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CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM AND DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

I. THE PROBLEM

ggé_gmggz,gg,gng,ggggggg, The purpase of this study
is to determine whether T formation football offenses are
superior to the defenses that have been set up and utilized
agéinSﬁ’thamg

Need for the study. In the past few years the tempo
of féctball has iﬁcreased tremendously. Many types of defense
have been'ihtradueed in an effort to lovwer or stop the
scorihg of the T fbrmatibh’“There has been mueh a&nﬁroversy'
in regard to the defense catching up with this offenseo The
problam is of interest and importance to experienced
coaches and to college graduates just starting out in the

coaching profession.

I, PROCEDURE

In the attempt to determine the relationship between
T formation offenses and the defenses employed against them,f
a two-fold approach was used., The first approach was to find
out vhether or not the T offenses were successful in winning
ééﬁ;s,7anﬂ'the second approach was to survey opinions of
coaches regarding the superiority of T formation offenses
over defenses utilized against them. The survey also asked

for the coaches' records, that is games won and lost.



The first part of this study was based upon the
results of the playing schedules of 11% college and
university football teams employing the T formation as their
offense during the years 1946 through 19519 These teams were
selected from a list published in The M Eggg_g& The
records of the 115 teams with regard to the number of games
played, won, lost and tied were studied. The percentage of
games won or lost by each team for each and all of the six
years was computed, An analysis was made of the total scores,
and from these the average score per game wag calculated
along with the percentage of games won. This was done for
all the T teams and for thelr opponents.

The teams selected were studled as a whole group and
then classified by the chief type of offense employed, Such
factors as the number of games played, wen, lost and tied for
each year were studied. The results are revealed in Tables I,
II, and III through XII inclusive and may be found in
Appendix Be

It was found that eipghteen teams used the Straight or
Conventional Bear type of T offense, sixzteen utilized the
Winged or Flankered T, ninetecen employed the Split or
Sliding T offense as used by Maryland, Missouri and the
University of Oklahoma, thirty-one others made use of the

o ‘ T"Werbert F. Simons, “fégf Out ogiS:Lx s;ag%s ﬁg’"’ Use
nme cagos nons ¢cations
Incorpor&%%g s De %%% !



Open T formation while the remaining thirty-one employed
the Composite T attack, which is a combination and variation
of all the types of T formation offense,

To obtain-data for the sedond part of thisg report, a
questionnaire was sent to 279 coliege~and university
football coaches employing the ? formation as their main
method of attacks Their names were obtalned from a
publication of the American Football Coachesg' Aggocieti
and from a 1ist prepared by Ihe Football Digest.> Two hundred
and thirty-three coaches (elghty-three per cent of those
questioned) replied to the questionnaire, All coaches were
asked to specify the type of T formation employed during the
past six years, to give their coaching records during the
years 1946 through 1951 inclusive,.to reveal their opinions
as to whether they thought the defenses were catehing up with
their types of attack, and to list reasons for their answer to
the latter question. The coaches were also asked to specify
the defenses most difficult for their type of T’fbrmatibﬁ‘

2

offense to operate against.

I1I.. DEFINITION OF TERMS

The Straight or Conventional T mmm"' In this
formation the linemen are tight from tackle to tackle in a

TTTTTSTD, 0. MeLaughry, Membership List gggggg;;
Coaches' Assosiation (Huhover, New Hampshirer T

3 Herbert F, Simoris, op. cit., p. 11l.

L Clark Sha hnessy Ralph Jones and George Halas,
Ihe Modern T ’ published by the Authors, 1945,



heel to toe alignment. The ends are split away one to two
yards from their tackles, The line is balanced with three
players on each side of the center. The two halfbacks and
the fullback are in a parallel position from three to four
yards behind their linemens The quarterback lines up directly
in back of the center with his hands up and under: the center
in order t@ teke the ball on direct hand~back passes. The
fullback 1s directly back of the center and the quarterback
and 1s about four and one<half yards from the line of
scrimmage. The halfbacks straddle the outside leg of their
own tackles and are usually about four yards back of the line
with their heels in line with the toes of their fullback,

Ihe Winzed or Flankered T Wﬁs ‘The Winged or :
Flankered T formation differs from the regular T formation
in that one of the backs is always moved out to a position
on elther flank before the ball is put in play by the center.
The line may be either balanced or unbalanced, At the desive
of the guarterback the line may acquire splits and spaces
similar to those of other split and open lines.

