Women European Championships 2003

At the risk that some body may remark that the championships were ended two weeks ago , I would like to present some comments and statistics about the Women European Championships 2003. Poland is the new champions with a surprising Turkey as second. Germany  took bronze and Holland ended fourth place. The great favorites Russia  took a disappointing  fifth place and Italy sixth place. Bests way to start is to show  team attack statistics. The under Rk indicated data are CEV ranks based on kills only. The data in the table are ranked according to zero error corrected attack data.

	Rk
	 Team
	 Suc
	 Err
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 %Suc
	% Err
	 cSuc%

	3
	POL
	403
	122
	391
	916
	 44.00
	 13.32
	 35.39

	2
	RUS
	323
	106
	303
	732
	 44.13
	 14.48
	 34.66

	1
	TUR
	291
	104
	259
	654
	 44.50
	 15.90
	 34.00

	4
	ITA
	329
	112
	322
	763
	 43.12
	 14.68
	 33.33

	5
	BUL
	376
	135
	454
	965
	 38.96
	 13.99
	 29.04

	6
	GER
	335
	114
	442
	891
	 37.60
	 12.79
	 28.44

	7
	NED
	330
	139
	424
	893
	 36.95
	 15.57
	 25.33

	8
	ROM
	298
	117
	451
	866
	 34.41
	 13.51
	 24.17

	
	Total
	 2685
	 949
	 3046
	 6680
	 40.19
	 14.21
	 30.29


The results can be distinguished in a top group of four teams with a hitting percentage of around 44 % and a second group where  percentage varies from 39 to 34.The differences between the top four teams are extremely small and not sufficient to  decide on the final result of the match. But even the difference between the top and lower ranked teams are rather small which would not explain more than a 2 pt difference per set. An attempt to correlate the rang order to the different statistics of the game was not successful and only a very poor significant relation could be obtained between  corrected attack percentage and final ranking. In this respect third and forth place of Germany and the Netherlands appear to be over rated. It will be shown later that blocking has been rather efficient which could explain lower attack efficiency in this tournament. Comparative data from earlier events this year are summarized in next table

	Competition
	total
	%suc
	%err
	CSuc%

	CEV F4 Pila
	1064
	42.48
	16.44
	31.16

	VM Montreux
	3929
	41.44
	16.75
	29.65

	WGP VR Bari
	6727
	44.88
	15.28
	34.94

	WGP FR Bari
	6695
	46.45
	14.10
	37.66

	EK Turkey
	6680
	40.19
	14.21
	30.29


At the WGP matches in Italy the attack appeared much more efficient..

A comparison for some of the teams is given in next table.

	Csuc%
	WGP FR
	WGP VR
	VM
	EK

	RUS
	46.48
	45.12
	38.00
	34.66

	NED
	35.48
	36.43
	--
	25.33

	ITA
	32.67
	34.04
	32.44
	33.33

	GER
	
	35.23
	--
	28.44


FR= final round

It is clear that Russia and the Netherlands did not perform as expected. The low efficiency for Russia is probably the main reason for their disappointing performance. It will be shown in the next statistics that the Russians are well placed in all play compartments and  a much better final result would have to be expected on bases of those results. The Russians lost however clearly both from Turkey and Germany. In both matches the Russians scored lower in attack than their adversaries, in the match against Turkey Gamova appeared to be completely off  with 20 % error while Artamonova did not  play against Germany.

Service results are summarized in next table.

	Rk
	Team
	Suc
	Err
	Cont
	Tot
	Ace/s
	%Suc
	%Err
	Ratio 
	Rat

	2
	RUS
	34
	47
	488
	569
	1.42
	 5.98
	 8.26
	 0.42
	 4.03

	8
	ROM
	15
	21
	537
	573
	0.58
	 2.62
	 3.66
	 0.42
	 4.01

	6
	BUL
	31
	55
	571
	657
	1.03
	 4.72
	 8.37
	 0.36
	 3.95

	3
	GER
	30
	54
	528
	612
	1.11
	 4.90
	 8.82
	 0.36
	 3.94

	1
	NED
	40
	71
	501
	612
	1.43
	 6.54
	 11.60
	 0.36
	 3.93

	5
	TUR
	24
	52
	436
	512
	1.04
	 4.69
	 10.16
	 0.32
	 3.88

	7
	ITA
	21
	53
	483
	557
	0.84
	 3.77
	 9.52
	 0.28
	 3.85

	4
	POL
	32
	91
	564
	687
	1.07
	 4.66
	 13.25
	 0.26
	 3.75

	  
	Total
	227
	444
	4108
	4779
	1.07
	 4.75
	 9.29
	 0.34
	 3.91


Ra t= (10*suc+4*cont/tot

Rk=CEV ranking aces/set

Original  CEV ranking ( Rk) is for aces per set , the table ranking is based on the ace over ace plus error ratio which is considered a more efficient statistic for service efficiency. 

