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ABSTRACT

The FIFA World Cup has been widely studied using different methodologies and
objectives. This study investigated metrics that statistically distinguished winning
from losing teams in the knockout stage of the 2022 FIFA World Cup, aiming to
highlight tactical trends of modern football. Data was sourced from “Wyscout”
match-reports regarding the sixteen knockout matches, but five were excluded for
being decided by penalties, leaving 11 games (n=11). A total of 270 metrics were
analysed using One-Way ANOVA and Cohen’s D Effect Size (ES) to identify key
differences. Winning teams showed significant indicators such as counterattacks (ES
3.60), goals in the Ist half (ES 2.43), total goals (ES 2.17), goals-minus-expected-
goals ratio (ES 2.13), key passes (ES 2.12), and expected-goals created from the left-
flank (ES 2.04). Losing teams conceded more goals (ES -2.43), had higher possession
late in the game (ES -2.03), and more right-flank attacks (ES -1.34). Results suggest
winners scored early thanks to their efficiency creating chances and effectiveness in
scoring, then defended compactly in a low block, forcing opponents into high
possession and right-flank play, which winners exploited through same-side
counterattacks with accurate and longer passes. These findings can guide coaches in
training design, tactical planning, and match preparation.
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1. Introduction

The FIFA World Cup has been widely studied using different methodologies and objectives, often aiming to
identify performance indicators associated with match-success, which could potentially influence approaches from
national teams towards training sessions, playing styles, or tactical trends in modern football (Ivan-Baragafo et
al.,2024; Yan et al., 2024). However, most studies analyse multiple editions and multiple stages across long periods
of time, which may reduce the ability to detect the latest patterns within a specific context, due to the ever-evolving
nature of football. Limited research has focused on differentiating winning and losing teams within a specific
knockout-stage, where performance indicators differ from previous editions and stages, matches are typically
balanced in terms of opposition quality and are decided by smaller margins of performance. For this reason, the
present study adopts a narrow scope and in-depth nature, focusing on the knockout-stage of the 2022 FIFA World
Cup as a deliberate restriction for research design, allowing a specific and comparable context. By restricting the
sample, the influence of external factors such as tactical evolution, competition format, and contextual variability
is reduced, enabling a more focused analysis of team performance and the latest tactical trends. This study adopts
an exploratory approach, analysing a wide range of performance indicators across different aspects of the game to
identify potential patterns associated with match-outcomes.
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Previous FIFA World Cup research has identified several key performance indicators associated with success
across different editions. Metrics such as goals scored, shots on target, and shooting effectiveness are consistently
linked with winning outcomes (Szwarc, 2004; Castellano et al., 2012; Collet et al., 2013; Delgado-Bordonau et
al., 2013; Clemente et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2015; Dufour et al., 2017; Rumpf et al., 2017; Alves et al., 2019; Yi et
al., 2019; Lepschy et al. 2021; Myftiu & Thaqi, 2023; Huang et al., 2024; Wei et al., 2024; Yan et al., 2024).

Ball possession, total passes and passing accuracy have been associated with the creation of scoring opportunities
(Castellano et al., 2012; Saito et al., 2013; Clemente et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2015; Da Mota et al., 2016; Alves et
al., 2019; Vergonis et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2019; Kubayi, 2020). However, the relationship between these variables
and match success is not always consistent. While several studies report a positive relationship between ball-
possession and successful outcomes (Castellano et al., 2012; Saito et al., 2013; Clemente et al., 2015; Goral, 2015;
Liu et al., 2015; Da Mota et al., 2016; Alves et al., 2019; Vergonis et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2019; Kubayi, 2020),
others suggest that possession may have limited or even negative effects depending on the context (Alves et al.
2019; Myftiu & Thaqi, 2023), like ball-possession being beneficial against weaker opposition and less effective
against teams of similar level (Collet 2013).

Similarly, passing effectiveness is often linked to success (Szwarc, 2004; Clemente, 2012; Collet, 2013; Saito et
al., 2013; Goral, 2015; Liu et al., 2015; Smith, & Lyons, 2017; Alves et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2024),
while other authors have found no significant relationship (Scoulding et al., 2004; Dufour et al., 2017).
Defensive metrics such as tackling success, duels won, shots blocked, and clearances are commonly associated
with success (Liu et al., 2015; Lepschy et al., 2021; Wei et al., 2024). Moreover, several studies have shown that
most goals in FIFA World Cup matches are scored in the second half (Delgado-Bordonau et al., 2013; Vergonis et
al., 2019; Kubayi, 2020; Micovic et al., 2023; Degrenne, & Carling, 2024), highlighting context-dependent nature
of football performance.

Despite the extensive literature on FIFA World Cup performance analysis, previous studies have focused on
broader samples across multiple editions and stages, omitting potential evidence on the specific demands and
tactical behaviours of the single latest knockout-stage. Since these matches are often decided by small margins
and may reflect the latest trends in elite football, understanding the indicators determining success in this context
is of practical importance. This study addresses this gap by providing an in-depth comparative analysis between
winning and losing teams, aiming to identify performance indicators that differentiated both groups in the
knockout-stage of the 2022 FIFA World Cup. Given the large number of variables and reduced sample size, results
are interpreted with caution, placing greater emphasis on the magnitude and practical relevance of differences
rather than confirmatory statistical inferences.

2. Method

2.1 Participants

A total of 14 national teams and 241 players aged 18 to 39 were analysed. The 2022 FIFA World Cup knockout-
stage had a total of sixteen matches, but five of them were not included in the study for being decided via penalty-
shootout, since they did not establish a “winning” or “losing” team after either 90 or 120 minutes, resulting in a
total of eleven matches analysed (n=11). These matches included: Netherlands vs USA — Argentina vs Australia
— Brazil vs South Korea — England vs Senegal — France vs Poland —Portugal vs Switzerland — England vs
France — Morocco vs Portugal — Argentina vs Croatia — France vs Morocco — Croatia vs Morocco.

The sample size is inevitably small, restricted to the knockout-stage of one FIFA World Cup edition. Including
extra matches across editions, stages, or different tournaments would alter the specificity of the findings, which
differentiates our study from others. Similarly, including adjustments or corrections for multiple comparisons
would reduce likelihood of Type I errors but would increase the risk of Type II errors, hindering the identification
of potentially meaningful findings. However, to provide additional confidence when observing the data, statistical
tools like p-values and omega squared (®*) were included. As football is complex, uncertain and ever-evolving,
this study does not pretend to unveil absolute truths applicable to all scenarios, but to explore objective data from
these specific matches to identify performance indicators in this particular context. For this reason, the study
presents a deep analysis (270 variables), detecting patterns without confirmatory inferences outside the scope of
the study, recognizing that results must be interpreted with caution.



Data was collected as secondary information from “Wyscout” match-reports, industry standard for football data
collection, scouting, and performance analysis (https://wyscout.hudl.com/). This data was then manually
transferred into a spreadsheet document for further statistical analysis. Additional metrics derived from the
collected data were included into the analysis, such as the percentage of shots on target, the ratio of goals per shot,
the ratio of goals per shot on target, and the number of accurate passes from the GK inside the own third.

2.2 Procedure

Each match was analysed across 270 different indicators attempting to identify statistical differences between
winning and losing teams. Cohen’s D Effect Size (ES) was the principal measure to assess statistical differences
between winning and losing teams. These 270 indicators were classified into the following categories: General,
Attacking, Defensive, Transition, Duels, Possession, Passing, and Goalkeeping. Each of the 270 indicators showed
one stat for the winning team and one for the losing team across the eleven matches, as well as an overall section
including the following statistical measures: Max value; Min value; Mean value; Standard Deviation (SD);
Variance; p-value; F-value; Omega Squared; Pooled SD; and Cohen’s ES. All indicators, measures and categories
can be found in Appendix 1.

2.3 Reliability

Intra-rater reliability was assessed three times during a period of three weeks assessing the manual transfer of data,
calculations confirming the veracity of the data, and calculations of additional metrics derived from the data,
obtaining a percentage error of 0.04% in each round (O'Donoghue & Hughes, 2019). This error originated from
one same inconsistency between our calculations and the result for one metric in one match. Regardless of this
discrepancy, no statistical significance was found.

2.4 Statistical analysis

This study followed an exploratory cross-sectional comparative design, comparing winning and losing team
performances during the knockout-stage of the 2022 FIFA World Cup. The analytical sample consisted of 11
winning team performances and 11 losing team performances. Separate One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
tests were conducted independently for each of the 270 performance indicators, with individual team performance
as the unit of analysis, enabling examination of general performance tendencies across groups rather than within-
match contrasts. Performances were treated as independent observations despite some inherent dependency
between teams from the same match, consistent with research in football performance analysis. Results were
interpreted primarily from an exploratory perspective through ES and Mean Values.

Cohen’s D Effect Sizes (ES) ranging between (0.2 < ES < 0.49) are considered small, those between (0.5 < ES <
0.79) are considered medium, and equal or higher than 0.8 (ES > 0.8) are considered large, showing a clear
tendency of the data towards one of the groups (Cohen, 1988). Results suggested that after one goal was scored,
each study group displayed characteristics of a specific style of play, this observation was further examined using
Z-scores tables.

3. Results

Figure 1 displays all metrics in the study with large Effect Sizes (ES), indicating strong statistical differences
between both groups in favour of winning teams, meaning these indicators were frequent and/or showed higher
values among winning teams, showing a positive relationship with success and being associated to positive match-
outcomes, distinguishing them from a statistically significant perspective.


https://wyscout.hudl.com/

2,50

217 313 2.12
204 4 g9

2.00 1835 e

156 449
1.50 1.42
1.30 1.9 1.29 136 1 34 14
1.11 1.08 107 105
1.03
0.99
1.00 09509“09?uguomua‘)ust:rugsnmug(,oggDSZDM
- |“|‘|||‘|““‘
2 %0« & &" ©

FRLS G OSSP PSS IR S & S E S EF JEIE g
F X F e W9 P 3 i o N N J @ N &
& o & F o & S “° N R .b«’b *c f O R o o & =$5° <& Q—o o '\"’ &S
SO a2 z”\o & O @7 o & &5 By 0“ & Q’S &g N T @ @w’\o g—qﬁ fod
N 0 < & + (s) £ i * & 3 & & o
& ‘;Qo & K *&.\q & @\“\‘ dfcbo IS ‘1\"} o® & g° &S y & (,*-@ & < & o b\{v &L v ‘ & dq.,,e\ 0\4: & 0‘@ e
& < &
bc'”\ ¢ o & o & & o« o & & o e & et T « &
o' & & a g &
g < W & & S
& & & P

Figure 1. Metrics in the study with large ES (ES > 0.8).

Figure 2 shows metrics with the smallest ES, meaning they were commonly found in losing teams unlike winning
teams, showing negative relationships with success and being statistically detrimental for match-outcomes. These
metrics represent negative numbers but are displayed in absolute values.
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Figure 2. Metrics with smallest ES, displayed in absolute value.

Nine main findings derived from these results, which are explored in detail within their respective category: Styles
of Play; Scoring in the 1st Half; Shooting Effectiveness; Attacking Effectiveness; Passing Effectiveness; Defending;
Transition & Team Behaviour; Set-Pieces; and Goalkeeping.

3.1 Styles of play

Figure 1 shows the metric with largest ES is counterattacks (ES 3.60), whereas Figure 2 includes positional attacks
(ES -1.13) as one of the smallest ES in the study. This begs the question if winning teams showed characteristics
of a counterattacking style of play while losing teams showed characteristics of a possession style of play, as these
metrics are considered main components of those respective styles of play (Castellano et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2015;
da Mota et al., 2016; Yi et al., 2019). These notions will be explored individually within this category.




3.1.1 Counterattacking style of play

To confirm if winning teams presented characteristics of a counterattacking style of play, metrics commonly
associated to counterattacking teams were grouped together and analysed using ES (table 1) and Z-scores (table
2) to identify consistencies and exceptions across matches, groups, and metrics.

Table 1. ES results from metrics associated to a counterattacking style (Liu et al., 2015; Yi et al., 2019).

Counterattacking Style ARG-AUS | ARG-CRO | BRA-KOR | CRO-MAR | FRA-ENG | ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRA-POL | MAR-POR | NED-USA | POR-SWI | MAX value | MIN value | MEAN value |Variance |Stand.Dev. F p-value w? Pool SD ES
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Winning teams showed more counterattacks (ES 3.60), more short possessions (ES 1.21) despite having lower
ball-possession percentage (ES -0.71), and less total passes (ES -0.47) compared to losing teams. This is in line
with the notion of a counterattacking style from winning teams.

Table 2. Z-Scores derived from metrics associated to counterattacking style of play.

Z-Scores
Counterattacking Style ARG-AUS | ARG-CRO | BRA-KOR [CRO-MAR| FRA-ENG | ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRA-POL | MAR-POR| NED-USA | POR-SWI
W 0.29 0.29 1.91 1.37 0.83 0.83 1.91 0.83 0.29 0.83 0.29
Counterattacks
L -1.33 -0.79 -0.25 -0.79 -0.79 -0.79 -0.79 -0.79 -0.79 -1.33 -1.33
. W 0.88 -0.98 0.39 0.20 -0.88 0.88 -1.08 0.29 -2.25 -1.08 -0.20
Ball possession (%)
L -0.88 0.98 -0.39 -0.20 0.88 -0.88 1.08 -0.29 2.25 1.08 0.20
. W 0.90 0.40 -0.34 -0.46 -0.83 -0.70 1.26 0.40 1.14 2.86 1.26
Short Possessions (0-10 seconds)
L 0.03 -0.83 -1.07 -0.46 -0.95 -0.46 -0.95 -0.46 -1.32 -0.21 0.77
W 1.74 -0.76 1.06 -0.08 -1.11 0.78 -1.22 0.53 -0.72 -0.42
Total Passes
L -0.62 1.02 0.38 -0.14 0.14 -1.20 0.74 -0.12 1.64 0.87 -0.10

Winning teams showed consistently positive Z-scores for counterattacks, meaning that every winning team
performed more counterattacks than the compound average. The five winning teams that showed more ball-
possession percentage than their opposition also made more passes than them, even when winning teams overall
made fewer passes. Only one winning team showed fewer short possessions than their opposition.

