MONTREUX MASTERS 2006
By Leo van Hal

Part 1 Team results 
Introduction
The Montreux Masters 2006 were won by Brazil who beat China in 5 sets after having been behind by 2-1.Cuba took third place by 3-0 victory over Italy. Some of the teams such as Poland and Russia were not at full strength and finished as last on places 7 and 8. Germany who has also successfully completed qualification for the European championships became 5 before Japan.

Analyses.

This competition is played in two separate pools of 4 teams. The numbers 1 and 2 of each pool play in cross semi finals for a place in the final, the numbers 3 and 4 play in similar way for places 5 to 8 in final qualification. There is hence no full round robin competition in which all teams play each other, which may bias some of the analyses .This article will present some statistical data for both teams and players. 
Attack
Results are summarized in following table.
	Team
	 suc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	 %suc
	 %error
	 csuc%

	 BRA
	244
	54
	204
	502
	 48,61
	 10,76
	 42,41

	 CUB
	266
	73
	207
	546
	 48,72
	 13,37
	 40,80

	 CHN
	314
	85
	285
	684
	 45,91
	 12,43
	 38,23

	 ITA
	253
	83
	266
	602
	 42,03
	 13,79
	 32,76

	 GER
	270
	107
	281
	658
	 41,03
	 16,26
	 29,58

	 RUS
	144
	59
	172
	375
	 38,40
	 15,73
	 26,90

	 JPN
	157
	62
	202
	421
	 37,29
	 14,73
	 26,46

	 POL
	151
	67
	191
	409
	 36,92
	 16,38
	 24,56

	 Total
	1799
	590
	1808
	4197
	 42,86
	 14,06
	 33,52


The teams are ranked according to the attack results corrected to zero errors which are indicated by csuc %. Brazil appears to be the strongest team in the attack. The ranking hence obtained corresponds with and exception for China and Japan with final result of the tournament indicating indirectly important role of the attack. 
A comparison with results from previous years is presented in next table. Although there were good results this year the data indicate no clear change in average results... 
	Year
	Total
	%suc
	%error
	Csuc%

	2003
	3929
	41.44
	16.75
	29.65

	2004
	4389
	42.79
	15.52
	32.28

	2005
	4678
	37.15
	14.09
	26.85

	2006
	4197
	42.86
	14.06
	33.52


The teams however show definite different results Brazil and Cuba are clearly improving 
	Csuc%
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	BRA
	33.18
	--
	25.81
	42.41

	CHN
	33.07
	39.61
	33.51
	38.23

	CUB
	30.72
	35.01
	29.41
	40.80

	ITA
	32.44
	35.26
	27.33
	32.76

	GER
	__
	26.48
	30.31
	29.58

	JPN
	19.07
	26.65
	23.80
	26.46

	RUS
	38.00
	33.65
	--
	26.90

	POL
	--
	30.39
	26.28
	24.56


Blocking.
Block results are summarized in following table. Teams are ranked according to the amount of kill block per set indicated by suc/s.
	team
	 suc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	suc/s
	 %suc
	 %error
	 %cont
	 sets

	 CUB
	60
	171
	89
	320
	3,00
	 18,75
	 53,44
	 27,81
	20

	 GER
	53
	129
	142
	324
	2,79
	 16,36
	 39,81
	 43,83
	19

	 CHN
	58
	164
	153
	375
	2,64
	 15,47
	 43,73
	 40,80
	22

	 ITA
	47
	132
	131
	310
	2,61
	 15,16
	 42,58
	 42,26
	18

	 BRA
	45
	116
	108
	269
	2,50
	 16,73
	 43,12
	 40,15
	18

	 POL
	30
	123
	88
	241
	2,31
	 12,45
	 51,04
	 36,51
	13

	 RUS
	30
	104
	68
	202
	1,88
	 14,85
	 51,49
	 33,66
	16

	 JPN
	24
	82
	98
	204
	1,33
	 11,76
	 40,20
	 48,04
	18

	 Total
	347
	1021
	877
	2245
	2,41
	 15,46
	 45,48
	 39,06
	 144


Cuba makes the best score with 3 kill per set. Although the Japanese hitters and blockers are slowly increasing in length, their play still shows a chronicle defect in blocking efficiency.