The Selit or Sliding T Fepmatien.® This type of
offense derives 1ts name from the fact that the seven
linemen take their positions with splits or spaces between
them, This distance may vary from twe to as much ss four

rmakion

T Joe Stanczyk, “The Winged T Formation® Athletic
Journal, 29:9~58~60-61, Se:‘ptenizr‘b%r' 1948, 'y Zhe Athletic

6 Don Faurot, £ of the Split T (New
Yorks Prenﬁiee-ﬂal?,: %gr%ﬁ%%%“ £ Forpation



feet between each player on the line, The line is usually
balanced with three players on each side of the center, The
guards generally line up about two feet away from their
:::am:‘erg. The tackles are about three feet from their guards,
while the ends are from three to four feet away from thelr
tackles. The halfbacks line up directly back of their tackles
and are down in a three point stance which is similar to a
- sprinter's. stance, Theilr feet are slightly spread with the
toe of the inside foot even with the instep of the outside
foot, The inside hand 1s down but has very little weight on
it. The fullback lines up directly back of the center and the
quarterback approximately four and one~half yards from the
ball. He ‘may assume the saue three point stance as taeken by
the halfbacks, or he may rema:ln in an up-right two point
stance, In this stance the feet are under the hips and are
in an even heel alignments the hands are. placed on the knees.
The toes of the fullback are in line with the heels of the
halfbacks, The quarterback maneuvers up and down the line
parallel to and back of the line of serimmages The quarterback
is a ball-c:arrying 'hhreat in the Split T attack.

‘@g Open T T W 7 ‘I‘he Qx:en i‘ is the formation
in which the normal alignment may find. the guards one or two
feet away from the centers The tackles may be from two feet
't:a one :mrd ‘away from their guards while the ends are set out

7 AL Barwis, "Is Your T Too Tight?" Athlet
Journen; 29:26”28-’?;8..50,.5'2, September 155 The athlette




fre;;m t:m to four feet am:sr fx*om; ‘thels. *L‘aeklesa Ms
zaligwmmt is usuauy c:dnsi&emd Y t:tg:ht: alignment foxr' 'bhe
Qpen r’fl‘ farm& iam Them mayf bé an’ open side of the ?ma in
hé guarc‘t ccn‘bmueé ‘to line up me t0 i‘m) fest: av?ay
-fmﬁz the z:em:er, wha..‘&e tbe mkle may Atake & Spacing af
t&mee tsa i‘ive Feet, avay’ i‘mm his ‘gusrd’ with the ‘end’ ‘beizzg
:germitted, ‘to line up any wheve from i‘,ai‘{;gen -fwt; to fifteen
yerds away from his tackle, Often the line will remain
‘i;ighti on one side and open ‘on the other side. .
¢ '. ZIhe Comblned or Composite T Formation. The combination
and varia%wn type of T f‘amtion offense presumably 'tmings
together and utilizes the good points of all the T f’c“mat:wn
@i‘fmae&a
' IV ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINING CHAPTERS OF THIS THESIS
. Chapter IIX amtainé, 8 review of the literature.
Chapter III preseats an amalysis of the data as*
aacux?aé ﬁiom recordsy literature and quest:lamires.
Chapter IV contains & summary of the rindings and
presents the conclusions as forulateds’




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Much has been sald about the defense catching up
with the T formation football attack, In modern football the
defense must endeavor to contain the offense, The double
platoon system has brought about the playing of specialists,
with men for the attack and men for the defenses It has
become a question whether or not the T formation attack can
continue to be consistently effective against the many
defenses employed ageinst it.

Advantages of the I offenges over the defenses used
againgt thom, The T offense has many advantages over the
various defenses set up and employed against 1t, The
defensive linemen find themselves outeflanked, manouvered
out of position, trapped and just plain stymied by the
fakiing, handing-off, pitching.out and passing by the
quarterback. Frank Leahy of Notre Dame acknowledges in his
book that the greatest advanteges of the T attack are:

The center becomes one hundred per cent a blocker. He
iz actually into the glay before any other lineman
because he knows exactly when the ball is going to be

snaggzd and he starts to operate accordingly. The plays
strike much more swiftly in the T offense and allow the
coach to utilize the element of surprise more effectively.
Although there is but one basic formation, a maximum ‘
number of variations can be fbrmulatadéwi%houx trouble to
any one except the opponents, Such movements as sending
out flankers, or men motion, or spreading the ends are
very disconcerting to the defense. When a man goes in

motlon the defense must send a player out to cover him,
This automatically takes the defender out of the play.



