions did not v ° 30% y
r ingl int g 20% 0.05
score a single po g 0%
from Par-terre. g 3 0% 0.00
o 59k 66k 71k 75k 80k 85k 98k 130
& g |9 | 9| g |9 | g9 |k
(JP (KO  (GE (SRB (AR  (TU (AR (TU
N) | R} | R) ) [ M | R) | M| R
ETOTAL PAR-TERRE ATTACKS 0.00 0.00 | 0.06 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.26 0.00
B TOTAL PAR-TERRE
COUNTERATTACKS 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.04 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
mReversals & Blocks 0 0 (o} 0 1 0 0 0
m Spins, Counterattacks (o] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Spins, attacks 0 0 ] 0 2 0 é 0]
B Turn-over, counterattacks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B Turn-over, attacks 0] 0 0 0 2 0 ¢} o
PARTICULAR ANALYSIS OF GRECO-ROMAN ASPECTS
Usage of Standing Attack Moves per Round, all wrestlers
Highlights Figure 25 - Percentage of Bouts won by using STANDING ATTACK
e Considerin MOVYES
9 Senior World Championships 2017 - Greco-Roman style
percentages of bouts
won without a single 70.0%
standing technical 60.0%
move and won with no
. 50.0%
offensive moves, over
than 50% of the 40.0%
matches were won 30.0%
without score a single
time by attacking from 20.0%
standing. 10.0%
¢ During Semifinals and 0.0%
Medal Matches Qualific. 1/16 1/8  Quaterf Semifin Repech  Final G‘::dl TOTAL
L. . ! ations final final inal al age  3rd-5th me ;
winning without mat
. e No tochnical Moves 36.5%  350% 36.9% 406% @ 438% 424% 600% | 62.5% 39.5%
technical moves )
- s NO offensive moves 154% 125% 154% 63%  31.3% 121% 133%  125% 14.0%
reached the highest At least one offensive move | 40.4% | 41.3% 400%  500% 250%  42.4% 267% 250% 39.9%
percentage. s Tochnical moves only (A & CA) | 7.7%  113% 77% @ 3.1% 00% 30% 00% 00% 6.6%
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Percentage of Standing Moves from Hooking

Figure 26 - Standing Moves from Hooking (active
wrestling) vs Hand Fighting (Preventative Wrestling)
all wrestlers

Highlights

The most spectacular
moves which also allows

100% to pin the opponent
gg;’f; (Throws and Shifts) were
70% made mostly from
ggzﬁo Hooking, while most of
20% the takedowns (arm
30% drags, snaps, etc) were
20% : ;
1004 made by hand fighting.
0%
Throws & Shifts Takedowns TOTAL
B Not hooking 31 63 94
M Hooking 74 36 110

Active Wrestling vs Preventative Wrestling by Round, all Wrestlers

Figure 27 - Percentage of Successful Attacking moves from hooking situations
Senior World Championships 2017 - Greco-Roman style

100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
Qualifica- . Final3rd- | O°ld
tion 1/16final  1/8 final Quarterfinal Semifinal Repechage 5th medal TOTAL
match
m Hooking 61.8% 52.3% 55.1% 53.8% 80.0% 40.0% 83.3% 0.0% 54.3%

mHand Fighting ~ 38.2% 47.7% 44.9% 46.2% 20.0% 60.0% 16.7% 100.0% 45.7%

Highlights

o Standing Moves from Hooking were higher than hand fighting by a small percentage in the most of the rounds,
except during repechage and gold medal matches, when Hand Fighting was higher than active wrestling. No
doubt that promote hooking effectively is an important challenge which may change the current dynamicin
Greco-Roman senior events.
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Scoring or penalization situation which preceded passivity calls- all wrestlers

Figure 28 - 2017 Senior World Championships GR

(All wrestlers) - Passivities given after a...

o About a third of passivity
calls were the very first

scoring event of the
match.

Caution or Lost
Challenge, 13, 2%

FirstScorin o
event, 205g, 0 Over 40% of all passivity

calls were preceded by
another passivity call,
which suggests that, at
least during Paris’
Worlds, the effectivity of
this penalization were
not efficient enough to
promote active
wrestling.

TechnicalMove,
104, 19%

Passivity, 236,

Scoring, or penalization situation which preceded passivity calls- all wrestlers

Figure 29 - 2017 Senior World Championships GR (All

wrestlers) - Percentage of Passivity Calls against who was Highlights

winning vs against who was losing the bout
o Calls attention the fact

Wh st that almost the same
102\;0;]?,2"9' number (and virtually
: the same percentage) of

First scoring event, passivities called after a
205, 37% previous passivity (see
Figure 28) was called
against the wrestler
who was winning the
match.

o Itis evident that many
wrestlers adopt a
defensive, not active
wrestling strategy right

Who was winning,
233, 42%
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Scoring or penalization situation which preceded passivity calls, all wrestlers

Figure 30 - 2017 Senior World Championships
GR (All wrestlers) - Cautions per Cause

o Almost 50% of the
cautions were given
due to a wrestler
fleeing the mat.

0 The rest of the cautions
are distributed among
many other different
reasons, being GRillegal
grip (leg grip or block,

llegal grip, 1, 2% 1,2%

Head butt, 4,8%

Fleeing the
mat, 23, 46%

Unnecessary

etc.) the second most roughness, 4, 8%
common.
Grasping fingers, Bottom wrestler
5,10% squeezes, 4, 8%
SUMMARY

O Greco-Roman wrestling quality is decreasing even with the set of rules which granted more standing
wrestling time. The reason may not be that rule by itself, but a defensive approach aimed to avoid risks
including active wrestling (hooking) and evenreducingpinningattempts. Aruleamendmentorcompetition
system which could motivate wrestlers to look for the best, spectacular and technical performance
possible (look for high value actions, technical superiority and pinning) during every round could change
this trend.

O Among champions, in Paris were good positive examples of offensive, diverse wrestlers, able to both
attack and counterattack from standing and par-terre, whose Quality Index values were not significantly
lower than the 2015 average and even a couple of them overpassed those. Again, by valuing more
these Performances over victories without standing moves or no attacking actions would work positively.
Itis suggested that the discussion could consider that direction.
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WOMEN’'S WRESTLING

All 227 bouts by the 191 competitors and 1066 scoring events awarded with technical points,
representing 44 national teams who took part of the tournament were analyzed.

PARTICIPANTS BY TEAM AND WEIGHT CATEGORY

Teams 48 kg 53 kg 55 kg 58 kg 69 kg 60 kg 63 kg 75 kg TOTAL
1 & aus 1 1 1 1 0 0 ) 0 4
2 | AUT 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
3 | aze 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7
4 [ IR 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7
5 BRA 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 4
6 mm suL 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 3
7 |[B¥0 can 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
e Bl o 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7
° mm coL 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 4
10 BEE  cIE 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
11 == pom 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
12 | EGY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
13 | Ese 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
14 st "} o 0 ] 0 0 o} 1 1
15 Il eea 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
16 M - 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 6
17 | HUN 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
18 | IND 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
19 ﬁ ISR 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
20 B0 s 0 0 1 0 ] 0 0 ol 1
21 |[@] pN 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 6
22 |l «kaz 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 6
23 Il oz 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 3
24 |[38}] kor 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
25 | LAT 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
26 | LTU 0 0 ] 1 1 0 0 0 2
27 [Pl mDa 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
28 [ wmGlL 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 7
29 | NED 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
30 (W n~or 1 ! 1 1 0 0 1 o 4
31 NOR 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
32 |l n~zL 0 0 0 0 ] 0 1 0 1
33 el eer 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 4
34 |l POL 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 6
35 (BB pRK 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
36 B2 pur 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
37 [0 rou 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
3 mm Rus 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 7
30 |Emm SWE 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 4
40 TUN 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
41 ™= oor 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 6
42 ™ ok 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 7
43 |[EE usa 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 7
44 VIE 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 5
TOTAL 27 25 24 27 19 23 23 23 191
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SENIORS WOMEN'S WRESTLING TEAMS RANKING (Classification Points earned by Weight Class)

