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Abstract
This study determined the relationship between padlsession and victory in soccer. The study waidd to
analysis of three (3) matches out of the six (G}aines played by Nigeria Female National team t02BIFA
Under-20 Female World Cup played in Germany.
The method used is the content analysis of theotéghes of matches played to determine the frequehbsll
possession and other variables of the matchesviedolThe medium scores of frequency of ball possesa
three videotapes of matches from three ResearckstAsts that monitored the videotapes separatehe we
interpreted in percentage. The study revealedailhpossession is not a determinant of victorgancer.
Keywords. Styles of play, principles of play, Team philosopfiifness, grades of difficulty, strategic team
behaviour.

Introduction

Soccer is a game played by two teams and can eitselt into a win, a draw or loss. A win when ane
outscores the opponent ; a draws when the scoriglitiee same and a loss when a team is out outs@brie
expiration of the normal time of the game (90 m@sjitor extra time (120 minutes). Soccer otherwsan as
football is a game play by two teams whose netwadalsh. Each team tries its best to prevent theosipg
team’s network from moving information from one eoan the field to another resulting to unpredidibi
results.

In some game, players have a perfect knowledgkeo€dnfiguration of the game and the possible mobdise
opponents, but in soccer, there are elements pfisas. These unpredictability and surprises erdietiire game
to people of all ages. Soccer is the most popuylartsn the world today. In England, seven millipeople play
the game every week, 30 million pass through thesg@ stadium each season and 10.5 million aiad in
grassroots. In Spain and Portugal four millionzeitis play football regularly. The average attendaaicthe
stadia is over 75% every weekend, and the telaviaiadience share for the national team matche®% 4
(FIFA, 2010). According to Risolo (2011) over 3.2libn people or 46.4 percent of the global popiglat
watched at least one in-home television coveragee®010 FIFA World Cup in South Africa, represegtan
eight percent increase on figure recorded durir@gZelFA World Cup in Germany. Egbamuno (2013) régubr
that 2.3 billion viewers watched 2013 African NasoCup tournament held in South Africa.

Without doubt, Nigerians are passionate soccerrsov&occer artistry is very interesting. This h#sacted so
many Nigerians to the game. The game is simplegaroze. Its rules are easy to understand andat ykeld
revenue for coaches, players and other soccertgifilars (Amuchie and Amodu, 2002). Soccer’s flyidit's
limited requirement and facilities, it's obviousntnbutions to fitness and it's special blendingrafividual skill
and team play help its popularity.

Soccer has a long history in Nigeria. It was introeld into Nigeria by the Colonial masters aroung2l0L#t the
onset, the game was popular among the whites asdowly known at the coastal towns like Port-Hartour
Lagos, Calabar and Bonny. Some inland areas ajsgazhthe earliest introduction of the game e.ged#uta,
Ibadan and Jos. The earliest Nigerians that efjeygame as would be expected are the soldiers lalyedit
for recreational purposes.

Soon after soccer or football as it was known becaaper popular, football clubs were formed, thet fieing
Marine (Nigeria Port Authority) Football Club of gas which was formed in 1931. Serious soccer
administration did not start in Nigeria until 194fen the Nigeria Football Association now Nigerizotball
Federation was formed. Today, soccer has moved fhat it used to be in 1920 when it was introdutzed
Nigeria. It has gone scientific. Sir Alex Ferguseas reported as saying that “football has changedl isorts of
ways from what it was when he entered coachin@ifdl According to him changes such as the intrtidaof
sports science has brought a lot of improvemesoticer (FIFA, 2012). Coaches and soccer admirostratl
over the world are aware that for a team to coetittuwin matches, such team must understand teecgcof
soccer. When College students or football fansdiseussing their team, the general question is usdhe
percentage of ball possession of the two teamshéim, ball possession is the ‘magic wand’ that ©ieams to
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win matches. Ball possession as defined by AmuahteAmodu (2002) is the ability of player or tetorbe in
control of the ball against the opponent persiffeas$ a result of acquisition of skills, speed awhfidence
inspite of pressure from the opponent. In otherdsprit is the ability and capability of playersarieam to keep
the ball as long as they can, while the opposiagiteries to intercept the passes. Hughes (19%yed that a
team with good ball possession always providesaa@h to start an attacking movement as well agép khe
opponent off the ball. He added that a team witbr gmall possession may not score. Ball possessitimought
of as central to success in soccer, but questimaireabout its impact on positive team outcome Ig£,02012).
The aim of this study is to find out if actuallylb@ossession is a determinant of victory in ferrsdecer.
Resear ch M ethodology