The next graph shows the relation between kill blocks and errors.
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There might be a small trend in more efficient blockers making also more errors. Purpose of the graph is to show that the teams for the same amount of kills can make more or less errors. In making more errors there remain less soft block whereby play is going on. The result for Germany in this respect should be judged far superior than Poland Russia and Japan.

The result for Poland and Russia might be surprising as the teams are usually strong blockers, but both teams were not with their strongest teams present. The Russians even presented a youth selection with an average age of 21 year being the youngest team of the tournament. . 

A survey with previous years is presented in next table.
	Year
	Total
	Suc/set
	% kill bloks

	2003
	2017
	2.48
	17.45

	2004
	2441
	2.71
	16.42

	2005
	2321
	2.64
	16.33

	2006
	2245
	2.41
	15.46


Service.


Service results are displayed in next table. The teams are ranked by the ace ratio, this is the ratio of aces over aces plus errors which is a good measure for efficiency. Although Brazil and Cuba score most aces they make also quite some errors. In terms of ace ratio therefore Japan and Russia make better score.  The ace ratio can be compared to the score rate. this is the amount of break points a team is  making on its own service. This value for high level women play is around 0.3 Ace ratios higher than this value contribute positively to better scoring.

	team
	 ace
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	ace/s
	 %ace
	 %error
	 ratio
	 sets

	 JPN
	7
	8
	257
	272
	0,39
	 2,57
	 2,94
	 0,47
	18

	 CUB
	27
	35
	396
	458
	1,35
	 5,90
	 7,64
	 0,44
	20

	 BRA
	19
	30
	341
	390
	1,06
	 4,87
	 7,69
	 0,39
	18

	 RUS
	8
	21
	221
	250
	0,50
	 3,20
	 8,40
	 0,28
	16

	 GER
	19
	51
	367
	437
	1,00
	 4,35
	 11,67
	 0,27
	19

	 POL
	11
	35
	213
	259
	0,85
	 4,25
	 13,51
	 0,24
	13

	 CHN
	12
	52
	424
	488
	0,55
	 2,46
	 10,66
	 0,19
	22

	 ITA
	9
	39
	359
	407
	0,50
	 2,21
	 9,58
	 0,19
	18

	 total
	112
	271
	2578
	2961
	0,78
	 3,78
	 9,15
	 0,29
	 144


The result for Italy as an experienced team, although not at full strength is rather low. In critical situations  for this team there are clearly instructions not to take risk in serving
A comparison with previous years shows that there were less aces and errors with a slight increase in ace ratio.

	Year
	total
	% ace
	% error
	Ace/set
	ratio

	2003
	3155
	6.21
	15.21
	1.38
	0.39

	2004
	3246
	3.82
	10.75
	0.85
	0.26

	2005
	3059
	4.74
	 9.45
	1.01
	0.33

	2006
	2961
	3.78
	 9.15
	0.78
	0.29


The next graph shows the relation between percentage errors and the ace ratio, the graph suggests that to assure a minimum ace ratio of about 0.25 that the errors should remain below 10 percent. 
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Digs
Digs are not well defined by the FIVB, and statistics may change widely between different tournaments. The data here however show that Germany Italy and Japan with more than 2 success digs per set score clearly better than the other teams. For Japan there is some compensation by digging for the weak block results. Germany however shows both strong blocking and digging.
	team
	 suc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	suc/s
	 sets

	 GER
	48
	107
	239
	394
	2,53
	19

	 ITA
	43
	113
	215
	371
	2,39
	18

	 JPN
	41
	92
	147
	280
	2,28
	18

	 BRA
	38
	70
	196
	304
	2,11
	18

	 POL
	25
	60
	123
	208
	1,92
	13

	 CHN
	40
	91
	251
	382
	1,82
	22

	 RUS
	24
	65
	120
	209
	1,50
	16

	 CUB
	21
	106
	155
	282
	1,05
	20

	 total
	280
	704
	1446
	2430
	1,94
	144


The following table shows some results of previous years. The wide fluctuations are not the result of a trend but appear to be due subjective aspects in judging the digging by lack of clear definitions such as exist in the USA.