This favors the teams who make less errors but low errors will become an important parameter for all play compartments. If both attack and service are combined Russia would show small overall advantage over other strong attacking teams.

A comparison with earlier events this year is shown in next table.

	Competition
	Tot
	%Ace
	% err
	Ratio

	CEV F4 Pila
	771
	4.92
	9.60
	0.34

	VM Montreux
	3155
	6.21
	15.21
	0.29

	WGP VR Bari
	4116.
	6.39
	13.56
	0.32

	WGP FR Bari
	4250
	5.93
	13.34
	0.31

	EK Turkey
	4779
	4.75
	9.29
	0.34


There might be a  trend towards less errors by which the play resembles the  top club level of the best four in Pila.

Blocking results are shown in next table.

	Rk
	Team
	Suc
	Err
	Cont
	Tot
	Suc/s
	%suc

	1
	RUS
	79
	139
	189
	407
	3.29
	 19.41

	2
	GER
	85
	134
	233
	452
	3.15
	 18.81

	3
	NED
	82
	107
	215
	404
	2.93
	 20.30

	4
	ROM
	73
	169
	229
	471
	2.81
	 15.50

	5
	POL
	83
	123
	233
	439
	2.77
	 18.91

	6
	BUL
	83
	144
	222
	449
	2.77
	 18.49

	7
	ITA
	63
	116
	161
	340
	2.52
	 18.53

	8
	TUR
	51
	110
	137
	298
	2.22
	 17.11

	
	Total
	 599
	 1042
	 1619
	 3260
	 2.81
	 18.37


 One may observe as usual  the strong block position of Russia. The figures compare favorably with earlier matches.

	Competition
	Suc/set

	CEV cup Pila
	2.56

	VM Montreux
	2.48

	WGP final
	2.38

	EK 2003
	2.81


Receiving results are shown in following table.

	Rk
	 Team
	 Exc
	Err
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 %Exc
	%Err
	 Rat 
	 Eff

	1
	TUR
	228
	21
	164
	413
	 55.21
	 5.08
	 6.96
	50.12

	2
	ROM
	253
	33
	221
	507
	 49.90
	 6.51
	 6.54
	43.39

	3
	RUS
	212
	22
	215
	449
	 47.22
	 4.90
	 6.49
	42.32

	4
	POL
	229
	16
	306
	551
	 41.56
	 2.90
	 6.29
	38.66

	5
	GER
	204
	17
	266
	487
	 41.89
	 3.49
	 6.27
	38.40

	6
	ITA
	199
	23
	252
	474
	 41.98
	 4.85
	 6.18
	37.13

	7
	BUL
	238
	32
	322
	592
	 40.20
	 5.41
	 6.03
	34.80

	8
	NED
	205
	28
	297
	530
	 38.68
	 5.28
	 5.95
	33.40

	
	Total
	 1768
	 192
	 2043
	 4003
	 44.17
	 4.80
	 6.31
	 39.37


Eff= exc-err  Rat= (Exc*10-3*Ert+4*Cont)/Tot

In combining  receiving and attack data an estimate can be made of the side out performance. Poland would be leading with 60.4% before Turkey Italy and Russia with about 58 % followed by Germany and Bulgaria with 55/56% and finally and Holland  and Romania with53/51.

A comparison of service data with other competitions this year is presented in next table.

	Competition
	total
	%exc
	%err

	CEV cup Pila
	693
	--
	7.22

	VM Montreux
	2635
	44.71
	8.20

	WGP vr
	4485
	55.41
	7.38

	WGP final
	4382
	58.44
	6.62

	EK 2003
	4003
	44.17
	4.80


There are definitely lower errors but the accuracy  as expressed by %exc appears also much lower. Excellence is open to subjective judgments  and it is nit sure that the shown differences have real significance

Digging data are given in next table..

