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2Rz 2 5T FE BHS 5 o EAH L
2010-2011 A=, 2011-2012X& A Fa 2

AL o] F92. oju|4?

1gzASstn ASSAF A - QEHEHTZLE NzxFATAT L - 2SS AR A St
A4 20129 89 31Y, 474 2012 99 18Y, AAMEA 20123 99 23

2o
FFATR ST 4717 5S ol§5to] SHAH AL FAAATE 20109 1097 E 2011d
b, 2011 10928 20124 38744 Aehd Aol 2 (540379 1%L $A3o) 5342
2R3 SRS LAY ) FAWAT /) SHI o) e AR E AFHAL Ak
of FAEG FAGe] AEHE 67 FAWA (28% 43 E, 39% 4TE, ART
HEs ANss, G2 4 $UE (PaEEE, AY U $E)
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2 o FFE mlo
o 1N
= o{x

i)

i
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ol B Coac X opx oo O o2 O oX
so & gy 17 du fo o S o okl

gol: 2 2Y HARY, $HAF 29, JAARIFEL, BRET7 A,

N
ko

z2EFoA TAE AL v A7ttt SAHEH = A7) 7 Folth ZEF T 7|E BF DS #FS
B3] 24 & 2717150 2H4E Fol wHo| o|FolA LA WAL B 24 /ES EUH
o S0 21 B4 0] bk (Park, 2012). KBLE SIE}Y OIS 531 47101 5252 24
AIZE ool A8 14709 WM (7709 ﬁﬁtﬂ"]ﬁr 4] RS FAASkAL ek (2,
2005). ¥4& Y= 7 WAL 28 % AT E (the rate of 2-Point shots; 2P%), 38 % 45F
(the rate of 3-Point shots; 3P%), A-+5F A-&F (the rate of Free Throw shots; FT%), & 4 2| v+ =

(offensive rebound; OR), XJA] 2~ E (assist; AS) 3% (dunk shots; DK), 283 €2 (turnover'
TO)elt}. 28 81E YE = 77 W2 1] 2]ul2E (defensive rebound; DR), 28 (steal;
ST), &) (good defence; GD), 2% (block shots; BS), AH-4+57F Q= L4 (fouls with

(138 749) AL A £ L FF 88-15, =AUt w A SESAH /M, 9L

2 (336-795) &' oFatAl wlkg A& 165, SA gL 7|29 A T4 (AT 2HTR
3 WAIA AL (138-749) A& A 37 2 FF 88-15, S=A ot A3 A&, ws.

E-mail: misook@knsu.ac.kr



994 Sae Hyung Kim - Jun Woo Lee - Mi Sook Lee

free throw; WFT), A5 7} Q& 312 (fouls without free throw; WOFT), 28|31 HZ Y Z 3}
(technical fouls; TF)e]t}. o] Fo|A 2P%, 3P%, FT%+= A=A xet A3 x o] w73t

A& 59 2P% (2P% = 2P / 2PA x 100)= 28 % A|Z= 315 (2-Point shots Attempt; 2PA) %} 2
A5z /4334 (success of 2-Point shots; 2P) o] 98] A= AT 25 2/HE Y HAELS ALAA
AL AdxEo] sulAZA LA HF #H3I Tt (Gu 5, 2009; Kim, 2008; Kim¥} Park, 1999;
Park 5, 2000; Park, 1997, 2001, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2005a, 2005b, 2007, 2008, 2009). & <3| A+