	Year
	Total
	suc/set 
	%suc

	2003
	2243
	5.94
	37.60

	2004
	2501
	4.13
	24.11

	2005
	2942
	4.07
	19.65

	2006
	16.87
	1.94
	11.52


Receiving.
Receiving data are presented in next table.  In receiving there are two criteria, errors and the quality of receiving as expressed by the  percentage excellent. An excellent pass supposes that all attack options are open. Usually we find a good correlation between the two parameters, teams with less errors show better precision hence higher percentage excellent. In the current data however there is so much spread that this relation appears to be absent. The teams are therefore ranked by increasing number of errors .Brazil shows the best results with about 3 % errors followed by Germany and Japan  Italy Poland and Russia show very high errors. There is near no correlation between % excellent and success in attack  (0.15) but there is reasonable correlation between attack errors and percentage excellent (-0.72) indicating that teams with less good receiving precision will make more errors in the attack.  .
	team
	 exc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	 %exc
	 %error

	 BRA
	35
	9
	247
	291
	 14,17
	 3,09

	 GER
	102
	13
	280
	395
	 36,43
	 3,29

	 JPN
	43
	10
	191
	244
	 22,51
	 4,10

	 CHN
	82
	18
	312
	412
	 26,28
	 4,37

	 CUB
	38
	18
	343
	399
	 11,08
	 4,51

	 ITA
	57
	22
	302
	381
	 18,87
	 5,77

	 POL
	60
	18
	219
	297
	 27,40
	 6,06

	 RUS
	62
	21
	172
	255
	 36,05
	 8,24

	 total
	479
	129
	2066
	2674
	 23,18
	 4,82


A review with previous years is presented in next table. We do not believe that the data present a trend for lower precision, but that the data are biased by subjective judging of the scouters. 
	Year 
	Total 
	%exc
	%error

	2003
	2635
	44.71
	8.20

	2004
	2885
	41.18
	5.06

	2005
	1833
	30.88
	5.51

	2006
	2674
	23.18
	4.82


Survey
A survey of all results together is presented in following table. 
	Teams
	Attack
	Block
	 Digs
	Receiving  
	Service 
	 ratio
	 rk

	
	%suc
	%error
	Csuc%
	%suc
	%err
	%cont
	
	%exc
	%error
	ace/s
	%ace
	%error
	ratio
	

	 BRA
	 48.61
	 10.76
	42,41
	16,73
	43,12
	40,15
	2,11
	14,17
	3,09
	1,06
	4,87
	7,69
	0,39
	1

	 CHN
	 45.91
	12,43
	38,23
	15,47
	43,73
	40,80
	1,82
	26,28
	4,37
	0,55
	2,46
	10,66
	0,19
	2

	 CUB
	 48.72
	13,37
	40,80
	18,75
	53,43
	27,81
	1,05
	11,08
	4,51
	1,35
	5,90
	7,64
	0,44
	3

	 GER
	 41.03
	16,26
	29,58
	16,36
	39,81
	43,83
	2,53
	36,43
	3,29
	1,00
	4,35
	11,67
	0,27
	5

	 ITA
	 42.03
	13,79
	32,76
	15,16
	42,58
	42,26
	2,39
	18,87
	5,77
	0,50
	2,21
	9,58
	0,19
	4

	 JPN
	 37.29
	14,73
	26,46
	11,76
	40,19
	48,04
	2,28
	22,51
	4,10
	0,39
	2,57
	2,94
	0,47
	6

	 POL
	 36.92
	16,38
	24,56
	12,45
	51,03
	36,51
	1,92
	27,40
	6,06
	0,85
	4,25
	13,51
	0,24
	7.5

	 RUS
	 38.40
	15,73
	26,90
	14,85
	51,48
	33,66
	1,50
	36,05
	8,24
	0,50
	3,20
	8,40
	0,28
	7.5

	 Total
	 42.86
	14,06
	33,52
	15,46
	45,47
	39,06
	1,94
	23,18
	4,82
	0,78
	3,78
	9,15
	0,29
	-


The  leading teams show in general better results for attack, block and service but also lower receiving errors. The difference in value of the other compartments of the play have not appeared of importance in this competition for the final ranking.
Part 2

 Player Results.