Rank Team 48 kg 53 kg 55 kg 58 kg 69 kg 0 kg 63 kg 75kg | TOTAL
1 JAPAN 10 9 10 10 10 3 8 0
2 @ BELARUS 3 10 8 3 2 9 38
2 BE= Ui sTATES 6 3 8 10 9 38
2 Bl oncous 3 4 6 10 25
5 . rcer s 10 24
6 | 2 D 4 4 24
7 B g 6 20
8 !! ROMANIA 5 6 3 18
9 SWEDEN 8 4 18
10 BB oz 5 17
1 s 4 4 1 8 17
12 FRANCE 2 6 8 16
13 GERMANY 9 6 15
14 UKRAINE 2 3 9 14
15 o IEEEED 8 3 14
16 m  colomsia 8 4 12
17 mmm  POLAND 3 8 1
18 TUNISIA 9 °
19 Bl  «revsan 1 9
20 — LATVIA 8 8
21 B GULGARA 6 2 8
22 Il KazakHsTaN 1 ) 7

23 INDIA 1 1 2 3 7
24 e AUSTRIA B 6
24 B csone 6 6
26 B DOMINICA 4 2
27 BRAZIL 1 1
27 = D 1 1
27 VIETNAM 1 1
30 el AUSTRALA 0
30 | - EEDY 0
30 e CIEcHA 0
30 e Eove 0
30 BB sean 5
30 ] HUNGARY 0
30 5] IsRAEL 0
30 Il 0
30 10} «xorea 0
30 Bl cioova )
30 P NETHERLANDS 0
30 NORWAY 0
30 NEW ZEALAND 0
30 i )
30 PUERTO RICO 0
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SCORING BREAKDOWN, ALL WRESTLERS

Quality of Wrestling

Figure 1 - Quality of Wrestling (attacking points/min)
All Women Average - Per value and total

Total I 192
5 0.00
[ 0.29
2 I 142
1 I o.22

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00

Quality of Wrestling by Weight Category

Figure 2 - Quality of Wrestling (points scored/min) by weight category

All Women

3.00
246 1.73 1.74 2.25 1.94 215 1.65 1.41

2.50

2.00

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00

w Total Pts/min 246 1.73 1.74 2.25 1.94 2.15 1.65 1.41
w5 pts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
m4d pts 0.29 0.23 0.20 0.28 0.35 0.47 0.34 015
m2pts 1.86 1.30 1.33 1.78 1.34 .48 1.13 1.04
mlpt 0.31 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.25 0.20 0.19 0.22

[Highlights

=

0 Quality of Wrestling value reached by all Women (1.92 pts/m) was slightly lower than Men's
Freestyle (1.99 pts/m).

0  Quality perscoring valuein Women’s Wrestling shows a similar trend than Men’s Freestyle, but
the first ones showed a higher scoring with 4 points actions (Women= 0.29 pts/m, Men= 0.16).

0 By weight class, 48kg, 58kg and 63kg surpassed 2.0 pts/m. The higher performance scoring
with 4 points actions was shown by weight classes 60kg, 63kg and 69kg, ranging from 0.34to
0.47 pts/m.
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Points scored per value — Total and Percentage

Figure 3 - Pts Scored Per Value - All Women

5 pts

S

[4 pts, 304, 15%

— =

I'1pt, 235, 11%

2 pts, 1510, 74%

Scoring pace - Points scored minute by minute.

Highlights

0 2049 tech. pts. were
scored by all Women,
with almost 75%
scored with 2 pt
actions.

0 4 pts. actions reached
15% of the total
scoring, almost the
double of the scored
by men (8.1%).

Nevertheless, not a single 5
pt action was registered.

Highlights Figure 4 - Scoring Pace (points scored by every minute

) of match) - All Women
Women’s Wrestling values

- 25.0%
showed similar trend than 450
’ .
Men's Freestyle: 200 50.0%
0 Minute by minute 350
activity was constant,
ranging from almost 14% 300 15.0%
H 0,
to a bit over 20%. 550
0 Second minute of match
registered the highest 200 10.0%
scoring percentage of, 1st min 2nd min 3rd min 4th min 5th min 6th min
Wh'Ch Could be L] Percentage 139%! 207% 154% 158%

m Pts scored by
every minute of

explained by the activity
encouraging rules.

282 419
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Methods to score, all wrestlers.

Figure 5 - Methods to score
(pts/m, percentage, all

Women
Passivity, Challenges,
[ ; 0.08,4% | - -0.02,1%
Cautions, ~—J -

0.04,2% —

Par-Terre
moves,
0.42,

Standing
moves,
1.36,

Breakdown of Scoring by Technical Groups

Figure 6 - Standing Points by Technical
Groups - All Women

1.41

0
Wy
(=]
vy
o
N 8 >
[ - =
Leg attacks Takedowns  Shifts & Throws Step outs Blocks
B Pts/m 1.41 0.56 0.25 0.05 0.02
Figure 7 - Par Terre Points by Technical
Groups - All Women
o~
o
o
w0
o
S
o S oS
= = =
Turn overs Spins Reversals Lifts Blocks
B Pts/m 0.08 0.29 0.02 0.00 0.02
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Highlights

o Standing moves were the most used
method to score (71%). Altogether
= : with Par-Terre moves (22%), technical
‘ actions were the way to score more

than 90% of the total points awarded.

O Low contribution of penalizations to
the total scoring shows that the current
rules allows wrestlers to decide bouts
by themselves, consolidating the
changes made 4 years ago.

Highlights

|

Leg attacks
(1.41pts/m) and Par-
terre Spins (gut
wrenches, ankles laces
among other moves,
0.29pts/m) were the
most recurrent
technical group in
Women’s Wrestling.

Step-outs low
contribution suggests
that the current rule to
assess these moves are
good to motivate
wrestlersto score more
through real
techniques.

Par terre arsenal keep
a decreasing trend
along the last years, as
Turnovers, Reversals
and Counter-offensive
blocks show.



Points scored by Technical Moves minute by minute

Figure 8 - Points scored by Technical Moves minute by minute

All Women
0.14
0.12
0.10
0.08
0.06
0.04
0.02 I I I I
0.00 llllll Emmu_ -IIIII I B 0 0 0 _u
Shift & Counteroffe F ParT
Leg attack = Takedown Thsows Step out otes Blak Turn-over Spin Reversal Blockaigs
® 1st min 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00
B 2nd min 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.01
B 3rd min 0.11 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.00
® 4th min 0.11 0.07 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.01
H 5th min 0.09 0.07 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00
H &th min 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00

Highlights

Overall, the technical activity of Women’s Wrestlers showed a constant usage as scoring resource:

0 Almost all technical groups were registered at least once in every one of the 6 min.

0 Usually, a technical group frequency decreases along second period as high-level wrestlers win by
technical superiority. This is the case of Leg Attacks and Spins.

0 Onthe other hand, Takedowns frequency significantly increased as the match approached the
final minute). Likely these were counterattacks against leg attacks.

0 Shift & Throws and Turn overs were consistently executed along the 6 minutes of bout.
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Points scored by Strategy (attack and counterattack moves)

Figure 9 - Points scored by strategy, all Women - Standing

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Throws & S'randlng Total points

Leg attacks Takedowns Shifte Step outs Blocks byesraiogy
B Counterattack 25 218 94 7 26 370
H Attack 610 196 189 50 0] 1045

Figure 10 - Points scored by strategy, all Women - Par terre

100%
?0%
80%
70%
460%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

TOTAL POINTS

Turn-over Spins Reversals BY STRATEGY
m Counterattack 28 28 18 24 98
m Attack 60 286 0 o] 346

Highlights

0 For both Standing and Par-terre, Attack strategies represented more than 70% of the total scoring.
0 Onstanding, leg attacks, shifts & throws and step-outs were used more as attacking resource,
while over than 50% of the takedowns were made as counter-offensive moves.
0 While more than 60% of the turn-overs were made as counter-offensive moves by Men’s
Freestyle wrestlers in this tournament, Women showed the opposite trend.
0 Due to their technical nature, Standing and Par-terre blocks (to hold defensive position against
an attacking opponent to retain her/him on danger position) as well as reversals are 100%
counter- offensive technical groups. Given its low frequency, these did not change the
predominant offensive behavior of women wrestlers.
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PERFORMANCE OF TOP 10 TEAMS

Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

Figure 11 - Wrestling Efficacy, Women's Wrestling
Top 10 teams

1.60

1.40

1.20

1.00

0.80

0.60

0.40

0.20

0.00
-0.20

-0.40
JPN BLR USA MGL TUR CAN CHN ROU SWE NGR

WQ 1.43 1.18 1.32 1.05 0.81 1.28 1.25 1.16 0.66 1.28
mm Neg. WQ | 0.38 0.76 0.81 0.85 1.06 1.04 0.82 0.76 0.78 0.95
—ndex 1.05 0.42 0.50 0.20 -0.25 0.24 0.43 0.40 -0.13 0.33

Highlights

0 The difference between points scored per minute on mat (Wrestling Quality or WQ) and Points
lost per minute on mat (Defense Stability or neg. WQ) results Efficacy Index. The higher the gap
between WQ and neg. WQ, the higher and better efficacy index (Tinnemann, 2016).