2] BAAOE fO8 Aol7h UhEhib MAES B8 ARE AZ0], 1449 WAE F oW

WQlo] SElo] BAROR o= A= GO FFL A LA L BT JRE AF ST 1t

T ABATES FEAA 54 W] =S A3 nesiA Fa AT
FARCR R FA Fadel i %YAYTE (2P%, 3P%, FT%)S NIAEE F2

7 23 ve EA7 Aok A8 S0 #9E 1000 AR 508 45 A5 R4 TEL

50% SR A T, YL 2W AEste] 18 A3 A5 RATEINE 50%2 Z39Th o2

Ao% RYAFE%) S RAEAFTE SLoHA Fom AHddde] B7bsd AMEolnt (Kim

o

89 BAA 2P%, 3P%, FT% 7} FAH L=
Aol 2 Aol 7) lthal 7FA 3 7] Wi ol

El3s7 242 4= o) (Kang, 2002; Kang, 2010; Wood 2} Zhu, 2006).
w9 ARneET 4/1SEALS 59 592409 B0 B 4TSS HE FARE 77
FAW (2P%, 3P%, FT%, OR, AS, DK, TO)¥} 77} 4u]9 ¢l (DR, ST, GD, BS, WFT, WOFT,
TF)S EF HA8AA 1939t 284 w4 DK (93 k), Fr|¥ddd WFT (A% &
7 SHES), e TF (A )L AT A S onk ¥
gol = JFL v AA R (Park, 2012). Selo] o= AE FAL LA, ol
9g 238 B 4853 e F449 B2l DK, WFT, WOFT,
3 o|t}. 53] DK2} TFS] A4 & A7)0l ol #0147 b A4
WS 9] mEe] BARA ] B G0 R A Welolo.
webA o] 7= DKE A9 3k 6712 AW (2P%, 3P%, FT%, OR, AS, TO)3} WFT, WOFT,
TFE A28 471] =n] ¥ ¢l (DR, ST, GD, BS)2 & -g3lo] s 2AL9S EAH g EASYT)
g B G ke e A0l A8H ol ghoh FAACw 7 WelEo] 3
o X JFS EA37|HE FHEEA (discriminant) T ZA2E 3] HEA (logistic regression),
02 AZAG YT E A (decision tree analysis), 215 A AWE A (artificial
neural network analy51s) o] & AT o] Yt} o] IHEL E71]]7g o7 747 2 BAZAES A Y
= | 2ke]7F itk o] HRE FollAM dHF o' wgo] AEFHI Q&
AL oS3 22 %”é% Ay et
) 8= 727 ol dAsHA %
T = A9 7beAdS AU ok (Hong, 2005).
£ dlelEuteld 7ol vsl F8&73¢] &4 B7t=E
BEA, TG0l 2FHA b=t (Kang?} Kim,
2293 A 74 9]4@@4—‘?—%’54 S A8t AA T
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2. A+

N
=

L ATAE

B 225T 4710 % g AAE WA (RS R4 AN BHeT
Wol A e 715S v B7] 5 T A3 20109 10 169 ¥ 2011 3€Y 20¥7HA]
AR AF2 2702717127 2011 109 159 2 20129 39 497k K2R AF2| 2 270
ANINE, % 5407771 2S A7 AHg 2 AHRsHATh Table 2.18 dlw™ & Aot}

oy r_&

Table 2.1 Team result (2010-2011, 2011-2012 season)