The flanker who goes wide can never be held-in on a pass
play and he has many other chores to perform, as he may
be a pass recelyer; a decoy, a blocker or a receiver of
a lateral pass,

The T offense provides a method of moving the ball and,
if properly employed, will tend to keep adegquate pressure on
the defense, The wide spacing of thé linemen on the offense
does not require them to over-power théir opponents in order
to meke a hole in the defensive line, These holes already
exist and have to be maintained only for an instant as the
ball«carrier arrives at the point of attack just as the
blockers initiate their contact, The T offense makes use of
speed and deception. It is, therefore, possible to make
greater use of smaller and more elusive backs who are not
compelled to depend upon size to make gains or break away
after reaching the secondary. Bobby Dedd of Georgia Tech
declared in a quoted lecture:

I am a great believer in the T formation attack.

I think it is the finest running offense in football

today. It 1s easy to pick material for the T formation,
We try to get a tall rangy boy who can throw at
quarterbac and we put our three fastest men in the
three dee ckfiald positions and we try to leave out
as much blocking as possible by our small fast backs,
The greatest factor in football is being able to run,
We try to outerun the other team by running our plays
past their defenge. We never allow thepdefense to
recover from the effects of our speed,

The wide spaces that have been ereated in the defensive

1 Frank Le §p§§E§*l The 7 ggggg ion (New
Yorks Prenticewﬂaggf Innoryo atedy

2 Robert E., Dodd, Lecture, 3 ggatpgié Coaches'
s Evanston, illiunis, augua B s Do 104 o




1ine tend to give the offense better blocking angles. This
tends to eauaejiéSé'waar and tear on thé sméll piayéra
sinee they are ﬁﬁé'reqnired to mix it up with larger
opponents on every play. The offense is simple and easy to
learn. There are five offensive threats to each side of the
1ine. Some of the reasons for employing the T offense as
made known by Rey Eliot of the University of Iilinois are:

We think we have the best sequence of plays in
footballs the quarterback sneak, the hand-offs, the keep
off-tackle play, the piteh-out end run, the running pass
and the fullback c¢counter play. The fomiowing.reasons are
why I changed to the T formation offense, The T fits our
material, it is easler to teach, it offers the smaller
backs an apgartunity to do a be%ter Jjob offensively, and
its quieck striking possibllities permit the backs to do
& better job of running, and we are able to get these
ball-carriers intc the open a little more often,

The T attack tends to keep.a terrific burden on the
defense as its swift moving action is able to strike either
side of the defensive line with equal rapidity. The deception
of the 8Split T offense has brought success to its originator,
Don Faurot of Missouri Univergity, who declarest

Every time the ball igs snapped by the T offense there
are three possibilitiesy a buck, a wide play or a forward
gass; The T offense tends to have less wear and tear on
its personnel and requires only average size players. It
puts and retains greater pressure on the defense., It
springs the ball~carrier into the open more quickly and
more freguently than other types of offense. it averages
more yards per play than any other offense and it does
not require & triple threat man in the backiield., The
blocks do not have te be sustained, nor does the -
defensive man have to be moved, as he is more or less

3 Hay Eliot, leétire, Texas High School Football
Conches? Foutbalt Slinte, ateiot Songar
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‘sereened out of the play by the use of high type-blocks.u

The Split T maintains a powerful running attack. It
seldom loses ground and because of this, the Sp}ith gives
a team an opportunity to keep the ball and there-by. control
the game, Many coaches find it difficult to contain the
Split T attack. Charles "Bud" Wi;kingan,af the University
of leahama.éxplaina why this is trues

The advantage of the Split T attack is the constant

short gains which can be obtained on almost every play,
Such an attack enables the offensive team to retain
possession of the ball longer. Possession of the ball
1s also the best defensive taetic in the game. The
opponents can not score when they do not have the ball,
The basic concept of the Split T attack involves three
fundamentalsy maximum speed, straight ahead thrusts
and fakes at the line. These three principles must be
integrated in order to make the sgart steady gains that
bring first downs and touchdowns.-

Today, football is differentj it is more scientific
and improved. Deception, finesse and tricky strategy have
improved and speeded up the game. The slight slim youth is
no longer at a disadvantage, for the T formation is a boon
to the speedy, tricky operator, Coach Muse in a recent
axtiéle relates why the Split T is considered a better
fbrmation.fbr'high schools than for collegess

Fundamentals, strategy and tactics of the Split T

have been featured by Don Faurot, Jim Tatum and Bud

Wilkinson in books and numerous nagazine articles., ..
Most students of football have heard these and other