0 As reported by Tiinnemann (2016), Champion team JPN had a slightly lower Efficacy index in
Championships (1.05pts/m) than 2015 World Championships (1.14pts/m), but their defensive
skills were higher this 2017 edition (2017=0.38 neg pts/m, 2015=0.49). Even so, Japan had the
best defensive efficacy on both 2015 and 2017 World Championships.

0 Japan, USA, Canada, China and Nigeria showed higher Wrestling Quality values (over 1.2pts/m).
Efficacy Index values of Canada and Nigeria was affected by their Defensive performance (1.04
and 0.95 neg. pts/m).

0 Itisworthyto highlight Belarus, USA, Romania and Nigeria performances, making the Top 10 teams
ranking.

0 Turkey and Sweden teams had negative Efficacy Index values due to offensive performance
lower than 0.85 pts/m, which were below their own defensive skills values.
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Distribution of Points scored by value.

Figure 12 - Points scored per Value, Women's Wrestling Top 10 teams

1.20
1.00
0.80
0.60
0.40
0.20
0.00

1 pt scored
H 2 pts scored
W 4 pts scored
W 5 pts scored
H 1 ptlost
M 2 pts lost
M 4 pts lost
M 5 pts lost

JPN

0.12

1.11

0.19
0.00
0.06
0.24
0.08
0.00

BLR
0.15
0.90
0.13
0.00
0.11
0.48
0.17
0.00

USA
0.10
1.03
0.19
0.00
0.10
0.67
0.04
0.00

(pts/m)

MGL
0.17
0.78
0.10
0.00
0.14
0.62
0.10
0.00

TUR
0.13
0.64
0.04
0.00
0.14
0.75
0.18
0.00

0.09
1.14
0.04
0.00
0.12
0.79
0.12
0.00

CHN
0.09
0.95
0.20
0.00
0.13
0.61
0.08
0.00

ROU
0.19
0.49
0.28
0.00
0.10
0.66
0.00
0.00

SWE
0.01
0.53
0.11
0.00
0.1
0.67
0.00
0.00

NGR
0.16
0.96
0.16
0.00
0.04
0.76
0.16
0.00

Highlights

0 Japan, USA and Canada were the top teams in terms of 2 points scoring value, above 1pt/m.
0 The higher scoring by 4 points moves were made by Romania, followed by China, both on 0.20

pts/m or above.

0 Canada, Nigeria and Turkey gave more points due to 2 points actions than the other teams, over
0.70 neg. pts/m.
0 Turkey, Belarus and Nigeria lost over 0.15pts/m due to 4pts actions.

Scoring Pace of Top 10 teams

Figure 13 - Scoring Pace of Women's Wrestling Top 10 teams

bkl b

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
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H 5th min

14.1%
20.9%
18.0%
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23.2%
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12.0%
20.4%

USA
26.2%
17.7%
26.2%
12.1%
10.6%

7.1%

MGL
10.1%
12.4%
19.4%
13.2%
25.6%
19.4%

13.5% | 1.6%
20.3% 23.6%
10.8% 24.4%
13.5%  20.3%
23.0% 20.3%
18.9% 9.8%

8.1%
19.5%
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11.4%
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19.5%
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SWE NGR
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14.3%

8.5%
21.3%
19.1%
21.3%
17.0%
12.8%

Highlights

0 As Team, USA

wrestlers

showed the best
performance in
first periods,

highlighting their
veryfirstminute.

o Canada, China and
Sweden were the
teams who scored
less during Minute

1.



Methods to score, Top 10 teams

e el et

Wrestling, Top 10 teams

o The highest value of points scored by
technical moves on standing
corresponds to teams Japan,
Romania and Nigeria, all of them
over 0.90 pts/m. Sweden and Turkey
had the lowest values of thisvariable.

o Canada, China and USA scored more
points in par-terre, over 0.40pts/m
each.

o Mongolia, Romania and Sweden
Teams scored 0.12pts/m or less in
par-terre.

o Similarly, toMen’s Freestyle, points
earned by Cautions, Passivity and
Lost Challenges contributed as a low
percentage to total scoring

Lost Challenges

Passivity

Cautions

Par-Terre moves

Standing moves

MMTT-—“F-—F

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20

Standing Par-Terre Cinstions Passiiiy Lost
moves moves Challenges

HJPN 0.99 0.33 0.01 0.07 0.02
mBLR 0.86 0.21 0.05 0.02 0.03
mUSA 0.83 0.41 0.02 0.05 0.01
mBMGL 0.79 0.19 0.02 0.05 0.01
mTUR 0.65 0.12 0.00 0.02 0.02
ECAN 0.73 0.50 0.00 0.05 0.00
BCHN 0.77 0.43 0.00 0.05 0.00
mROU 0.93 0.10 0.03 0.07 0.02
mSWE 0.48 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.01
BNGR 0.91 0.29 0.03 0.03 0.03
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Methods which Top 10 teams lost points

Figure 15 - Methods which Women's

W' . .
restling, Top 10 teams lost points O Japan, Champion Team, had the best

values of less points given by
Standing and Par-terre moves.

Lost Challenges [0 After Japan, Romania, China and

Sweden lost less points in standing
(less than 0.50 neg.pts/m), but these
last three Teams were also among
the 4 teams who lost more points on
par-terre, overpassing 0.20pts/m.

Passivity
[0 Regarding par-terre defense, al

o

almost linear, increasing trend can be
seen from 1stto 6t team ranked.

O First 4 teams ranked lost less than

Cautions

0.04 pts/m due to passivity, while
Turkey, Canada, China and Sweden
lost between 0.07 and 0.08 pts/m.
This suggests that Active Wrestling
represents a clear trend related with
the Team Ranking.

Par-Terre moves
[ Points given by Cautions and Lost

challenge did not critically contribute
to negative scoring. Points given by

Cautions and Lost challenge did not

Standing moves critically contribute to negative scoring.

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00
Standing Par-Terre Caiiions Passivity Lost
moves moves Challenges

HJPN 0.33 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00
EBLR 0.61 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.02
HUSA 0.63 0.15 0.00 0.04 0.00
B MGL 0.60 0.20 0.03 0.02 0.00
ETUR 0.77 0.18 0.02 0.08 0.02
HCAN 072 0.19 0.04 0.07 0.02
1 CHN 0.45 0.24 0.04 0.08 0.01

mROU 0.38 0.29 0.03 0.00 0.05
B SWE 0.46 0.22 0.03 0.07 0.00
B NGR 0.69 0.23 0.00 0.03 0.00
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Points scored by strategy and move, Top 10 teams

Figure 16 - Scoring Strategies, Standing Moves by Attack & Counterattack
Women's Wrestling, Top 10 Teams