2010-2011 season 2011-2012 season
Rank Team Games Victory Defeat | Rank Team Games Victory Defeat
1 Busan 54 40 14 1 Wonju 54 44 10
2 Incheon 54 37 17 2 Anyang 54 35 19
3 Jeonju 54 34 20 3 Jeonju 54 31 23
4 Wonju 54 31 23 4 Busan 54 31 23
5 Seoul (Samsung) 54 28 26 5 Ulsan 54 29 25
6 Changwon 54 28 26 6 Incheon 54 26 28
7 Seoul (SK) 54 21 33 7 Changwon 54 21 33
8 Ulsan 54 20 34 8 Goyang 54 20 34
9 Anyang 54 17 37 9 Seoul (SK) 54 19 35
10 Goyang 54 15 39 10 Seoul (Samsung) 54 14 40
2.2. FWUA
AFwele 77) =AW (2P%, 3P%, FT%, OR, AS, DK, TO)3} 77] 1] ¥ ¢l (DR, ST, GD,
BS, WFT, WOFT, TF) 2 2 ZAH gt ZA R 2 ZAMANA 2P%E AAEHE 28RS A =3
Sl (2PA)S} 23S AEe Sl (2P)l o8l AbEd Fholth 3P%e FT% = &4t & 7=
Edth ORE 232 gt =R 37 F 343 oA Adjd gol gt =g 43 s
et o, ASE A 2ER YA F S F =3 2o Wisth DK 471% 93axws 4520 W
Eolw, TOx HeM=E F4He] BEZS AESHA X8 A2 89 2fde 92 4] W7t
Sdnh 223 7] euli el A DR2 H Al gube =2 ful g3l A e o] A3 e w9 ol
Ade wol A5 gute= WMEE Yetdth STE 222 $HE o7t 34" s =
=28 52 e AT 1A oR BE ARAE A2 AFS NE} JSHT) GDE 4
A%7k F AN TOE Wb SIH 3AAL A er B Wl Sula504 GD 43247
7159 BSE w7t 249 2 @A AN Te s, WETE 2577 2le v 1l
5 WOFTE 2457} 1 3¢ 0 & LRtk TFE w424 9l 4502 At gol A 21§57}
g5 = 4l 7152t
olZA HA & AEE 14709 HMAE (FAWA T, FHHA TAH) Foll o] AFAA T2 FF
Adesd Bkl 4853 Sl 38R 4718 B 2o A8 Wdess d7dder 4
ottt B m2sT FAES} F718H 2P 2 Tabel 2.2 ¢ 2t} 2PF& 245 A9, 3PF=

O
3ds A8, 283 FIFE A5 AdslsE ovjddtt

Table 2.2 Model of contribution point and match ability

{(Total score + ST + BS + DR) + (OR + AS 4+ GD) x 1.5 + Time (min.) /4 }
~{(TO x 1.5) + (2PF x 1.0) + (3PF x 0.9) + (FTF x 0.8)}

{(Total score + ST + BS + DR) + (OR 4+ AS + GD) x 1.5) } / Time (min.) x 40
- {(TO x 1.5) + (2PF x 1.0) + (3PF x 0.9) + (FTF x 0.8)} / Time (min.) X 40

Contribution point

Match ability
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webA o] A 7Y FAWMJAE FolM FAEL} A7 FrEFC HEEHA 3= DKE
A3 67 FAHA (2P%, 3P%, FT%, OR, AS, TO)Z} 77} sHHAE Fo A= F7Y
F7tR o] ALHA ¢ WFT, WOFT, TFE A9 3 47]¢] =12l (DR, ST, GD, BS)& A+
Heler Ags3ith

2.3. 2837

StmzEET A77E5E B9 cHdRedS FAFLE FHAY FAHUY F YT E
(%)01 FARARE 2T £ JEAE I3 ANA SET J sfujst Jdd RYAIE

A47 FAHLE Fo3 Aol 7t JeAE SHRE tATS F&st AFsh 28 ¢FA
ooz AZY ®YAFE (%) OR, AS, TO, 123 DR, ST, GD, BS 7} $ajo] nx&= QS

Fot7] S8l ZALE FARAES AT o] BAL2 FEUTE AFICR AT 5 e
A 4 PR T4 AANH S 7R thEEA R U EHA A8H = 7Y olth
(Hong, 2011). 2 A 2B 3] 724 PASW Jila“— }o ‘}312 425 = exp(b) 2 54
(2 =4]: odd ratio) & 2] u] gtc}. 9]13] 5, b 22X

g A A} webA exp(b)E 2.

2.5 olHo) T =Ywole ZAMol (2P%, 3P%, FT%. OR, AS, TO)
BS) ojt}.