~%"Ton Fourot, lLecture, Ohio High School Football
Concheg' Football Clinic, August 1.%? |

.. 5 Charles Wilkinson, Lecture, T ' Hiph School
Football Goashes' Clinie. hugast 1950 aas Figh School
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1)

successful users of the Split T in coaching school
‘lectures. We employ the Split T and conslder its
formation even better for high schools than for colleges
- and universities, The Split T has the advantage of being
" lessd familiar to the opponents. Our -opponents have to
‘prepare especially for us, or are foreced to use defenses
which are not best adapted for use agalnst the Split T
attack. Few plays and their simple nature makes the
' Split T 'ideal for 'beginning teams, During the season we
utilize eipht running plays and three passess That means
eight to:'the right and the same sight to the lefts Of
thése eleven plays, four running and one passing are
rarely employed, We found our offense combines well with
a spread which we stole from Kentucky, This added no
“burden to the play learning, as we still run our regular
plays which reduces the learning labor, since in each
group the blocking is identieal or very similar. By
using few and simple plays has resulted In fewer busted
gignals in practice and almost none in games. The )
gimplicity of the plays has meant that feéwer changes in
blocking assignments are necessary to meet a ¢hange in
defense. This results in less drill time spent in
working on blocks against various defenses, This time
has been devoted to more work on fundamentals, punt
returns, blocking punts and defense., We belleve the
small number of plays give more effective guarterbacking.
A good offensive system has the ability to strike any -
spot in the defense with speed of attack and deception
as to the point of attack, It must include counter plays
to punish the defense which sets to stop particular
plays. The Split T provides thls with a2 mimimum number of
plays. Since the quarterback is not compelled to shuffle
_through a long list of plays to decide what hegneeds, his
signal ¢alling 1s more reasoned and effectives

Basier ﬁ&n for man bioeking is obtained when,degéptinn
is employeds Man for man blocking permits the off-gid¢
linemen to release their bloeks more quickly and head down

field to run interfeienee for the man carrying the ball, If

the defense refuses to spread and cover the spaces in the
nffenSA?e,line%,autside blocking angles are'gaingd and the
wide plays can be utilized more effectively. Coach Ivan B,

"% George Y. Muse, "The sp1it T for High Schools",
Southern Coagh and Athlete, 14116, January 1952.
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williamson employs these principles at the University of
Wisconsins

- At Wisconsin we major in the Straight 7 formatlon

-and the T formation with a set flanker, Our offense is
primarily our own version, using the so-called original
Chicago Bears' T as the basis from which to gtart, We do
not use the Missouri T. Our Straight T formation is the
Conventional one,; When we operate from this there is no.
man in motion or movement in the backfield until the
ball is snapped. Normally, our Flanker attack involves
the right halfback setting left or the left halfback
.getting to his right, The distante may vary anywhere

. from one yard outside of his end to 10 or 12 yards.
Occasionally, we set the left halfback to his left at

va distancesy or the right halfback to his right,
In both the Straight T and the Flanker, our guards are
split about 18 inches from the centery and the tackles
are the same distance from the guards in a balanced line,
The ends vary anyvwhere from sixz inches to about 12 yards
from thelr tackles: Thereforé, in the Flanker attack the
‘backs may be Inside or outside of the end, depending on
the end's split, Some uge of the halfback in motion,
either from the Straight T or the Flanker T is made. At
the present time we lean toward the flanker rather than .
the man in motion, in order to have the defense in
position, where there is less difficulty wlth blocking
assignments, We have alse added an unbalanced line to
our attack, This set up is made by moving one of the
ends ‘over to the other side, It is our feeling that in
building an offense the most difficult problem is the
adjustment of the line blocking agsignments to varying
defensess These should be the same, or as nearly so as
possible, from all formations, The offense should be kept
as simple as possible and still present opportunities for
the use of power, speed and deception in the running ,
attack -and sound passing game. We have two basic series of
plays around which our running attack ig built, Number
one is the halfback hand-off series, and number two is
the fullback handeoff series. A good offense should have
four kinds of passes, namelyj those that develop out of
the running play operations those that have the
quarterback going stiraight back and not particularly
deceptive; running passes and screens, We feel that a

- good attack must be‘balance&i with long and short passing,
with power, speed and deception. Above all, our concern