£
1.0 100.0% 2
¢ 08 80.0% &
& 06 60.0% 8
& o
0.4 40.0% g,
0.2 20.0% %
09 JPN BLR Usa  MGL  TUR CAN  CHN  ROU  SWE NGR Q0% E
BTOTAL pts/m by STANDING ATTACKS B84.6% 57.7% 66.3% 63.9% 54.2% 73.5% 50.0% 83.3% 82.4% B0.0% *
BTOTAL pts/m by STANDING COUNTERATTACKS 15.4% 42.3% 33.7% 36.1% 45.8% 26.5% 50.0% 167%|17.6% 20.0%
B Standing Blocks, Counterattack 0.00 007 000 002 000 000 002 000 000 000
B Step outs, Counterattack 0.00 A 0.00 ©0.00 002  0.00  0.00 001  0.02  0.00  0.00
B Step outs, Attack 0.01 | 0.06  0.01 | 0.02  0.04 | 002 001  0.07 | 0.00 | 0.03
B Throws & Shifts, Counterattack 000 008 006 | 0O7  0.12 | 006 | 0.14  0.10 | 003 | 005
B Throws & Shifts, Attack 0.01 0.06 | 0.19 | 0.10 | 0.02 | 0.06 | 0.02 | 0.41 | 0.00 | 0.05
® Takedowns, counterattacks 0.10 | 0.20 021  0.19 011 012 020  0.03 006  0.10
B Takedowns, attack 0.10 | 0.10 | 009 | O.11 | 0.09 | 0.0B | 0.04 | 0.21 | 0.06 | 0.16
B leg attacks, counterattacks 005 002 002 | 000 007 | 000 | 000  0.00 | 000 | 003
B leg attacks, attack 072 | 0.28 | 026 | 0.27 | 0.20 | 0.35 | 0.30 | 0.09 | 034 | 049
Figure 17 - Scoring Strategies, Par-terre Moves by Attack & Counterattack
Women's Wrestling, Top 10 Teams
1.0 120.0% é
6% 1000% O
°0 -
o4 i 2
40.0% £
02 200% O
o
i JPN  BLR  USA MGL TUR CAN CHN ROU SWE NGR e .
®TOTAL pts/m by PAR-TERRE ATTACKS 79.2% 80.0% 95.5% 78.3% 36.4% 95.8% 88.4% 100.0% 75.0% 80.0%
BTOTAL pts/m by PAR-TERRE COUNTER-ATTACKS | 20.8% 20.0% 4.5% 21.7% 63.6% 4.2% 11.6% 0.0% 25.0% 20.0%
W Blocks 003 000 ©0O0 002 004 0O0 000 000 OO0 O0.03
®Reversals & Blocks 0.01 001 0©0.00 0.01 001 002 0.01 000 000 0.00
B Spins, Counterattacks 001 003 000 002 000 000 002 000 000 0.03
W Spins, attacks 025 013 036 013 004 029 037 010 006 0.18
W Turn-over, counterattacks 001 000 002 000 002 000 002 000 003 0.00
B Turm-over, attacks 001 003 004 002 000 0.9 002 000 003 003

Highlights

O Japan scored more points by offensive leg attacks (0.72pts/m), followed by Nigeria (0.49pts/m) and Canada
(0.35pts/m).

O Romania showed outstanding performance by using offensive Takedowns (0.21pts/m) while USA and Belarus
reached similar values with counteroffensive Takedowns.

O With 0.41pts/m, Romania scored more points by offensive Shifts and Throws than the rest of teams.
O In par-terre, basically all teams scored the most of their points by spins
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ANALYSIS OF WINNERS SCORING

Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

Figure 18 - Wrestling Efficacy, Women's Wrestling Champions
(Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50
e 53kg (BLR) -
48kg (JPN) Yui|  Vanesa Hé’rii'::“) Sj;ﬁ i_ﬂi‘:i 60kg (JPN) "’3“:‘)%;:2“6” 69kg (JPN) | 75kg (TUR)
SUSAKI KALAEE;NSKA i oS | Risako KAWAI | o STHOL | Sara DOSHO | Yasemin ADAR
—WQ 3.01 1.49 1.45 3.96 170 1.89 0.88 1.06
g WQ 045 0.56 0.18 0.00 0.18 0.29 0.13 0.51
—ndex 2.56 0.93 1.27 3.96 1.52 1.59 075 0.56

Highlights

0 Susaki (JPN, 48kg) and Maroulis (USA, 58kg) scored more than 3 pts/m. Due to a perfect defense, the
latter almost reached an Efficacy Index of 4pts/m.

0 Champions from Belarus and Mongolia, as well as Japanese champions of 55kg and 60kg, had
efficacy indexes around 1pts/m.

o 69kg and 75kg Champions had the lowest Efficacy Index among this group, with opposite
strategies between them: Dosho (JPN) scored less than Adar (TUR) but the defense of the first one
was quite good (0.13 neg.pts/m, the second best after Maroulis).

Distribution of points scored and lost by value, Women’s Wrestling Champions.

Highlights

O Maroulis and Susaki
had outstanding

Figure 19 - Distribution of points scored by value
Women's Wrestling Champions

b performances scoring
3.00 with 2points actions.
2.00 0 6 of 8 champions

1.00

0.00 i .I. -I. ~ | | -I.

scored at least one 4
-I. .
48kg 53kg 55kg 58kg 60kg 63kg 6%kqg 7 5kg

I point move.

(JPN) (BLR) (JPN) (USA) (JPN) (MGL) (JPN) (TUR)
Wl pt 0.28 0.28 0.18 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.04 0.05
B2 pts| 273 0.24 0.90 3.51 1.20 1.43 0.67 1.01
B4 pts|  0.00 0.37 0.36 0.30 0.37 0.34 0.17 0.00
BS5pts| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Figure 20 - Distribution of points lost by value Highlights

Women's Wrestling Champions o Almost all champions kept lost
1.00 points below 0.30pts/m,
excepting Kaladzinskaya
(Belarus, 53kg), but this last was
the only one not giving a single

0.40 | point with other values actions.
II N |

48kg | 53kg | 55kg 58kg = 60kg 63kg = 6%kg | 75kg
(JPN) (BLR) (JPN) | (USA) | (JPN) | (MGL)  (JPN) | (TUR)

H1 pt 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.13 0.04 0.20
H2pts| 0.23 0.56 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.17 0.08 0.30
B4 pts 023 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B5pts  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.80

0.60

0.20

0.00

Scoring pace of Women'’s Wrestling Champions.

Figure 21 - Scoring Pace Women's Wrestling Champions
45.0%

40.0%

35.0%

30.0%

oo I | I I I|

200% [ [ I ] I II II I I I
[ [ [ | I

48kg (JPN)  53kg (BLR)  55kg (JPN)  58kg (USA)  60kg (JPN)  63kg (MGL) 69kg (JPN)  75kg (TUR)

B 1st min24.5% 6.3% 6.3% 34.6% 10.8% 13.3% 9.5% 19.0%
B 2nd min17.0% 21.9% 15.6% 15.4% 18.9% 8.9% 14.3% 38.1%
B 3rd min22.6% 28.1% 34.4% 42.3% 5.4% 31.1% 19.0% 0.0%
= 4th min30.2% 3.1% 15.6% 7.7% 27.0% 13.3% 19.0% 9.5%
m 5th min3.8% 15.6% 18.8% 0.0% 16.2% 24.4% 28.6% 0.0%
m 6th min1.9% 25.0% 9.4% 0.0% 21.6% 8.9% 9.5% 33.3%

Highlights

0 Champions of 48kg, 58kg and 75kg scored many points during Period 1. The Turkish did not score atall
during minutes 34 and 5, but had a strong 6t min scoring 33% of her total earned points.

