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Lacrosse preview

k-

Stephen Parker photo

A repeat performance could be ahead for Todd Curry of Syracuse and Steve Mitchell of Johns
Hopkins since their two teams are among the top contenders for the Division I Men's Lacrosse
Championship this season. Johns Hopkins defeated Syracuse for the 1985 title. For a preview of the
men’s and women’s seasons, see pages 6-8.

Championships committees set priorities

Committees appointed to deter-
mine allocation of resources for
NCAA Divisions II and III cham-
pionships, subject to Executive Com-
mittee approval, met in Kansas City,
Missouri, February 24-25 to discuss
proposals for the allocation of $1.1
million block grants for 1986-87 and
establish priorities for their respective
championships..

The Division 1 committee’s first
meeting is scheduled May 4.

The Division IT committee reviewed
the final summaries of all its cham-
pionships and will make the following
recommendations to the Executive
Committee:

® Guarantee 100 percent transpor-
tation expenses for all team cham-
pionships.

@ Guarantee 50 percent transpor-
tation expenses for all individual cham-
pionships.

® Establish a five percent conti-
gency fund and prorate the remaining
funds to increase the transportation
allocations for the individual cham-
pionships.

The Division II committee reaf-
firmed the policy of a championship
distributing a per diem from revenue
generated by the championship.

The committee also is examining
the possibility of guaranteeing trans-
portation for teams in men’s and
women’s tennis.and cross.country
and men’s golf.

With total transportation expenses
for 1986-87 estimated at $1.6 million,

the Division III committee is consid-.

ering the following formulas for ad-
ministering its $1.1 million block
grant:

@ Reimburse only squad members
in team sports rather than the entire
traveling party; or, if funds are avail-

able, reimburse as follows: team cham-
pionships —squad size plus one non-
athlete; individual championships —
full teams plus one nonathlete and
individual participants.

® Require institutions in team and
individual events to pay the first $500
of travel expenses, with the block
grant covering remaining expenses. If
funds are not available, the $500
would be increased (e.g., to $750 or
$1,000).

® Return any receipts remaining
after games expenses to the block
grant rather than distnibuting them in
the form of per diem.

® Increase from 250 to 400 the
mileage restriction for traveling by
air.

® Require institutions participating
in both indoor and outdoor track
championships to declare, once every

See Championships, page 12

Recruiting cleanup
is vital, Byers says

NCAA Executive Director Walter
Byers described the current climate of
intercollegiate athletics to approxi-
mately 50 of the nation’s top sports-
writers attending the 10th annual
College Football 86 Preview as “a
renaissance of the spirit and will to
conduct intercollegiate athletics in an
honorable fashion.”

Byers’ comments and subsequent
question-and-answer session with the
media capped the February 24-25
preview held at the Westin Crown
Center Hotel in Kansas City, Mis-
souri. The media spent the first day of
the preview, which is sponsored by
the NCAA and designed to generate
interest in the coming season and
intercollegiate athletics, in three panel
discussions with nine top coaches
who gave their views about their
teams and conferences.

“There’s nothing wrong with inter-
collegiate athletics except the recruit-
ing process,” Byers said. “The only
weakness we have is in the arca of
recruiting, The next step is to embrace,
at least the concept, and much of the
detail as well, the Southwest Athletic
Conference proposal and remove out-
siders, boosters and nonstaff members
firom the recruiting process.

“I think the vast majority of coaches
would like to take control of their
own programs. It is absolutely a fact
of life that the NCAA, with its 12
investigators, cannot adequately po-
lice college athletics by itself. Unless
institutions have the desire and will to
enforce the rules at the local level,
then that process will sorely need the
support of the conference commis-
sioners.”

Byers added that intercollegiate
athletics owed an enduring debt of
gratitude to many alumni and boos-
ters for their support and dedication
to making their universities the best
they could be, but that the only solu-
tion to recruiting violations may be to
eliminate institutions’ athletics repre-
sentatives from off-campus recruiting.

Coaches selected for this year’s
preview included Fisher DeBerry,
U.S. Air Force Academy; Earle Bruce,
Ohio State University; John Cooper,
Arizona State University; Bill Curry,
Georgia Institute of Technology; Pat
Dye, Auburn University; Dick Mac-
Pherson, Syracuse Umversity; Bill
McCartney, University of Colorado;
Eddie Robinson, Grambhing State
University, and Grant Teaff, Baylor
University.

Western Athletic Conference Com-
missioner Joseph L. Kearney, chair of

the NCAA Public Relations and Pro-
motion Committee, served as moder-
ator for the preview. Charles McClen-
don, executive director of the
American Football Coaches Associa-
tion, also attended.

Byers said that despite the skepti-
cism about whether member institu-
tions’ presidents and chancellors had
the authority and influence to lead
college athletics to a higher level, the
successful record of the NCAA Pres-
idents Commission is an indication
that the upper echelon of higher edu-
cation is becoming more involved in
the policy-making of intercollegiate
athletics.

“The record of the Commission is
undisputably one of great success,”
Byers said. “I don't beheve you can
reflect upon the actions of the June
special Convention in-New Orleans
and not accord them (Commission
members) that accolade.

“The contest, as | see it, is essentially
whether these presidents and chancel-
lors who hold the stewardship for
higher education are going to set the
policy for college athletics, or whether

See Recruiting, page 16
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Breaking point -

“The pressure to destroy, to
defeat, to win at all cost has forced
undue strain on those associated
with sports. The breaking point
has been reached,” a guest colum-
nist writes. Page 2.
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Basketball notes and statistics
for all NCAA men’s and women's
divisions. Pages 3-5.
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A preview of the NCAA men’s
and women’s lacrosse seasons.
Pages 6-8.
Championships
Championships previews in
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Page 12.
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championships. Page 16.

Committee recommends special attention to women'’s interests

Noting concerns regarding dimin-
ishing opportunities for women in
intercollegiate athletics coaching and
administration, the NCAA Long
Range Planning Committee will rec-
ommend to the NCAA Council that
steps be taken to give special attention
to women’s interests in athletics.

Specifically, the committee voted
in its February 20-21 meeting in Mi-
ami, Florida, to recommend that the
Council:

@ Create and appoint an ongoing
NCAA committee to consider wom-
en’s interests, emphasizing the matter
of coaching and administrative op-
portunities, and

® Reaffirm the NCAA’s intent to

continue to apply the affirmative-
action approach regarding appoint-
ments of women to NCAA commit-
tees that has been in effect since 1981.

“The Long Range Planning Com-
mittee recognizes that the Council
discontinued its Special Subcommit-
tee on Women’s Interests when the
1981-to-1985 ‘transition’ period ended
last year,” explained William J. Flynn,
former NCAA president who chairs
the committee. “But we are suggesting
a different type of committce, one
including both men and women, be-
cause the Association may not have
reached the level of equity that it
originally was seeking”

In other actions at the February

meeting, all of which will be recom-
mended to the Council in the latter’s
April meeting, the Long Range Plan-
ning Committee:

® Recommended that the NCAA
Research Committee consider au-
thorizing a study of the reasons that
member mstitutions decide to discon-
tinue sports, as suggested by the Wom-
en’s Gymnastics Committee.

® Recommended that the NCAA
Executive Commiittee authorize fund-
ing for a publication for enrolled
student-athletes comparable to the
existing “NCAA Guide for the Col-
lege-Bound Student-Athlete,” as re-
commended in recent meetings by the
student-athletes serving on the com-

mittee,

® Expressed concern regarding the
erosion of the principles of amateu-
rism at the national and international
levels in athletics and suggested that
the Councll officially affirm the Asso-
ciation’s traditional amateurism prin-
ciples.