Methodology for this study was a content analggimatches played at the 2010 Under-20 Female Wouid
played in Germany. While earlier researches usadipg time as ball possession, this study usediémzy of
ball interception and control for ball possessidnsimple random sampling was used to select thBe
videotapes out of the six video tapes of matchagaul by team in the championship. The investigalmyed the
three (3) selected videotape of matches and tlyridrecy of ball possession and other variables asdrow-
ins, free-kicks, goal-kicks, attempts at goal, eorkicks, cautions and goal scored were monitongdhbee
research assistants. The medium scores of the fiehsAasistance of frequency of ball possession @hdr
variables were interpreted in percentage.

'Il?tiurl;ssults of the study are presented based dretipgency of ball possession recorded.

Table la Cross-sectional Analysisvariables U.S.A. VsNigeria match

Results PERCENTAGES
Variables U.S.A NIG TOTAL U.S.A. NIG
Throw in 42 29 71 59.2 40.8
Free-Kick 23 6 29 79.31 20.69
Goal kick 12 16 26 46.15 53.85
Attempt at goal 18 18 36 50 50
Corner-kick 15 6 21 71.43 28.57
Off side 1 1 2 50 50
Total 111 74 185 60% 40%
Normal Time Scorg 1 1

(Followed by Penalty)

Final Score: USA 2 : Nigeria 4
From the analysis of the match played between U.&» Nigeria in table 1a, U.S.A had a total nuntife42
throw-in (59.20%) and Nigeria 29 (40.80%). Thiswhk that U.S.A had more throw-in than Nigeria by408%6.

—~
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The table further shows that U.S.A had 79.31% eftttal free- kicks in the match while Nigeria H2@169%.
This explains that U.S.A had 58.62% of the free&ithan Nigeria. The table explains further thes.4 had

12 goal-kicks (46.15) and Nigerial6é goal-kicks @83). The difference between Nigeria and U.S.A was
7.70%. U.S.A and Nigeria made the same attempgealt18 (50%). The record shows that U.S.A haotal

of 15 corner-kicks (71.43%) while Nigeria had 6 rearrkicks (28.57%). The difference between U.StH a
Nigeria was 42.86% both U.S.A and Nigeria had djeoff-side each.

The normal time score at the end of the match wesame (1-1). The final score by penalty was U.3.A
Nigeria 4.

Table 1b : Evaluation of Ball Possession of USA Vs Nigeria match

First % Second Half | % Whole %
Match
Half
US.A 51 60% 60 59.41 111 59.68
NIGERIA 34 40% 41 40.58 75 40.32
TOTAL 85 100% 101 100% 186 100%

From the analysis in table 1b, it was revealedhat énd of the first half that U.S.A had 60% of thell
possession while Nigeria had 40%. In the secoff UeB.A had 59.41% of the ball possession whiigdxia
had 40.58. U.S.A had a total of 59.68% of the whuohtch (full-time) and Nigeria had 40.32%. Thiéetdénce
in ball possession between U.S.A and Nigeria wa36E4.