0 Despite different scoring pace patterns, Champions from 48kg to 69kg showed consistent rhythm to
score, and all 8 Champions scored at least 6.3% of their technical points in the 1t minute, which
suggests an active wrestling behavior characterizes all of them.
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Methods to score, Women'’s Wrestling champions

Highlights Figure 22 - Methods to score,

Women's Wrestling - Champions
o No clear pattern was seen

across weight classes =00
regarding standing

moves, except the

highest weight classes,

which scored less on

2.50
200
) 1.50
standing than the others.
0 The Top scorers, 48kg and 1.00
58kg champions were
. 0.50
also the top scores in
both standing and par 0.00 omlinl » = . BH__ ity =

Standing moves  Par-Terre moves Cautions Passivity Lost Challenges

terre. m48kg (JPN) 1.59 1.25 0.11 0.00 0.06

o As mentioned before, H53kg (BLR) 1.25 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.05
contribution of m55kg (JPN) 1.27 0.09 0.05 0.00 0.05
penalizations were so m58kg (USA) 2.44 1.52 0.00 0.00 0.00
low that suggests the m60kg (JPN) 1.47 0.09 0.14 0.00 0.00

i ) m63kg (MGL) 1.59 0.17 0.04 0.00 0.00
champions shine due to m69kg (JPN) 0.83 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00
their active wrestling. m75kg (TUR) 0.91 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.05

Points scored by strategy and move, Women’s Wrestling Champions

Highlights
Figure 23 - Scoring Strategies, Standing Moves by Attack &

' - -
Counterattack, Women's Wrestling Champions o Maroulis exposed

100% 1.80 her great technical

L 00% ea
3 o 1.60 capabilities on both
£ 80% 1.40 po
T 0 - : -
R i offense and c0L.mter
g G0% 100 & offense moves in
oS 50% = . -
g i 0.80 & standing position.
o o
2% 30% B0 o Theotherchampions
o o/ 0.40 .
20% were outstanding
10% 0.20 h
i . o one or another
48kg | 53kg  55kg  58kg 60kg e 69kg | 75kg strategy: 48kg, 55kg,
(IPN) | (BLR) | (JPN) | (USA) (JPN) )77 |(UPN) | (TUR) 60kg, 69kg and 75kg
BTOTAL STANDING ATTACKS 1.53 | 042 | 1.09 | 1.37 | 1.29 | 0.71 | 0.58 | 0.61 '

champions were

N 006 065 018 107 0lg 088 025 030 much more active as
B Standing Blocks, Counterattack o] 8 0 0 0 2 o] [¢] attacking WrEStlers'
B Step outs, Counterattack o] 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 Whlle 53kg and 63

N Step outs, Attack o] 3 1 0 o] 1 0 0

B Throws & Shifts, Counterattack o] [} 0 0 0 6 0 2 kg' Showed higher

B Throws & Shiffs, Atrack 2 0 0 4 0 4 0 2 scoring based on

B Takedowns, counterattacks 1 0 0 12 4 12 4 4 sta nding counter-

B Takedowns, attack 4 2 0 6 ] 4 0 0 offensive moves.

B Leg attacks, counterattacks o] o] 4 2 0 o] 2 o]

B Leg attacks, attack 21 4 23 8 22 8 14 10
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Highlights
Figure 24 - Scoring Strategies, Par-terre Moves by Attack &

Counterattack, Women's Wrestling Champions 0 In par-terre,
champions showed a

o i specialization on spins
£ 90% 1.60 P 10N O Spins.
S > 80% e The only significant
a . .

5% 70% 156 difference among them
= . . .
S g 0% 1.00 £ was the impressive
Y4 o, . .
25 ig:f' 0.80 £ offensive skills of
a . .
o9 30% 0.60 Susaki and Maroulis
E S 20% 0.40 (over than 1pts/m) as
[w ]
o 10% 0.20 the rest of champions
o
i 58kg 63kg b kept values below
48kg | 53kg | 55k || ) | 60kg | ANAT | 6%kg | 75kg
(JPN) | (BLR) | (JPN) | (JPN) (JPN) | (TUR) 0.10pts/m.

ETOTAL PAR-TERRE ATTACKS 1.14 0.09 0.09 1.52 | 009 0.17 0.00 0.10

M TOLAL PAR-TERRC 0.11 000 000 000 000 000 000 0.00

COUNTERATTACKS
M Reversals & Blocks 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M Spins, Counterattacks 0 0 0 o] 0] 0 0 0
M Spins, attacks 20 2 2 20 2 - 0 2
B Turn-over, counterattacks 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0
M Turn-over, attacks 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUMMARY

O Technicallyspeaking there are similar trends between Men’s Freestyle and Women’'s Wrestling, such as active
wrestling minute by minute, technical preferred moves (Leg attacks and Spins), low contribution of Passivities
and Cautions to the total scoring, and a constant scoring pace characterizing Gold Medalists.

As pastyears, Women’'sWrestlers score more points due to 4 points movesthan Men's Freestylers.
Counteroffensive takedowns were seen more during Women’s Wrestling Tournament than Men’s Freestyle.
Women showed less technical diversity in par-terre than Men'’s freestyle in this Championships.

Unlike Men’s Freestyle champions, Women’s Wrestling gold medalists scored more points in the very 1st
minute of matches

Y [ R o |

Page | 64  Official Journal of the International Network of Wrestling Researchers (INWR



MENS FREESTYLE

268 bouts were analyzed which were contested by the 233 competitors representing 56 national teams
who took part of the tournament. 1465 scoring events awarded with technical points during the
tournament were categorized.

PARTICIPANTS BY TEAM AND WEIGHT CATEGORY

Teams 125 kg 57 kg 61 kg 74 kg 97 ky 65 kg 70 kg 86 kg |TOTAL

1 I s 1 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2 | apm 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 4
3 |Em aus 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
4 | =T 0 o 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
5 | EE Az o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
6 Wl s 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 6
7 | M een o o 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
8 |mm su 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 6
9 | B¢l can 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 7
10 Bl can 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 7
11 B cop o o 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
12 | coL 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2
13 | e cuUB 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 5
14 | == o o 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4
R 1 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
16 | eer 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 3
17 | . gy 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
18 | HH En 1 o 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
19 B0 rra 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6
20  FH ceo o 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 5
21 || o, o o 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
22 GRE 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
23 |l cum o o 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
24 | == Hun 0 o 1 0 0 1 1 1 4
L == 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
26 B mi 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 7
27 | =] s o 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 4
28 B0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
20 | [@] Jpn 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
30 | Em kaz 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
31 Bl ez 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 6
32 | kor 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
33 | v 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
34 |l e o 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
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Teams 125 kg 57 kg 61 kg 74 kg 97 kg 65 kg 70 kg 86kg |TOTAL

35 B wmDa 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 6
36 Bl rGL 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
37 BB mD 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3
38 HR noR 0 0 0 o 0 1 1 0 2
39 B U 0 o 1 ] o 0 o o 1
40 BN ~uL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ] 2
41 R e 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
42 Bl rw 1 o 1 ] o 0 ] 0 2
43 = roL ! 0 o ! ! 1 0 0 4
44 EE ek 0 ) 1 0 o 1 0 o 3
45 BE= rur 0 o 0 0 o 0 o 1 1
46 rmm QAT ] 0 0 0 0 1 ] o 1
47 B0 rou 0 1 1 0 o 0 1 0 3
48 mm  rus 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 8
49 @ sl0 ] 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
50 B svk 1 0 1 ] o 0 0 1 3
51 | == 1k 0 o 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
52 BB e ] 0 0 0 0 0 o 1 1
53 . L 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 o 5
54 W xR 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 ! 8
55 B8 usa

! 1 0 1 ] 1 o 1 5
56 ™= uzB 1 1 ] 0 0 0 1 1 4

TOTAL 24 29 31 31 26 3 27 34 233

Page | 66

Official Journal of the International Network of Wrestling Researchers (INWR)




SENIORS MEN’'S FREESTYLE WRESTLING TEAM RANKING (Classification Points by Weight Class)

Rank Team 125 ky 57 ky 61 ky 74 ky 97 ky 65 ky 70 kg 86 kg | TOTAL
1 BES| | UNITED STATES 8 9 10 10 o g 54
2 =R 6 ) 9 9 8 4 8 53

+* +
3 = [cEorcia 10 8 6 10 6 40
a H TURKEY ) ) 6 6 4 39
5 B AZERBAUAN 10 6 8 2 6 32
6 | @ | [!APAN 1 10 6 3 ] 28
7 B | CUBA 4 8 3 23
3 M  KAZAKHSTAN 4 6 8 18
9 IRAN 2 1 3 10 16
10 B ARMENIA 8 8 16
n M BELARUS 8 6 14
n MONGOLIA 6 8 14
13 [ BULGARA 6 6 12
14 “ ITALY 1 10 n
15 m POLAND 9 2 K
15 h SLOVAKIA 2 9 1M
17 == |UZBEKISTAN 3 6 1 10
18 H UKRAINE 8 1 )
19 DPR KOREA 6 6
20 E INDIA 4 2 6
21 J°§ owova 4 1 5