® Voted to resubmit to the Council
an earlier recommendation that an
nstitution be required to specify in
writing that at the time of the signing
of a national, conference or institu-
tional letter-of-intent, the prospective
student-athlete appears to be admis-
sible to the institution. The written
statement would have to be in evi-
dence at the time of the signing. The

Council did not support that recom-
mendation in its August 1985 meeting.
The committee also conducted its
annual review of sports sponsorship
and participation trends, noting that
between 1983-84 and 1984-85, partic-
ipation by men in NCAA sponsored
sports at member institutions in-
creased by 5.8 percent and participa-
tion by women jumped 7.4 percent.

Totals for 1984-85 were 197,446
male participants-and 89,062 female
participants,

The average NCAA member insti-
tution sponsored 16.1 sports for men
and women, up from [5.9 a year
earlier, despite the fact that sponsor-

See Committee, page 12
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By Donn C. Renwick

Sports at all levels of competition
have been a rich topic for criticism
since their inception. On television, in
the press, in courtrooms, at the bar-
gaining table and in current literature,
there abound statements of weakness,
corruption, internal dissension and
the dire consequences of sports involve-
ment.

Those who are associated with
sports (that’s more than half the pop-
ulation) need to step back and hon-
estly ask themselves why all this fuss
over games? What are we trying to
accomplish? What is the purpose of
athletic competition?

Current competitive standards that
rule professional, collegiate, inter-
scholastic, youth and recreational
sports today are producing athletes,
coaches and fans who flout long-held
virtues —loyalty, sportsmanship and
teamwork — with near impunity. The
field of sports now is overrun with
neurotic behavior, acts of violence,
drug abuse, outright bribery, insensi-
tivity, cruelty, cheating and exploita-
tion. Sports pages, no longer con-

results, read more like the National
Enquirer —fights, strikes, threats, rac-
ism, boycotts, lockouts, accusations,
sexual preference, abuses, violence,
greed. These are not isolated prob-
lems. The ailments of the sports world
abound; they do not go away because
we choose to ignore them.

Our competitive spirit is out of
control. We have lost perspective on
the purpose of sports. We no longer
are teaching ethics, camaraderie and
sportsmanship. Coaches and athletes
are too intent on becoming winners.
Fans only want to be associated with
winners.

Anything that helps someone be-
come a winner or builds up the hope
of winning has been deemed accept-
able. So coaches become involved in
recruiting abuses, psychological man-
ipulation of players and role con-
flict—all of which contradict their
basic ethical values and educational
training.

The fans berate officials, riot (cele-
brate) in the name of victory or loss
and cheer winnmng rather than appre-
ciate the skills displayed.

The oft-cited statement “winning is

the only thing” now has become par-
amount. The sports world chooses to
ignore that Vince Lombardi only
intended to emphasize the importance
of having a goal and trying hard to
achieve it. He didn't mean for those
engaged with sports to “crush human
values and morality.”

We place coaches, management
and players under tremendous pres-
sure to produce and to be winners,
An unholy amouni of atiention from
fans, the media, men and women on
the street, and critics is directed to-
ward these games designed for chil-
dren. All participants are judged,
criticized and adored by a public
whose loyalties are as fragile as the

- last victory. The pressure to destroy,
to defeat and to win at all cost has -

forced undue strain on those asso-
ciated with sports. The breaking point
has been reached. Their vaiues are
put aside. In the name of winning,
sports have become a spectacle.

Scandal ensues.

Athletes who are losers want to be
winners. Looking for that extra edge,
they try drugs to get up for the game,

cerned with merely reporting game

to overcome fear and pain or to

Winning team helps depressed city

James Dakin, city manager
Peoria, Illinois
The Associated Press

“This community has had such a high standard for
itself historically and this economic downturn has been
such a devastating blow, this Bradley team (26-1 record)
couldn't have come at a better time.

“The team’s success doesn't translate into the production
of long-term jobs, but it is such a morale booster that it
reminds everyone who lives in Peoria that we’re winners.”
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Fallbrook, California
Referee

“The largest majority of officials are not predictable,
and that’s the way it should be, I think. I feel the players,
to a large extent, should decide how tough or how easy
the referee is.

“In other words, players should be allowed to play —
physically and with emotion—until such time they
display an intensity that creates problems.

“] dislike the referee who takes the emotion and

Opinions Out Loud

intensity out of a game by calling every ticky-tack foul
imaginable. To me, he’s admitting he cant cope with
impending danger, so he is going to turn the game into a
free-throw contest.”
Hal Bock, sports writer
The Associated Press
Athletic Business magazine

“You have to start somewhere; and to the NCAA’s
credit, it certainly seems to be trying to move against the
excesses.”
W. Gale Catlett, head men’s basketball coach
West Virginia University
The Washington Post

“I don't know of too many college students who get
their degrees in four years. | couldnt get mine in four
years, and | was a fairly good student.

“1 think there’s too much emphasis saying, ‘Does an
athlete need five years?' The key thing 1s to get his degree,
regardless.”
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Bill Frieder, head men’s basketball coach
University of Michigan
USA Today
“I think freshmen should be ineligible to play, and then

have four years of eligibility. And if we don't graduate

them in that time, then we lose a scholarship.

“It would give freshmen a chance to get academically
and socially oriented. It’s a big jump from high school to
college. There’s a lot of pressure.

“Putting a gap in there between when they get out of
high ecchanl and when thevy nlny would heln It would take

high school and when they play would help It would take
some of the pressure off to have them drop out of sight for
a while.

“They'll never do it, because freshmen are tremendously
important to too many programs.”

Richard “Digger™ Phelps, head men’s baskethall coach
University of Notre Dame
United Press International

“The momentum (to improve the educational system
and the requirements for student-athletes) has begun
with the various propositions. University presidents
cannot be soft now. They have to keep pushing.

“I'm really shocked at the mentality of some coaches
today. Would they take such an inactive role if it was their
own son?”

Troy LaMar, varsity basketball player
University of Southern California
Los Angeles Times

“I've come up short (on money) every year. As a
freshman, I was on an academic scholarship, then I had
an athletics scholarship for two years; and now, I'm back
on the academic —and I still can’t make it, car or no car.

“And I'm a frugal person. You don’t starve as a
scholarship athlete. You just don’t live normally. How do
you buy a new pair of jeans?

“I often pack my lunch—a peanut butter and jelly
sandwich; and at noon, I have it with a glass of water. My
apartment is the cheapest the university rents out. The $5
that I budget monthly for clothes never seems to be there;
but with loans and savings, I get by.

“Financially, you cant make it on either one (athletics
or academic scholarship). But there’s less pressure on a
guy with an athletics scholarship. You don't have to
worry about books ...and you don’t have to stand in line
to register (for classes). Things like that. The whole deal
of going to school is simpler when you have an athletics
scholarship™

Joe Brockhoff, baseball coach
Tulane University
The Associated Press

“There’s no friction between professional baseball and
college baseball. I think we have a good working relation-
ship. But I think it’s obvious that college baseball would
be better —as far as the quality of players—if we were
able to retain our players for the whole four years, the
same as football.

“Also, it would help ensure that players would have a
chance to complete school. If he (the player) gets out
needing just a few hours to get his degree, he’s more likely
to comne back and finish it than he would be if he needed
a whole year”
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become better players.

How do we correct this behavior
and return sports to what they were
meant to be?

It begins with redefining “success”
and “winning.” Parents, athletes,
coaches and athletics administrators
must realize that the road to success
or winning is a journey rather than a
destination. How we get there is im-
portant, because along the way we

P

learn teamwor 1\

1uy4u.y,
ideas and integrity. Through sports,
we educate young men and women to
know and realize their capabilities.
We teach them to work cooperatively
in striving for obtainable goals that
are important only for an instant. We
should cheer success, praise effort
and revel in the enjoyment these
games provide.