	Rk
	 Team
	 Suc
	 Err
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 Suc/s
	Dig/set
	 %Suc

	1
	ROM
	228
	151
	229
	608
	8.77
	 23.39
	 37.50

	2
	TUR
	181
	100
	128
	409
	7.87
	 17.78
	 44.25

	3
	RUS
	178
	116
	165
	459
	7.42
	 19.13
	 38.78

	4
	GER
	185
	148
	282
	615
	6.85
	 22.77
	 30.08

	5
	POL
	181
	139
	304
	624
	6.03
	 20.79
	 29.01

	6
	BUL
	175
	134
	327
	636
	5.83
	 21.19
	 27.52

	7
	NED
	158
	125
	352
	635
	5.64
	 22.67
	 24.88

	8
	ITA
	125
	118
	303
	546
	5.00
	 21.84
	 22.89

	
	Total
	 1411
	 1031
	 2090
	 4532
	6.62
	21.27
	 31.13


Digging appears to be surprisingly good for Romania . This team also showed good receiving as a result of good libero action. All teams showed high activity for liberos in receiving and defense. The comparison with earlier data is given in next table.

	Competition
	Total
	Suc/set
	%Suc

	VM Montreux
	2243
	5.94
	37.6

	WGP VR
	2963
	9.42
	74.4

	WGP final
	2886
	9.36
	73.3

	EK 2003
	4532
	6.62
	31.3


As explained earlier  multiple regression brings no variables forward for explaining team success other than attack. In a calculated approach based on attack receiving and service  the ranking would have been  Russia Poland Turkey and Italy. The sensibility of teams in rally counting  for off norm performance has grown. Stamina which plaid more important role in the past has been replaced by intensity. The disappointing of Russia  appears to be related to the two lost matches , the poor performance of Italy who only show acceptable performance in attack is more fundamental. The team showed no outstanding performance in order play compartments. Poland and Turkey show strong play  elements but performance of Germany and The Netherlands appears to be overrated.

The above data are based on CEV statistics and have been enriched with additional parameters. The CEV presents not full data  for individual players . The set of  10 best players hence is given without comments.

Attack

	Rk
	 Naam
	
	Team
	 Suc
	 Ft
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 %Suc
	 %Fout
	 cSuc%

	1
	Tichtchenko
	Elizaveta
	RUS
	66
	9
	50
	125
	 52.80
	 7.20
	 49.14

	2
	Glinka
	Malgorzata
	POL
	124
	36
	89
	249
	 49.80
	 14.46
	 41.31

	3
	Hanikoglu
	Natalia
	TUR
	77
	20
	68
	165
	 46.67
	 12.12
	 39.31

	5
	Togut
	Elisa
	ITA
	85
	29
	74
	188
	 45.21
	 15.43
	 35.22

	6
	Gamova
	Ekaterina
	RUS
	87
	27
	84
	198
	 43.94
	 13.64
	 35.09

	10
	Huurman
	Francien
	NED
	93
	25
	115
	233
	 39.91
	 10.73
	 32.69

	7
	Gumus
	Esra
	TUR
	46
	18
	41
	105
	 43.81
	 17.14
	 32.18

	8
	Rineri
	Simona
	ITA
	69
	24
	72
	165
	 41.82
	 14.55
	 31.91

	4
	Demir
	Neslihan
	TUR
	87
	39
	66
	192
	 45.31
	 20.31
	 31.37

	9
	Swieniewicz
	Dorota
	POL
	92
	37
	98
	227
	 40.53
	 16.30
	 28.95


Service.

	Rk
	 Naam
	
	Team
	 Ace
	 Fout
	 Suc
	 Tot
	 Ace/s
	 %Ace
	 %Fout
	Ratio
	 Rat

	7
	Artamonova
	E
	RUS
	6
	2
	34
	42
	0.25
	 14.29
	 4.76
	 0.75
	 4.67

	8
	Marcovici
	C
	ROM
	6
	2
	83
	91
	0.23
	 6.59
	 2.20
	 0.75
	 4.31

	10
	Visser
	I
	NED
	6
	4
	100
	110
	0.21
	 5.45
	 3.64
	 0.60
	 4.18

	5
	Ozcelik
	O
	TUR
	7
	7
	74
	88
	0.30
	 7.95
	 7.95
	 0.50
	 4.16

	1
	Leferink
	E
	NED
	17
	23
	71
	111
	0.61
	 15.32
	 20.72
	 0.43
	 4.09

	3
	Demir
	N
	TUR
	11
	18
	61
	90
	0.48
	 12.22
	 20.00
	 0.38
	 3.93

	6
	Plotnikova
	E
	RUS
	7
	12
	62
	81
	0.29
	 8.64
	 14.81
	 0.37
	 3.93

	9
	Sliwa
	M
	POL
	7
	15
	113
	135
	0.23
	 5.19
	 11.11
	 0.32
	 3.87

	4
	Grun
	A
	GER
	10
	21
	84
	115
	0.37
	 8.70
	 18.26
	 0.32
	 3.79

	2
	Skowronska
	K
	POL
	15
	32
	60
	107
	0.50
	 14.02
	 29.91
	 0.32
	 3.64


Block

	Rk
	 Naam
	
	 Team
	 Suc
	 Fout
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 Suc/s
	 %suc