A AA YR B2 Answer Tree Z2 IS ARSI T YRR E ERee BAUYHS=E
o] H Aol F2jubt (root node), W FHstedol <lwit] (leaf node), 1L ﬁﬂa}umg} Q)
uit] Alolo] BFE+ F7tubt] (internal node)Z FAHTh F2tultE ER{F7L o] FoiA =
ult] (parent node)Q} EFE o] A& AFAluty] (child node)E FAHTE o] AFoA H4 /\}eﬂ
(minimum number of case)x= F-Eult]o A 100, AR ntt] oA 5002 A3k AEs darg
Z2 2o 3 ojof & A5 2L FH}E 1 Fle] EAs= CHAID (CHi-squred Automatic
Interactive Detection) dig]&oln x? SAZFS pghd Hel71E22 ok o] AFolA A3t
T FUEA B4 RI5EL 052 AAHA

FadAtz2 s 471715 A4S 9 5 JTF= Hel (84l
312 ogAoz ARWAA RATE (%) FAVACE 35T 5 YA S BB A5 55
A 2PN RIS o2 AZ SYRE 175 Arolth. SHATY 28% A £ (2PA)
£ t=1.305, p=102 FoN A BAZ 02 9% Aol 7k gl vhehgtth £ 37 % AE3 4 (3PA)
+ t=-1.844, p=.073 =N A 28] A5 A|=3F (FTA)E t=1.999, p=.066 ==X BF &
) AT BAH R oS Aol g ekt olH @ AR o ATN BRYAEEET
ARAEE (2P%), 3RRAFE (3P%), 183 AKEATE (FI%)S FHuoz (53 &
e AL %4 Ak
Table 3.1 Difference of shooting frequence between victory and defeat
N M SD t p

TS S S R S ET

wa Yo D0 L m

P Yo B BE e o
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3.2. 2243 7AEY

SxZRET F77ES HEote] SHABRALAS FHY HlA 2AaE FARHES AA
3tgith Table 3.2 & =2 AZ 2T FAW (2P%, 3P%, FT%, OR, AS, TO)¢] £ 39 n| x|+

AL BAH) A8 DA BE 2A AL AL Aol

Table 3.2 Estimating determinants of victory and defeat (offence variables)

Step b SE Wald P exp(b)
2P% 1 113 .010 126.878 .001 1.119
3P% 2 .065 .006 99.458 .001 1.067
TO 3 -.152 .021 51.735 .001 .859

logit(victory)=-6.545+.113 x 2P%+.065 x 3P %-.152x TO

-

b FAHCE Agd SYUFE 2ALEIFAA S|, SEE RESE 1T 2F
UepdTh Wald e 22283 ﬂlTA TS A7 2R3 AAS (b)E
b (SE)& Uiro] AlFd groz * B2 7‘4%% 7bFsstAl & SAA oItk pe #oE
of AFNN AAE FAFE (05)3% FAAL &
= 222 exp(b)=1Y woj] Z&I}, exp(b)>1 wl= A AEI}, O<exp(b)<1 wE 2
UEldATH (Hong, 2011; Long, 1997).

6712 &AWl F 2P%, 3P%, 12131 TO7} SAA = ool foudh J3Fe v|A&
Urebskth 19 Ao A 2P%7F b=.113 2.2 Wald=126.878, p=.001 $Z|A EA Aoz 234 1}
Bk om 2tHA o A= 3P% 7} b=.0652 2 Wald=99.458, p=.001 $=Zo| A 18] 1 3ek7A oA TO7}
b=-.1522 2 Wald=51.735, p=.001 =FA BAZHLZ {24 YEFT

logit(% ] )=-6.545+.113x2P%+.065x3P% - .152x TO£ ZA2E 3A4og Add Sxus
(2P %, 3P%, TO)7} 1249] S7t& woll S22 5 9= g0 Al FEol| W3] soA= AEE
UehdiTh exp(b) S B 2P%7} 1.119, 3P%7}F 1.067, 181 TO7}.8592 Uehgdth. 2P%, 3P%

=e ( )g}o] 2r 1o]/~Lo§ 27(4 314/\ A ‘EO] %0/\& /‘a]b‘l— 7}:}30] =0 ;4\% <t T
Aow, TO+= exp(b)gkol 10|32 Ed_itﬂﬂ BETE SYE 7o) W AS & 5 Uk