3.1.2 Possession style of play
Metrics commonly associated to teams with a possession style of play were grouped and analysed using ES (table
3) and Z-scores (table 4) to identify consistencies and exceptions across matches, groups, and metrics.

Table 3. ES results from metrics commonly associated to a possession style (Castellano et al., 2012; Liu et al.,
2015; da Mota et al., 2016; Yi et al., 2019).

PossessionrStydieng style ARG-AUS | ARG-CRO [ BRA-KOR | CRO-MAR | FRA-ENG | ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRA-POL | MAR-POR | NED-USA | POR-SWI | MAX value | MIN value | MEAN value| Variance | Stand.Dev. F P-value | w? |PoolSD| ES
w| 30 22 22 23 22 21 20 26 7 15 15 30 7 20.27 37.62 6.13 a5 | ows | om | 260 | 0o
L 16 33 26 22 25 17 37 31 38 44 28 44 16 28.82 77.76 8.82
W| 0.59 0.40 0.54 0.52 0.41 0.59 0.39 0.53 0.27 0.39 0.48 0.59 0.27 0.46 0.01 0.10 274 | 01133 | 007 0.10 071
L| 041 0.60 0.46 0.48 0.59 0.41 0.61 0.47 0.73 0.61 0.52 0.73 0.41 0.54 0.01 0.10
020 [WIEY 15 17 17 18 13 7 15 14 13 12 18 7 14.18 9.16 3.03 o6l | oloose o2z | ales (NS
L 22 18 13 13 14 19 23 22 23 24 18 24 13 19.00 17.40 4.17
0-4 w 19 15 14 18 14 9 9 18 4 12 9 19 4 12.82 22.16 4.71 264 | 01201 | 0.07 246 0.69
L 11 21 22 16 14 8 14 17 20 17 15 22 8 15.91 17.69 4.21
w 9 4 6 7 5 13 7 6 o 5 5 13 0 6.09 10.29 3.21 070 | 0.4121 | -0.01 3.05 036
L 4 8 4 6 10 3 10 7 9 12 6 12 3 7.18 8.36 2.89
w| 672 395 597 470 356 566 344 538 211 399 433 672 211 452.82 17551.36 132.48
1.19 | 0.2878 | 0.01 |112.85| -0.47
L 410 592 521 464 495 346 561 466 661 575 468 661 346 505.36 7917.25 88.98

Losing teams overall presented more positional attacks (ES -1.13), more ball-possession (ES -0.71), and more total
passes (ES -0.47) than winning teams. This is in line with the notion of a possession style from losing teams.



Table 4. Z-Scores derived from metrics associated to possession style of play.

Possession Style ARG-AUS | ARG-CRO | BRA-KOR [CRO-MAR| FRA-ENG | ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRA-POL | MAR-POR| NED-USA [ POR-SWI
A W 0.65 -0.30 -0.30 -0.18 -0.30 -0.42 -0.54 0.17 -2.09 -1.14 -1.14
ooe L -1.02 1.01 0.17 -0.30 0.05 -0.90 1.48 0.77 1.60 2.31 0.41
W 0.88 -0.98 0.39 0.20 -0.88 0.88 -1.08 0.29 -2.25 -1.08 -0.20
- ° L -0.88 0.98 -0.39 -0.20 0.88 -0.88 1.08 -0.29 2.25 1.08 0.20
ed Po 0 0-20 W -0.38 -0.38 0.10 0.10 0.33 -0.85 -2.27 -0.38 -0.61 -0.85 -1.09
ond L 1.28 0.33 -0.85 -0.85 -0.61 0.57 1.52 1.28 1.52 1.75 0.33
S o e ond W 1.02 0.14 -0.08 0.80 -0.08 -1.18 -1.18 0.80 -2.29 -0.52 -1.18
L -0.74 1.47 1.69 0.36 -0.08 -1.41 -0.08 0.58 1.24 0.58 0.14
0 0 0 4 W 0.80 -0.89 -0.21 0.12 -0.55 2.15 0.12 -0.21 -2.24 -0.55 -0.55
ond L -0.89 0.46 -0.89 -0.21 1.14 -1.23 1.14 0.12 0.80 1.81 -0.21
W 1.74 -0.76 1.06 -0.08 -1.11 0.78 -1.22 0.53 -0.72 -0.42
° L -0.62 1.02 0.38 -0.14 0.14 -1.20 0.74 -0.12 1.64 0.87 -0.10

Only three winning teams presented larger Z-scores for positional attacks than their opposition, of them, only two
were larger than the compound average. Only three winning teams showed larger Z-scores than the compound
average for medium and long possessions. Six losing teams showed more total passes than their opposition.

The results from ES and Z-scores support the notion of winning teams presenting characteristics of
counterattacking style teams and losing teams presenting characteristics of possession style teams.

3.2 Scoringin the 1°* half

Tables 5-7 show that winning teams often scored during the 1st half. Since these matches required a winning team
to be part of the sample, winning teams obviously scored more goals (ES 2.17), but interestingly, scoring was
particularly significant during the 1st half (ES 2.43).

Table 5. Results for total goals scored.

GENERAL MAX value | MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
0 ored W 6 1 2.82 1.76 1.33 25.95 0.0001 0.53 1.00 2.17
L 1 0 0.64 0.25 0.50
0 ored i 4 L 173 0.82 0.90 32.40 0.0000 0.59 0.67 2.43
L 1 0 0.09 0.09 0.30
0 ored (2nd i/ 4 0 1.09 1.29 1.14 2.09 0.1635 0.05 0.88 0.62
L 1 0 0.55 0.27 0.52
Table 6. Results for total expected goals.
GENERAL MAX value | MIN value |[MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
W 2.91 0.64 1.86 0.52 0.72 3.00 0.0986 0.08 0.70 0.74
L 2.28 0.45 1.35 0.46 0.68
4 z e 0.87 0.28 0.53 2.43 0.1346 0.06 0.48 0.66
L 1.23 0.12 0.55 0.18 0.42
d L/ 2.16 0.23 0.99 0.29 0.54 0.61 0.4424 -0.02 0.59 0.33
L 1.92 0.07 0.79 0.41 0.64
Table 7. Results for total goals minus expected goals.
GENERAL MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
0 ored L 3.57 -0.43 0.95 1.18 1.09 16.76 0.0006 0.42 0.95 1.75
L 0.55 -1.69 -0.71 0.64 0.80
0 ored W 2 i 05> L O 24.89 0.0001 0.52 0.62 2.13
L 0.42 -1.23 -0.46 0.27 0.52
0 ored d i 2.66 -1.16 0.10 1.01 1.01 0.92 0.3486 0.00 0.85 0.41
L 0.77 -1.33 -0.25 0.44 0.66

3.3 Shooting Effectiveness

Table 8 shows the importance of shot-quality over sheer quantity. Even if winning teams performed more shots
(ES 0.59), their shots were more accurate (ES 0.86) and effective (ES 1.83) compared to losing teams. The mean



values indicate conversion rates of nearly one goal every four shots on average for winning teams (24%), while
losing teams required over fourteen shots on average to score (7%).

Table 8. Results for metrics related to number of shots, shot accuracy, and conversion rate.

GENERAL MAX value | MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES

0 0 L 17 8 1191 9.89 3.14 1.92 0.1816 0.04 3.08 0.59
L 16 5 10.09 9.09 3.02

ots o W 9 2 >.64 >.65 2.38 4.85 0.0395 0.15 2.42 0.94
L 8 1 3.36 6.05 2.46

Ste o W 0.78 0.15 0.48 0.03 0.18 4.08 0.0569 012 0.19 0.86
L 0.75 0.10 0.32 0.04 0.19

of Goals per Sho W| 046 0.11 0.24 0.01 011 | 1843 | 0.0004 | 044 | 0.09 1.83
L 0.20 0 0.07 0 0.07

of Goals p ot O " 1 0.33 0.53 0.04 0.20 6.04 0.0232 0.19 0.26 1.05
L 1 0 0.25 0.10 0.31

Tables 9-11 show that winning teams performed more shots from inside the penalty box (ES 1.26) and with more
accuracy (ES 1.07), while losing teams attempted more shots from outside the box (ES -0.53). Even if winning
teams made fewer shots from outside the box, when they did so, they were more accurate compared to losing
teams (ES 0.82). Losing teams also averaged longer distances for their shots (ES -0.64) and had more of them
blocked (ES -0.79).

Table 9. Results of metrics related to shots inside the penalty box.

GENERAL MAX value [ MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
Shots Inside Penalty Box w 12 > 8.18 7.16 2.68 8.72 0.0079 0.26 2.24 1.26
L 8 3 5.36 2.85 1.69
Shots Inside Penalty Boxon [jWY 9 1 4.09 5.09 2.26 6.30 0.0208 0.19 1.87 1.07
Target L 5 0 2.09 1.89 1.38
SIPBOT Percentage (%) o 0.83 0.18 051 0.05 0.22 1.54 0.2294 0.02 0.22 0.53
L 0.75 0 0.39 0.05 0.22
Table 10. Results of metrics related to shots outside the penalty box.
GENERAL MAX value [ MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
Shots Outside Penalty Box 7 L 3.73 2.82 1.68 1.52 0.2319 0.02 1.90 -0.53
8 2 4.73 4.42 2.10
Shots outside Penalty Box on 4 0 1.55 1.27 1.13 0.23 0.6336 0.04 132 021
Target 4 0 1.27 2.22 1.49
SOPBOT Percentage (%) 1 0 0.45 0.10 0.31 3.74 0.0674 0.11 0.28 0.82
0.75 0 0.22 0.06 0.25
Table 11. Results of complementary shooting metrics.
GENERAL MAX value [ MIN value |[MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
Average Shot Distance (m) W 22.20 13.70 16.89 4.94 2.22 2.24 0.1504 0.05 2.55 -0.64
L 23.40 14.40 18.52 8.09 2.84
Shots Blocked W o v Lol 1.62 1.27 3.46 0.0776 0.10 1.38 -0.79
L 5 0 2.82 2.16 1.47

Table 12 shows the results of individual players facing the greatest scoring chances in terms of xG. Winning teams
often showed at least three players facing important scoring opportunities (ES 0.95). The player with best chances
being more involved during the 1% half (ES 0.76), while the second (ES 0.64) and third (ES 0.53) being more
involved during the 2" half.



Table 12. Results of players with better scoring chances.

GENERAL ES GENERAL ES GENERAL ES
Player xG (Best Individual Chances) 0.32 Player xG (2nd Best Individual 0.37 Player xG (3rd Best Individual 0.95
Chances) Chances)
Player xG (BIC) 1st half 0.76 Player xG (2nd BIC) 1st half -0.23 Player xG (3rd BIC) 1st half 0.45
Player xG (BIC) 2nd half 0.05 Player xG (2nd BIC) 2nd half 0.64 Player xG (3rd BIC) 2nd half 0.53

Table 13 shows the differences between the number of goals scored by these individuals and their total xG tally,
indicating that it was even more significant that all these players convert their chances into goals, especially for
the player with better chances (ES 1.99) and the third player with better chances (ES 0.88).

Table 13. Results of goals minus expected goals for players with best scoring chances.

GENERAL MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
oes SETEE AER W 1.40 -0.07 0.39 0.19 0.44 21.81 | 0.0001 0.49 0.39 1.99
dividual Opo L 0.32 -0.78 -0.39 0.12 0.35
e w 1.50 -0.78 0.02 0.42 0.65 P - - -
d L 0.57 -0.73 -0.27 0.12 0.35
oals scored w 1.55 -0.34 0.39 0.37 0.61
d L 0.96 -0.32 -0.04 0.12 0.35 4.26 | 0.0522 0.13 0.50 0.88

3.4 Attacking Effectiveness

Tables 14-16 show the importance of efficiency and effectiveness over sheer number of attacks. More positional
attacks correlated to negative match outcomes (ES -1.13), but a larger percentage of positional attacks ending in a
shot had a positive relationship with success (ES 0.89), meaning that winning teams performed fewer positional
attacks, but when they did so, a larger percentage of them ended in shots. Similarly, more total attacks had a
detrimental effect on match outcomes (ES -0.48), however, a larger number of attacks ending in a shot (ES 0.79)
and percentage of times this occurred (ES 1.56), showed positive relationships with success. The sheer number of
possessions reaching the opponent’s box (ES 0.68) and sheer number of touches inside the penalty box (ES 0.59)
showed positive relationships with success, however, the effectiveness of possessions reaching opposition’s box
was even more significant (ES 0.89).

Table 14. Results of positional attacks.

ATTACKING MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
IS W 30 7 20.27 37.62 6.13 6.96 0.0158 021 7.60 113
L 44 16 28.82 77.76 8.82
ositio 0 W 8 L >.45 >.07 2.25 0.03 0.8620 -0.05 2.42 -0.08
L 11 2 5.64 6.65 2.58
W 0.57 0.05 0.29 0.02 0.15
4.32 0.0507 0.13 0.11 0.89
L 0.29 0.09 0.19 0 0.06

Table 15. Results of total attacks.

ATTACKING MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
0 W 48 19 3573 64.82 8.05 1.26 0.2747 0.01 9.87 -0.48
L 61 23 40.45 130.07 11.40
0 0 W 0 8 11.45 S0 i 3.46 0.0778 0.10 2.87 0.79
L 16 5 9.18 8.36 2.89
0 0 W 0.47 0.20 0.33 0.01 0.08
L 0.30 0.18 0.23 0.00 0.04 13.34 0.0016 0.36 0.07 1.56




Table 16. Results of possessions reaching opposition box.

POSSESSION MAX value [ MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
Possessions Reaching W 20 8 13.55 15.87 3.98 255 0.1257 0.07 454 0.68
Opponent Box L 23 6 10.45 25.27 5.03
PROB Percentage (%) W 020 009 O 000 WA, 4.32 0.0507 0.13 0.04 0.89
L 0.22 0.06 0.11 0.00 0.05
Touches inside Penalty Box W 30 11 17.45 34.27 >.85 1.94 0.1786 0.04 6.42 0.59
L 28 7 13.64 48.25 6.95

Table 17 displays attacking information for each flank, including the average number of attacks, the danger level
generated in terms of xG, and the percentage of total xG generated. It is noted that losing teams performed more
attacks in every flank, especially on the right side, meanwhile winning teams performed more attacks on the left
flank.