[ )
22 |°.e| KOREA 2 3 5
22 “ ROMANIA 3 2 5
24 ’ BAHRAIN 4 4
24 JeJ CANADA 4 4
26 - KYRGYZSTAN 3 3
26 E PUERTO RICO 3 3
28 “ FRANCE 2 2
29 E ISRAEL 1 1

| MACEDONIA ANC.
29 = & vue 1 1
31 - ALBANIA 0
31 Bl | AUSTRALA )
31 : AUSTRIA )
31 - CHINA 0
31 ; CONGO DR )
31 | COLOMBIA )
31 E: DOMINICA 0
31 : EGYPT )
31 E SPAIN 0
31 - ESTONIA )
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Rank

Team

125 kg

57 kg

61 kg

74 ky

97 ky

65 ky

70 kg

86 kg

TOTAL

31

FINLAND

31

GERMANY

31

GREECE

31

GUAM

31

HUNGARY

31

LITHUANIA

31

MQOROCCO

31

NIGERIA

31

NAURU

31

NEW ZEALAND

31

PERU

31

PaLAU

31

QATAR

31

SLOVENIA

31

TAJIKISTAN

31

QUK EZE = N EE T

TAIPEI CHINESE

o|l ol o| ol ol ol o| o| o o| o o| of o ©| ©
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SCORING BREAKDOWN, ALL WRESTLERS

Quality of Wrestling

Figure 1 - Quality of Wrestling (attacking points/min)
All wrestlers' Average - Per value and total

Total Pts/min . 199

5pts  0.00
4pts I 0.16
I s
1pt I 028
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00 2.50

Quality of Wrestling by Weight Category

Figure 2 - Quality of Wrestling (attacking points/min) by weight category
All wrestlers

2.53
2.50 . 2.38
2.00
.E
= 1.50
Pl
e 1.00
= y
0.50
0.00
57 61 65 70 74 86 97 125
mTotal Pis/min | 1.92 208 179 1.99 2.53 1.68 173 238
W5 phs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B4 pts 013 0.09 011 0.24 0.24 0.20 013 0.16
B2 pis 153 173 1.40 1.43 2.07 1.14 132 1.94
m1 pt 0.26 0.25 0.28 0.29 0.23 0.34 0.28 0.28

Highlights

0 The 2017 value of 1.99 pts/m equals an average of one technical move every minute on mat.

0  The most frequently seen value was 2 pts (1.55 pts/minute on mat were scored by this
value), while 4 and 5 points moves were barely seen during this men’s freestyle tournament.

0  74kg and 125kg were the most active (over 2.3 pts/m.) while 86kg wrestlers reached
the lowest value (1.73 pts/m).
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Points scored per value — Total and Percentage

Figure 3 - Pts Scored Per Value - All Wrestlers IEGITEGIS
0 2669 technical points

were scored along
men’s freestyle
tournament, from
which almost 78%
were 2 pts actions.

0 4 points actions
reached 8% of the
total scored points,
while 5 pts actions
were almost not
seen.

Scoring pace - Points scored minute by minute.

Highlights Figure 4 - Scoring Pace (points scored by every minute of match)

All wrestlers
0 Overall, wrestlers’
minute by minute
- 500 20.0%
activitywas ‘
H o 400 Q
constant, ranging g 15.0% f’g"
from almost 15% to g 300 @
. 0 @ 10.0% 2
a bit over 21%. € 200 K
o
0 Second minute of match e 5.0%
registered the highest o 0.0%
percentage, which 1stmin  2nd min 3rd min  4th min  5th min  6th min o
B Percentage 14.7%  21.2%  18.6% 15.6% 15.1% 14.8%

could b_e.explamed by u Pts scored by every 393
the activity minute of bout
encouraging rules.

565 497 416 403 395
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Methods to score, all wrestlers.

Highlights
Figure 5 - Methods to score

(pts/m, percentage, all wrestlers) o Standing moves were the
Passivity, i most used method to score.
0.10, 5% Lost )
Challenges, Altogether with Par- Terre
Cautions, 0.02. 1%

moves, technical actions
were the way to score about

0.05. 2%

Par-Terre ;
moves, 0.45. 90% of the total points
23% Standing awarded.
moves, 1.37. o
69% 0 Low contribution of

penalizations to the total
scoring shows that the current
rules allows wrestlers to
decide bouts by themselves,

consolidating the changes
Breakdown of Scoring by Technical Groups g g

Figure 6 - Standing Points By Technical Groups - Highlights
All Wrestlers

o~

o No surprise that leg

S

attacks were the most
recurrent technical
group on Men’s
freestyle.The second
most often seen

I technicalgroup was

[l

par terre spins (i.e.
Gut Wrenches, Ankle
s Laces), even over

Leg attacks Takedowns Shifts & Throws Step Blocks ;
. outs standing takedowns.

0 Step-outs low
contribution points
that the current rule
to assess these moves
are good to motivate

0

™

S
wrestlersto score
more through real
techniques.

Figure 7 - Par Terre Points By Technical Groups
All Wrestlers

O Par terre arsenal

el
Q
IS o _ .
S g 5 keep a decreasing
(<]
. = i i trend along the last
Turn overs Spins Reversals Lifts Blocks

ears.
B Pts/m 0.06 0.36 0.02 0.00 0.01 Y
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Points scored by Technical Moves minute by minute

Figure 8 - Points scored by Technical Moves minute by minute Men's
freestyle - All Wrestlers

0.16
0.14
0.12
0.10
0.08
0.06
0.04
| ||||I I
0.00 IIIIII l...l --Illl —_ AN = . m
Legattack = Taked Stepout | COUMr | rum ove S Reve ParT
CL dattac agedown Thl' OWS p ol B]U(.k um-over pm Vv l'bd B]U(.kﬂ&,c
= st min 0.11 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00
® 2nd min 0.13 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.00
® 3rd min 0.14 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00
® 4th min 0.14 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00
® 5th min 0.10 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00
® 6th min 0.10 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00

Highlights

0 Almost all technical groups were registered at least once in every one of the 6 min.

0 Usually, a technical group frequency decreases along the last 3 min. of match as high-level
wrestlers win by technical superiority. This is the case of Leg Attacks, Shifts & Throws and Spins.

0 Itis noticeable that Takedown frequency along the matches showed the opposite trend
(increasing asthe match approached the final minute). Likely these were counterattacks against
leg attacks.

0 In par-terre, turn-over frequency increased in second periods, nevertheless, as mentioned
previously, its contribution to overall scoring was too low to be considered significant.
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Points scored by Strategy (attack and counterattack moves)

Figure 9 - Points scored by strategy - Standing

100%
90%
80%
70% ;
60%
50%
40% - -
30%
20% i i
10% -
0% i

Throws & Standing Total points
Leg attacks = Takedowns Shifrs Step outs Bl by s ciegy
m Counterattack 42 174 46 22 12 296
m Attack 928 260 178 21 1457

Figure 10 - Points scored by strategy - Par terre

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0% - .

Toraiawas Spins Reversals & Lifts Total pts by
Blocks strategy
B Counterattack 50 12 37 99
 Attack 28 476 & 510

Highlights

0 Overall, offensive strategies were the clear trend during the tournament.

0 On standing, all the technical groups excepting blockages (to hold the opponent while he
was attempting a standing move) were used mostly as attacking moves.

0 On the other hand, despite attack moves representing more than 80% of the total scoring on par-
terre, most of the turn over moves (techniques to pin the opponent) were made as counterattack
resource, often against leg attacks (example: front cradles, crotch lifts) as well as reversals and par
terre blockages.
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PERFORMANCE OF TOP 10 TEAMS

Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

Figure 11 - Wrestling Efficacy, Men's Freestyle Top 10 teams

180
1.00
0.50
0.00
USA RUS GEO TUR AZE JPN CuUB KAZ IRI ARM
mm=wQ 121 1.19 1.22 1.18 1.07 1.39 1.13 1.04 1.22 0.94

—Neg. WQ = 0.65 0.51 0.84 0.71 0.64 1.05 0.68 1.04 0.62 0.79

Highlights

0 The difference between points scored per minute on mat (Wrestling Quality or WQ) and Points
lost per minute on mat (Defense Stability or neg. WQ) results Efficacy Index. The higher the gap
between WQ and neg. WQ, the higher and better efficacy index (Tinnemann, 2016).