More imporantly, if we are to return
competition through sports to its
original intent, we should reemphasize
that the integrity of individuals, insti-
tutions and ideas is paramount. It is
up to each of us to protect the other’s
integrity. We no longer can condone
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those who use sports and give nothing
back.

For coaches, we must curtail the
amount of public pressure, insist upon
their maintaining thé rules, separate
the positions of coach and athletics
administrator, and punish rule of-
fenders.

Athletes must learn that the pur-
pose of games is to gain an under-
standing of themselves, their team-
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mates and their OppoOnents. 1 hE'y'
must know that effort, sportsmanship
and loyalty are more important than
a victory. They must be academically
prepared to be students.

We are at a crossroads in the direc-
tion sports will take. Sportsmanship
and the ideas the term represent can-
not be compromised further The
issue of order, the spirit of the game
and the integrity of each of us is at
stake,

Renwick is chair of sports manage-
ment at the U.S. Sports Academy.
This column appeared in the National
Federation of State High School As-
sociations News.

Letters to the Editor
SAT cutoff should be more flexible

To the Editor:

Consider the following scenarios:

1. The average SAT score for admitted freshmen at University A is 1,050.
Clearly, any student (athlete or nonathlete, white or black) with an SAT total
of 760 or less would be admitted to University A at great academic risk. Under
these circumstances, it seems to me, Bylaw 5-1<j) makes a great deal of sense.

2. The average SAT score for admitted freshmen at University B is 750. The
appiication of Bylaw 5-1<(j) under these circumstances makes little or no sense.
Indeed, it would be patently unfair to consider a student-athlete with an SAT
score of 700 to be significantly at risk, academically, at University B.

Why not have a sliding freshman athletics eligibility SAT cutoff keyed to the
average SAT score of admitted freshmen at each institution? Further research
would be needed to determine the appropriate differential. Undoubtedly, that
finally chosen would produce some complaints.

However, I submit that they would pale in comparison to the howls of
protest (justifiable, in the context cited) that have been generated by Bylaw 5-
1-(j) as it is constituted.

John L. Burmeister
Faculty athletics representative
University of Delaware

Responsibility is ours, not theirs

To the Editor:

I am pleased at our membership’s recent attentiveness to “affairs of the
academic.” However, it secems that we as an association may be working from
the outside in, when we could approach the solution from the other direction
more effectively.

We now are requiring a higher level of academic preparation in high school
for initial college athletics participation. Thus, the changes we have asked for
to date are an outside agency’s responsibility, namely the high schools. 1 have
not seen legislation proposed that places academic responsibility squarely on
our shoulders by restricting the amount of time a college program can require
from a student-athlete once enrolled and on campus.

If a student who is an athlete must participate six to 10 hours each day in
taping, practice, conditioning, team meetings, individual workouts, pregame
meals, postgame meals, individual meetings, training table, study hall, etc_, are
we providing realistic opportunities for success in the classroom? I think not.

1 don't see this getting any better unless we do something. It seems that
athletics programs today, particularly at the Division I level, are intensifying
the time requirement under the guise of “winning.” Have we lost sight of our
reasons for being and think that our product now is the winning instead of the
people?

I can just hear some of you now—“She sure isnt talking about our
program,” or “What is she talking about? Any school can place time limits on
its programs if it wants to— that is a choice.” Or perhaps, “Nobody, not even
the NCAA, is going to tell me what I can do in my program.” Those responses
illustrate the problem. We are not accepting our own responsibilitics.

Lets face facts. The NCAA legislates in a lot of arcas that affect our
individual institution’s athletics operation—from the number of scholarships
we can offer, to the number of coaches we can hire, to the entire recruitment
process.

The maximum daily athletics-time requirement also could be a commonly
legislated area for all members...and perhaps it must be if we are to “clean up
our act” Is it not time that we reexamine and then legislate rather than place
our academic responsibility on someone clse? We must work from the
inside . .. or expect that our academic credibility will continue to be a national
embarrassment.

Kathy Hildreth
Director of women’s athletics
Maho State University
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Top teams invariably have toughest schedules

By James M. Van Valkenburg
NCAA Director of Statistics

One fact never changes, it seems, in
college basketball: A team only be-
comes strong enough to beat the
better teams by playing more games
against the better teams. The com-
puter ratings for the NCAA Division
I Men’s Basketball Committee show
every year that the strongest teams
have played the tougher schedules.

This season, for instance, of the 50
teams that had faced the toughest
schedules through games of February
8, only 13 had losing records. At
exactly the same stage of the 1985
season, exactly the same number —
13 of the top 50 were losers.

Among the 50 teams on the 1986
toughest-schedule list at that stage
were North Carolina, Duke, Kansas,
Memphis State, Georgia Tech, Ne-
vada-Las Vegas, St. John's (New
York), Oklahoma, Georgetown, Mich-
igan, Syracuse, Louisville, Virginia
Tech and North Carolina State.

If that group looks slightly familiar,
it should, because all 14 of those
teams are top-20 wire-service teams,
or were at that stage.

Five more teams on the top-50
toughest-schedule list had won more

Maryland, Louisville on top

A year ago at this stage, Maryland
had played the toughest all-games
schedule and Louiswville the toughest
nonconference schedule. The same
two teams lead in 1986:

All Games Nonconference
1. Maryland 1. Louisville
2. Louisville 2. New Mexico
St.
3. Georgia Tech 3. St. Bonaven-
ture
4, Cincinnati 4. St. Jos. (Pa))
S. Providence S. UCLA
6. Kansas 6. Kent State
7. Wake Forest 7. Cincinnati
8. lowa State 8. Kansas
9. Michigan 9. Middle Tenn.
10. Connecticut 10. Georgia Tech
11. Miss. State 11, Maryland
12. Minnesota 12. Ohio

13. Georgetown 13.Utah State
14. Virginia Tech 14, Nev.-Las Ve-

gas

15. Auburn 1S. Creighton

16. Okla. State 16. Fresno State

17. Missouri 17. Providence

18. Duke 18. West Virginia

19. Northwestern  19. Va. Common.

20. N. C. State 20. Lamar

21. North Caro- 21. Washington
lina*

21. Virginia® 22. Loyola (111.)

23, Ala.-Birm. 23. Eastern Mich.

24 lowa 24. Michigan

25. St, John’s 25. Ohio State

26. Utah State 26. Tennessee

27. Pittsburgh 27. Ala.-Birm.*

Basketball notes

than 70 percent of their games
through February 8 but did not make
the wire-service top 20— St. Joseph’s
(Pennsylvania), the Atlantic 10 Con-
ference champion; Purdue; New Mex-
ico State; Virginia, and Alabama-
Birmingham.

Seven more teams on that list had
won between 65 and 69.9 percent at
that point but had not made the
polis—Pittsburgh, Illinois, DePaul,
lowa State, Mlnncsota, Missouri and
lowa (this is through February 8 —
some are now below 65).

Three wire-service top-20 teams
had played schedules just below 50th
place —Kentucky, Notre Dame and
Indiana, but four more were not
close — Bradley, UTEP, Western Ken-
tucky and Alabama. UTEP, however,
had played a top-50 nonconference
schedule but was dragged down the
all-games list because its Western
Athletic Conference was 44-50 vs.
outside Division I opponents.

Only a handful

The committee also takes a close
look at how many games a team
played against top-50 opponents and
where those games were played. By
top-50, we mean teams ranked in the
top 50 in the Rating Percentage Index
power rankings, not teams playing
schedules in the top 50.