Table 17. Results of total attacks and danger level (xG) in each flank.

- N

LOSING TEAMS| | (WINNING TEAMS |

)

Total Attacks: 11.0 |WAFLISZELTUY Total Attacks: 9.73
XG created: 0.14 xG created: 0.38
Percentage of total xG: 10.5% | Percentage of total xG: 20.3%

Centre Flank Centre Flank

L o
Total Attacks: 13.18 Total Attacks: 11.82
xG created: 0.78 xG created: 0.92

Percentage of total xG: 57.7% Percentage of total xG:49.1%

Total Attacks: 16.0 MTotal Attacks: 14.18
xG created: 0.43 XG created: 0.57

L Percentage of total xG: 31.8% Percentage of total xG: 30.6%
Va

Table 18 supports these results evidencing that losing teams concentrated their attacks on the right flank, in both
number of attacks (ES -1.34) and percentage of attacks (ES -0.63), meanwhile winning teams concentrated their
number of attacks (ES 0.60) and percentage of attacks (ES 1.08) on the left flank. Interestingly, winning teams
generated more xG with fewer attacks in every single flank, with a great amount of their xG being generated on
the left flank (ES 2.04).

Table 18. ES Results of total attacks and danger level (xG) in each flank.

ATTACKING ES ATTACKING ES ATTACKING ES

Total Attacks Righ Flank -1. Total Attacks Centre Flank -0. Total Attacks Left Flank 0.60

Right Flank Danger Level (xG) -0. Centre Flank Danger Level (xG) . Left Flank Danger Level (xG) 2.04

RFDL Percentage (%) CFDL Percentage (%) -0. LFDL Percentage (%) 1.08




3.5 Passing Effectiveness

Table 19 shows the relationship between key passes (ES 2.12), shot assists (ES 1.29), accurate smart passes (ES
0.53) and deep completions (ES 0.52) with successful match-outcomes. While losing teams performed more passes
into the penalty box (ES -0.52), winning teams were more effective doing these accurate passes into the penalty
box (ES 1.77).

Table 19. Results of passing effectiveness metrics.

PASSES MAX value [ MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
w 7 3 > 2 141 0.83 0.3718 -0.01 2.33 0.39
L 11 0 4.09 8.89 2.98
W 4 1 1.82 0.76 0.87 1.52 0.2317 0.02 1.21 0.53
L 4 0 1.18 2.16 1.47
W 0.67 0.14 0.39 0.03 0.18 1.02 0.3257 0.00 0.26 0.43
L 1 0 0.28 0.10 0.32
0 w 12 6 8.45 4.67 2.16 9.17 0.0066 0.27 2.18 1.29
L 10 2 5.64 4.85 2.20
W / 3 473 2.02 1.42 24.80 0.0001 0.52 1.50 2.12
L 4 0 1.55 2.47 1.57
0 a 0 W 23 / 16.36 28.25 >.32 1.46 0.2408 0.02 6.70 -0.52
L 37 11 19.82 61.56 7.85
0 Bo W 12 > ° 6.60 2.57 0.19 0.6650 -0.04 3.40 0.19
L 19 4 8.36 16.45 4.06
ADDR Pa W 0.73 0.45 0.57 0.01 0.10 17.33 0.0005 0.43 0.08 177
L 0.51 0.3 0.42 0 0.06
Deep Completio W 11 4 7.91 4.69 2.17 1.47 0.2388 0.02 3.34 0.52
L 16 2 6.18 17.56 4.19

Table 20 shows that a larger number of crosses correlated to negative match-outcomes (ES -1.03), especially high
crosses (ES -0.97), however, the effectiveness in delivering accurate crosses had a positive relationship with
success (ES 0.81).

Table 20. Results of crossing metrics.

PASSES MAX value | MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES

0 W 24 3 9.36 38.45 6.20 5.82 0.0255 0.18 5.04 -1.03
L 21 11 14.55 12.27 3.50

0 W / 1 3.36 3.65 191 0.35 0.5585 -0.03 1.79 -0.25
L 6 2 3.82 2.76 1.66

\ ) W 0.75 0.25 0.38 0.02 0.15 3.60 0.0722 011 014 0.81
L 0.46 0.13 0.27 0.01 0.12

ow Cro W / 0 2.09 3.29 2.30 2.49 0.1306 0.06 2.16 -0.67
L 8 1 3.55 4.07 2.02

0 W 12 1 >.36 12.85 3.59 5.19 0.0339 0.16 3.37 -0.97
L 15 5 8.64 9.85 3.14

ocked Cro W > 1 1.91 1.89 1.38 0.68 0.4195 -0.01 1.29 -0.35
L 4 0 2.36 1.45 1.21

3.6 Defending

Table 21 shows significant defensive metrics such as interceptions (ES 1.42) and clearances (ES 1.11).

Table 21. Statistically significant results of defending metrics.

DEFENDING MAX value | MIN value | MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
—— W 2 29 44.64 57.45 758 | 1115 | 00033 | 0.32 7.79 1.42
L 46 20 33.55 63.87 7.99
W 34 8 16.55 55.47 7.45
Clearances 6.78 0.0170 0.21 5.89 1.11
L 15 3 10 14 3.74
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3.7 Transition & Team Behaviours

Table 22 show that both study groups averaged the same number of ball-recoveries (ES 0.0). However, winning
teams made most of their recoveries in a low-block (ES 0.66) while losing teams made most of their recoveries in
a medium-block (ES -0.63) and opposition’s half (ES -0.77).

Table 22. Results of ball-recovery metrics.

TRANSITION MAX value | MIN value |[MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES

S W 89 69 75.64 48.25 6.95 0 1 -0.05 936 0
L 98 59 75.64 127.05 11.27

0 0 0 w >2 26 37.91 69.09 831 2.42 0.1359 0.06 8.78 0.66
L 41 15 32.09 85.09 9.22

dium Block Reco W 41 20 28 41.40 6.43 221 | 01528 | o005 | 732 | -0.63
L 48 22 32.64 65.65 8.10

ock Reco L 17 4 9.73 19.82 4.45 0.52 0.4789 -0.02 4.14 -0.31
L 21 6 11 14.40 3.79
W 37 8 20.73 59.22 7.70

Oppositio 0 3.27 0.0855 0.09 8.13 -0.77
L 42 17 27 73 8.54

On the same line, table 23 shows that winning teams lost possession mostly in a medium-block (ES 0.85), while
losing teams mostly lost possession in a high-block (ES -0.78).

Table 23. Results of possession loss metrics.

TRANSITION MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
P W 115 80 93.18 118.96 10.91 0.01 0.9339 -0.05 10.16 -0.04
L 108 80 93.55 87.47 9.35
ow Block Lo w 28 11 17.82 32.16 >.67 1.12 0.3025 0.01 6.04 0.45
L 28 4 15.09 40.89 6.39
d ock Lo W 26 29 37.18 79.16 8.90 3.93 0.0613 0.12 7.63 0.85
L 42 21 30.73 37.42 6.12
W 52 19 38.18 91.36 9.56
ock Lo L 24 % 47,73 208.42 14.42 3.34 0.0824 0.10 12.24 -0.78

Table 24 shows that losing teams were positioned wider (ES -0.50) and winning teams longer (ES 0.35).

Table 24. Average team distribution.

TEAM POSITIONING MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
Average Team Length (mts) W 66 33 45.27 83.22 3.12 0.69 0.4150 -0.01 7.68 0.35
L 53 35 42.55 34.87 5.91
W 54 43 47.91 10.89 3.30
A T Width (mt: 5 b b o -0.
verage Team Width (mts) L 7 16 49.45 307 284 1.39 0.2530 0.02 3.08 0.50

Table 25 shows the relationship between pressing-intensity and recoveries-per-minute throughout the match.
Winning teams showed higher ratings of passes-per-defensive-action (PPDA), allowing more passes from the
opposition without a defensive action (ES 0.65), meaning that winning teams performed lower pressing-intensity,
particularly during the 2" half (ES 0.74). Meanwhile losing teams performed more recoveries-per-minute (ES -
0.52), especially during the 2" half (ES -0.96).
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Table 25. Results of PPDA and recoveries per minute.

DEFENDING

MEAN value ES
W 16.20 0.65
L 12.37
W 19.54 0.32
L 16.36
W 15.30 0.74
L 10.33
W 26.98 0.49
L 18.12
W 28.76 0.63
L 16.75
W 20.39 0.07
L 18.92
W 22.05 0.14
L 19.59
W 19.39 0.77
L 8.55
W 15.83
L 11.20 0-50

TRANSITION

MEAN value| €S
w| o021 052
L 0.24
w| 020 001
L 0.20
w| o022 096
L 0.27
WA 0.2 -0.23
L 0.23
w| 026 023
L 0.22
w| o014 0.06
L 0.14
w| o2 051
L 0.27
w| o2 033
L 0.25
w| 023
L 0.30 071

Table 26 shows the inverse relationship between ball-possession along with attacks-per-minute against the
percentage of long passes. Losing teams displayed more ball-possession (ES -0.71) and attacks-per-minute (ES -
0.48), but a fewer percentage of long passes (ES 0.15), especially during the 2™ half where these metrics raised to
(ES -1.11), (ES -0.74) and (ES 0.49) respectively. Interestingly, both groups averaged similar percentages of ball-
possession, attacks-per-minute, and percentage of long passes during the 1* half.

Table 26. Results of ball possession (%), attacks per minute, and long passes (%) throughout the match.

POSSESSION

3.8 Set-Pieces

MEAN value ES
W 0.46 071
L 0.54
W 0.49 0.23
L 0.51
W 0.44 111
L 0.56
w 0.51 0.12
L 0.49
W 0.46 0.63
L 0.54
W 0.48 021
L 0.52
0.46
W -0.50
L 0.54
W 0.46 0.62
L 0.54
W 0.41 2.03
L 0.59 i

ATTACKING

MEAN value ES

W 0.36 -0.48
L 0.40

W 0.37 011
L 0.36

W 0.35 0.74
L 0.45

W 0.41 0.63
L 0.28

W 0.30 0.67
L 0.39

W 0.38 0.09
L 0.39

W 0.39 0.03
L 0.39

W 0.32 0.97
L 0.48

W 0.35 0.67
L 0.47 i

PASSING

MEAN value ES

W 0.09 0.15
L 0.08
W 0.08 -0.20
L 0.08
w 0.11 0.49
L 0.09
w 0.07 0.63
L 0.10
W 0.07 0.23
L 0.07
W 0.08 0.03
L 0.08

0.11
W 0.64
L 0.08
W 0.11 0.87
L 0.07
W 0.11 0.09
L 0.11 i

Table 27 shows that set-pieces were statistically detrimental for success, especially free-kicks (ES -1.03).
Moreover, a larger number of fouls committed had a positive relationship to success (ES 0.66) and a larger number
of fouls received had a negative relationship to success (ES -0.68).
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Table 27. Results of set-pieces metrics.

SET-PIECES MAX value | MIN value | MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES

Fouls Committed Y 16 8 11.82 7.76 2.79 2.40 0.1372 0.06 2.75 0.66
L 15 5 10.00 7.40 2.72

R — & L & 9.36 7.25 2.69 256 | 01258 | o007 280 | -0.88
L 15 7 11.27 8.42 2.90

Free-Kicks & 4 0 1.82 1.56 1.25 s8s | 00253 | 0.18 141 | -103
L 6 1 3.27 2.42 1.56

Free-Kicks withshot Bl 2 0 0.73 0.42 0.65 166 | 02143 | 0.03 0.83 | -0.55
L 3 0 118 0.96 0.98

Yellow Cards & 3 0 0.51 1.29 114 130 | 02673 | om 093 | -049
i 2 0 1.36 0.45 0.67

@ & g L 3.73 4.02 2.00 027 | 06083 | -003 | 205 | -022
L E 1 218 436 2.09

Comer-Kicks with shot e 2 0 1.18 0.36 0.60 026 | 06181 | -0.03 | o0ss | -0.22
L 3 0 1.36 1.05 1.03
w 24 11 16.27 13.02 361

Throw-Ins 2.29 0.1455 0.06 4.50 -0.65
L 27 12 19.18 27.56 5.25

3.9 Goalkeeping

Table 28 shows that Goalkeepers (GKs) from losing teams conceded more goals (ES -2.17) and received more
shots (ES -0.94), especially during the 1* half of matches where these metrics increased to (ES -2.43) and (ES -
1.13) respectively.

Table 28. Results of goals conceded and shots against.

GOALKEEPING MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES

e b 1 0 0.64 0.25 0.50 25.95 | 0.0001 | 0.53 100 | -217
L 6 1 2.82 176 133

oals conceded o = 9 0 0.09 0.30 3240 | 0.0000 | 0.59 067 | -2.43
L 4 1 173 0.82 0.90

b EE AT Y L 0 0.55 0.27 0.52 209 | 01635 | 0.05 088 | -0.62
L 4 0 1.09 1.29 1.14

; W 8 1 3.55 247 2.34 490 | 00387 | 0.15 231 | -0.94
L 9 2 5.73 5.22 2.28

o W 2 U 145 1.07 1.04 707 | 00150 | 0.22 144 | -113
L 6 1 3.09 3.09 176

L 6 0 2.09 2.89 1.7 072 | 04062 | 001 | 151 0.36

L 4 0 2.64 1.65 1.29 ) ) ) ) )

Table 29 shows that GKs performance was a significant indicator of success, by denying scoring chances with
large values of expected-conceded-goals (xCG). Individual saves with large xCG (ES 1.29) and total tallies of
xCG from multiple saves (ES 0.99) distinguished GKs from both groups. Individual saves were especially
significant during the 1% half (ES 0.90).

Table 29. Results of xCG for individual saves and total saves.