—4s to have the offense as simple as pcasibie and still
be able to accomplish our cbjectives against all of the
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varying defeﬁsgg;?
The possibilities of the T formation offense have not
been fully oxploiteds The formation hss been developed in a
seientific manner and many variations have been incorporated
which utilize flankers, split ends, spread and open lines
‘along with men in motion. Actually, the T formation is only
a T at the beginning., The current fashion in offense could be
called a eonglomeration of variations, It starts as a T, the
linemen are spaced, an end is split from five to fifteen
yards from the tackle, a back may be flanked on the opposgite
side of the éiigﬁment and & man may be sent in motion to
elther side of the lind. These rapid changes in the offensive
formation make it diffieult for the defense to adjust
adequately to meet all possibilities of the attack. Al Barwis
in explaining the Cleveland Browns' type of Open T offense
claims:
The Open T offense forces the defense to play the
way the offense wants it to play, there~bty lessening the
burden of assignments on the offense., The defenses that
can be succaessfully employed against the Open T narrows
down to the regular six man line, Most all coaches
design thelr plays against a six man line, The Open T
places the burden on the defense and permits little
choice ag to the number of defensive formations that
may be used as well as the number of men that may be
placed on the line of scrimmage, In order to cope with
four, five, seven, eight and over and under shifted six

man lines, the coach should have one play that can bg run
to either side of the line against special defenses.

- "?”ﬁ%aﬁ'ﬁg Williamson, "Wiscongin's T Formation®, The
Athletie Journal, 32:5-6-7-32, June 1952,

. ... 8 Al Barwis, "Is Your T Too Tight?", The Athleti
Journal, 28:26-28-48-50-52, September 1948, Ihe Athletic
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Vhen a flanker is set out,:the defense 15 always:
forced £$ mcve:ati1east‘one defensive man in order to: cover
the ‘maneuver. The flanker removes a potential tackler away
from the path of the ball-carrier, The same results.are
obtained when ends are deployed and backs are sent in motion,.
_ Thesé maneuvers can result in almost any type of offensive -
alignment. Coach Chuck Kleéin discloses how he employs the T
formation in building an offense for the average high school
football teams:

- Today, the T formation and its variations have speeded
the game up to its maximum,. The T makes medicore power
and speed an asset rather than a detriment.. Today, the
140 pound halfback and the 150 pound tackle have Found

‘their place on the football team,. The T requires leteral
movement for linemen, and quickness of foot for the backs..
The small boy in the backfield is a pgem,. Today, there are
more sophomores and freshmen playing high sehool football’
than over beforew-ssthe reasons-ethe T formation and its: .
varlationss The high school coach no longer needs to

roam the halls looking for the 200 pound tackles and the
175 pound halfbackss Any boy with an average amount of
intestinal fbrgitude may be & member of his varsity
football team,:

The college and university game 1z fast approaching
the pros! in complexity and perfection.  About one-fifth of
the nation's major varsities have completely revamped their
method of attack according to The Football Digest.’C The-
survey discloses a continued growth in popularity of the
Split T attack. Meny schools have Junked thelr old offenses

5 Chuck Klein, “Building an Offense for a High School")
Southern Goach and AMhIote, LWLi15-66, June 1950, ’
10 Herbert F. Simons, "“Sixty Teams Try New Offenses",
Ihe Football Digest (Chicago: Simons Publications, 1952},
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fwr'something»nEWﬂandr#aﬁiﬂaliyfﬁiﬁfarent@ Herbert F: Simons
maintains in his survey thatt et

. Approximately twenty per cent of the major college
varsities have completely changed their football attack,
. 13chools 1ike the University of North Carclina, Clemson;
North Carolina State, Pennsylvania, George Washington,
‘University of Pittsburgh, Washington and Jefferson,
- Texas A and M, Ohlo State University and many others.
' ~have Junked their old methods of football offenses The
reason, in some cases, that changes were brought about
by new coaches. In others it was simply an old coach -
with new ideas, In some instances the material coming
~up seems fasiter and beiler guited for the T attacks
Some teams are adding the Split T to their regular T,
 while some: Split T teams are utilizing Regular T tae%ics
along with their regular offense. The Split T has made
big strides forward in usages In 1949 only thirteen
major teams were'emplﬁyﬁng the Split T as thelir method
of attack, In 1950 the number grew to thirty and last
year it went to fifty-eight, This coming season of 1952
no less than sixty-seven msjor teams and meny lesser
ones will owe allegiance to;Pon Faurot, who originated
the Split T attack in 1941, T ' Co

Many college and university coaches have beéen junking
the Straight T attack and are employing the Split T with
spreads, open lines, flankers and men in motion along with
devastating combinations of all the good points of the T
affensag»Franéis Wallace asserts that, "My guess at the
most popular 1952 offense will be the Split T with splits
and spreads, the idea in all of this is to confuse the

defense. ﬂ,' 12

. Priefly summarizing the favorable literature reviewed
as to the advantages of the T formation attack has over its