In this connection, only a handful
of teams had winning records against
top-50 ranked teams on foreign and
neutral courts combined. They were
North Carolina 5-1, Duke 6-2, Mich-
igan 6-3, Kansas 5-3, St. John’s 4-1,
St. Joseph's 4-1 and Georgia Tech 3-
2. Looking even closer, Michigan was
4-3 on the road and 2-0 on neutral
courts, Duke 4-2 on the road and 20
neutral. North Carolina’s record in-
cluded 3-0 on neutral courts, Kansas’
included 3-1 neutral and St. Joseph's
(Pennsylvania) included 4-0 neutral
[even so, it seems that St. Joseph’s
(Pennsylvania) with its 22-5 record,
should be a top-20 team].

Kentucky was 7-3 vs. top-50 ranked
teams but }-3 on the road, while
Georgetown was 6-3 and 2-3 on the
road. Illinois had played the most
games vs. top-50 ranked teams at 13,
but was 1-4 on the road and I-1 on
neutral courts (and 6-7 overall).

Only six teams had won eight times
in all games vs. top-50 ranked teams,
home, road and neutral — North Car-
olina9-1, Duke 9-2, Michigan 9-3, St.
John’s 8-2, Kansas 8-3 and Georgia
Tech 8-3.

28. Syracusc 27. Texas®

29. UCLA 29. Arizona State

30. Wisconsin 30. Miss. State

31. Memphis State  31. Georgetown

32. Colorado 32. Miami (Ohio)

33. Ohio State 33. lona

34. Oklghoma* 34. NW Louisiana

34. va. Common.* 35, Western I,

36. Lamar 36. Cal-Santa Bar-
bara

37. Purdue 37. Virginia Tech*

38. St. Jos. (Pa.) 37. UC Irvine*

39. 1llinois 39. Navy

40. Villanova 40. Duquesne

41. Creighton 41_ Florida State

42. Seton Hall 42. Southern 11

43. Florida State ~ 43. Auburn

44. Vanderbilt 44 SE Louisiana

45 Tennessee 45. Marshall

46. DePaul#t 46. Centenary

47. St. Bonaven- 47. UTEP
ture
48. New Mexico 48. Pennsylvania

St.
49. Mississippi 49. DePaul#
50. Nev.-Las Ve- 50. Missouri
gas

* Tied for that paosition. # Only independent on
list.
An analysis of the lists will show

that only three teams played schedules
ranked in the top 10, both all games
and nonconference — Louisville, Cin-
cinnati and Kansas, Also, 26 teams
made both top 50s. And that means
24 teams made the all-games top 50
because they are in a conference with
a winning record vs. outside Division
I teams; and becausc at that stage,
teams had played more conference
games than nonconference.

A word of caution about the non-
conference schedule rankings—only
games vs. Division 1 opponents are
included. Thus, a team might have
played four games against teams
below Division I (the maximum al-
lowed); but these are not considered
by the computer, except for a small
penalty for each non-Division 1 team
played.

This means a wide disparity in the
number of nonconference games
played. For instance, Louisville had
played 16 Division I nonconference
foes (winning 11) through February
8, Kansas also 16 (winning 14), but
New Mexico State had played only
five and St. Bonaventure six (and
they ranked second and third on the
list).

A definition needed

One problem in ranking schedules
is how you define it. Many believe
that if you have played four to six top
teams, then you have played a tough
nonconference schedule. Maybe that
is as good a definition as any, but that
is not how the computer program
does it. It averages the winning per-

centages of all your Division I oppo-
nents.

A good example is the North Car-
olina State nonconference schedule.
The Wolfpack had played four top-20
teams outside the Atlantic Coast Con-

ference through February 8 —Kansas,

Nevada-Las Vegas, Kentucky and
Louisville. But it had played seven
other outside foes with a combined
record of 43-81 vs. Division I teams,
so its nonconference schedule ranked
95th nationally at that stage.

Six dominate

The same six conferences that led
the nation for the first six seasons of
the 1980s are doing it again in 1986,
and it is uncanny how nearly identical
the figures are. As a group, they had
won 418, lost 143 for a .745 winning
percentage vs. Division I teams out-
side the conference through February
8. In the first six years of the 1980s
(December 18 notes), the same group
averaged 423 victories, 145 losses for
a .745 percentage.

Only individual conference figures
vary —as a group it stays the same.
This time, it is the Atlantic Coast .832
(84-17), Big East Conference .768 (73-
22), Big Ten Conference .753 (70-23),
Big Eight Conference .745 (70-24),
Southeastern Conference .694 and
Metropolitan Collegiate Athletic Con-
ference .667.

Going into this season, it was the
ACC .799, Big East .727, Big Ten
.709, SEC .683, Big Eight .632 and
Metro 606 for the first six years of
the 1980s.

It is not entirely the same song,
seventh verse, however, because the
top six all are playing nonconference
schedules ranked 10th or better (while
a year ago, the ACC nonconference
schedule ranked 12th and the Big
East 21st; that proved no handicap in
the NCAA tournament, as they dom-
inated).

Four of the six are ranked higher
than their schedule. The exceptions
are the Metro, playing the No. 1
nonconference schedule, and the Big
Eight, fourth and playing the fourth-
ranked schedule.

As an example of the domination
of the top six, every one of the top 20
teams on the toughest all-games sched-
ule list came from the top six confer-
ences; and only 13 of the 32 confer-
ences made the list, with the top six
holding 39 of the 50 spots.

By contrast, the top six had only 15
spots on the nonconference list, and
22 conferences made the list. The
Pacific Coast Athletic Association
had six teams playing nonconference
schedules ranked in the top 50 to lead
the way, while the Metro, Atlantic 10
and Mid-American Conference had
four each and the SEC and Pacific-10
Conference three each. Here are all 32
by percentage with the nonconference
schedule ranking of each:

Won
AtlanticCoast « v v e s 0o v v v 84
BigEast......00000.. 73
BigTen ¢ .cvvvennnenen 70
Big Eight ....... PE N 70
Southeastern ¢ o o v o .. ... 59
MEtro ¢ 4« c o e vnnneeen 62
SunBelt, .......ccu0.n 55
Pacific Coast . . . . . PN 48
Southland ....e0ccvann 44
Missouri Valley . ........ 44
Pacific-10 , o o o o c o cnn o n 52
Southwest Athletic « o oo v o 43
ECAC North Atlantic . .... 34
Atlantic 10 . . .. ........ 39
Western Athletic. o v o o v o v o 44
West Coast ¢ oo v oo vnennn 39
BigSKYy - « e vcnnecerann 35
Colonial . . . . ... cecrens kY
Mid-American . o o0 .00 n 30
| 5 20 ceveen 3
Southern « .o veeveeennn 23
Southwestern . ......... 27
OhioValley . e o o ¢ 0 e o aaa s 28
Metro Atlantic. . . ... cees 33
Mid-Continent . + ¢« ¢ o v oo 27
MidwesStern, « o v o o a v o v x 31
Trans America « « « « ¢ o v 000 3
EastCoast o ovev-cenan 27
*Gulf Star . . ...cveca. 20
*BigSouth .. ....o0000 18
ECACMetro, ¢ v o e avnan- 20
Mid-Eastern . .......... 15

*Division 1 members only.

Ron Harper, Miami (Ohio) senior, ranks among the Division I leaders in
scoring, rebounding and steals

Opp.
Rank

It is worth noting that the Atlantic
10°s schedule ranks second, the Pa-
cific-10’s third, the Mid-American’s
sixth and the PCAA’'s seventh, but
except for the PCAA, eighth in win-
ning, none made the top 10 in winning
percentage, where the lowest of the
group was the MAC at 19th. Sim-
ilarly, the Midwestern Collegiate Con-
ference outside schedule ranked 13th,
but its winning percentage was only
26th.