The Montreux Masters is an important tournament that is being plaid every year and in which take part the strongest teams in the world. In particular this year with the World championships   the tournament was of importance for those teams who were present in their strongest selection such as Brazil China Cuba Germany and to a lesser extent Italy. As mentioned before Russia  and Poland for no clear reasons did not present their strongest team For Italy for instance some very experienced players as  Antanello, Centoni, Paggi Barazzo and  Picinni were absent. Italy however is a strong volleyball nation and did play nevertheless reasonably well  in particular in the half final where they were leading 2-1 against China. Russia was present with a youth selection while for Poland stars as  Glinka , Skowronka  Mroz were absent.Both Russia and Poland lost all matches and finished last. For Cuba  Ruiz and Barros who plaid this year in Russia were absent.  But the Cubans were present with a mix of young and experienced players who plaid very well  by finishing at third place. 
In this part some player statistics will be presented. It will be clear that the lists of best players will be composed mostly  of those  teams who were present by best selection.
Attack 
 A good survey is obtained of attack results from the  following graph in which the number of attacks is plotted against the percentage success and error. The graph refers to players with more than 20 attacks. Most active players were A Grun from Germany with 183 attacks (9.6 per set) and the Chinese Wang with 173 attacks (7.9 per set).
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The graph further more shows that the active hitters have a success percentage around 40 to 50 for about 15 % error. Higher success percentages will be found for players with less than 100 attacks. Here come in most of the middle attackers who usually score with higher success percentage and lower errors. On an arbitrary base this value is taken in the following table  as a way to separate the middle hitters from the opposite and outside hitters. 
	Name
	 team
	 suc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	 %suc
	 %error
	 csuc%

	 Ortiz Charro Yaima
	 CUB
	56
	11
	45
	112
	 50,00
	 9,82
	 44,55

	 Rinieri Simona
	 ITA
	66
	16
	51
	133
	 49,62
	 12,03
	 42,74

	 Wang Yimei
	 CHN
	86
	23
	64
	173
	 49,71
	 13,29
	 42,00

	 Zhou Suhong
	 CHN
	54
	12
	49
	115
	 46,96
	 10,43
	 40,78

	 Gonzaga Welissa
	 BRA
	42
	10
	49
	101
	 41,58
	 9,90
	 35,16

	 Calderon Diaz Rosir
	 CUB
	57
	20
	49
	126
	 45,24
	 15,87
	 34,91

	 Yang Hao
	 CHN
	67
	20
	70
	157
	 42,68
	 12,74
	 34,31

	 Carvalho Jaqueline
	 BRA
	50
	14
	58
	122
	 40,98
	 11,48
	 33,33

	 Grün Angelina
	 GER
	75
	25
	83
	183
	 40,98
	 13,66
	 31,65

	 Dumler Cornelia
	 GER
	51
	20
	56
	127
	 40,16
	 15,75
	 28,97

	 Fiorin Valentina
	 ITA
	53
	24
	51
	128
	 41,41
	 18,75
	 27,88

	 Baranska Anna
	 POL
	38
	18
	44
	100
	 38,00
	 18,00
	 24,39


Best results for players with more than 100 attacks and 40 percent success are for Ortiz Cuba Riniera Italy Wang China and the Chinese opposite ZhouSuhong who also and  as an exception takes actively part in the receiving of the service.

.

The next table is for players with less than 100 but more than 20 attacks. This table includes most of the middle attackers who show some nice results such as Oliviera Walievska with 69 % success for only 12 % error. The Cubans play as in the old way with two attacking setters Munoz and Ramirez who show good results.
	Name
	team
	suc
	error
	cont 
	tot
	%suc
	%error 
	Csuc%

	Oliveira Walewska
	 BRA
	34
	6
	9
	49
	 9,39
	 12,24
	 65,12

	 Claudino Fabiana
	 BRA
	36
	6
	16
	58
	 2,07
	 10,34
	 57,69

	 Bruntseva Maria
	 RUS
	22
	2
	13
	37
	 9,46
	 5,41
	 57,14

	 Munoz Carrazana A
	 CUB
	26
	4
	13
	43
	 0,47
	 9,30
	 56,41

	 Fürst Christiane
	GER
	59
	10
	28
	97
	 0,82
	 10,31
	 56,32

	 Liu Yanan
	CHN
	47
	8
	24
	79
	59,49
	 10,13
	 54,93

	 Marulli Monica
	 ITA
	28
	2
	25
	55
	50,91
	 3,64
	 49,06

	 Ramirez Echevarria 
	CUB
	49
	10
	35
	94
	52,13
	 10,64
	 46,43

	 Merkulova Yulia
	RUS
	20
	3
	17
	40
	50,00
	 7,50
	 45,95

	 Colombo Renata
	 BRA
	38
	8
	29
	75
	50,67
	 10,67
	 44,78

	 Carillo de la Paz Nancy
	CUB
	48
	11
	39
	98
	48,98
	 11,22
	 42,53


Blocking.
The next graph presents a relation between the number of kill blocks and the kill blocks expressed as percentage on total blocks. The graph shows good relation and is useful for cases where players have not taken place in alls sets. The FIVB stats may make no difference for total sets and sets really plaid. A 25 % success blocks will correspond to one  kill block per set.
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The players in the next table are ranked on bases of block per set. 
	rk
	 Name
	team
	suc
	error
	cont
	tot
	bl/s
	%suc
	%error
	%cont
	sets