GOALKEEPING MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES

GK MAX xCG in one Save i 0.86 0.13 0.52 0.06 024 9.22 0.0065 0.27 0.22 1.29
L 0.7 0 0.24 0.04 0.20

GK total xCG in Saves il i 0.16 0.82 0.24 0.49 5.37 0.0313 0.17 0.41 0.99
L 1 0 0.41 0.10 0.32

MAX xCG inaSave 1st half W 0.79 0 0.39 0.10 0.32 4.49 0.0468 0.14 0.27 0.90
L 0.70 0 0.14 0.05 0.22

MAX xCG inaSave 2nd half w 0.86 0 0.27 0.09 0.30 1.74 0.2026 0.03 0.23 0.56
L 0.37 0 0.14 0.02 0.15

Table 30 shows GKs of winning teams performing more exits (ES 0.93), especially in the 2" half (ES 1.03).
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Table 30. Results of goalkeeper exits.

GOALKEEPING MAX value | MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
GK Exits i > 0 2.27 3.62 1.90 4.75 0.0415 0.15 1.47 0.93
L 2 0 0.91 0.69 0.83
GK Exits (1st half) o = g o 1.05 1.03 0 1 -0.05 0.87 0
L 2 0 0.64 0.45 0.67
GK Exits (2nd half) W 4 0 1.64 3.25 1.80 5.89 0.0248 0.18 1.32 1.03
L 1 0 0.27 0.22 0.47

Tables 31-33 show GKs from losing teams having better passing accuracy (ES -1.10), especially in the 2" half
(ES -1.02), possibly due to their tendency to execute passes inside-own-third (ES -0.74) and with more accuracy
(ES -0.79), as they typically imply lower difficulty. GKs from winning teams performed more passes beyond-own-
third (ES 1.30), especially in the 2" half (ES 1.49) and with more accuracy (ES 1.24).

Table 31. Results of passing accuracy percentage.

GOALKEEPING MAX value [ MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
GK Pass Accuracy (%) 0.96 0.75 0.84 0.01 0.07 6.64 0.0180 0.20 0.06 -1.10
0.98 0.83 0.91 0.00 0.05
GK Pass Accuracy (%) 1st half L Y5 i) ool b 1.86 0.1878 0.04 0.08 -0.58
1 0.77 0.93 0.01 0.08
GK Pass Accuracy (%) 2nd half 0.92 0.50 0.79 0.02 0.13 5.69 0.0270 0.18 0.10 -1.02
1 0.81 0.89 0.01 0.08

Table 32. Results of passes inside own third.

GOALKEEPING MAX value | MIN value |MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. F P-value w? Pool SD ES
de O ¢ M 26 4 14.82 48.76 6.98 2.98 0.0998 0.08 8.03 -0.74
L 38 10 20.73 80.22 8.96
o W 24 3 13.73 45.62 6.75 3.45 0.0781 0.10 7.81 -0.79
L 36 10 19.91 76.29 8.73
0 W 1 0.75 0.91 0.01 0.0 2.45 0.1330 0.06 0.07 -0.67
L 1 0.86 0.96 0.00 0.05

Table 33. Results of passes beyond own third.

GOALKEEPING MAX value | MIN value [MEAN value| Variance |Stand.Dev. [F P-value w? Pool SD ES
GK Passes Beyond Own Third i 22 6 1345 20.87 4.57 9.31 0.0063 0.27 4.05 1.30
L 14 3 8.18 11.96 3.46
GK Passes BOT 1st half W o 0 el =2 2 0.21 0.6538 -0.04 2.34 0.19
L 10 1 4.09 5.69 2.39
GK Passes BOT 2nd half b 17 4 8.91 13.89 3.73 12.29 0.0022 0.34 3.22 1.49
L 9 1 4.09 6.89 2.63
BO W 16 1 10.00 18.40 4.29 4.42 0.0483 0.13 3.85 0.90
L 12 2 6.55 11.27 3.36
BO w 5 0 3.36 3.45 1.86 0 1 -0.05 213 0
L 1 3.36 5.65 2.38
BO S W 12 1 6.64 10.85 3.29 8.41 0.0089 0.25 2.79 1.24
L 7 0 3.18 4.76 2.18

4. Discussion

The results suggest an overall notion where both teams started with similar levels of ball-possession, attacks per
minute, and percentage of long passes, indicating relatively balanced initial conditions. However, winning teams
differentiated themselves by creating higher-quality scoring opportunities, involving a wider range of players in
these opportunities, performing more shots with more effectiveness, and benefitting from decisive saves from their
goalkeepers, leading them to score during the 1% half.

After conceding, losing teams displayed characteristics of a possession style of play, increasing their ball-
possession and relying on positional attacks, particularly on the right flank. Winning teams instead adopted a
defensive focus, sitting in a low and compact defensive block, showing low pressing intensity, and relying on
direct-transitions using long passes, particularly on the left flank, possibly exploiting the very same flank which
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the opposition focused their attacks on. This allowed winning teams to be more effective in reaching the
opposition’s box and creating shots with fewer attacks, supported by their effective passing, their goalkeepers
providing accurate passes beyond-own-third, and their increased number of defensive actions like interception and
clearances. These patterns suggest that match-outcomes were influenced less by volume of actions and more by
their effectiveness.

4.1 Styles of play

The results show that winning teams focused on direct-transitions and displayed characteristics of a
counterattacking style of play, while losing teams performed more positional attacks and displayed characteristics
of a possession style of play, with more ball-possession leading to a larger number of passes. However, these
results should be interpreted cautiously as this phenomenon is largely attributed to the context of the game, and
the relationship between playing style and success is complex as it varies across different authors, competitions,
and stages.

Regarding the 2022 edition, our results align with Myftiu & Thaqi (2023), but contrast with Rance (2023) who
found longer possessions to be effective, however, these studies included both stages of the tournament. Ivan-
Baragafio et al. (2024) indicates that successful teams showed possession-style characteristics in the group-stage,
meaning that successful teams could have changed their tactical approach in the knockout-stage, possibly aiming
to manage efforts from players and reduce defensive actions, benefitting further in the tournament (Branquinho et
al., 2023).

In the 2018 edition, successful teams predominantly showed possession-style characteristics but were also able to
change depending on the match context (Yi et al., 2019). Most goals came from elaborate attacks and positional
play using short and effective passes (Vergonis et al., 2019; Kubayi, 2020), evidencing differences across editions.
Collet (2013) affirms that throughout the 2002 to 2010 editions, ball-possession was beneficial when facing
opposition of lower quality, but detrimental facing opposition of similar quality.

4.2 Scoringin the 1% half

The results align with Wei et al. (2024) indicating that most goals in the 2022 knockout-stage were scored during
the 1% half, unlike the group-stage, evidencing differences across stages, possibly due to different tactical
approaches. Contrary, Rance (2023) indicates that most goals were scored during the 2" half, even if scoring first
was associated with success.

Most goals in the 2018 edition and in the 2010 knockout-stage were scored during the 2" half (Delgado-Bordonau
etal., 2013; Vergonis et al., 2019; Kubayi, 2020), showing differences across editions and stages.

Degrenne & Carling (2024) indicate that teams underperformed their G—xG ratios during the 2022 and 2018
editions, meaning that they scored fewer goals than expected according to their chances created. This aligns with
our results regarding losing teams, possibly explained by their lower shot-effectiveness and the increased shot-
stopping ability from winning team’s goalkeepers.

4.3 Shooting Effectiveness

Shot effectiveness, in terms of accuracy and conversion-rate, was more significant than the number of shots,
highlighting the importance of shot-quality over sheer quantity, possibly explained by winning teams attempting
shots from shorter distance with increased probability of scoring, which is in line with literature across editions
(Alves et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2019; Micovic et al., 2023).

Shooting effectiveness metrics are common indicators of success across FIFA World Cups (Szwarc, 2004;
Castellano et al., 2012; Collet, 2013; Delgado-Bordonau et al., 2013; Clemente etal., 2015; Liu et al., 2015; Dufour
etal., 2017; Rumpfetal., 2017; Alves etal., 2019; Yi et al., 2019; Myftiu & Thaqi, 2023; Huang et al., 2024; Wei
etal., 2024; Yan et al., 2024). Some authors suggest that total shots alone might indicate success (Castellano et al.,
2012; Wei et al., 2024), but our results suggest that effectiveness provides a clearer distinction.

Alves et al. (2019) found that successful teams presented more shots and shots on target during the 2018 edition,
with shooting accuracy being especially significant during the knockout-stage. However, for the 2006 edition,
Lago (2007) indicates no statistical differences between winning and losing teams during the knockout-stage,
unlike the group-stage, showing differences across stages and editions.
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4.4 Attacking Effectiveness

Winning teams were more effective in creating attacks reaching the opposition’s box and ending in shots,
supporting previous findings of attempting shots from closer range. Losing teams performed more attacks,
focusing them on the right flank, meanwhile winning teams focused their attacks on the left flank and created
better scoring chances with fewer attacks. This provides clues of the location from where counterattacks are being
generated, suggesting that winning teams exploited the very same flank that losing teams focused their attacks on,
possibly taking advantage of opposition players being out of position to initiate direct-transitions, generating a
great percentage of their total xG.

Regarding the 2018 edition, our results align with Alves et al. (2019) as successful teams presented better metrics
related to attacking efficiency, such as number of shots, shot accuracy, and passing success, especially during the
knockout-stage. But they contrast with Yi et al. (2019) as possession-style teams showed better metrics related to
effectiveness in attacking and passing. Interestingly, Clemente (2012) found that successful teams in the 2010
edition attacked more from the sides than the centre, however, all teams attacked more on the right side.

4.5 Passing Effectiveness

Winning teams showed better passing effectiveness metrics, which are associated to successful match-outcomes
and to the ability of a team to create scoring chances (Castellano et al., 2012; Saito et al., 2013; Clemente et al.,
2015; Liuetal., 2015; Da Mota et al., 2016; Alves et al., 2019; Vergonis et al., 2019; Yi et al., 2019; Kubayi, 2020).
This aligns with previous findings indicating that winning teams were more effective by attempting shots from
closer range, possibly facilitated by their increased passing effectiveness.

Results for crossing metrics suggests that the sheer number of crosses was detrimental to success, unlike the
effectiveness of accurate crosses, aligning across editions with (Liu et al., 2015; Smith & Lyons, 2017; Lepschy
etal., 2021; Mitrotasios et al., 2022; Myftiu & Thaqi, 2023).

4.6 Defending

Defensive metrics showed positive relationships with success, aligning with (Wei et al., 2024; Yan et al., 2024) for
the 2022 edition, and with Yi et al. (2019) for the 2018 edition. Ivan-Baragafio et al. (2024) found that successful
teams in the 2022 group-stage maintained a high-defensive-block when out-of-possession, often associated to ball-
possession teams pressing high, suggesting that contrasting styles of play had success in different stages of the
tournament. This could be a deliberate strategy to deceive the opposition with their match preparation, minimize
defensive actions, or reduce the effort from players in early stages (Branquinho et al. 2023).

These results support the notion that winning teams adopted a more defensive approach, conceding ball-possession
to the opposition and performing more defensive actions like interceptions and clearances, facilitating the initiation
of counterattacks.

4.7 Transition & Team Behaviour

The results suggests that winning teams showed characteristics of a counterattacking style of play by sitting in a
low-block, having low pressing-intensity, and few recoveries-per-minute, especially during the 2™ half, as well as
displaying a compact and long overall shape distribution, facilitating a defensive approach and the initiation of
direct-transitions. In contrast, losing teams displayed possession-style characteristics by having more ball-
possession, more attacks-per-minute, and fewer long passes, especially during the 2" half, as well as having a
wider overall distribution, and pressing high to recover possession in a mid-block or opposition’s half. This led
them to lose possession higher up the pitch far away from their goal, possibly exposing them to direct-transitions
with long passes behind the defensive line, whereas winning teams tended to lose possession in a mid-block,
possibly after failed counterattacks.

Interestingly, both groups showed almost the same percentages of ball-possession, attacks-per-minute, and
percentage of long passes during the 1* half, suggesting the influence of the scoreline in the style of play, as
winning teams reduced their ball-possession and attacks-per-minute during the 2" half, but also increased their
percentage of long passes, possibly due to the urgencies to score and to not concede to move into the next stage.
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4.8 Set-Pieces

Statistically speaking, set-pieces were detrimental for success. Similarly, a larger number of fouls committed had
a positive relationship to success, possibly for stopping potentially dangerous attacks. At the same time, a larger
number of fouls received had a negative relationship with success, suggesting a poor set-piece performance from
national teams, possibly due to the reduced time allowed to train together in preparation for this specific World
Cup, starting mid-November and interfering with the normal club season of most players (Micovic et al., 2023).
Clark et al. (2024), indicates that the effectiveness of corner-kicks depended on contextual factors such as delivery
type, match status, and defensive organisation, suggesting that set-pieces are influenced by how teams adapt
tactically and defensively in specific match situations.

4.9 Goalkeeping

Goalkeepers from losing teams faced more shots and conceded more goals during the 1% half, meanwhile
goalkeepers from winning teams performed more quality-saves denying important scoring chances, especially
during the 1* half. Degrenne & Carling (2024) indicate that teams during the 2022 and 2018 editions
underperformed their ratios of (G — xG), meaning that GKs might be contributing to prevent goals from being
scored after large amounts of xCG generated against them, by performing quality-saves.

Goalkeepers from losing teams showed better passing accuracy, possibly because they performed more passes
inside-own-third that imply less difficulty. Goalkeepers from winning teams performed more passes beyond-own-
third and with more accuracy, especially during the 2" half, suggesting that GKs from winning teams could have
helped to initiate direct-transitions providing long balls beyond their own third, especially during the 2" half.

5. Conclusion

The present study adopts a narrow and in-depth scope, focusing on the knockout stage of the 2022 FIFA World
Cup as a deliberate research design choice to ensure a specific and comparable context. This deliberate restriction
reduces the influence of external factors and allows a more focused analysis of team performance; however, the
reduced sample size and large number of variables require that results be interpreted with caution. The study
follows an exploratory approach, emphasising the magnitude and practical relevance of differences rather than
confirmatory statistical inferences, aiming to identify performance indicators that differentiated winning and losing
teams.

