World League 2002 Libero Results

The contribution of the libero’s. In the following table receiving data are presented for the liberos and the teams without the liberos, this as an attempt to isolate the libero performance.

The libero’s take about 30.3% of all receipts. Their average contribution is slightly lower in errors and better in precision as compared to the team performance without the libero’s. The data however show a slight deterioration as compared with last years data, which are presented, in following table.  
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The above data appear hence the justification that some teams use their libero for improving the receiving results. The spread in performance amongst the liberos is very large and as will be shown in the next section not all teams do have either have a good libero or do not make good use of him.

Libero receiving data.

The following table shows the performance of the libero’s. The data ranked according to percentage errors. In view of the time spread between the various matches some team have taken occasion to play with more than one libero. As not all matches have been checked on this aspect some of the data may not be fully correct. It is shown now that there is a very large difference in performance. The error percentage increases from Valido Alexis from 3.13% with 70% excellence to 13.13% error and 34.36. % excellence. It will now also be clear that all the liberos with an error percentage lower than the tournament average will probably have contributed to their team performance but that the libero’s with the higher percentages are not improving their corresponding team result. 

A specific remark has to be made that the tournament has not been played as a round robin competition. There were 4 different sub groups. In one of them three of the four best serve results are grouped with Germany Russia and the Netherlands. Those teams may have suffered mutually from extreme high service pressure which could explain the higher error percentage and below average performance. 
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Team Results.
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The poor performance of the last four teams in the ranking which were all in the same pool may have been influenced by very strong service pressure. 

Comparison of team and libero results.

From the data in the following table it becomes clear that the libero here has contributed positively to the team result in obtaining both lower errors and better precision. Five of those teams will participate in the final round. The % L table is indicating the percentage of receipts the libero has taken from all receipts in the team. The Polish example is indicating that a very high contribution is hence not necessarily an indicator of too high load. 

On bases of preliminary results it was postulated that a decrease of libero performance could have been due to a too large participation in the receiving leading to distortions and hence lower efficiency. The Italian contribution is most probably in error, the team having used a second libero, which has escaped from the analyses.

The results for Argentine, France and Portugal are neutral. The performance of the liberos corresponds about to the team performance. China Germany and Russia score near the same results for the libero and the team, the absolute values however are very high for the errors and both libero and team results are far above the average performance. The only two teams where the libero clearly does not contribute to a better team result are Greece and the Netherlands.

In many teams the libero is the leading player in service reception. As indicated in this article as long as the libero performances are good this is a healthy principle. In similar way most teams do show a good distribution of resources, by which is meant that the best stoppers take maximum part of the receipts. Only in this way can the overall amount of errors be reduced. There are some poor examples for Cuba and Russia where the receipt leader has not lowest error percentage and where other players do score clearly lower error. Their contribution in overall receiving is to be increased to lower the overall amount of errors. 
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