	1
	 Carillo de la Paz N
	CUB
	18
	42
	33
	93
	0,90
	19,35
	45,16
	 35,48
	20

	2
	 Grün Angelina
	GER
	17
	18
	26
	61
	0,89
	27,87
	29,51
	 42,62
	19

	3
	 Oliveira Walewska
	 BRA
	14
	25
	23
	62
	0,78
	22,58
	40,32
	 37,10
	18

	4
	 Claudino Fabiana
	 BRA
	13
	21
	24
	58
	0,72
	22,41
	36,21
	 41,38
	18

	5
	 Pycia Sylwia
	 POL
	9
	36
	22
	67
	0,69
	13,43
	53,73
	 32,84
	13

	7
	 Marulli Monica
	 ITA
	12
	24
	26
	62
	0,67
	19,35
	38,71
	 41,94
	18

	6
	 Guiggi Martina
	 ITA
	12
	23
	37
	72
	0,67
	16,67
	31,94
	 51,39
	18

	8
	 Munoz Carrazana 
	CUB
	12
	24
	14
	50
	0,60
	24,00
	48,00
	 28,00
	20

	9
	 Liu Yanan
	CHN
	13
	29
	43
	85
	0,59
	15,29
	34,12
	 50,59
	22

	10
	 Feng Kun
	CHN
	13
	25
	22
	60
	0,59
	21,67
	41,67
	 36,67
	22


Russia and Japan are not present in this graph. Best result is for Carillo de la Paz of Cuba Excellent blockers may reach values of slightly over 1 kill per set.  Most players play at the mid position with an exception for Grun who plays opposite and Munos and Feng who  play setter.
In the next graph is plotted the relation between kill block and error blocks but now for players. The relation shows that better blockers in general make less errors .But also here all those players who are above the average line will make more errors and will have interest  in improving their performance in trying to reduce the errors by maintaining kill efficiency.
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Service 
Best service results are summarized in next graph. The players are ranked according to aces per set.Carillo from Cuba makes best score with 11 aces.  More impressive however are the results for Walissa Gonzaga with 8 aces for only 4 errors and Ortiz with 6 aces for 3 errors. 
	rk
	 Name
	 team
	 ace
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	ace/s
	 %ace
	 %error
	 ratio

	1
	 Carillo de la Paz Nancy
	 CUB
	11
	21
	48
	80
	0.55
	 13,75
	 26,25
	 0,34

	2
	 Gonzaga Welissa
	 BRA
	8
	4
	56
	68
	0.44
	 11,76
	 5,88
	 0,67

	3
	 Baranska Anna
	 POL
	5
	10
	25
	40
	0.38
	 12,50
	 25,00
	 0,33

	4
	 Grün Angelina
	 GER
	6
	12
	59
	77
	0.32
	 7,79
	 15,58
	 0,33

	5
	 Ortiz Charro Yaima
	 CUB
	6
	3
	56
	65
	0.30
	 9,23
	 4,62
	 0,67

	6
	 Yang Hao
	 CHN
	5
	8
	65
	78
	0.23
	 6,41
	 10,26
	 0,38

	7
	 Carvalho Jaqueline
	 BRA
	4
	6
	63
	73
	0.22
	 5,48
	 8,22
	 0,40

	8
	 Dumler Cornelia
	 GER
	4
	6
	72
	82
	0.21
	 4,88
	 7,32
	 0,40

	9
	 Weiß Kathleen
	 GER
	4
	11
	56
	71
	0.21
	 5,63
	 15,49
	 0,27

	10
	 Wang Yimei
	 CHN
	4
	20
	76
	100
	0.18
	 4,00
	 20,00
	 0,17

	11
	 Claudino Fabiana
	 BRA
	3
	3
	63
	69
	0.17
	 4,35
	 4,35
	 0,50

	12
	 Kozuch Margarethe
	 GER
	3
	1
	24
	28
	0.16
	 10,71
	 3,57
	 0,75

	13
	 Munoz Carrazana 
	 CUB
	3
	1
	67
	71
	0.15
	 4,23
	 1,41
	 0,75

	14
	 Calderon Diaz Rosir
	 CUB
	3
	2
	79
	84
	0.15
	 3,57
	 2,38
	 0,60


No players for Russia neither Japan are present in this ranking.;  
Receiving 
Dig results are summarized in following table.  