Table 3.3 Classification accuracy (offence variable)

Observed Victory EXBZ?;Z? Total Accuracy (%)
Victory 384 152 536 71.6
Defeat 155 384 539 71.2

Total 539 536 1075 71.4

X% =296.331, df =3, p =.001
Table 3.3 EAA oz A FAMAE (2P%, 3P%, TO)S EPWLE 3t ZA2EI
24 meo] Ug BAH A4 U R AFEE BAS Aotk 202 ATE, 3ARATE,
B2 ol oj5 301 ol S5 YL\ 206331, p= 0L F-EAN EAHLL fola) ek
oh. S o ol Thak B 9} o) 2 7ke] Aol & A H W, Fele] A9 WA 71.6%7} 3 upel
A9l TL2% 7 BEE BRH o] AM AR 71.4%9) FH=7} e,

Table 3.4 Estimating determinants of victory and defeat (defence variables)

Step b SE Wald P exp(b)
DR 1 .190 .024 62.379 .001 1.210
ST 2 .225 .034 42.566 .001 1.252
BS 3 1139 .052 7.078 .001 1.149

logit(victory)=-5.384+.190x DR+.225xST+.139x BS
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Table 3.4= S HAZZ 5 1A (
At DALY o] I EXAEIARA
223 BS7L AR LR Sfjo] fFoud TS
© 2 Wald=62.379, p=.001
28HA o A} = ST7} b=.2252 Wald=42.566 p=.001
Wald=7.078, p=.001

logit (% 2])=-

A ¥E ‘ﬂi#o] =S =E Aa]?ﬂ- 7].L~/Ho] o 7-]

—37 =T

AeE su & (DR, ST, BS)2 594

=& 243 43t} DR, ST, BSd 93 $3& o=
5

AA 65.5%7)F sale] 3=

Sae Hyung Kim - Jun Woo Lee -

J

Mi Sook Lee

DR, ST, GD, BS)¢] <3< u] A=
Astoltt. 47)2] 4=njH el F
u] X

& O
o By

qul

Table 3.5 Classification accuracy (defence variable)

AL 2 eyt 1%7:1]
FEAA FAALR F5HA Sl FFS vAE A

SEO
FFE

DE A9 sl
ol A DRo] b=.190
° 2 yetyth
FZo A F2 5, 3eA o A= BS7) b=.139%
FEANAN FAFLR Fo3HA Ve
5.3844.190x DR+.225xST+.139xBS+= 2228 3 A4 02 exp(b)3tS W DR
o] 1.210, ST7} 1.252, 28] 1 BS7} 1.1498 JEbtth exp(b)3to] BF lojAo g $u|gutLs,
ek 4 9t} 18 3 Table 3.5= Eﬂlﬂ OE
TE 6}— EAAEIAEA By st &
2 =117.059, p:.001 SE
| Z oz FofstA Vet 52} sl o st FEX e} A F X7k 2ol E B Sl A2
dl 721%7} AE3) BRE o] AAHo R 68.9%2 BT 7 Ve

Expected
Observed Victory Defeat Total Accuracy (%)
Victory 199 105 304 65.5
Defeat 93 240 333 72.1
Total 292 345 637 68.9
x> =117.059, df =3, p =.001
3.3. AA G YFEA
FRYAzEET 471715 B4 58 5NARLAL 2957 919 9
319l t}. Figure 3.1 2010-2011, 2011-2012A| & Z 2% 7 A7) 7]|2% 22499