SEC, Texas lead women
Not surprisingly, Southeastern
Conference women’s teams had the
best record against nonconference
opposition through February 8, while
top-ranked Texas leads the teams.
The SEC, however, is no better than
12th on the toughest-schedule list
compared to No. 1 at the end of last
season. Once again, the Atlantic Coast
Conference is second and the Atlantic
10 Conference third, but the Big Eight
Conference jumped from 12th to
fourth and the Big East Conference
from 20th to eighth. The new Pacific
See Top teams, page 10
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Basketball Statistics

Men’s Division I individual leaders

SCORING

cL G
1. Terrance Bailey, Wagner ....... ... ... Jr 25
2. Scott Skiles, Michigan St. .............. Sr 24
3. Joe Yezbak, U.S. International ..... .. . Jr 25
4 Ragq!‘e Miller, UCLA ................... Jr 24
5. Ron Harper, Miami (Ohio) . Sr 28
6. Dell Curry, Vir%nil Bch ............... Sr 27
7. Reggie Lewis, Northeastern . Jr 24
8. Len Bias, Maryland ................... Sr 26
9. Lamont Harris, St. Francis (Pa)......... Jr 24
10. Frank Ross, American ................. Jr 26
11.GayElmore, VMI ... ................... Jr 27
12.Greg Grant, Utah St. ................... Sr 25
13. Walter Berry, St. John's (N.Y)........... Jr 29
14. Anthony Watson, San DiegoSt. ......... Sr 24
15. Tony White, Tennessee . Jr 28
16. Steve Alford, Indiana .. Jr 23
17. Don Marbury, Texas ASM . Sr 26
18. Dwyane Randall, Nevada-R Sr 24
18. Dave Hoppen, Nebraska .. Sr 19
20. John Newman, Richmond . Sr 26
21. Norris Coleman, Kansas St Fr 27
22. Kevin Houston, Army . . Jr 25
23. Chad Tucker, Butler ... Jr 27
24. Larry Krystkowiak, Montana Sr 27
25. David Robinson, Navy ................. Jr 27
28. Keith Smith, Loyola (Cal) .............. Sr 24
27. Jim McCaffrey. Holy Cross ............. Sr 2
28. Dennis Hopson, Ohio St. ............... Jr 23
28. Andre Ervin, Longisland ............... Sr 25
30. Alvin Franklin, Houston................ Sr 2%
31. Darryl Kennedy, Oklahoma . ............ Jr s
32 Byron Larkin, Xavier (Ohio} ............ So 26
33. Jeff Grayer. lowaSt. .................. So 25
3. Dan Ma%rle, Central Michigan ..... . _. So 24
35. Tony George, Fairfield ................. Sr 27
6. Chuck Person, Auburn ................. Sr 26

7. Cedric Hill, Southwestern La. ........... Sr 27
38. Buck Johnson, Alabama ............... Sr 21

BLOCKED 8HOTS

1. David Robinson, Navy ................. N
2.Tim Perrg. Temple ...l
3. Rodney Blake, St. Joseph's (Pa) ..........
4. Warren Martin, North Carolina . .........._
5. Cuntis Kitchen, South Florida
8. Roy Tarpley, Michigan
7. Rony Selkalr, Syracuse..................
8. William Bedford, Memphis St. ............
9. Rik Smits, Marist ..................... .
ASSISTS

1. Mark Jackson, St. John's (N.Y.) ....... ...
2. Taurence Chisholm, Delaware.............
3. Tyrone Bogues, Wake Forest
4. Frank Smith, Oid Dominion ........ .......
5. Derric Thomas, Monmouth (N.J.) ........ .
8. Jim Paguaga, §t. Francis(N.Y) ...........
1. Jim Les, Bradle e
8. Drafton Davis, Marist ... ... IO ..
8. Girard Harmon, McNeese St...............
10. Dwight Moody, Northwestern St. (La.) .....

1. Brad Sellers, Ohio St. .
2. David Robinson, Navy . .
3. Greg Anderson, Houston ..
4. Don Hill, Bethune-Cookman
S Ron Harper, Miami (Ohio) .
6. Walter Berry, St. John's (N.Y))
7. Larr{lKLysl owiak, Montana ..
8. Bob McCann, Morehead St.......... ..
9. Kavin Carter, Loyola (Md.) ..........
10. David Boone, Marquette
11. Rickie Winslow, Houston. ................

Women’s Division I individual leaders

SCORING
cL

1. Wanda Ford, Drake. . . ....
2. Chery! Miller, Southern Cal
3. Karen Pelphre'x Marshall .
4. Pat Hoskins, Mississippi Val.
S. Tresa Spaulding, Bnge am Young
6. Cindy g:own, Long Beach St. ...

7. Kristy Burns, Central Fla. ......... TSr 24
8. Valorie Whiteside, Appalachian St. ...... SJo Zzg
.......... r

8. Char{l Taylor, Tennessee Tech
10. Dorothy Bowers, Youngstown St
11. Stephanie Samuels, Wagner .. .. ...
12. Renee Kelly, Missouri.............
13. Jennifer Gillom, Mississippi .
14. Lisa Ingram, Northeastta. .............
15. Caroline Mast, Ohio
16. Marueen Formico, Pepperdine

17. Sue Wicks, Rutgers . ..................

18. Chris Moreland Duke..................

19. Orphie Moore, South Ala. .............. Jr 23
20. Pam Leake, North Carolina ............. Sr2%
21. Katie Back, East Tenn. St. .............. So 25
22. Debbie Oraczewski, Towson St. ......... Jr 25
23. Shelly Pennefather, Villanova........... Jr 26
24 Ghrig Starr, Nevada-Reno .............. Sr28
25. Maria Rivera, Miami (Fla) .. ... ... .. .S 25
26. Vickie Adkins, Kansas ................. Sr 25
27. Mary Currie, ramblmg e L Jdr 25
28. Regina Days, Ga. Southern 2

wn
Q

29. Teri Hunt, San Francisco . .
30. Lavetta Dawkins, Davidson .
31. Sharon Brown, Eastern Mich.
32. Shalonda Young, Queens . .
33. Katrina McClain, Georgia. .

Lens
- NN

R

34. Stacey Gaudet, Tulane ... ............ 27
35. Dorothy Taylor, AustinPeay ............ Sr 25
35. Toya Decres, US. Int'|_................. r 25
37. Michele Washingtan, Rhode Island .. .... Sr 26
38. Jackie Cowan, Vanderbilt .............. Sr 27
39. Carlene Albury, Delaware St. .. ... .. Sr 25
40. Sonya Watkins, Houston .. ............. Sr 2%
41. Brantley Southers, South Caro. ......... Sr 27
42. Kathleen McLaughlin, Montana St. ...... Sr 24
43. Darlene Brown, Tennessee St............ Sr 24
44. Clara Campbell, North Texas St.......... dr 27
45. Jonelte Polk, lllinois . .................. r25
46. Mary Raese Idaho .................... Sr 28
48. Eun Jung Lee, Northeastla. ............ Sr 25
48 Emma Jones, BallSt. .................. Jr 25

1. Suzie McConnell_Penn St... ... e
2. Kim Skala, East Tenn. St.............. ...
3. Danielle Carson, Youngstown St. ..........
4. Sharon Carr, Loyola () .................
§. Julie Cardinale, Central Fla. . .............
8. Chris Moye, Tennessee Tech
7. Marti Heckman, Ohio
8. Terasa Weatherspoon, Louisiana Tech
9. Gerri McCormick, Wagner
10. Dabbie Black, St. Joseph's (Pa.) ...........