Table 2a: Cross Sectional Analysisof variablesof NigeriaVsJapan match

Per centage
Variable NIG| JAP| TOTAL| NIG JAPAN
Throw —in 19 | 41 | 60 31.67% 68.33%
Free-Kick 5 13 18 27.78% 72.22%
Goal-Kick 6 7 13 46.15% 53.85%
Attempt at goal| 11 14| 25 44% 56%
Corner-Kick 5 8 13 38.46% 6.54%
off side 2 3 5 40% 60%
Total 48 86 134
Score Nigeria 2 : Japan 1
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The analysis of the match play between Nigeria daghn as revealed in table 2a shows that Nigeda hatal
of 19 throw-ins (31.67%) and Japan had 41 throw@&33%). The difference between Japan and Nigeais
36.66%. It was further shown that Nigeria had éefkicks (27.78%) while Japan had 13 free-kicksA2%).
The difference between Japan and Nigeria was 44.9¥8geria had 6 (46.15%) goal-kicks while Japad Ra
(53.85%). The difference between Japan and Nigesis 7.70%. The analysis revealed further thaenhég
made 11 attempts at goal (44%) while Japan hadtémpts at the goal (56%). The difference betwisgran
and Nigeria was 12%. The total numbers of cornelkskmade by Nigeria was 5 (38.46%) while Japan 8vas
(61.54%). The difference between Japan and Nigesis 23.08%. It was also revealed that Nigeria hadf-
sides (40%) while Japan had 3 off-sides 605. Tifferdnce in off-side between Nigeria and Japan 2@%.
The final score was 2:1 in favour of Nigeria.

Table 2b: Evaluation of Ball Possession of Nigeria Vs Japan

First Half % Second Half | % Whole %
Match
Nigeria 21 33.87 28 38..36 49 36.30
Japan 41 66.13 45 61.64 86 63.79
Total 62 100% 73 100% 135 100%

In the first half of the match, Nigeria had 33.8@%he ball possession while Japan had 66.13%le(ftl). The
difference between Japan and Nigeria was 32.26%e t@ble also revealed that Nigeria had 38.36%hén t
second half while Japan had 61.64%. The differémteeen Japan and Nigeria was 23.28%. At theoétite
match, Nigeria had a total of 36.30% of the bagEssion while Japan had 63.79% ball possessiachddull
match. The difference between Japan and Niger&a2wad9%.
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Table 3a : Cross Sectional Analysis of variables of Nigeria M exico match

Per centage %
Variable NIG JAP TOTAL NIG Mexico
Throw —in 34 37 71 48.89% 52.11%
Free-Kick 5 13 18 27.78% 72.22%
Goal-Kick 3 13 16 18.75% 81.25
Attempt at goal 8 8 16 50% 50%
Corner-Kick 2 6 6 25% 75%
off side - - - - -
Total 52 86 134
Score Nigeria 1 : Mexico 1

The analysis in table 3a revealed Nigeria had 8dwthins (48.89%) while Mexico had 37 throw-ins (52%).
The difference between Mexico and Nigeria was 3.2ZBke table also revealed that Nigeria had 5 Kieks
(27.78%) and Mexico had 13 free-kicks (72.22%).e Tifference between Nigeria and Mexico in freekkic
was 44.44%. Furthermore, the table revealed tigarid had 3 goal-kicks (18.75%) while Mexico h&ldbal-
kicks (81.25%).

The difference between Mexico and Nigeria was 6450t was recorded in the table that Nigeria aneixldo
made the same 8 attempts each at goal. The tEoleevealed that Nigeria had 2 corner-kicks (25%a)le
Mexico had 6 corner-kicks (75%). The differencénmszn Mexico and Nigeria was 50%. The match eridid
Table 3b: Evaluation of Ball Possession of Nigeria Vs M exico match

First Half % Second Half | % Whole %
Match
Nigeria 23 38.98 29 41.43 52 40.31
Mexico 36 61.02 41 58.57 77 59.69
Total 62 100% 70 100% 129 100%

As revealed in table 3b, Nigeria had 38.98% oflia# possession in first half of the match while Xit® had
61.02%. The difference between Mexico and Nigarés 22.04%. In the second half, Nigeria had
41.43% of ball possession while Mexico had 58.57Phe difference between Mexico and Nigeria was 4%1
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It was recorded the overall ball possession by hagan the whole match was 40.31% while Mexico had
59.69%. The difference between Mexico and Nigeaa 19.38%.

Discussion

The results of this study uphold that ball possesss not a determinant of victory in soccer. ST in
consonance with Bate (1988) and Stanhope (2001ghwoiund ball possession to be unrelated to sudecess
soccer particularly at international tournamentbe Tmajor determinant of victory in soccer, accogdin
Hernandez, Gomez-Rigo, Castro, Gonzalez-Molinard@ai and Gonzalez-Romero (2011), is the statusawht
philosophy or strategic team behavior. AccordingLigo-Penas (20012) soccer is dominated by stategi
factors. Team philosophy or strategic team behaviihe manner in which a team plays togetheis the
personality that a team exhibits on the field @fyplA team philosophy is how players defend anacktin unit.