OR, AS, TO)e°] 3l n A=

AL dobur] A% et

]’7§761/]’D HM = 24_9_
N E (2P%, 3P%, FT%,

<a451]
o
% n
= =8l =06 IE
SR 6105 0
o PR 311
I
As
Adj, P-value=0.000, Chi-square=24.274, d= Adj, P-value=0.003, Chi-square=" 12,530, d=1
-37 =37 <=31 »31 =15 >15
L | 1 1 I 1
Poeb oS Mo 10
% % n Casgory % n Caegry % 0 Camgoy % n
o1 & 5 ® =2 & 1 "o o7 % Z2l 7 16
5 5% _® a7 O = e wor 41 ||v S ze 4
et (17,500 169 Toa (1130 195 Tot a6 152 Tod N6 153 Tod BoS o7 Toid G000 216
™© T
Adj, P-value=0.000, Chi-square=16.772,d=1  Agj, P-value=0.001, Chi-square=18.163, d=1
«=11 11 <=1
1 1 1
ok ek
Categoy % 1 Camgey % n
e mu B |V we 1
= ] 4756 35 T 7045 5
Tom o8 & Totd  B78) 73

Figure 3.1 Result of decision tree analysis (offence variables)
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ZAWA 67 ol 2P%, 3P%, TO, AS7} AR & F93HA et 2P% (x® =123.239,
p=.001)7} 51% % 3}, 58%¢]&to] v, 3P% (x? =31.084, p=.001)7} 31% S 231 TO (x* =123.239,
p=.001)7} 117} ©]3tY o} =2 & &5 o] 80.85% = 7 =4 Lrebetch vt 2 2P% 7} 51% S =3},
58%o°latelm, 3P% 7} 31%¢]3te] i TOZF 11708 23 & w) 52T gEo] 20.55%%2 7 WA
LERSETE Table 3.6 o AFZ AU R Figure 3.10] /2 BdAS 25T 2ol &7
AEEL 69.71%, L2F TE2 30.29%= EIRT

Table 3.6 Classification accuracy of decision tree analysis (offence variable)

Observed

Victory  Defeat Total

Victory 410 208 618

Expected Defeat 130 332 462
Total 540 540 1080

Classification accuracy (%)=69.71, Probability of misclassification (%)=30.29

Figure 3.2+ Z 2% $£u]¥ME (DR, ST, GD, BS)o] $afo] & 43S doll 7] 93t
AA R VTR A Aitolth. uIRQl 470 Fol A DR, ST, BS7h 57:]]7‘4°§ -.1—,]8}71] L}E}%}r/}
DR (x* =127.873, p=.001)°] 247} 2 2338} 3 ST (x> =10.893, p=.010)°] 67} 233}, BS (x2
=9.344, p=.038) 7} 271 & 234& u] 52T FEo] 94.12%=Z 71 =7 L}E}‘;kr/}. Wit 2 DRo) 20
A olBtelar, ST7F 77) o] &t d wf 5] & gHEo] 29. 4% = 7} A VERRtCh

=0

Caeav % n
" =2 s 51

Adl, P-value=0.

1
=3

<=2
! |
o ~ =
Caegory % n Categen,
® =51 w67 15y C=5) ‘&te 1-.1
= o B3 240 = SOl 215t 4B
Tod 575 306 Too (907 26
st ST ST
Adj, P-value=0001, Chi-square=19.262, d=1 Adi, P-value=0.000, Chi-square=39.222, d=2 Adj, P-value=0.010, Chi-square=10.893, d=1
T T 1
<=l <47] =7 <=6

1
“orth ot od oS o
Camgy % n Campy % _n Camgoy % n Camgoy % n
® ool war o ool S & | (W a0l 778w L R =
= S 675352 e | O 2232 5 T 36.67 22 = o
— T T e =

Figure 3.2 Result of decision tree analysis (defence variable)

Table 3.7 JAIEAAH YRR Y Figure 3.2¢] 72 EFAAS HASs 232, EF9 HFE9
68.30%, MHtzEQl 2 B F FEL 31.70%F UEFITH

Table 3.7 Classification accuracy of decision tree analysis (defence variable)

Observed
Victory  Defeat Total
Victory 424 238 662
Expected Defeat 116 302 418
Total 540 540 1080