1. Wanda Ford, Drake. .
2. Darlene Beale, Howard
3. Stephanie Samuels, Wag
4. Kristin Witson, N.C.-Charlotte . . ..
5. Pat Hoskins, Mississippi Val. .............
6. Cheryl Taylor, Tennessee Tech
7. Debbie Thomas, Cheyne
8. Katie Beck, East Tenn. St. ................
9. Peggy Walsh, Connecticut .. ..............
10. Wanda Pittman, South Caro. St............
10. Cheryl Miller, Southern Cal

EERE PR 1
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Team leaders

FIELD-GOAL PERCENTAGE SCORING OFFENSE SCORING DEFENSE

FT PIS AVG (Min. 5 FB Made Per Game) cL G FG FGA PCT G WL PIS AVG G WL PIS AVG
187 747 299 1. Brad Daugherty, North Carolina......... Sr 28 237 368 644 1. Cleveland State .. ... 28 233 2391 920 1. Princeton .......... 23 1112 1241 540
124 6% 265 2. Ken Norman, iflinois . .................. Jr 26 182 284 641 2 Oklahoma. . ... ... 29 236 2624 905 2.St.Peter's.......... 2 1511 1438 553
14 682 285 3 Derrick McKey, Alabama...... ..... . So 2% 139 217 B41 3.US. International ... 25 7-18 2258 902 3. Texas Christian . . ... 25 205 1397 559
172 62 259 4. Kenny Gattison, Oid Dominion .......... LS 21 12 300 640 4. North Carolina. .. ... 28 253 2471 883 4. North Carolina A&T . 26 187 1479 589
113 631 243 5. Albert Thomas, Centenary...... JECTUT ‘Sr 27 168 285 634 S Syracuse .......... 25 223 2088 835 STulsa.............. 27 198 1539 570

% 647 240 6. Terry Williams, Southern Methodist .. ... Jr 25 133 210 633 6. Michigan St. ....... 24 186 2002 834 6.Temple ............ 27 234 167 580
141 573 239 7.Jim Turner, Brown .................... Sr 24 172 2713 630 7.Memphis St......... 27 243 2243 831 7 Richmond .. .. ...... % 24 154 586
164 608 234 8. George Jones, NorthwesternSt. (La)) .... So 26 130 207 628 8 Middle Tennessee ... 29 209 2386 823 8. FresnoSt. ......... 28 1513 1643 587
132 560 233 9 Tom Hammonds, Georgia Tech .... . .. Fr 25 128 206 621 9. Alabama St......... 25 918 2045 818 9 UTEP . ..... .21 25 1985 987
102 604 232 10. Geraid Bush, Northwestern St. (La) ..... Jr 21 183 247 619  10.Kansas ............ 27-3 2453 818 10. Indiana St. ......... 25 10-15 1469 588
171 619 229 11. Dave Hoppen, Nebraska ............... Sr 19 151 245 616 Duke .............. 29 272 2% 816 11.Colgate ............ 23 122 1354 589
119 S 28 12. Kevin Duckworth, Eastern lllinois ....... St 28 207 337 614 12 Loyola(Cal) ....... 25 178 2014 806 12 West Texas St....... 25 115 1483 593
134 65 26 13. Rik Smits, Marist ..................... Soe 24 175 286 612 13 Providence......... 26 1412 2093 805 13. Old Dominion ... ..... 27 216 1619 600
123 539 25 14. Rob Rose, George Mason. .. ... ... Sr 26 150 246 610 14.FloridaSt ...... .. 26 1016 2088 803 14, Ala.-Birm........... 31 229 1882 601
107 561 224 15. Dan Bingenhgimer, Missouri .. Sr 30 173 284 608 15.UCIrvine .......... 25 1510 2003 801 15. Winois St ........ 2% 1313 1965 602

282 Gl SO m BoE BuehoooH g ogn R plensoz w0 @

. . Danny Manning, Kansas . ... 0 1 .Chicago St. ........ X It 1- 1 80.3

113 533 222 18, Andre Spancer, Northern St 2% 184 M5 603 ¢ 17 Oregon §t. ... B 1z 138
18 420 221 19. Ed Young, Dayton ... Jr 26 150 249 602
127 5711 220 20. Mike Williams, Bradi Sr 29 159 264 602 WON-LOST PERCENTAGE

98 5% 2189 21. Duane Ferrell, Georgia Tech So 25 130 216 60.2 SCORING MARGIN W- PCT
134 548 219 22. David Robinson, Navy ... .. Jr 27 226 376 601 OFF DEF  MAR 1.Bradley.................... 281 966
136 591 219 23. Calvin Cannady, East Tennessee St 26 131 218 60.t 1. Cleveland State . .. .. 920 69.7 23 2. Duke ................. 272 931
169 589 218 24. Scott Fisher, UC SantaBarbara ......... Sr 24 134 224 598 2 North Carolina...... 883 670 213 3 Kansas ......... cenen 273 900
135 587 217 25. Jerome Batiste, McNeese St. ........... Jr 26 203 M1 595 3 S'Iracuse .......... 835 668 168 3. Univ. Nev.-Las Vegas . .. 273 900
1m3 521 217 4. Memphis St......... 831 669 162 5 North Carolina......... 253 81
112 472 215 ) FREE-THROW PERCENTAGE S.Navy.............. 76 616 16.0 6. Kentucky _............ 243 889
107 433 214 (Min. 2.5 Ft Made Per Game) CL G FT FTA PCT G NotreDame........ 798 643 156 6. Memphis St..... ... ... 243 889
141 535 214 1. Scott Coval, William and Mary.......... Sr 26 105 13 929 7. Georgetown ........ 793 o1 152 8. Cleveland State . ....... 233 885
WS 212 2. Daman Gondwin, Dayton ............... St 2% 78 B4 R9 8 Oklahoma.......... 905 755 150 9. Syracuse ............. 23 880
133 611 211 3. Ken Barlow, Notre Dame ............ .. Sr 23 77 8 917 13 MichiganSt ....... 834 700 135 10.SLJohns(NY)........ 54 862
108 542 208 4. Rick Suder, Duquesne ... _............. Sr 27 131 143 916 V4. Kanmsas...... . . 818 686 131 ttNavy................. . 234 85

83 521 28 5. Ron Rowan, St. John's (N.Y.)....... . .. St 29 76 8 916 11. Temple ........ e 834 B8R
104 500 208 6. Mike Androlewicz, Lehigh.............. Sr 27 82 91 901 Current Winning Streak: Bradiey 19, North Carolina
133 ga %g g SCN}(SRKHI;S‘ Mli)chl%an | E gr %; 1%3 1% g A&T 12, Duke 11, Navy 9, Pan American 9.