Not many studies focus on knockout-stage matches, even when FIFA World Cup literature shows multiple
variations in performance metrics across editions, and even across stages of the same competition. This study
identified performance indicators that differentiated winning from losing teams, the main finding being that
winning teams displayed characteristics associated to a counterattacking style of play, focusing on direct-
transitions, meanwhile losing teams showed characteristics of a possession style of play, focusing on positional-
play, behaviours that were especially significant during the 2" half.

Implications for coaches include identifying behaviours and metrics that made the difference in these matches,
potentially influencing future match-preparation, training sessions, and tactical decisions. For example,
acknowledging that both teams changed their tactical behaviours after either of them scored, meaning coaches
should be prepared to adapt their tactical approach, in terms of ball-possession, to a more propositional or
conservative style of play, depending on the context of the game and allowances of the opposition. Additionally,
understanding the characteristics of teams that were successful in these matches provide coaches with valuable
information that can potentially affect the mentioned aspects, like having increased passing effectiveness, which
allowed the creation of better scoring opportunities with a wide range of players and from shorter distances from
the goal, increasing their shooting effectiveness, as well as goalkeepers performing quality saves, all this leading
them to score during the 1% half.
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L 0 2 3 0 4 0 1 0 1 3 0 4 0 127 222 1.49
W | 3% | 6% | ox | 1a% | 6% | 100% | o% | 7% | so% | so% | so | 100% 0% 5% 0.10 031
SOPBOT Percentage (X) L 0% | % | 75% o% | so% | o | 2o | o% | 5% | 3% | ox 75% 0% 2% 0.06 025 37 00674 o 028 o8z
Yellow Cards U 0 2 0 9 3 0 0 1 2 2 0 = 2 wen 2 i 130 | 02673 | oo1 0.3 -0.49
L 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 0 2 2 0 136 0.45 0.67
w 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0.09 0.09 030
Red Cards n 5 5 5 o 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 o 5 50 500 o0 100 | 03293 | o000 021 0.43
oftedes w 3 1 0 1 2 0 4 1 2 0 3 4 0 155 187 137 0 | osen 0o as o2
L 0 1 B 2 1 0 3 1 2 3 3 5 0 191 2.29 151
. w 8 14 8 3 12 16 10 10 15 10 12 16 8 1182 776 2.79
Fouls Committed L 15 7 1 11 10 1 1 8 9 5 10 15 5 10.00 7.40 272 20 o7 008 2 oee
Fouls Received W = & u i 2 1 0 & 2 2 2 1 2 936 22 269 256 | o014 | o007 2.80 0.68
L 7 14 8 13 14 15 9 9 14 9 12 15 7 11.27 8.42 2.90 :
w 2 19 15 12 12 17 5} 19 11 15 18 2 11 16.27 .02 361
Throw-Ins L 23 2 1 18 15 15 18 13 27 21 27 27 12 19.18 27.56 5.25 22 01955 008 450 o6
R w 5 a 53 a4 36 39 33 50 9 66 2 66 33 45.27 83.22 9.12 0 | oaso oo o8 0s
= g L 50 39 45 5 35 39 53 6 35 38 a3 53 35 42.55 34.87 591 g
) w 54 51 ) 5 9 a7 a9 51 a7 a7 a4 54 a3 47,91 1089 330
AT CEN () L 53 26 50 27 52 50 a7 54 51 28 26 54 26 29.45 8.07 2.80 i QD @en 203 oo

20



ATTACKS

ARG AUS | ARG-CRO | BAAKOR | CAO-MAR [FRA-ENG [ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRAPOL | MAR-POR [NED-USA| POR-SUA | MR value | MIN valuz | MEAN valus | v StandOev. | F Pvaluz w | Pesiso 3
w a1 32 a1 40 37 a1 34 48 19 2 34 8 19 3573 64.62 8.05
Total Attacks L 23 49 35 34 44 27 a5 37 61 54 36 61 23 40.45 130.07 11.40 126 o247 oot 87 08
w 14 s 14 3 8 s e} 16 9 1 1 16 5 11.85 8.07 284
Total Shots T = m . ; 5 o h 5 e m > T < s o3 ) 346 | 00778 | o010 287 079
W | sa% | asw | saw | 3w | 2% 38% | saw | arn | 4% | 35% 7% 20% 33% 0.01 0.08
LI ST A L 2% | 20% | 23% | 21% | 20% 20% | 20% | 18% | 30% | 19% 30% 18% 23% 0.00 0.04 1334 | oooe 036 007 156
W 3 3 6 s 4 6 4 3 4 3 6 3 4.09 129 114
G
L 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0.82 036 0,60 7121 | oo | o076 o9t 60
w 30 2 2 23 2 20 % 7 15 15 30 7 20.27 37.62 6.13 oo6 | oows | on o s
L 16 33 % 2 25 37 31 38 4 28 ) 16 28.82 77.76 .82
- w s 5 7 6 5 5 s 4 s 3 s 1 545 5.07 2.25
Positional Shots n > < " > c . > < m = T > o e e 003 | ose20 | -005 [ 242 -0.08
N W | 2% | 23w | s | 2ew | 2% 25% | s | s | ssw | 0% | s 5% 29% 0.02 0.15
paws S L 1% | 1e% | 15% | o% | 2a% 22% | 23% | 1ew | 25% | 8% | 20w 9% 1% 0.00 0.06 432 | o007 | om o o080
) w 1 0 2 2 4 2 3 2 0 1 4 0 182 156 125
Free-Kicks n 3 " n 2 < - i < 5 n 5 n ¥ YT T sg4 | 0023 | o018 141 103
o w 1 0 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 073 0.42 0,65
Free-Kicks with Shot v 5 T 0 T 3 5 3 3 5 0 3 5 T o o 164 | 02143 | o003 0.3 -055
W[ 100% | o | so% | oo% | o% S0% | 33% | so% | o% | 100% | 100% 0% 44% 017 0.42
FXWS Percentage (X) L 0% | 25% | 100% | 33% | 60% 0% | 0% | 3% 0% | 100% | 100% 0% 3% 013 037 oot 0939 | 0% 03 00
Penaly Kicks U u L L 0 9 u 9 9 u u 2 o od b o 0.00 10 -0.05 0.40 0.00
L 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0.18 0.6 0.40
w 1 2 5 3 2 2 7 3 4 3 7 1 373 4.02 2.00
Corner-Kicks n 3 . . 3 . 3 T 5 : . 5 n i T3 o 027 | os083 | -003 205 -0.22
Comner-Kicks with Shot U u : : 1 1 2 2 L L 2 2 o e o o 026 | o681 | -003 0.84 -0.22
L 2 2 2 1 1 2 ) ) 3 2 3 0 136 105 103
w 0% | sow | 20w | 1% | sow 100% | 20% | 33% | 25% | 33% | 1o00% 0% 35% 0.07 0.26
cxws L 67% | so% | so% | s | 20% o7% | o% 0% | eox | 33% | e 0% 35% 0.07 0.26 ooL | oo | 005 | o oo
A tacks per Minate W | o041 | 032 | 041 | 04 | 035 | 042 | 03 | o4s | o015 | 027 | 035 | o8 0.19 0.36 0.01 0.08 1% | 0257 | oor 010 o
: [ 023 | 049 | 035 | 034 | 042 | 028 | 045 | 037 | 06 | 0ss | 037 06 023 0.40 0.01 0.11
. w 03 | 031 | 044 | 048 | 032 | 041 | o4 | 055 | 027 | 021 | 033 | 055 021 037 0.01 0.10
: Attacks Par Minute {1st half L 021 | 035 | 034 | o028 | 042 | 024 | 042 | 038 | 04 | 047 | 035 047 021 036 001 0.08 oo o7ses | oo 00 on
052 . . . . X .
c tacks per - w 03¢ | 038 | 033 | 038 | 043 | 029 | 041 | o011 | o031 | o3 | os 011 0.35 0.01 0.10 bor | oxom | oos 013 o
b L 025 | 06 | 037 | 038 | 041 | 031 | 049 | 035 | 078 | 063 | 039 | o078 025 0.45 0.03 0.16
w 04 | 013 | 053 | 06 | 053 | 04 | o4 | 0&7 | o2 02 | 02 087 013 0.41 0.05 0.22
5 15
Atacks Per Minute (1-15'mins) L 007 | 04 | 007 | 027 | 04 | 007 | 04 | 007 | 04 | 047 | 047 | oar 0.07 0.28 0.03 0.18 e o158 008 020 o
A ————— w 02 | 033 | 04 | 047 | 007 | 027 | 027 | 04 | 0a | 027 | 027 | oar 0.07 0.30 0.01 0.11 Je | omm | ooe o1a o7
L 047 | 047 | 067 | 013 | 06 | 027 | o4 | 04 | 033 | 033 | 027 | oer 013 039 0.02 0.15
- asem W | 029 | 042 | 04 | 039 | 035 | 053 | 05 | 041 | 022 | 018 | o047 | 053 018 038 001 011
Attacks Per Minute {31 45+ mins) L 012 | 032 | o3 044 | 03 | 037 | 044 | 065 | 044 | 059 | 032 0.65 01 039 0.02 0.15 008 o8 | 008 o 00
S ———— w 06 | 027 | 047 | 027 | 047 | 06 | 013 | 06 | 02 | o013 | os 06 013 0.39 0.04 0.20 001 | ooms | oo 021 008
L 027 | 067 | 02 | 033 | 047 | 013 | 047 | 027 | 073 | 06 | 013 | o7 013 0.39 0.05 0.21
; R w 02 | 027 | 013 | 033 | 047 | 027 | o047 | 047 | 007 | 06 | 02 06 0.07 032 0.03 0.17
Attacks Par Minute {6175 mins) L 02 | o058 | o6 053 | 06 | 033 | o2 04 | 07 | os 06 073 02 0.48 0.03 0.18 o 00333 ote o o7
W | o068 | 045 | 053 | 036 | 027 | 042 | 029 | 025 | oos | 02a | o032 | oes 0.08 0.35 0.03 0.16
Attacks Per Minute (76'- 80+mi 2.4 132 1 067
e o) L 027 | 06 | 032 | 032 | 027 | 042 | 071 | 038 | 083 | 067 | 042 | o083 027 0.47 0.04 0.20 e | oms | oo 01 ¢
Total Attacks Righ Flank Y g g g 2 = = g = 2 L 3 = = 2z = = 988 | 0005t | o029 468 134
L 8 17 18 17 B 9 2 16 15 25 ) 25 8 16.00 27.00 5.20
S A————— w_| o0z 0 052 | oo1 | 030 | 046 | 022 | 117 ) 027 | 085 | 117 0 0.38 0.15 0.38 001 | omos | o008 | oams ont
L 0 03 | 006 | o061 | 012 | 026 | 026 | 025 | 043 | 181 | o2 | 181 0 0.43 025 050
W | 1% | ow | 1e% | 1% | 26% | 2% | o% | as% | o% | 17% | 0% | as% 0% 18% 0.03 0.16
RFDL Percentage (%) L 0% | 6% | 13% | S8 6% | 20w | 5% | 11% | 28% | 79% | es 7% 0% 32% 0.08 0.28 21 o5 008 0B 08
Total Attacks Centre Flank U = B = u 1 8 = 8 > 20 o 2 = SR e a 033 | os7m9 | -003 556 025
L 6 16 7 6 19 s 15 1 26 18 13 2 A 13.18 4056 637
W | 188 | 160 | 179 | 005 | 033 | 027 | 152 | 087 | 033 | 097 | o047 | 188 0.05 0.92 0.46 0,68
Centre Flank Danger Level (xG) L 038 | 015 | 028 | o001 | 198 | 089 | 126 | 170 | 112 | 047 | 017 1.9 001 078 045 0,67 0B oese0 | oo o6 o0
———— W | s | 77w | 6% | 8% | as% | to% | ea% | 31% | 35% | e | 1ow | saw 8% 4% 0.07 0.26 057 | omr | om 028 o
L Sa% | 39% | 6% | 1% | oa% | 76% | 75% | 7e% | 72% | 21% | 18% | oa% 1% 53% 0.09 0.30
w 14 11 17 31 7 17 13 20 9 5 1 31 5 14.18 5116 7.15
Total Attacks Left Flank n 5 5 " T - " 5 o T o T - 5 100 o i 200 | 01730 | o004 5.28 060
W | 016 | 047 | 06 | 059 | 054 | 095 | 069 | 033 | 06 | 033 | o1 | 101 0.16 0.57 0.06 0.25
Left Flank Level 2. 1 2 208
SR e e [ 033 0 011 | o044 | 001 | 005 | 017 | 028 0 0 017 | o044 0 0.14 0.02 0.15 8 | oo 050 °
N w 7% | 23% | 21% | oa% | ae% | st% | 28w | 1a% | ea% | 21% | 4ao% | 9% 7% 38% 0.06 0.25
Lo S L a6% | o% | 2a% | 4% | o% | a% | 10% | 1% | o% o% | 1sx% | ao% 0% 14% 0.03 0.17 o4 | oowr | o oz o8
ARG-AUS | AAG-CRO | BRAKOR | CRO-MAR [ FRA-ENG [ENG-SEN | FA-MPR | FRAPOL [MARPOR |NED-USA | POR-SW | MAXvalue | MIN value | MEAN vaiue stndDev. [ F Pusiue Pusi SO [
w a5 a5 a4 a 29 a2 a8 39 52 59 a7 59 29 2464 57.45 7.58 115 | ooom | om 7 o
L 38 29 2 37 28 37 2 6 20 39 28 6 2 3355 6387 7.99
w 5 3 2 7 8 2 3 2 4 5 0 8 o 4.00 6.00 245
Sliding Tackles n 3 > . h . 3 > 5 3 - 5 s 5 o et e 020 | oess2 | -0.04 237 0.19
Cearances w ) ) fr 5 17 B 17 s 34 % Y 3 8 1655 55.47 7.45 o | oo | om o i
L 13 9 3 5 12 1 4 15 3 9 12 15 3 10.00 14.00 374
w 99 | 109 | 123 | 104 | 253 | 65 | 241 | 214 | 28 | 172 | 122 28 65 16.20 53.92 734
Pressing Intansity (PPDA) L 136 | 102 | 155 | 121 | 92 | 193 | 103 | 164 | 56 87 | 152 193 56 1237 1620 4.02 230 o152 008 92 068
o P ———— W | 132 | 124 | 122 | 83 | 243 | s1 | 1o5 | 196 | aas 38 | 178 | 445 5.1 19.54 14694 | 12.12 057 | o | oo a5 02
. L 2 10 %6 | 266 | 142 | 185 | 109 | 154 | 61 | 101 | 202 | 266 6.1 1636 4692 685
w 75 | 95 | 124 | 128 | 27 | 79 | 306 | 237 | 181 | 94 | 94 306 75 1530 68.20 826
: Pressing Intensity (2nd half) L 87 | 104 | 102 69 58 | 202 | o7 | 177 | as 76 | 115 202 48 1033 2256 475 29 0.09% 008 o o
0 = w 18 23 | 137 | 173 | sas | 38 80 1 | 575 | 177 | 203 80 3.8 26.98 s0891 | 2256 15 | o2 | oor | 1508 oas
. L 17 97 18 50 | 153 | 183 | 10 3 4 227 | 213 50 4 18.12 14191 | 1191
w 17 68 | 153 | 63 68 | 135 | 95 a4 79 37 20 79 63 2876 63507 | 2520
: i o (16" 30
Pressing Intensity (16'- 30'mins) L 35 107 3 158 12 | 196 | 104 | 153 | 61 107 | 157 35 6.1 16.75 85.89 527 220 01536 008 8% 06
T w 856 13| 103 | as 15 | as | 183 | 147 | 183 | 101 | 148 101 45 2039 73872 | 278 0o | osee | 005 | 2078 o7
L 267 | o3 | 285 42 | 17 | 17 | 125 | 225 | 88 41 25 2 41 1892 12464 | 1116
N TP, w 67 | 122 | 19 203 | 64 | 41 | 188 | 167 | 59 98 12 64 a1 2205 40826 | 2021
Pressing Intensity (45'- 60'mins) [ 5.6 98 213 | 143 20 33 123 46 42 10 35 46 42 19.59 172.35 13.13 o ore | oo | o o1
Pressing Intensity (61'- 75'mins) W us 2 104 18 - z 2L 245 | 163 L 55 | 78 2 2 1039 3755 | 1969 323 | o087 | o009 [ 1415 077
. L 62 | 52 7.4 6.4 41 | 122 | ss8 93 9 115 7 162 a1 855 128 358 i : i i
. 76 90em w 63 | 132 | 1 56 1 | 162 | 335 | 335 | 122 | 193 | 83 335 63 1583 89.45 .46
P LRy EE=COA) L 3 20 838 2 33 315 1.7 19 38 2.4 107 315 3 11.20 85.11 9.3 it @R @ el 0D
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TRANSITIONS