TY Herbert F. Simons, ops €it., Ds 72s

12 Francis Waliac§i6“ifth College Football Revieuw",

Collierg' Magazine, pp. 16-17, August 1952,
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defenses, it appears that:
1, It permits the attack to strike more quickly.
2, It produces constant short gains on almost every
play.
3, Itisprings the backs 1n§g ﬁhé open more gulckly
and more frequently. -
by It tends to place and retain greater pressure on
the standard defenses.
5s. It compels the defense to deploy in order to contain
the running attack,
6. It releases more men for down-field blocking.
7. It presents three possible plays, a buck, a wide end
run or a forward pass, every time the ball i1s snapped.
8: It makes possible a quick change in blocking
assignments without altering the nature of the play.
Defenses employed offectively against the I attack. The
early fundamental set-up in defense was a seven man line with
a diamond or box alignment in the backfield., Thus, the 7«l«2.l
and the 7-2-2 defenses. The forward pass, however, forced
these defenses to deploy their linemen when the offense began
sending more recelvers down-field than the four defensive
backs could cover, The defensive eenter was quickly given
backfiocld responsibility. From these deployments came the
six man line with two linebackers, two halfbacks and a
safety. Thus, the beginning of the 6«2«2«1 and the 6=3«2
defenses, The 6-2«2«1 defense is fundamentally sound against
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offénﬁive maneuwéré of the‘T-fcrmation and is often
preferred tc other typea of defensec &aaah Gs Os Watson
maintainsz "The smashing six man line is hard to beat as a
basic defense against the T formation offenae";iB
:The.T formatian énab&es the thxowiﬁg of forward passes
to anas, flankered backa and to men in motion from any
positien behind the line of scrimmage. These passes forced
the defense to cantinue to loosen its methods of containment.
One oflthg guards of the six man line was assigned defensive
backfield reaponsihility vhen the ball was put in play on
passing downs, This maneuver unquestionably lead to the five
man line. The guaxrd or another defensive lineman beeame a
permenent fixture in the linebacker‘s alignment, Therefore,
this,new defense became known as the 5«3-2-1 defense. The
important faetor of this defense is the trio of linebackers
vhich are utilized as in the 6-3-2 defense. These five
linemen and three linebackers combine the features of the
six and sevan man lines into one defense. Bob ﬂiggins of
Pennsylvania State Gollegﬁ explains his use of the five men
linel thusly:
We use the five man line almost entirely ageinst the

‘T formation, whether 1t is the Split or Conventianal

type of offenaen We always line up in the five man line

defense but wa never stay in it. We move from a five into

a six, or from a five into a seven degending pretty much

on the down and distance, I must caution you about two

things to watch for. F&rst your defensive ends must
never be clamped by the offensive ends or by the .man in

| 13 G, O. Watson "The Smashing Six Defense Against the
T Fbrmation" % Scholagtic Coach, 20:30-32-82, September 1950,
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motion, If this happens, the T formation pitcheout will

go a long wag;nSeaonﬁ, %he guards must be sure that the

quarterback hands the ball off and does not keep it

undetected for a quarterback sneak. These must be watched

carefully nc matter what defense you use, It is my

opinion that offensively, the Tlﬁprmatiun has always

been away ahead of the defenses :

 The five man line has become the basic defense of
meny coaches, This defense employs many variations in
attempting‘tq meet aﬁ& offectively contain all mancuvers
expected from the T a@tack' The defense harasses the offense
by constently shifting from one alignment into another.,
Chink Coleman seys that: "Present trends among defenses
almed at stopping the scoring power of the T offense shows
that the changing defense i the most papularo“ls

The five man 1line has taken its place with the other
defenses in football. It is well adapted to cope with.thé '
‘qéceptive maneuvers of the T formation. Bobby Dodd of Georgia
Teqh-declares that: "I favor the 5-3-2~1 defense against the
Tﬂforma%ion because of its flexib&;ity;"lé
The T offense put additional pressure on the defense

when it introduced the use of flankers, split ends, open
lines and men in motion. The defense was compelled to spend

more time in devising methods of containing these new

i% Robert Eiggins npefense for the T Formation",
Scholastic Coach, 18141549, October 1948,