	1
	Radzuweit
	Kathy
	GER
	27
	31
	44
	102
	1.00
	 26.47

	2
	Belikova
	Anastassia
	RUS
	21
	26
	39
	86
	0.88
	 24.42

	3
	Skowronska
	Katarzyna
	POL
	26
	30
	44
	100
	0.87
	 26.00

	4
	Gamova
	Ekaterina
	RUS
	20
	22
	31
	73
	0.83
	 27.40

	5
	Grun
	Angelina
	GER
	20
	15
	39
	74
	0.74
	 27.03

	6
	Kulakova
	Olessya
	GER
	19
	23
	57
	99
	0.70
	 19.19

	7
	Sokolova
	Vania
	BUL
	20
	29
	42
	91
	0.67
	 21.98

	8
	Marcovici
	Carmen
	ROM
	17
	51
	54
	122
	0.65
	 13.93

	9
	Visser
	Ingrid
	NED
	18
	17
	45
	80
	0.64
	 22.50

	10
	Huurman
	Francien
	NED
	18
	19
	31
	68
	0.64
	 26.47


Receiving

. 

	Rk
	
	 Naam
	
	Team
	 Exc
	 Ft
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 %Exc
	Ft
	 Rat

	1
	L
	Tolisteanu
	Nicoleta
	ROM
	113
	10
	63
	186
	 60.75
	 5.38
	 7.27

	2
	
	Hanikoglu
	Natalia
	TUR
	91
	10
	56
	157
	 57.96
	 6.37
	 7.03

	3
	L
	Kayalar
	Gulden
	TUR
	74
	5
	64
	143
	 51.75
	 3.50
	 6.86

	4
	L
	Tzscherlich
	Kerstin
	GER
	83
	3
	82
	168
	 49.40
	 1.79
	 6.84

	5
	L
	Tiourina
	Elena
	RUS
	74
	9
	54
	137
	 54.01
	 6.57
	 6.78

	6
	
	Piccinini
	Francesca
	ITA
	64
	6
	66
	136
	 47.06
	 4.41
	 6.51

	7
	L
	Cardullo
	Paola
	ITA
	57
	6
	63
	126
	 45.24
	 4.76
	 6.38

	8
	L
	Wijnhoven
	Elke
	NED
	74
	7
	94
	175
	 42.29
	 4.00
	 6.26

	9
	
	Swieniewicz
	Dorota
	POL
	76
	4
	110
	190
	 40.00
	 2.11
	 6.25

	10
	L
	Lesniewicz
	Dominika
	POL
	74
	8
	95
	177
	 41.81
	 4.52
	 6.19


Digs.

	Rk
	
	 Naam
	
	Team
	 Suc
	 Ft
	 Cont
	 Tot
	 Suc/s
	 Digs/s
	 %Suc

	1
	
	Kayalar
	Gulden
	TUR
	56
	23
	31
	110
	2.43
	 4.77
	 50.91

	2
	L
	Tolisteanu
	Nicoleta
	ROM
	63
	32
	48
	143
	2.42
	 5.49
	 44.06

	3
	
	Grun
	Angelina
	GER
	54
	27
	54
	135
	2.00
	 5.00
	 40.00

	4
	L
	Tzscherlich
	Kerstin
	GER
	53
	24
	62
	139
	1.96
	 5.14
	 38.13

	5
	
	Plotnikova
	Elena
	RUS
	43
	25
	44
	112
	1.79
	 4.66
	 38.39

	6
	L
	Tiourina
	Elena
	RUS
	43
	32
	32
	107
	1.79
	 4.45
	 40.19

	7
	L
	Cardullo
	Paola
	ITA
	43
	38
	56
	137
	1.72
	 5.48
	 31.39

	8
	L
	Wijnhoven
	Elke
	NED
	47
	25
	91
	163
	1.68
	 5.83
	 28.83

	9
	
	Turlea
	Carmen
	ROM
	41
	30
	29
	100
	1.58
	 3.85
	 41.00

	10
	
	Urcu
	Bahar
	TUR
	36
	15
	23
	74
	1.57
	 3.23
	 48.65
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