0 Team Champion USA improved its Efficacy index (0.56 pts/m) by increasing its scoring performance
while keeping their defense stability in comparison with World Championships 2015, where they
ranked 7thwith WQ=0.81, neg. WQ=0.61, index= 0.20 (Tinnemann, 2016).

0 Russia(2nd) and Islamic Republic of Iran (9t") reached the highest values of Efficacy Index, but these
2017 values were lower than 2015, where Russia got index=1.28 and Iran got index=0.77

0 Georgian, Turkey, Azerbaijan and Cuba had good performances thanks to an efficient gap
between their attack and defense capabilities.

0 Japan had the best WQ among Top 10 teams, but its Defense Stability value was far from the first
5 teams ranked.

0 Kazakhstan and Armenia teams scored almost as many points as they lost during the tournament.
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Distribution of Points scored by value.

Figure 12 - Points scored per Value, Top 10 teams, Men's Freestyle

1.20
1.00
0.80
0.60
0.40
0.20
0.00

B 1 pt scored
B 2 pts scored
B 4 pis scored
B 5 pts scored
B 1 ptlost
W 2 pis lost
W4 pts lost
W5 pts lost

Usa
0.26
0.88
0.07
0.00
0.08
0.55
0.02
0.00

RUS
0.23
0.94
0.02
0.00
0.14
0.33
0.05
0.00

GEO
0.09
1.06
0.06
0.00
0.13
0.65
0.06
0.00

(pts/m)

TUR
0.10
1.03
0.05
0.00
0.10
0.56
0.05
0.00

AZE
0.13
0.94
0.00
0.00
0.13
0.48
0.03
0.00

JPN
0.1
1.14
0.10
0.04
0.12
0.90
0.03
0.00

CuUB
0.16
0.93
0.04
0.00
0.17
0.51
0.00
0.00

KAZ
0.13
0.83
0.08
0.00
0.15
0.73
0.16
0.00

IRI ARM
0.27 0.07
0.91 0.69
0.04 0.18
0.00 0.00
0.11 0.22
0.40 0.39
0.11 0.18
0.00 0.00

Highlights

0 70% to 90% of the points scored by all Top 10 teams were made by 2 points actions.

0 Iran scored more points with 1 point value (0.27 pts/m) than any other of these teams.

0 4 pts actions were not significant in terms of contribution to the overall performance as Teams. Not

asingle 5 points move was scored by this sample of wrestlers.

0 Georgia, Turkey and Japan scored more points by 2 points actions (over than 1 pt/m). The last
one was also who lost more points due to 2 points actions.

0 Cuba, Kazakhstan and Armenia lost more points due to 1 point actions, and the last two also
lost more points due to 4 point moves than the rest of the Top 10.

Scoring Pace of Top 10 teams

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

= st min
m2nd min
m3rd min
w4th min
m 5th min
m 5th min

Figure 13 - Scoring Pace of Top 10 teams

USA RUS GEO TUR AZE

15.0%
17.5%
18.4%
18.9%
15.0%
15.0%

8.1%

15.7%
22.9%
18.6%
20.0%
14.8%

12.4%
18.8%
22.1%
27.3%
11.0%

ARMO9.1%

6.7%
25.4%
22.6%
7.9%
15.8%

3.2%
29.2%
13.8%

16.2%
23.8%

bk

JPN
15.8%

22.0%
15.9%
11.0%
14.6%

CuUB
1.5%

24.1%
25.0%
13.4%
16.1%

29.3%

ul

14.3%

21.6%
31.3%

12.7%
13.4%

20.6%
17.5%

30.2%
23.8%

Highlights

0 USA team had the
best consistent
scoring pace minute
by minute, whilethe
other 9 teams had
ups and downs Could
be inferred that the
scoring pace min. by
min. could explain
the final team
ranking.
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Methods to score, Top 10 teams

Figure 14 - Methods to score, Men's Freestyle Highlights

Top 10 teams

o The highest value of points scored by
technical moves from standing
corresponds to USA, followed by
Iran and Turkey. Cuba had the
lowest value of this variable.

0 By contrast, USA and Iran had the
lowest values of Par-terre wrestling
scoring. Japan and Cuba had the top
values.

o First 4 teams ranked had the
lowest values of points won by
cautions, presumably due to their
offensive, technical, proactive
behavior.

o Three of the first 4 teams ranked
(USA, Georgia and Turkey) won less
points by passivity than the others.
A potential explanation is, they
scored their pointsin the first two
minutes by being active regarding
technical moves.

Lost Challenges

Passivity

Cautions

Par-Terre moves

0 Points by lost challenges were not
significanttotheoverall
contribution to scoring among

Standing moves these teams.

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20

Standing ~ Par-Terre Cautions Passivity Lost
moves moves Challenges

WUSA 1.05 0.12 0.00 0.04 0.01
ERUS 0.71 0.32 0.01 0.13 0.01
B GEO 0.79 0.38 0.02 0.02 0.01
mTUR 0.85 0.28 0.01 0.03 0.01
mAZE 0.69 0.26 0.03 0.08 0.00
mJPN 0.80 0.49 0.05 0.04 0.01
mCUB 0.64 0.38 0.04 0.05 0.02
BKAZ 0.75 0.21 0.02 0.04 0.02
mIRI 0.91 0.15 0.05 0.09 0.01
mARM 0.69 0.21 0.00 0.04 0.00
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Methods which Top 10 teams lost points Figure 14 - Methods to score, Men's Freestyle
Top 10 teams

Lost Challenges

Passivity

Highlights Cavtion:

0 Russia was the best team regarding
points given by Standing and Par-
terre moves, along with
Azerbaijan, Cuba and Iran.
Kazakhstan and Japan were the
teams who gave more points from
Standing stance. USA, Georgia and
Turkey showed good enough
levels of standing defense.

o Japan lost more points by par-terre
moves than the rest of the Top 10

Par-Terre moves

Standing moves

H!Tm

teams.
o First 4 teams ranked points lost by
passivity values increase as the 0.00 020 040 040 080 1.00 1.20
ran!<|ng goes (.jown. This suggests Standing = Par-Terre = . . Passivity Lost
Active Wrestling represents a clear moves moves Challenges
trend related with the Team mUSA 1.05 0.12 0.00 0.04 0.01
Ranking among those Teams. s o D2 L ol i
. . . BGEO 079 0.38 0.02 0.02 0.01
0 Points given by Lost challenge did not
. . . mTUR 0.85 0.28 0.01 0.03 0.01
critically contribute to negative
. WAZE 0.69 0.26 0.03 0.08 0.00
scoring.
m PN 0.80 0.49 0.05 0.04 0.01
=mCUB 0.64 0.38 0.04 0.05 0.02
mMKAZ 0.75 0.21 0.02 0.04 0.02
=Rl 0.91 0.15 0.05 0.09 0.01
mARM 0.69 0.21 0.00 0.04 0.00
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Points scored by strategy and move, Top 10 teams

Figure 16 - Scoring Strategies, Standing Moves by Attack & Counterattack

£ Men's freestyle, Top 10 Teams
g @
— £ 100% 0.90
82 0.80
o 80% 0.70
=

w @ 0.60 .E
© = 60% 050 €
8 0.40
& 40% g e
e il 030
89 2% 0.20
G 0.10
o 0% 0.00
0. usa RUS GEO TUR AZE JPN CUB KAZ IRI ARM

BTOTAL pts/m by STANDING ATTACKS 0.81 055 | 0465 075 | 053 071 | 046 | 060 | 072 | 0.48

BTOTAL pts/m by STANDING COUNTERATTACKS 0.21 011 | 013 | 005 | O:13 | 007 | 0.18 | 0.16 | 0.08 | 0.15

B Standing Blocks, Counterattack 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 o] 0 0