15 Ee P."Chink" Coleman, "Trends in Defense Against the
T Formation"y The Athletic Joupnal, 29:12-13, October 1948,

16 Robert E. Dodd, lecture ie F Coa 1
Assoc1ation, Eranston, Hlinois:’ Angust o5 poays, Soaches
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hanieuvers,’ James Pérry euploys unorthodox methods in
defeﬁéiﬁg the T attack. Sorie of his eomments are, thatx 5
ﬁoo ing angle charging and gap plmggiug are being
useﬂ m£¥a énd more due to the ineresasing influence of

Pl the professionals. oo and angle chargi
‘grgyuggd chipriy by teamsfwithyggi man defensive . 12%5,

This gives the defensive team the opportunity to contain.
. four men of the offensive line while the use of a five
“' man 1line affords the defensive team a chance to contain

a maximm of three offensive players. Some teams,

however, do use looping tactics when they emplay o f&ve

man line, In this case the secondary linebacke cors £i11

in rapidly to protect the unguarded territory.

In modern football the defense is constantly changing
from one alignment into another in order to effectively
defend against the diversified attack of the T formation.
There are many types of defense being utilized against the
T attack, These may be placed into two categories@lg'ﬁirat,_
the‘majar.ar eight man combinations, in which eight.msn'are
arranged within two yards of the line of scrimmage. Included
in this group are the 3-5-3, the Y-Y.2.1, the 5@3¢2q1, the
6<2-2-1, and the 7-1-2.1 defense, The second group is the
winor or box group of defenses, In this category, there is
a combination of nine men aligned within two yards of the
serimmage line, Thig group consists of the Lw=5-2; the 5-42,
the 6-3«2, the 7-2-2 and the 8-1-2 defense. Another feature

18

—— ‘  amQS'A‘ Perry, "Unorthodox Defensive Tactics®,
Tne Athietic Journal, 31128-30-38, October 1950,

18 Herbert O, Crisler, Modern ggggpgéé (New Yorks
Mcﬁréwbﬂill Book cgmpauy, Incarporatea, Yy Do 102,

.19 John DaGrosa, 4§ngg§i%ggl (New Yorks A. S.
Barries and Company, Incorpora ed, 1942), PP 224225, -
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of thig group of defenses is that there is n¢ defensive man
in the safety position,

Some coaches prefer one category of defense over the
others and use it against all. types of offense. Frank Howard
of Clemsen University never employs a defense that does not
have a safety-man in the defensive alignment, Hig reasoning
ie that:s

Defense is just as lmportant in football as the

offenses, I have come to the conelusion that I do not
want any part of a defense that does not have a safety
man and two halfbacks, I do not believe that any coach
can successfully contain any formation with only one
defenses We use & five man line, a six man 1ine%

: , a
.tight,six‘man'linﬁgﬁnﬁ an eight men line against the T
formation offenso. ‘

Defenses least effective against the I formatlon. The
defense can not be relied upon to prevent the offense from
making yardage on every play. Against %ha 8plit and Open
types of offense the six man line 1s forced to receive
assistance from the secondary in order to strengthen the
alignment at the line of scrimmage. Don Faurot of the
ﬂhivérsity’af Missouri maintains thats

The 8plit T offense 1s much harder to stop with the
standard defenses when they are played in a normal
fashion, The T formation has been very successful
against these basic five, six and seven man lines. The
‘best reason we can advance for continuing to use the
Split T 4s the sudeess it has given us in running ,
‘againgt the standard eight man combination defenses. In
these defenses; only eight men are within two yards of

20 rrank Howard, Lecture, chool Footb.
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Tﬁ&ehiinefbf scrimmage.21
types of defense that have been most effective against the
Split T attack are the nine man aliprments, Some of these
most successful coﬁhinatiaéa~aré5thh_3#%%2,‘théf6;3¥2,“ana”
the 7-2.2 defense with many variations. When the standard
eight man defenses have féiled against the Split T offense,
the 7=-2-2 alignment has often been utilized. This defense is
considered by some coaches to be the best of the nine man
cohbinati@ﬁgﬁ Coach Biggie Mum of ﬁichigan State hgs this
to discloses
Many teams use the seven man line against the T attack,

This defonse vill Bive the T Formation plonty of tredtle.

The eight three defense is a good defense against any

L Rentive siignment o mun agoinst 28 oY oEn

The 7-2-2 defense does not completely solve the

problem of containing the T offenses, as it has a definite
weakness against certain types of forward passes, It is a
fine defense to employ against a strong running attack but
1s ineffective against a strong passing offense. The eight
three defense has been utilized to advantage against the
Split T attack. The eight three defense, however, is not the
complete solution for containing the ettack of Wilkinson,

— .21 Don Faurot %eggg ts of the gg;_.}t_ T Forma _t_% gg.(l‘:e‘w
York: Prenti¢eaﬁallz ncorpo?§§é_, 1950 » DPs O an .