ARG-AUS | ARG-CRD | BRAKOR | CRO-MAR [ FRA-ENG [ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRAPOL | MAR POR |NED-USA | POR-SW | MAXvaluz | MIN value | MEAN valuz F Pvalue Pusi SO [
} w 86 71 77 71 69 7 71 81 76 89 69 89 69 75.64 48.25 6.95
Total Recoveries L 71 79 78 66 61 78 84 84 74 98 59 98 59 75.64 127.05 1127 o Lo 00 o3¢ o0
) W 28 0 30 35 39 26 ) 38 50 52 36 52 2% 37.91 69.09 831
Low Block Recoveries L 38 39 a1 31 23 40 36 a1 15 29 20 a1 15 32.09 85.00 9.22 2% 01359 008 87 oee
. ) w a1 25 30 27 21 3 21 30 20 33 % a1 20 28.00 41.40 6.43
Medium Block Recoveries v = = 5 o o 5 - " % - = o = e e i 221 | o1s8 | oo0s 7.32 -0.63
) ) w 17 6 [ 9 5 ) 7 B 6 4 7 17 @ 973 1982 445
High Block Recoveries T o o 5 5 o o 5 5 = o : o = 00 Tras e o0s2 | o479 | -002 414 031
w 37 18 30 21 19 2% 15 21 8 19 16 37 8 2073 59.22 7.70
GO L 28 26 21 17 23 23 33 20 42 42 2 2 17 27.00 73.00 854 32 00855 009 813 o
) ] W | 019 | 022 | 024 | 02 02 | 015 | 02 | 024 | 014 | o031 | o1s | oa 014 021 0.00 0.05
Recoveries Per Minute L 025 | 021 | 025 | 025 | 016 | 018 | 023 | 031 | 022 | 037 | 016 | 037 0.16 0.24 0.00 0.06 L5 02330 002 008 02
’ ' W | 023 | 018 | 028 | 013 | 028 | 014 | 019 | 019 | o008 | 032 | o1 | o032 0.08 0.20 0.01 0.07
; e e e, e i) L 028 | 012 | 026 | 015 | 014 | 014 | 021 | 026 | 017 | 036 | 008 0.36 0.08 0.20 0.01 0.08 o0 oo7ss | 00 008 oot
) R W | o015 | 02 | 02 | 027 | 013 | 016 | 022 | 028 | 019 | 029 | 022 | 029 013 022 0.00 0.06
: Recoveries Per {Zndhatt L 023 | 03 | 024 | 035 | 018 | 022 | 025 | 035 | 026 | 037 | o024 037 018 0.27 0.00 0.06 s 00352 018 008 0%
’ (115 w 02 | 007 | 033 | 02 | 033 | 013 | o027 | 027 0 02 | 027 | o033 0 0.21 0.01 0.10
f T Lt L 027 | 02 02 013 | 033 | 027 | 02 | 047 | o013 02 | o013 047 013 0.23 0.01 0.10 029 osse2 | 003 010 on
) o w 04 | 047 | 033 | 013 | 02 | 013 | 007 | 027 | 013 | 053 | 02 053 0.07 026 0.02 015
: Recoveries Per Minute (16'- 30 mins) L 04 | 013 | 027 02 | 007 | 007 | 02 | 027 | 013 | 06 | 013 06 0.07 022 0.03 016 028 oeoor | 00 ote o
0 | Recoveries per Minute (31~ 4s+mins) [— {012 | 005 | 02 1 006 | 03 | 016 | 022 | 006 | 011 | 024 u o 2 s o oey 002 | ossu [ -00s 0.10 -0.06
N L 018 | 005 | 03 | o011 | 005 | o011 | 022 | 006 | 022 | 029 0 03 0 0.14 0.01 0.10
W | 013 | 033 | 013 | 02 | 013 | 013 | 013 | 047 | 013 | 027 | 033 | o4z 013 0.22 0.01 012
5 . o j
Recoveries Per Minute (45'- 60'min) L 027 | o4 02 027 | 02 | o2 02 | 033 | 033 | o2 | o033 04 02 0.27 001 0.07 19 o261 002 o0 o5t
W | 007 | 013 | 013 | o4 02 | 007 | 027 | 047 | o013 | 033 | 007 | oar 0.07 0.21 0.02 0.14
Recoveries Per Minute (61'- 75'mi 1 44 -0.02 1 033
e e L) [ 013 | 007 | o2 04 | 027 | 02 | 027 | 06 02 033 | 013 06 0.07 025 002 0.15 0¢ 04448 o0 ° 03
) : A W | 023 | 03 | 032 | 023 | 008 | 026 | 02a | 004 | 025 | 029 | o026 | 032 0.04 023 0.01 0.09
Recoveries Per Minute (76 90+'mins) |1 027 | 04 | 032 | o036 | 012 | 026 | 028 | 021 | 025 | 052 | 026 | 082 012 0.30 001 010 281 01092 008 ot on
otal Possessions Losses w 106 o1 88 ) 81 52 82 % 101 | 15 80 115 80 93.18 11896 | 1091 oot | oo o | 1016 oo
L 107 88 86 80 % 85 95 87 103 | 108 9 108 80 93.55 87.47 935 :
w 2 3 14 17 17 11 19 1 % 28 18 28 11 17.82 32.16 567
Low Block Loss L 28 9 20 15 15 19 12 19 4 11 14 28 4 15.09 40.89 6.39 12 03025 oot o0 04
Medium Block Loss w 36 37 33 31 32 36 33 33 56 53 29 56 29 37.18 79.16 8.50 vos | oo | om o e
L a2 30 32 27 21 40 30 27 25 32 32 a2 21 30.73 37.42 6.12 : -
. w 8 a1 a1 45 32 5 30 52 19 3 3 52 19 38.18 9136 956
(AT L 37 29 3 38 60 26 53 a1 7 65 28 7 26 47.73 208.42 10.04 i 2 o B 0B
ARG-AUS | AAG-CRO | BRAKOR | CRO-MAR | FRA-ENG [ENG-SEN | FA-MPR | FRAPOL [MARPOR |NED-USA | POR-SW | MAXvalue | MIN vaiue | MEAN vaiue | Varianee | StansDev. | F Pusiue Pusi SO [
Total Ducls w 198 | 204 | 177 | 205 | 193 | 195 | 104 | 18 | 1e2 | 202 | 139 205 139 18709 | 41409 | 2035 000 0 005 | 20m 000
L 108 | 204 | 177 | 205 | 103 | 195 | 104 | 189 | 162 | 200 | 139 205 139 187.00 | 41409 | 2035
w % % 89 9 % 89 o1 99 75 93 7 % 7 89.01 74.89 865
Total Duels Won L o1 103 84 8 03 100 % 78 83 9 65 103 65 90.00 13140 | 1146 o 0985 | 005 | o6 oo
—— W | as% | asw | sow | ao% | am% | aow | 4w | sa% | ae% | ao% | s | 5% 6% 8% 0.00 0.03 oot | ooms | 005 | oos oon
[y a6% | s0% | ar% | as% | asw | si% | ao% | a1% | siw | aon | ar% | s1% 41% 48% 0.00 0.03
! w 54| 51 aa 59 39 | 65 | 47 | 46 34 4s | a3 65 34 483 078 0.88
Challenge Intensity L 43 54 46 5.1 53 | a1 55 56 69 6.1 36 6.9 36 5.14 0.89 0.54 o6 oases | 02 o9t 0
w 82 65 79 71 56 63 59 7 57 57 24 82 44 64.09 12509 | 1118
frensive Duel 1| 1.1 -0.01
Offensive Duels L 50 100 52 74 61 66 75 a2 53 78 55 100 2 64.18 27516 | 1659 o0 | oo 005 °
v w 30 23 3 E 21 2% 2 36 2 25 23 36 21 26.73 2202 4.90
Offensive Duels Won L 17 a1 17 3 27 27 35 7 23 36 2 a1 17 27.09 7149 8.6 o0 o900 | 0% ot 00
—————— W | 3% | ssw | aw | aax | 3s% | sex | 41w | sow | 4% | asx% | s | s 35% 2% 0.00 0.05 oot | osore 005 | oo oo
E L 3a% | a1% | 33% | ao% | aa% | a1% | a7 | ao% | 43% | ae% | aax 7% 33% 42% 0.00 0.05 : : :
X w 50 100 52 74 61 66 75 ) 53 78 55 100 a2 64.18 27516 | 16,59
Defensive Duels L 82 65 79 7 56 63 59 72 57 57 44 82 44 64.09 125.09 1118 o o988 00 1 oo
defensive Ducls Won w 33 59 35 40 34 39 20 25 30 2 31 59 25 37.09 78.89 s.88 oo | ose oos | sas 008
L 52 a2 6 40 35 39 35 36 33 32 21 52 21 37.36 64.85 8.05 - ; -
W | ee% | so% | e7% | saw | se% | so% | saw | eo% | Si% | sa% | sew | er% 53% 58% 0.00 0.05
YR L 63% 65% 58% 56% 63% | 62% 59% | 50% 58% 56% | 48% 65% 48% 58% 0.00 0.05 ees LEus s e 0.05
w 29 17 21 2 28 33 ) 40 17 ) 15 40 15 27.09 68.69 8.29
Loose Ball Duels L 29 7 21 32 28 33 33 40 17 3 15 40 15 27.09 68.69 8.29 00 L0 00 829 o
w 16 s 10 1 11 15 10 18 6 ) 5 18 5 1100 1620 402
Loose Ball Duels Won 5 = > 5 = z = * 5 : = s = 2 T = = 001 | oso0 | -00s | 360 0.05
y W | ss% | arw | asw% | 4% | 39% | as% | sow | as% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 5% 30% 1% 0.01 0.08
> Leow L 2a% | a1% | a3% | a1 | 32% | 39% | as% | 30% | s3% | as% | eo% | 6o 2% 2% 0.01 0.10 006 | osoe | 008 | o o
w 37 2 25 28 8 33 27 35 35 34 25 8 2 3173 5422 736
Aerial Duel 1 0. 7. 0.00
'E’ erial Duels L 37 2 25 28 8 3 27 35 35 3 25 8 2 3173 54.22 7.36 ° 0 008 *
. w 17 9 1 3 24 11 7 20 15 15 1 2 9 15.09 1869 432
: Aerial Duels Won L 15 5} ) 11 2 21 10 B 18 16 ) ) 10 14.73 16.82 4.10 o0 o7 | 008 a2 0
W | ae% | a1 | aax | ao% | so% | 3% | eaw | si% | 4% | aa% | sow | e% 3% 8% 0.01 0.08
ADW Percentay .07 792 -0.04 1 011
G ) [y a1% | so% | 4% | 39% | 4% | 6a% | 37% | 3m | sim | ams | aa% | 4% 37% 4% 0.01 0.09 oo 07928 oo 00
W | as% | asx | sow | ae% | ae% | as% | aow | S2% | ae% | ae% | s | 5% 5% 48% 0.00 0.03
Duists Win Rate (%) L as% | so% | ame | ame | as% | s1% | asw | a1% | s1% | as% | ae% 51% 41% 8% 0.00 0.03 oot 09389 | 0% 008 0
W | as% | 4% | sew | 3s% | a3% | am | sox | sa% | ae% | 4% | sow | se% 39% 7% 0.00 0.05
Duels Won (%) 1t half .1 7182 | 004 . -0.16
DA L as% | S5% | 42% | 57% | ao% | 4o% | asw | som | sow | aaw | 4o% | si% 39% 48% 0.00 0.05 0B | oms oo 008
W | ar% | saw | aaw | sow | ao% | a3 | aaw | 5% | ae% | ar% | saw | sa% 43% 8% 0.00 0.04
Duels Won (%) 2nd half L a6% | ao% | sw% | a1 | ar% | s | sow | 4% | sow | sa% | aaw 53% 41% 8% 0.00 0.04 008 osm7 | 0% o0 oo
W | sow | 62w | asx% | 4% | a3% | ao% | eo% | ss% | 25% | am% | sin | e 25% 8% 0.01 011
Duels Won (%) 1" 15'mi . 0. . -0.02
S G L S0% | 37% | a8% | 57 | 53% | sa% | 37% | 34% | es% | 39% | 48% | 68% 34% 48% 0.01 0.10 000 | ooess | o5 | om o0
o W | s7% | aow | sew | sox | so% | asw | ssw | az% | as% | ao% | asw | se% 29% 45% 0.01 0.09
Duels Won (%) 15'- 30 L 38% | 64% | 41% | 50% | 38% | 5a% | 62% | 51% | 51% | s0% | 56% 64% 38% 50% 0.01 0.09 208 o168 008 00 06
e W | a% | aow | sow | 27w | ao% | ss% | ssw | sa% | sow | as% | s | 5% 2% 48% 0.01 0.10
[t 1 . . 0. .
o L e L a6% | 59% | 4o% | 6% | 1% | 4o% | 37% | 32w | ao% | asw | 4% 65% 32% 45% 0.01 0.10 059 o413 002 010 o8
o W | eo% | sexw | sa% | sew | 53% | st | svw | sa% | as% | 3e% | eow | 6o% 37% 52% 0.01 0.08
Duels Won (%) 45'- 60 L 39% | a1% | 4s% | 37% | 4e% | 42% | 62% | 43% | 51% | 1% | 39% 62% 37% 46% 0.01 0.09 295 01013 008 08 o
o W | ao% | asw | se% | sow | sa% | 2s% | siw | so% | 29% | s | sew | sa% 28% 4% 0.01 0.10
e L s L as% | s1% | 1% | aa% | 30% | 7% | a1% | a4w | ee% | 4e% | 37% 7% 37% 49% 0.01 0.11 02 0399 00 o1 on
- oovm W | ae% | sow | aew | ar | 4% | asw% | 43w | se% | se% | as% | 43w | so% 2% 8% 0.00 0.05
B ATD L 47% | a7% | a6% | 42% | 53% | s51% | So% | 44% | 37% | 51% | sew 56% 37% 48% 0.00 0.05 oot 09359 00 008 00
] w 30 18 32 29 23 2 2 37 2 25 16 37 16 258 3656 6.05
Total Dribbles L 18 32 25 36 2% 16 2 21 18 4 18 a4 16 25.45 77.47 8.80 oo oomz | 008 78 0%
; w 1 10 23 18 s gy} 1 29 3 ) 3 29 9 14.73 38.22 6.18
Successful Dribbles T 5 5 5 5 - = o & o = 5 5 5 o o B 014 | o758 | -004 | 635 016
W | 3% | sew | 72% | 2% | 39% | ao% | 4s% | 78% | 5% | so% | s | 8% 37% 57% 0.02 015
S L 50% | se% | 36% | e1% | 62% | so0% | 38% | 2% | 1% | 6a% | so0% | baw 36% 53% 0.01 0.09 02 | o | o2 | OB o3t
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POSSESSION