B Step outs, Counterattack 2 0 2 0 2 (o} 0 o] 0

B Step outs, Attack 10 10 2 2] 3 3 5 & 11 ]

B Throws & Shifts, Counterattack 4 0 4 0 <} [} 0 o] 0 8

B Throws & Shifts, Attack 8 10 10 8 2 12 6 6 0

B Takedowns, counterattacks 18 16 6 6 8 0 16 14 2

B Takedowns, attack 4 18 8 26 14 6 10 24 24 6

H Leg attacks, counterattacks 11 2 2 2 0 ] 2 2 1 4]

¥ Leg attacks, attack 116 60 62 73 45 63 24 24 42 26

Figure 17 - Scoring Strategies, Par-terre Moves by Attack & Counterattack
Men's freestyle, Top 10 Teams

100% 0.50
0.45
80% 0.40
0.35
60% 0.30
0.25
40% 0.20
0.15
20% 0.10
0.05
0% 0.00
usa RUS GEO TUR AZE JPN CuB KaZ IRI ARM
BTOTAL pts/m by PAR-TERRE ATTACKS 0.12 0.28 0.30 0.25 0.26 0.44 0.32 0.16 0.15 0.09
BTOTAL pts/m by PAR-TERRE COUNTER-ATTACKS  0.00 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.01 012
B Lifts 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0
M Reversals & Blocks 0 3 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 0
B Spins, Counterattacks 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 o] 0
H Spins, attacks 18 48 34 38 30 52 26 14 16 4
B Turn-over, counterattacks 0 2 ] 2 0 4 6 4 0 8
® Turn-over, attacks 2 2 2 0 2 0 6 2 0 2

Highlights

o The first team ranked, USA, scored more points/min. than the other teams by both attack and counterattack
moves in standing, showing high values of leg attacks executed as attack and counterattack (re-shots) and
counteroffensive takedowns against leg attacks.

o Russian, Azerbaijan, Cuba, Iran and Kazakhstan scored many points by Counteroffensive takedowns but
their offense leg attack scoring were lower than USA.

o By contrast, USA scored less on par-terre than the rest of Top 10 teams. The best technical richness in this
position was shown by Russia and Turkey, while Japan scored more par-terre points overall.
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ANALYSIS OF WINNERS SCORING

Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

Figure 18 - Wrestling Efficacy (Wrestling Quality, Defense Stability, Efficacy Index)

3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50
0.00
70kg (ITA) 86kg (IRI)
57kg (JPN) 61kg (AZE) 65kg (GEQ) CHEMIZO 74kg (USA) YAZDANI 97kg (USA) | 125kg (GEQ)
TAKAHASHI J . |AKOBISHVILI BURROQUGHS CHARATI SNYDER Kyle = PETRIASHVILI
: ALIYEV Haiji : MARQUEZ 2
Yuki Zurabi Jordan Ernest Hassan Frederick Geno
Frank G
Aliozam
_WQ 1.67 2.07 1.02 2.02 1.78 229 2.06 2.80
. heg . WQ 0.48 0.09 0.64 0.31 0.76 0.10 0.41 075
o— ] x 1.19 1.98 0.38 171 1.02 219 1.65 205

Highlights

0 Champions of 61kg, 70kg and 86kg showed impressive attack (over 2.0 pts/m) and
defense (0.31 neg. pts/min or less) capabilities.

0 Petriashvili (GEO, 125kg champion) defensive skills were not so impressive but he
compensated itthanks to the top attack performance among champions as scored near
to 3 pts/min.

o 57kg, 74kg and 97kg Champions kept good between attack and defense.

0 65kg Champion reached the lowest efficacy index due to the less pts/min scored among
champions while his defense was similar to Japan, USA and 125kg’ Georgia gold medalists.

Figure 19 - DisT:ibuTion of points sFored by value Highlights
Men’s freestyle Champions
3.00 o Along with 1pt. and
2.50 2pts. actions,

2.00 Championsfrom 65kg
to 86kg scored at

1.50

1.00 least one 4 pts.
0.50 actions.

000 = = _I- - I [ = I = I 3 0 Nobody among the

57kg (JPN)  61kg (AZE) 65kg (GEO) 70kg (ITA) | 74kg (USA)  B6kg (IRl) | $7kg (USA) :éggg champions made a
E1 pt 0.11 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.34 0.50 0.65 0.06 single Spts move.
m2pis| 156 2.03 077 1.23 1.28 1.59 1.41 274
m4pts 000 0.00 0.17 070 0.15 020 0.00 0.00
ES5pts| 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Figure 20 - Distribution of points lost by value
Men’s freestyle Champions

0.80
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
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(JPN)
H1 pt 0.19
E2pts| 0.30
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0.00
0.00
0.00

65kg
(GEO)
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0.43
0.00
0.00

70kg
(ITA)

0.13
0.18
0.00
0.00

74kg
(USA)

0.08
0.68
0.00
0.00

Scoring pace of Men'’s Freestyle Champions.

0.80
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10
0.00

H] pt

N2 pts
B4 pts
W5 pts

86kg (IRI)

0.00
0.10
0.00
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Highlights

oThewrestlerswhoshownthe
best defensive skills (see
figure 19) were also those
who lost less points by 2
points actions.

97kg | 125kg
(USA) | (GEO)
0.06 0.00
0.35 0.75
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

Figure 20 - Distribution of points lost by value
Men’s freestyle Champions

57kg
(JPN)

0.1¢
0.30
0.00
0.00

61kg
(AZE)

0.0¢9
0.00
0.00
0.00

65kg
(GEO)

0.21
0.43
0.00
0.00

70kg
(ITA)

0.13
0.18
0.00
0.00

74kg 97kg = 125kg
(USA) (USA) | (GEO)

0.08 0.00 0.06 0.00
0.68 0.10 0.35 0.75
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

86kg (IRI)

Three different scoring pace patters can be seen among Champions:

0 anincreasing-decreasing pace by period (57kg), by scoring more points during minutes 2 and 5,

0 astrong, very active first period, then a relatively conservative pace during second period (61kg,
86kg and 97kg, less marked in 70kg),

0 a progressively increasing scoring pace (65kg and 74kg).

Regardless of the pattern, all the champions could score during at least 5 of the 6 min. of their matches.
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Methods to score, Men'’s freestyle champions

Highlights Figure 22 - Methods toscore,

_ Men's freestyle champions
0 Excepting for 125kg

Champion, an observable 2.00
trend was, the heavier the

1.50
wrestler, the more
standing scoring and 1.00
lesser par- terre scoring. 0.50 | I II
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class, Petriashvili E : e £

h d the highest m 57kg (JPN) 0.89 0.59 0.15 0.04 0.00
showed the highes -
g m61kg(AZE) 1.20 0.83 0.00 0.05 0.00
balanced performance ® 65kg (GEO) 0.72 0.26 0.00 0.00 0.00
in both wrestling = 70kg (ITA) 1.53 0.44 0.00 0.04 0.00
positions. m 74kg (USA) 1.40 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00
o As pointed before, m 86kg (IRI) 1.89 0.10 0.20 0.10 0.00
Passivity points were a m97kg (USA) 2.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
minimum contribution to m125kg (GEO)  1.80 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Points scored by strategy and move, Men’s freestyle Champions
Figure 23 - Scoring Strategies, Standing Moves by Attack &
N Counterattack
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Highlights

0 While 6 of 8
champions scoredon
par-terre using attack
spin moves (ankle
laces, gut wrenches,
etc.), 65kg and 97kg
champions did not

used such moves at all.

The last one even did
not score a single

point on that position.

SUMMARY

0 Men'’s freestyle matches were distinguished by active wrestling minute by minute.

Figure 24 - Scoring Strategies, Par-terre Moves by Attack &

Counterattack
Men's freestyle Champions
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About 70% of the points were scored by standing moves, predominating leg attacks.

| |

standing and par-terre activity characterize Gold Medalists.
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Points by Passivity and Cautions represented a very little percentage of the total scoring.
Top 10 teams final ranking seems is related with the scoring pace minute byminute.
The champions profile may differ individually however a constant scoring pace and balance between
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