Classification accuracy (%)=68.30, Probability of misclassification (%)=31.70
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2 2d F9F (2010-2011, 2011-2012A] &) 9] =Tz 257 A7) 7|2 £330 SHEAH S
AdS %H?‘S}ﬁiﬁ} %LXJW oz ﬂ%i%“ﬂ“%ﬂ A SAUAES A I 7SS T
QAES FASAT 715HE T FAUAS (2P%, 3P%,
FT%, OR, AS, DK, TO)JJr 7 5 ]tﬁﬂ—;— (DR, ST, GD, BS, WFT, WOFT, TF) oA 4]
ARl FAE 478 B7tR P AEH+= DKE A 6709 F4 A WFT, WOFT, TF&
Al L] g 47] 9] Ful RS 1435}@;} ol MilEo] Sufol A= FFE FAHLE EA4 7] 9l
EAN2Y3 AR A Z YT BAS HEotglon, ol tist 275 EHE =95W 23
Zt}.

) ro,

DE AA Fe Anz SHARL BY A7EL S0 F AP0 HE 2YHYTE (%)
2 FAwon ESgh thal BHE, ST Y3t AW G2 B Foix FHA Yo
st 292 ARs) B RARAS 2 Aol7k Yok AR Aelth HAW AV %
NEZ S §I7 ol Yol BTHL 2 HTES FANSE BFATE AL AT Ao
HE dols = £AE AU Ak ol BHNA o] ATANE 59 Fzre] YA
S Aot FAACE RANAE AFFHAL F BF2EST 35 ARNAY %4 FE
(2P%, 3P%, FT%) AW o A8t 2 o347 gk 22 SA4os a5starh

5944298 F457] A% 2ALGIARA 20 Bw AW ool v ol

N 28% 4B E (2P%), 385 AFE (3P%), DLW (TO)7}, 223 $ulwlo] S3fol v A+
| 3]

FEFIA = sl 2= (DR), &€ SAHCE Fo A YEbEt 25t T
e FT s 2A 2 B

g rk (1997, 2001, 2003, 2004a, 2004b, 2005a,
2005b, 2007, 2008, 2009)2] ATE=
el

1 Pa
HAST 79 $uEASL 247 Sy
o= AASAY FA 147]¢) AAS e S MAE TS BEEAL
4 g5to] BASAT B A7} Ao 7% A9 o] 2o]A A 9= TFS} DK, 227

AR Agol o shewt et J+g Ji%H 1% WFTS} WOFTE Sd9eloz 2esholrhe
Aol Aolaith. A4 B A7 ARE ol NEEA AN BH, B3UZ 52 54077 F 456
A71IA 5] ol S0l A7) Skgkonl, DKL 5404 7] % 14177101 4] ol Sol217] Skoreh. cha] el
EAACR thye] AEAE s Welolth e AuA el A £ A7 N A 8T A2
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to estimate the determinants of victory and defeat
through analyzing records of Korean men pro-basketball. Statistical models of victory
and defeat were established by collecting present basketball records (2010-2011, 2011-
2012 season). Korea Basketball League (KBL) informs records of every pro-basketball
game data. The six offence variables (2P%, 3P%, FT%, OR, AS, TO), and the four
defense variables (DR, ST, GD, BS) were used in this study. PASW program was
used for logistic regression and Answer Tree program was used for the decision tree.
All significance levels were set at .05. Major results were as follows. In the logistic
regression, 2P %, 3P%, and TO were three offense variables significantly affecting victory
and defeat, and DR, ST, and BS were three significant defense variables. Offensive
variables 2P%, 3P%, TO, and AS are used in constructing the decision tree. The highest
percentage of victory was 80.85% when 2P% was in 51%-58%, 3P% was more than 31
percent, and TO was less than 11 times. In the decision tree of the defence variables,
the highest percentage of victory was 94.12% when DR was more than 24, ST was more
than six, and BS was more than two times.

Keywords: Decision tree analysis, Korea Basketball League, logistic regression, 2010-
2011, 2011-2012 season.
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