ARG AUS| ARG-CRO | BRAKOR | CRO-MAR [FRA-ENG |ENG-SEN | FRA- MR | FRapOL [ MaR POR NED-USA | POR S | MAXvaluz | MIN value | MESN valuz F Pvalue Poal SO s
R R R e e e vy e e
e e e e e e e e e e e e T
el e |5 | o7 e | oo | v | 7o | s | sow | 7oe | am | sew | om [ ow | o | oo | om | om | am
e e I N N TIIEE
o [ o e o e et e ] 1 | o | o | o [ om
Ballposesion (431 asvmins | e oo || oo | oo e | ewe oo [ am | ome oo [—ona—] 025 | oous | oot | om | om:
oo [V o L] Lo | S | | o | on |
e A A A e S I
BIN| _ totposesson 0 26 a0cmins |1 T T T oou o | oo e | sou | s v | oo [ e [ wo% s | oo [ | 27 | o001 | oso | oo | 2o
: e [ e e e e e e | o
s S ———— W | 3550 | 2198 | 3238 | 2878 | 22.65 | 3338 | 2232 | 3068 | 1418 | 22.05 | 2460 | 3500 | 148 2635 4134 643 v | o | oo s oo
3 L | 2458 | 33.23 | 27.88 | 2663 | 32.58 | 22.82 | 3488 | 2755 | 37.05 | 3638 | 27.13 | 3795 | 228 3015 2557 5.06
5 | Average Possession Duration (seconds) [—2- = = = & 2 = = o = = £ = = = = = 207 | o1es2 | o005 26 -061
1| possessions Reaching Opponent Half |—2 &2 28 o £ 23 5L = oL 25 = = & 2 2000 12140 | 1102 218 | oasse | o005 | 1357 063
o L 39 &5 51 8 51 20 7 s 88 78 57 88 39 5855 | 247.07 | 1572
e e e e e e e e e e e e o [ | o
w 1 9 18 1 m 1 12 20 s 10 17 2 1 1587
Possessions Reach L 7 7 s 10 s 7 15 11 13 2 6 zg 2 1332 2:;7 ?.3? 2% | o ) o . 068
e i mm am e e e e R RE mwow mw mo e e ey e e
W 2 EP) 1 1 17 7 2 1 1 1 7.4 4
Penalty Box L 12 8 330 1? 85 9 2 1Z 18 28 78 :aua ]7] :avsi js.;; ::Z 194 01786 00 o4 029
Total Open Play Possessions u = Z = Z = = = Z = = = ;i ?9] ;gji g:'z‘; 3':‘; 001 | oses | -005 | 7.3 -0.03
w a 2 2 27 4 2 4 7.
fons pa0scond) | T T e s s e | [ | s | e [ e [as| i1 |oow | om | 79 | am
Medium Possessions (10-20 seconds) [— - 2 = z z L = Z = = = = o 173 :::;g 197150 i'?? 961 | oo0ss | o028 364 132
PR T T W 2 S 0 3 YWy Py vy ey
Very Long Possessions (: ) 2 : . ; 150 1; ]70 . g = Z ﬁ z ::!1): 1;'32: i'g 070 | o421 | 001 | 305 -036
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PASSES