. . Derek Rucker, Davidson ............... 0 X -
73 %9 207 9 JohnBajusz, Comell ... ...l o4 B % 891 HEL DGO PN TAGE . PCT
98 44 207 9. Luke Murphy, Hofstra ............ ... S 27 8 R 8t 1. North Carolina 1013 1785 568 FIELD-GOAL PERCENTAGE DEFENSE
11. Scott Brooks, UC Irvine ... ... Jb 24 & 71 887 2 MichiganSt ... 823 1452 567 i fG FGA  PCT
12. Reggie Miller, UCLA .. ... ... ... Jr 24 172 194 887 3K o y 1. Texas Christian .. ... 548 1369 40.0
G NO AVG 13 Rick Dlson. Wi . . Kansas ............ 93 1757 %65 2.6 t 646 1588 407
2718 6.0 . Rick Olson, Wisconsin ..... ... .. Sr 25 84 9 884 4. Georgia Tech .. .. 767 13%0 552 . Georgetown ........ ! 7
2 M2 41 RN Carabel. Weber S 11 ¥R @ % oNp Mmoo S I - ST 9w s
27 97 36 16‘Aad Ha dp hel } he ek | Sr 26 80 91 879 6. Alabama. . 766 1423 538 & uP _ da_.. ... FTER - S
24 7% 33 18 ndy Hurd, Northern Arizona .. .. Sr 25 8 98 878 7. Syracuse 844 1573 537 . St.Peter's.......... B
% 83 32 David Moss, Tulsa............... 27 95 109 872 8. St John's (N.Y) . ... 3 1619 533 6 Marist. ... ... ... 548 30, 9
18. Earl Kelley, Connecticut.......... Se 21 141 162 870 9. Indiana ... 1 7. Houston Baptist . ... 666 1582 421
26 81 31 719 1350 53.3
19. John Newman, Richmond .... .. St 26 121 146 870 10. i LUTEP . ... 620 1472 421
25 n 29 . 0 Georgia............ 811 1528 53.1
% g 28 20. Tom Lewis, Southern California . ... Fr 24 120 138 870 11 Pepperdine......... 818 1544 53p D Jemple ... 628 1486 423
y 21. Ernie Myers, N.C. State .. ....... St 27 78 90 87 12N rP Y 10. San Diego.......... 617 144 424
24 66 28 . Northwestern St_(La) ... .. 03 1328 529 4
2 Steve Alford, Indiana ........._.. ... Jr 28 97 112 886 13 Pittsburgh ......... 815 1540 529 11 PanAmerican .. ... 66 1474 425
14 Lovisville 87 1110 525 12 NorthCarolinaA&T . 585 1399 425
G N0 AVG STEALS 15 Claveland Staie " > 13.St Joseph's (Pa.) 849 155 426
2 257 89 L G No avg 3 ClevelandState..... oo 84 i NorhCaoiina ... 7% 17689 427
g % gg ; ‘I?_arrgn Brit(masn' Ehicago&l.v.) ............ gr %2 }(3)3 22 -UUKE .. 934 1784 524 15 Ala.-Birm.. ... .. ... 734 1737 428
. . Jim Paguaga, St. Francis (N.Y) . . 7 . .SanJoseSt......... |
%z %g gg ;45 #emy ||7\,}‘ IHoLs"ial' i jf %i 93 gg 16. San Jose St 572 1331 430
: . Terrance Artis, Prairie View .. r .
24 198 83 5. Ron Harper, Miami (Ohio) ... S 2% B4 32 FREE-THROW PERCENTAGE REBOUND MARGIN
2 26 81 6. Harold Starks, Providence ... S 2B N 32 - FT. FTA  PCT DEF  MAR
24 1 81 7. Michael Anderson, Pan American S 2% 8 32  )MchiganSt ... 3% 811 1.Notre Dame ._...... 71 273 98
24 194 81 8. Tyrone Bogues, Wake Forast ... b % B2 32 2 WeberSt... .. ... 42 551 784 2 Michigan ........._ 385 289 96
25 18 79 9. Reggie Lewis, Northeastern ... ... ... " b 224 72 30 3UWlvine ... 4% 64 781 3 Syracuse .......... 406 315 90
4_Notre Dame ........ 464 73 4. Ark -Little Rock . ... .. 46 359 a7
REBOUNDING 5. Davidson .......... 4% 59 773 s.lllinois. . ... ........ M0 258 82
G NO AVG . CL G NO  AVG 6. Oklahoma.......... 582 760 76.6 6. Cleveland State. . ... 399 318 81
24 316 132 11. Largest Agbﬂemnsm, Wagner ............ Jr 24 252 105 7 Temple . ... ... 497 650 76.5 Yale............... 87 N8 79
27 30 130 13. Dwyane Randail, Nevada-Reno . . Sr 24 247 103 8. Alabama...... 376 492 76.4 8. Texas Christian . .. .. 40.2 324 79
25 2 129 14. Andre Moore, Loyola (lll) ... ... Jr 2% 255 102 9. LaSalle ........... 41 540 761 O Navy .............. 412 334 78
% 303 17 15. Michael Clarke, Ark -Little Rock St 2% 265 102 10.Princeton . 223 28 761  10.Georgetown ... .. 23 U7 715
26 291 1.2 15. Doug Cook, Florida A&M . Sr 26 265 102 11. Fairtield 485 642 75.5 Duke .............. 34 296 68
29 322 1A 17. Horace Grant, Clemson . . Jr 28 285 102 12_ Butler .. .. .... 407 539 75.5 12 New Orleans 415 348 6.8
27 25 109 18. Jerry Adams, Oregon . . .. Sr 25 24 102 13. N.C. Wilmington 458 607 755 13. Loyola (Cal.) .. 409 45 6.4
2 280 108 19. Lamont Harrls, St. Francis (Pa.) . Jr 24 241 100 14.BalSt ....... . 407 540 754 14 Clemson........ 303 23 64
25 2668 106 20. Harold Pressley, Villanova ....... Sr 31 311 100 15. Pepperdine........... 398 528 753 15. Fairleigh Dickinso 3 N5 58
24 255 106 21. Dan Palombizio, Bali St. ......... . Sr 24 2% 98 16.Dartmouth ......... 331 40 752 16 Northeastern . ... 377 R2 56
24 252 105 22. Melvin Stewart, Texas Southern........... Jr 23 226 98 17. Louisiana State . .. .. 415 552 752 17.-Memphis St....... 399 44 55
[eam leaders
-4
FIELD-GOAL PERCENTAGE .

FT PIS AVG  (Min.S Fg Made Per Game) CL G FG FGA PCT SCORING OFFENSE 1s  AvG SCORING DEFENSE 015 AVG
108 734 306 ). Regina Days, Ga. Southern S0 2 1% 28 728 1 LongBeachSt ..... 27 243 2480 919 1.5t Peter's.......... 25 241 132 521
12 638 265 2. Mary Raese, idaho . ... Sr 25 198 302 658 2 Western Ky. ... ... 25 232 261 904 2 Momtana. ..., 2% 233 1306 537
128 660 264 3. Chris Starr, Nevada-Reno Sr 23 14 209 649 3 Georgia.... ... 27 261 2412 893 3. James Madison. ... 27 43 1415 546
157 607 253 4. Katrina McClain, Georgia. Jr 28 214 333 643 243 23714 879 4 Northeastern ... .... 2% 1412 1438 553

9 505 253 5. Vickie Adkins, Kansas . .. Sr 25 207 324 &9 T8 23 2154 862 5 10Wa oo 24 195 1329 554
127 677 251 6. Tracey Hall, Ohio State .... So 24 168 268 631 T27T 216 2311 856 5. South Caro. St. ‘24 204 139 554

8 597 249 7_Cheryt Miller, Southern Cal ... .. Sr 24 252 401 628 2% 260 212 843 .24 213 1332 555
119 639 246 8. Sandy Botham, Notre Dame . ... So 24 130 207 628 X’ N4 2106 842 "% %0 1450 558

93 639 246 9. Mary Westerwelle, Idaho .. ... .. Sr 25 190 303 627 2% 215 2185 840 24 159 1390 579
115 651 241 10. Renee Daniels, Southeastern La. .. Sr 24 124 198 626 10 Grambling 25 196 2096 838 T 94 977 1397 582
135 611 235 11. Tresa SFaulde. Brigham Young . . Jr 20 203 326 623 11, Providence.. .28 24 2165 833 1. Auburn . .. T 27 234 1577 S84
42 52 233 12 Ghery! Taylor, Tennesses Tech ... Jr 26 213 442 618 12 BrighamYoung ..... 23 158 1902 &7 12. Louisiana .26 24 158 588