It is a general concept or idea agreed upon bytedhen members with the intension to outwit the ogmbn
(Perez, 2011). He posited that lack of strategieiigpment is one of the major reasons for poorgoerénce in
soccer. Team philosophy creates total team cordielemd this is critical to team success in sochtrtin,
2003). This may be dictated by the grades of diffic the ability and fitness of your players, yapponents’
skill, fitness and experience (LA84 Foundation, 201

The formulation of team philosophy is the blendgofod techniques, principles of play and styleglafy.
Successful football at all levels is determinedgowpd technique. It is the building block for grézam. A team
without good mastery of techniques of football, m@ndevelop good tactics. Good tactical movemeatsanly
be achieved when players are kept abreast of iheiples of play in defense and in attack e.g. Wwidtepth,
balance, constraints and restraint delay etc.

Also fundamental to effective football and succekgfame is clear understanding of styles of plays very
essential that coaches understand the styles pfgpld teach it to their players, if they want toduecessful.
According to American Youth Soccer OrganizationQ2) it is the ‘rule of action’ that supports thasixz
objectives of soccer. It is the foundation of amaching strategy. Any team that wants to succaeesbccer
must give consideration to ‘styles of play’. Thiglwnable players understand their roles and nesibdities on
the field of play. Ouellette (2004) commented tivaen players understand the game, they are moagivereon
and off the ball. LA84 Foundation (2012) study ntained that the degree of ball possession is déterdrto
large extent by the style of play a team employatiack and defense i.e. direct attack, indiretzcit low
pressure defense and high pressure defenseedinauses the low pressure defense, such team amayldw
ball possession while a team with indirect atta@yrhave high ball possession. The level of balkpssion in a
match is therefore a function of the effectivengfgsrinciples of play and styles of play employduch teams.
LA 84 Foundation, (2012) was of the opinion that thend of good techniques, styles of play andgyplas of
play within a clear team philosophy will lead tcctary in soccer. These elements must also be adany
defense and attack formation (Dobson and Godd#&@3)2 Team chose between ‘defensive’ and ‘attagkin
formations irrespective of the status and locatibthe match. These strategic choices influencetbbabilities
of scoring and conceding goals. Collet (2012) reggbthat in European and International footbatinfr2007-
2010, the effect of greater possession of ballesrthinant of victory was consistently negativetiia same
vein, Carling, Williams and Reilly (2005) noted thmost goals scored in 1998 and 2002 World Cup
tournaments were through adventurous strategiesy ®hserved that in 2002 World Cup, less succe$séuhs
had higher proportion of sequence involving 1-5spasthan successful teams (92 % vs. 77 %). Sangco
goals depends more on rational strategic behapldlosophy) on the part of the team throughoutdhation of
match more than any other thing (Goddard, 20053réffi and Andreff (2010) cited that strategic el@is a
significant and important factor in explaining thessibility of scoring in soccer. With recent redgyr Spain
National Team is the best in the world today. Tikibecause it has evolved a soccer philosophypameates
all levels of soccer development in the countrycéding to Cotta, Mora, Merelo-Molina and Merék911),
Spain won the latest World Cup because their ptagtyle was directed at winning games without ddpenon
external factors. This playing style is referrecat* tiki-taka”;which can be translated ‘touclouth’. That of
Brazil is referred to as ‘Samba’. These known ufshies form the template for recruiting playenstéams for
both local and international competitions in thesantries. This may explain while these countriagehdone
well in international soccer competitions.

Conclusion

This study is of the opinion that ball possessi®mgaod in soccer. However, the study is recommenthat
players in teams should be taught principles of plad styles of play to allow for improvisation aoigativity.
A good knowledge of the principles of play mustdmephasized from the formative stage of soccer dpwnednt
so that players can become better at higher lefvplay. The styles of play must be consciously tdug the
elite team.
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