ARG-AUS | ARG-CRD | BRAKOR | CRO-MAR [ FRA-ENG [ENG-SEN | FRA-MAR | FRAPOL | MAR POR |NED-USA | POR-SW | MAXvaluz | MIN value | MEAN valuz F Pvalue Pusi SO [
w 672 | 395 | so7 | 470 | 3% | see | a4 | 538 | 211 | 399 | a3 672 211 452.82
Total Passes L 410 592 521 464 495 | 3a6 S61 | 466 661 575 | 468 661 346 505.36 11 02878 oor | m28 oy
w 602 | 335 | 526 | 407 | 305 | sos | 285 | 49 | 166 | 320 | 377 602 166 39136
Total Accurate Passes [ 347 | 522 | 455 | 399 | 433 | 288 | 493 | 401 | se8 | 485 | 39 568 288 435.18 095 | 03 | 000 | w0mee ] om
W | 174 | 198 | 182 | 186 | 197 | 209 | 211 | 175 | 203 | 189 | 19 211 17.4 1931
ge Pass Length (m) L 196 | 183 | 194 18 | 187 | 203 | 178 | 197 | 204 | 182 | 19 204 178 19.04 033 | o%es | 008 o 0%
ateh Tempo W | 102 | 188 | 187 | 168 | 162 | 172 | 156 | 179 | 151 | 181 | 18 192 151 17.42 0 | osrer 008 s oo
L [ 174 | 179 | 193 | 178 | 155 | 157 | 165 | 173 | 179 16 | 173 | 193 155 17.12 : : ; :
W | so% | sew | ss% | s% | so% | sow | saw | 8% | 79% | so% | e | oo% 79% 86%
Pass Aceuracy (%) L 85% | 88% | 87% | 86w | &7 | 83% | ss% | 8% | 86% | sa% | 8% 88% 83% 86% 008 07838 o0t 003 o
W | o1% | e | 8% | ss% | so% | 8% | sew | ss% | ss% | 79% | sew | o1% 79% 86%
(et )y L 8% | 88% | 88% | ss% | 89% | 81% | oox | 8% | 8% | 8% | &% 90% 81% 86% oo 099 | 0% 00 0
W | se% | esw | ee% | ss% | 8% | o1% | sow | 8% | e1% | so% | sex | o1% 61% 83%
Pass Accuracy (%) 2nd half L 80% | 88% | 86% | B86% | 83% | 84% | 85% | 86% | 86% | 82% | 86% 88% 80% 85% 055 ode60 | 02 008 0%
s W | 9% | e | so% | s | oa% | 8% | 7o% | s1% | 79% | &% | e | o 79% 85%
Pass Accuracy (%) 1 15'mins i R o B I o o e B e I T o 021 | o6s2s | 004 | 006 0.19
o W | oo% | esx | se% | ssx | 80% | oo | osw | so% | 8% | 8% | sew | 9% 0% 7%
e ) ) e s L 91% | 8% | o1% | 86% | 92% | 81% | 9a% | 90% | 8% | 85% | 76% 94% 76% 87% oot 09299 005 008 o0
- ase W | o1% | saw | oo | so% | oo% | 8% | sew | 8% | 8% | es% | s | o1% 68% 86%
Pass Accuracy (%) 31'- 45+'mins I e = o i = o o i = 7 = G = = 0.10 0.7573 -0.04 0.05 013
e W | se% | s | so% | ssx | so% | so% | 7ow | so% | sa% | so% | sew | 8% 52% 82% 05 | omms | oo | oos oat
L 81% | 87% | 8% | oo% | ss% | 78% | so% | ssw | s | 76% | so% | oo% 76% 85%
7 W | o1% | e | o | s% | 73% | oe% | 7ew | o1% | 78% | &% | sex | 96% 73% 85%
Pass Accuracy (%) 61'- 75 mins n I I BT e e B I R A= i = 001 [ o0s0e9 | -005 [ 005 0.0
———— W | 7o% | sow | eaw% | 7ox | sa% | sew% | saw | 9% | si% | 71% | ssw | 9% 57% 1% 0s0 | oss | oot | oos o
L 77% | 88% | 86% | &% | 80% | 87% | 83% | 8a% | sa% | 85% | 86% | 88% 7% 84%
w 105 65 3 71 73| 108 54 3 2 52 3 108 % 75.18
Backward Passes n o o - - - - = o e o - o = e 001 | osa14 | -00s | 2005 0.03
Accurate Backward Passes U o8 e & L 71 1% 52 & 2 29 & 2 & A 002 | osoz | -00s | 1866 0.05
L 57 5 8 ) 80 52 67 67 60 89 80 89 52 70.18
W | o3% | os% | oa% | os% | o7% | o3% | oe% | oa% | 100% | oa% | oax | 100w | 92% 95%
ABP Percentage (X) L 92% | os% | oa% | osw | 93% | oo% | oow | o3% | o5% | om% | oow 8% 90% 94% 19 0239 o0 00 o2
e — w 289 | 140 | 20 | 1s2 | 119 | 209 | 134 | 190 53 14 | 129 289 53 164.45 as | oee | oos | sess s
L 175 | 222 | 203 | 197 | 203 | 13 | am | 197 | 3a1 | 223 | 151 341 113 203.27
w 277 | 133 | 202 | 165 | 109 | 199 | 122 | 170 a7 123 | 120 277 a7 15155
Accurate Sideways Passes L 159 | 203 | 101 174 185 | 104 | 193 | 174 | 309 18 | 138 309 104 184.36 190 o187 oo 58 0%
pr—— W | oe% | osw | oo | o1 | oa% | osw | oiw | so% | so% | s | o | oe% 85% 2% oo | omos | om 003 oas
L 91% | o1% | oa% | s | 1% | 92% | o1% | ssw | ow | s9% | o1% | oa% 88% 91%
w 178 | 141 | 179 | 156 | 121 | 100 | 115 | 1ea | 100 | 144 | 144 190 100 14836
Forward Passes L 12 | 187 | 162 136 143 | 123 | 103 | 19 | 172 175 | 12 193 122 157.09 057 odse2 | ooz | s 0%
Accurate Foraard Passes w 10 | 103 | 153 | a1 86 | 154 81 | 132 66 9 110 154 66 11318 0 | omos | oo | 2576 o
L 9 151 | 1 | 11 | 14 | ss | 158 | 10 | 130 | 18 | 130 158 88 12164
W | 7o% | 73% | s | 7s% | 71% | s1% | 70w | so% | ee% | eo% | 7e% | 8% 66% 75%
AFP Percentage (X) L 7% | 8% | 7% | s | so% | 7a% | s | 79% | 7e% | 7% | 7e% 82% 72% 7% o8 03557 o0 0% 040
Progressive Passes U n & & 6 6 & 57 2 2 o8 &2 = = £ 043 | o0s203 | -003 | 1336 -0.28
L 68 72 9 63 49 51 64 65 89 69 63 9 49 67.91
R w 5 5 61 54 43 7 36 31 20 38 5 7 20 4455
& Passes L 5 58 67 a 38 35 55 49 78 53 45 78 35 5109 Lz o225 oot 150 08
W | % | e | 7% | s | es% | e | eaw | 7% | asw | sew | 73w | 8% 8% 68%
APP Percentage (%) 2 1252 7 it -0
ERE) L 63% | 81% | 71% | 5% | 78% | 69% | 8e% | 75% | ssx | 77% | 71% | 88 63% 75% %6 | 0w oo o0 8
w 35 3 35 ) 40 56 35 31 29 46 50 56 29 39.27
Total Long Passes n - - - = T - = o o - 36 o 2 o 041 | oss2 | 003 [ 970 027
w 20 15 23 32 2 20 14 7 1 27 2 40 ) 2255
Total 8 P: 4 11 | 0.2
asses [ a2 12 31 17 19 % 20 2 34 30 18 2 12 25.00 045 | o 003 | 80 .
W | s7% | asw | eo% | 7ew | 5% | 71% | aow | ss% | a1 | so% | sow | 76% 20% 56%
ALP Percentage (X) L 8% | ao% | 7a% | sow | 53% | 6o% | e3% | 5% | 6% | e3% | sow 4% 6% 58% 030 0s927 | 08 o B
13 o o w 5% 8% 5% 8% | 1% | ow | do% | s | 13% | 1% | 1w | 1% 5% 9% o | osm oot | oo o
A e ! L 5% | 4% 8% 7% 7% | 1% | 5% | 10w | 8% 8% 7% 15% 4% 8%
s w 5% % 5% % 7% | 10w | 7% | 4% | 1o% | 1o | 13% | 3% % 8%
. Long Passes (%) 1st half n T o o T T e T T o o o o o 022 | oe429 | -004 | 003 -0.20
3 —— w % 9% s | 1% | 1w | o% | 1w | 7w | 2% | 1w | o% 20% % 1% 0 | o | oot oo 0w
s 5 L 18% | % 7% 6% 9% | 13% | 5% 9% 7% 0% | 6% 18% % 9%
s w 3% 9% % 7% 3% | 1% | % | 3w 8% 7% | 15w | 1% 3% 7%
Long Passes (%) 1™ 15'mins n T e A T A B e R B o o 217 | oase2 | oos 0.05 -063
Long Passes (%) 16~ 30"mins o = = o e o % R = 2 029 | 05942 003 | o004 023
e L 8% 8% 4% 5% 3% | 10w | 5% | % 9% 3% 9% 10% 3% 7%
- asem w 9% 7% % 7% S% | 12w | 0% | a% | 1a% | 1% | 8% 4% % 8%
Long Passes (%) 31~ 45+'mins v oo B R B e I B T R o 9% o o 000 [ ossio | -005 [ o003 -0.03
S ——— w 3% | 1w | 4 7% | 1e% | ow | 1w | s | 3o% | 1% | 1% | 30% 3% 1% o | 0w | oos 006 oo
. L 1% | 3% 9% 6% 7% | 1% | 3% | % s% | 1% | 8% 12% 3% 8%
P w o% | 10w | 3% | 1% | 17% | s% | 1a% | 1% | 1o% | 10% | 1% | 1% 3% 11%
Long Passes (%) 61'- 75'mins v o T o = o o T o O R To o = 419 | oosar | o013 0.04 087
S ———— w 3% 8% s | 26 | 1w | 11w | sw | 3w | 1o% | 1% | ax 21% 3% 1% oo | osr 005 | oo oo
E L 3% | 7% 9% 6% 1% | d6% | 7% | 10% | 1% 9% % 23% 4% 1% i . :
A w 65 51 56 51 52 65 ) 65 20 37 a2 65 20 50.27
Passes to Final Third v - = o w o - - = o - o o 5 518 161 | 02197 | 003 | 1464 -0554
o Final Third w 52 33 9 36 ) 52 33 50 s 2 25 52 s 36.73 0ss | oses 0os | 13a8 02
L 27 56 45 34 39 23 a4 35 66 43 31 66 23 40.27 - ; -
W | so% | esw | ee% | 71% | 8% | sow | e7m | 77% | ao% | so% | eow | 8e% 20% 70%
APFT Percentage (X) L 69% | 79% | 82% | 69% | 71% | 55% | 68% | 66% | 70% | 63% | 63% 82% 55% 69% 0% om0 | oo on o
Average Pass to Final Third Length (m) [— 2 286 | 274 T T Bk 26 B3 028 | 06036 003 | 331 0.22
E g [ 335 | 235 | 299 28 28 | 342 | 245 | 316 | 31 29 | 266 | 342 235 29.07 - : -
w 15 3 20 21 15 19 7 23 8 18 21 23 7 1636
Passes to Penalty Box v o 5 T o 5 = 5 = > > = o - oo 146 | o2a08 | o002 670 -0552
Accurate Passes to Penalty Box W = z o = z = = u > 1 L 2 = 200 019 | 06650 004 | 340 019
d L 4 3 8 7 9 7 3 7 19 12 7 19 4 8.36 : : -
W | 73% | saw | asw% | so% | am% | e | 7iw | as% | es% | e1% | s | 73% 5% 57%
APPE Percentage () L 36% | 30% | 50% | 37% | 43% | 47% | ao% | a7% | s51% | 38% | 41% 51% 30% 42% 733 | 000 o 008 L
Deep Completions W L & = £ & = z u 2 & & 1 = 29 147 | o238 | o002 334 052
S L 2 4 3 3 8 3 3 6 16 11 3 16 2 6.18 - - -
w 3 3 7 4 4 7 3 5 3 5 5 7 3 5.00
Smart Passes T . 3 7 3 3 3 . . 3 o > - 5 To 083 [ o378 [ 001 [ 233 0.39
Passes W L 2 L 2 2 2 2 2 : 2 . 2 L 182 152 | 02317 | o002 121 053
L 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 ) 3 4 1 4 0 118 : - -
W | 1% | e | 1a% | sox | so% | 2o% | e | ao% | 3% | ao% | 20w | er% 4% 39%
ASMRTP Percentage (X) L 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% | 33% | S0% | 0% | 100% | 36% | 50% 100% 0% 28% 10 o327 o 026 o3
) w 6 7 1 9 7 6 10 10 6 9 1 1 6 8.45
.17 . . 12
Shot Assist T > z . = : 2 S . > m S ) > e 91 00065 | 027 218 9
w 3 3 3 3 6 3 ) 5 4 5 7 7 3 47
Key Passes n 5 5 . 5 ; 3 T > h . 5 - 5 T 2480 | oooor | o052 150 212
w B s 10 B 1T © 7 o B 4 1 gr) 4 7.45
Through Passes i > 3 o = . < z > o 5 e = 2 e 004 | 0847t | -005 | 327 0.08
w 1 5 2 1 ) 1 2 2 2 2 ) 5 T 236
Accurate Through Passes v 0 o 3 T T 0 3 T 5 3 3 5 5 T3 0.00 10 005 | 206 0.00
W | 2% | e | ao% | 20 | 3e% | 1% | 20w | 22% | ao% | sow | 3% | 6% 17% 32%
. 7 -0.04 .
AR L S0% | 0% | 20% | 20 | 7% | 20% | 20w | 1a% | sa% | 33% | 3s% 82% 0% 29% o1 075% oo o1 o
w 4 4 14 11 7 13 3 2 4 10 9 2 3 536
Crosses L 12 16 1 15 14 1 16 3 2 20 1 2 1 1455 o8 00255 o018 o0 0
w 3 1 B 3 4 B 1 7 1 3 4 7 1 336
Accurate Crosses T > 3 . = 3 E > : 5 . > < > Y 035 | ossss | -0.03 179 025
W | 7% | asw | sew | 27w | sm% | sew | ssw | 2o% | 2% | so% | aaw | 7% 25% 38%
ReREDEEsEY L 7% 13% 36% 33% 21% | 45% 13% | 6% 24% 30% 18% 6% 13% 27% S el o L e
w 2 1 1 2 ) 4 0 7 ) s 1 7 0 2.09
Low Crosses T > 3 . > . T < : 7 . > 5 o - 249 | 01306 | 006 216 067
: w 1 2 9 8 6 7 2 ) 2 3 7 ) T 536
High Crosses v 3 T : = . 5 5 . = 5 3 = £ = 519 | o039 | o016 337 -0.87
w 1 1 4 1 1 2 1 5 2 2 1 B 1 191
Blocked Crosses T 3 . 2 5 T > 3 > > 3 . . 5 T3 068 | 04195 | -001 129 035
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GOALKEEPING

ARG AUS| ARG-CRO | BRAKOR | CRO-MAR [FRA-ENG |ENG-SEN | FRA- MR | FRapOL [ MaR POR NED-USA | POR S | MAXvaluz | MIN value | MESN valuz F Pudue |
e B B B o i - e [T e [
w 1 I f) 2 n 1 7 1 1 2 1 2.4 484
K Passes 1st half L zi 12 8 290 i 9 7 12 16 3 1§ 28 : 15 jg 32.23 5.:4 02 o6a9 | 008 >4 020
e e e e e e e e e T T e
21 1 > 2 I 4 2 2 2 2 2 1 2. 45.02 71
GK Total Accurate Passes o 5 = 2 2 = 2 = = 2 = = = = 2z e Timoos os6 | o417 | -002 | 852 032
GK Total Accurate Passes 1st half u = = = = d Z £ = 4 = = ;; : :Z:i: ;Z'ﬁi :;i 063 | oao | -001 | sa4 035
7 1 1 1 1 I T 11 1 1. 1
GK Total Accurate Passes 2nd half o = 5 5 = o = = : - 2 5 = 2 = = = 020 | oes31 | -00s | as2 -0.19
e E am mn mm AN N e R = a SR S LIRS
3 z 7 3 5 2 e | 7 X
K PassAceurscy (M 3t |00 oo oo | o | oo e | ea | tom | 7o ows | toms | | o001 | ooe—| e | 0 | om [ om | s
T aeae mE a R A s = o AT IR
i B B i T e [y ey v e e
Back Passes to GK Ist half o R 0 =+ e 2 L o : B oY 030 | osssi | 003 | s03 02
Back Passes to GK 2nd half & = 2 = 2 : = . s s L = = 5 = e = o1 | o7ss7 | -00a | 389 -0.14
W 3 ) 7 10 16 2 15 15 16 13 16 2 13.0 2087 457
GK Passes Beyond Own Third v m z Z s o o S o 5 5 m o g ; 1; 12.25 3_; 931 | oooes | o027 405 130
GK Passes BOT 1st half u 2 > 2 2 s > : - s ’ £ = < e o = 021 | oesse | -004 | 234 019
W 4 7 4 10 10 17 el 1 I 4 i 7
oy N S 0 T T S i S . oy oy ey
GK Accurate Passes BOT u = L < 2 2 = u m u < u = 5 e o e 222 | oosss | o1 385 030
W 4 4 ] L
GK Accurate Passes BOT Ist half : 2 2 2 g 2 : 2 g 2 4 2 2 2 ;;2 :22 ;5: 0.00 10 005 | 213 0.00
GK Accurate Passes BOT 2nd half u > > 2 2 : 2 2 Z 2 2 . = 5 = e = sa1 | ooos | o025 279 124
3 3 A 73 Z | 7 X .
e NE N N A e e e S IR
e e e A mE e s AR aE s e e IR
6K Accurate Passes BOT (39) 2nd half |— (o0 T T SR B L T | BB e | = = = 000 [ 09477 | -005 | 025 -0.03
K Passes Inside Own Third u 2 8 = 2 4 % 8 10 2 2 = & 2 i eain cel 298 | ooses | oo0s 803 074
L 38 23 18 35 10 g} 23 1 20 14 21 38 10 2073 80.22 8.96
4 i . g
I I A R R S s SIS RS = ey ey ey e
O pecrts P 0TV |2 T T Tome o |oa | soow s | soow | oow | woow 300w | s |00 [ om [ oes ] 2 | om0 | 0% | oo | 0w
. K Shots Against o z z 2 2 z 5 2 2 2 2 z = 5 = = = as0 | oo | o1s 231 -0.94
0 Shots Against 1st half U U 9 3 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 L 2 o 0 2 A 707 | oowso | o022 144 113
A T e e e e —— (T ————
: Shots Against 2nd half 2 z z 2 5 : 3 2 5 2 2 2 g : = = = 072 | 04062 00 151 -036
E GK Goals conceded o L o L 1 1 o o L o L L L o 054 928 930 2595 | ooo01 | o053 100 217
. L 2 3 4 2 2 3 2 3 1 3 6 6 1 282 176 133
: Goals conceded 1st half o 4 o 2 2 4 o 4 4 4 o o = - = = = 3240 | 00000 | o059 067 243
R 2nd half W L o L 2 L o 2 L o . L L 2 055 027 952 209 | o016 | o0os 088 062
b L 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 1 4 4 0 109 129 114
e i1 i [ vy vy g
W 0 0 3 o 3 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 12 112
Saves 1t half . 5 3 2 7 : 5 5 2 n 5 3 j g 3 i: = = 0.00 10 005 | 125 0.00
Saves 2nd half u s 2 z 2 d 4 5 4 = g o 2 o = ey = 0.00 10 005 | 137 0.00
w 1 1 2 1 2 p 1 17 102 101
o« L 2 : : 2 2 0 0 1 : : 1 : g = ] ] 013 | o7 | oo | o
1t half u o 4 5 g 2 5 5 2 5 5 g 2 g g::i gi: gﬁg 003 | o7ee1 | -004 | o070 013
1 2 1 1 1 2 2 2 .91 .
Reflex Saves 2nd half o 3 0 2 5 n 0 5 2 2 2 2 z 2 = = = 00s | o1 | -004 | om 010
Sk WX s monesave |01 00165 1000w | o |0 | o5 | oo | o5 |67 |07 |0 | as | aa | asm | 2 | 0ws | om | o | s
. a7 4 4 . . .24
SRtotlacs i saves o5 |5y | on | o [os oo | o o | o [es |1 [ | | b [ ow [ o] ¥ |oms | o | ca | o
MAX XCG ina Save 1st half " : - 5 o6 9 g‘:i o8 1ol g‘gé o e 06779 g gjj giég g'ii 249 | ooses | o4 027 0.0
.27 X
e e IR
e T o o oo oo o o [ o [ aw [ ois | oa |00 (030 IR0 Fowl| o
Penalties conceded 1st half o 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 . 2 = O = 222 | o1s6 | o005 029 -0.64
Penalties conceded 2nd half = g g g Z ; 8 g ; g g g é g g:;g g:ég g::g 222 | o1si6 | o005 0.29 064
K Acrial Duels o > ! : : 3 2 2 2 h : 2 z 2 = ~y = 03 | osss | -003 | oss 027
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