	rk
	 nr
	 Name
	 team
	 suc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	suc/s

	1
	 L
	 Oliveira Fabiana Alvim de
	 BRA
	17
	20
	39
	76
	0.94

	2
	 L
	 De Gennaro Monica
	 ITA
	16
	32
	58
	106
	0.89

	3
	 L
	 Tzscherlich Kerstin
	 GER
	15
	26
	82
	123
	0.79

	4
	 L
	 Ino Akiko
	 JPN
	13
	24
	20
	57
	0.72

	5
	 L
	 Saad Magdalena
	 POL
	9
	12
	15
	36
	0.69

	6
	 L
	 Zhang Na
	 CHN
	13
	23
	41
	77
	0.59

	7
	8
	 Dumler Cornelia
	 GER
	11
	12
	32
	55
	0.58

	8
	 L
	 Kryuchova Svetlana
	 RUS
	8
	10
	18
	36
	0.50

	9
	2
	 Rinieri Simona
	 ITA
	9
	16
	32
	57
	0.50

	10
	15
	 Grün Angelina
	 GER
	9
	18
	38
	65
	0.47


The liberos indicated with L are well present in this ranking. The Cubans rarely use their libero. I do not feel that this is good practice as the team result is not very good and could certainly be improved when the libero would be more used but the presence of the two setters may complicate the application. 

Interesting is the presence of good attackers such as Grun and Riniera amongst the libero’s. 

Some teams as Italy and Poland have now in their team a second specialized defensive player which in particular cases is introduced parallel to the libero to reinforce receiving or field defense. 
Receiving.
A good survey of receiving data is given in next graph were the percentage error and excellent are plotted against the number of service receipts. The graph shows a slight increasing trend for percentage excellent and a decreasing trend for errors. There is much spread in the data for excellence. This together appear as  an indication that the best performing players do indeed the receiving. As will be shown ,  in most teams the libero participates actively .In view of the better reliability of the error data the players in the next table are ranked according to the percentage error. The result for Kimura Saori is very good with no errors on 67 receipts.
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Best receiving results for players with more than 20 receipts. 
. 

	 nr
	 Name
	team
	 exc
	 error
	 cont
	 tot
	 %exc
	 %error

	 
	 Kimura Saori
	JPN
	10
	  
	57
	67
	 14,93
	 0,00

	
	 Carvalho Jaqueline
	BRA
	4
	1
	72
	77
	 5,19
	 1,30

	
	 Ramirez Echevarria Daimi
	CUB
	11
	1
	54
	66
	 16,67
	 1,52

	
	 Dumler Cornelia
	GER
	28
	3
	96
	127
	 22,05
	 2,36

	 L
	 Tzscherlich Kerstin
	GER
	50
	4
	107
	161
	 31,06
	 2,48

	
	 Zhou Suhong
	CHN
	28
	4
	126
	158
	 17,72
	 2,53

	 L
	 Zenik Mariola
	POL
	12
	1
	26
	39
	 30,77
	 2,56

	 L
	 Oliveira Fabiana Alvim de
	BRA
	15
	2
	57
	74
	 20,27
	 2,70

	
	 Gonzaga Welissa
	BRA
	13
	3
	91
	107
	 12,15
	 2,80

	 L
	 Arredondo Reyes Lisbet
	 CUB
	2
	1
	32
	35
	 5,71
	 2,86


 Very  active players were the German libero Tzcherlich with 161 receipts and the Chinese opposite Zhou Suhong with 158 stops.
The table further confirms the low contribution of the Cuban librero.

Reference

 This article is a free translation of an original contribution in Dutch language to the Dutch Web site Volleybalkrant.nl. The third part which is still to be published will not be translated here as it will contain mainly tables on attack and receiving distribution and will be self explanatory.
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