% 628 233 13. Dolores Bootz, Georgia Tech . ... So 2 174 282 617 13 CentralFla. ........ 24 1113 199 820 13 Manhattan .. .. 28 1212 1413 589

97 556 231 14. Tori Harrison, Louisiana Tech . ... Jr 26 113 81 816 14 Duke.............. 26 206 2129 819 14 Washington ........ 24 204 1417 590
}g Sé %%(1) }g IT\ronii TJt‘ﬂ'ma;?n. ﬁ%ulhwesslem La.. Sjo g ;g g gc‘; 2 15. Tennessee St... ... .. 25 1114 2046 818 1S EastCaro. ......... 27 216 1588 592

! . Trena Trice, North Caro. St ....... r 8 16 Vanderbilt.......... 27 7 2200 815  16.New Mexico St . ... 24 177 1427 585

11 593 228 17. Bridgett Bonds, Southern lll. . ... So 24 140 233 60.1 6 exico S
151 589 227 18. Gindy Brown, Long Beach St. . .. Jr 27 715 458 800
121 81 27 19. Regina MHoward, Rutgers ....... Jr 25 146 245 596 SCORING MARGIN WON-LOST PERCENTAGE

84 588 226 20. Sonya Watkins, Houston . . .. ... Sr 25 221 375 589 OFF DEF  MAR ¥ PCT

81 581 224 21. Vicki Link, PennSt. ............. Jr 26 158 271 587 1. Texas ............. 843 558 285 1Texas ..................... 260 1.000

88 554 22 22. Antoinette Norris, S.F. Austin St. . So 26 161 275 585 2 Georgia............ 893 615 278 2.Georgia............. 26-1 963

72 5716 222 23. Lillie Mason, Western Ky. ........ Sr 25 174 298 584 3. Western K 90.4 635 210 3. Virginia............. 251 962
117 505 220 24 Jonelle Polk, Ittinois .......... Jro 25 204 350 583 4. Northeast 862 634 227 4. St. Peter's . 24- 960
110 6 218 25. Kira Anthofer, UC Santa Barb. .. So 25 154 266 579 5. Long Beach S 91.1 689 22 5. Ohio._ . _. 231 958
128 542 217 26. Kelly Lane, American ........ Fr 25 182 280 S7.9 6. Southern Cal 879 66.3 21.7 6. Rutgers . .. 24-2 K 7x])
114 538 215 27. Catrice Lee, San Francisco Fr 24 133 230 578 7. Auburn . . 796 S84 21 7. Western Ky . 232 90

80 470 214 28. Chris Moreland, Duke. . . . Soe 26 219 379 578 8. St Peter’ 707 52.1 18.6 8. James Madison 24-3 889
12 488 212 29. Sheila Frost, Tennessee . . . . Fr 26 183 265 577 9. Louisiana nr 60.2 17.5 8. Long Beach St. 24-3 .889

5 381 212 30. Shelly Pennefather. Villanov Jr 26 252 437 577 10. Virginia. .. n7 62.7 170 8. Southern Cal .. 243 889

81 485 211 11. 1daho. . 79 613 166 11. Montana...... 233 885
oo ar FREE-THROW PERCENTAGE 13 South 13 B4 B3 1 Somamit 53 an
05 2: s (Min. 2.5 Ft Made Per Game) CL G FT FIA PCT 787 631 156 14 Auburn, .00l 234 852

87 523 209 1. Chris Starr, Navada-Reno ... . . ... Sr 23 117 125 436 707  S55 152 Current Winning Steak- Texas 26 e

- 2. Keely Feeman, Cincinnali ........ St 27 73 78 L6 819 867 133  current Winning Streak. Texas 26, Southern Hlinois

105 523 209 3. Lorea Feldman, Michigan So 24 64 69 98 E - - 18, Georgia 16, Ohio 14, Providence 13, Rutgers 13.
F I T b o OB w13 @

- . Jody Beerman, Central Mich. . r . 1ELD-

s @ 28 8. Balsy Witman, James Madison J27 6 78 85 FIELD-GOAL PERCR A Ten  pe FIELD-GOAL PERCENTAGE DEFENSE o

75 355 208 7. Debbie Theroux, San Diego . . . Sr 24 70 80 875 1. Texas 908 1650 55.0 1. South Caro. St 514 1572 27
153 433 205 8. Tracey Earley, George Washington Fr 24 79 91 86.8 2. l[daho 829 1533 541 2 Bethune-Cookman .. 557 1497 372
155 491 205 9 Cindy Bumgarner, Indiana...... So 24 107 124 83 3. Geor, 1007 1863 4.1 3. Notre Dame N 528 1404 376

% 551 204 10. Brantiey Southers, South Garo. . St 271 75 87 862 4. OhioOSta 763 1419 538 4 |ouisiana Tech ... .. 610 1619 377
12 510 204 11_ Carmen Alvarez, S F. Austin St. ... Jr 25 88 79 8.1 5 Texas Tech 792 1530 518 5. Montana 555 1449 383
109 505 202 12. Kristi Glenn, Furman ............ Fr 26 67 78 859 6. North Caro. S . 783 1518 51.6 6. Marist 650 1660 392
12 505 202 13. Shalonda Young, Queens ......... So 26 88 103 854 7. Appalachian St . 798 1550 515 7. Davidson ... 504 1284 393
10 5084 202 14. Stacey Jack, Manhattan .. ... Jr 24 8 9 847 8. CentralFla. ........ 807 1568 515 g Monmouth (N.J 645 1640 393

- 15. Angie Miller, Nebraska .......... Jroo 24 94 111 847 9. Tennessee Tech ... .. 890 1742 511 9 Connecticut . 851 1652 394
16. Bath Ayers, Marquette . .......... Jr 23 6 78 846  10.N.C-Wiimington .. .. 793 1561 508 4 Fresno St 641 1619 396
17. Teressa Thomas, Northwastern La. Sr 27 114 135 844 1L Rutgers............ 852 1689 504 11 Georgia. . 674 1697 397
G NO AVG 18. Maureen McManus, Lafayette . ... Jr 25 108 128 B44 12. Long Beach St. ..... 1027 2038 504 42 St Pgler" 519 1306 07
2% 289 103 18. Stacey Gaudet, Tulane ........... Jro 27 203 241 842 13. HolyCross . ........ 814 1618 0.3 13 UC Irvine 644 1819 398
24 25 102 20. Caroline Mast, Ohio ............. Sr 24 160 190 842 14 Northeastla. . . 858 1708 503 14 Texas .... 802 1513 398
gq %g; g.g 2 gatT'PTehoTask Westerrls :(y ,,,,,,,, ﬁr Zé» 1% lgg gg }g uotrn [im. ........ % }#% ggg 15, Louisiana St. 620 1557 308
. . Patti er, Arizona St. ........ r . . Kentucky .......... .
24 211 88 23 Mary Burke Providence ... . ¥o% 80 9% B33 y 16 Aubumn .. B2 1368 401
2% 222 85 24. Mindy Sherred, Northern Ariz. . ... Jr 23 109 131 832
24 196 8.2 25. Jeangtte Tendai, Southwest Mo. St. Sr 24 89 107 832 FREE-THROW PERCENTAGE REBOUND MARGIN
28 20 81 26. Daphne Hawkins, Virginia . ....... So 21 74 83 81 , FT FTA PCT OFF DEF  MAR
2% 26 79 27. Debbie Hartnett, Seton Hall .. ... . Fr 2 92 1 83 1. Central Mich. . ...... 481 638 754 1. Howard............ 479 