22 Clarence Munn, lecture T High School Football
Coaches' Clinie, August 1950. piu%ﬁg}de&' ‘ ‘
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Tatumzand,Fanrota_hutrWheg this defense is properly
-employed, it presents a wost pressing problem to all
qevpbeeé‘qf.the,sﬁiiﬁ T offense; ﬁ&ach Alonz¢ A.:Stégg,;J:.,
©of .Susquehanna University, in a personal letter to the
investigator, had the following to relate:

‘We find that . the Split or Sliding T formatien has
been the most difficult for us to stop. We use variations
of the 6»2«2~1 and the 6~3+2 defenses against the normal
T offenses, We use the 6=3«2, the 7-2-2 and the 8«l-2 °
defensesg against strong Spli% T teams, hnwevem,'gg prefer
the 6-3-2 defense against the Spiit T formatlion,

When the T teams began employing combinations of split
ends, flankered backs and men in motion along with spread’
and open lines, the defense was forced to become more
efficient in resisting these new offensive maneuvers. Tpntm
Coleman of the University of Florida infers thats

The 5-L4e2 defense has become extremely popular because
of its use by the professionals and becaise it seems to '
be one of the better defenses against the T formation. It
is the opinicon of the writer that the 5-4-2 defense can
be used to better advantage as a bagsic defense rather
than as an alternate defense, This 1s true because the
five man line uses somewhat different fundamentals, Ity
is easy to go from a 5.4.2 get-up into other defenses.”

Bob Voigts of Northwestern University stresses these
objectives in defensing the T attack by saying thats
When we think of defense, there are four things that,
we try to accomplish; stop %he running, stop the

pagsing, stop the trapping and rush the man throwing the
11 vhen passing. In order to obtain the best results

— 23 Alonzo A. Stagg, Jr., Personal letter to investigator.

2k Arthur M. Coleman, "The S-4-2 Defense", Southern
Coach and Athlete, 1%320-37-42, October 1951,
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we have to employ the Swelie2 defenseaag

The most disturbing defenses encountered by the T
attack, ore those which tend to drive the quarterback in the
ﬁiraéﬁioﬁ of his own goal iineag6 Any time this can be’
aceomplisheﬁ the offense suffers tremendously. Coach Bear
Bryant of the University of Kentuéky advises: "Standardize
effective defenses and do not try to out-smart snd outeguess
the offense by always shifting a lot af,dafenéive men
around.»>?

Briefly summarizing the effectiveness of the defenses
employed against the T attack,dthe favorable literature
tends to indicate thats

1. No one defense can be employed that will successfully
contain all types of T formation attack,

2« The eight man defenses tend to be inadequate against
the T offense. This is especially true when the Split T
serles 1s employed,

3. The nine man defenses are most effective against the
Spiit T attack, but are extremely weak against the Open and
COﬁpusite T offenses,

25 Robert Voigts, Lecture, Ame Cogchgg'
tion, Evanston, Illinnisg ugus 9 7

26 Charles Wilkinso Lecturer gh School
Football Coaches' Clinic, ugust 19%0 PP» "

27 Paul Bryant, Lecture, Iexas School Football
Coachest Clinic, August 1951¢ Ppe 1~ Ea



4. The nine man defenses are strong.;gainst running
attacks, but are not too effeetive against a gopd‘pagsing
offenses This is especially true of the 7-2-2 defense.

.. 5.-The elight three defense is generally effective
against any type of T attack, especlally againét the Split
T running attack,

‘6, The 6«32 defense is usvelly preferred against the
Split T, but the 5.4.2 defense is the more popular and the
most effective against all types.of T formation offense.

7+ The most,effeetive~defegses pgainst the T attack
are those which tend to force the quarterback towards his
own goal line, and at the same time hold up the pass

raceivers.

2k



CHAPTER TIT
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The data as presented in this ahépterfar% revealed
in two parta; first, an analysis of the games won and lost
by T formation football teauns, and second, an anaiysia of
the data revealed through & guestionnaire to 279 eaachag.
The analysis of games won and lost will tend to indicate
the effectiveness of the T formation, in general, and the
relative success of each type of T formation. The degree of
suceess of the T formation teams was appraised in the light
of the won and lost records of the 115 T teams selected.

Success of I teams over defenses. BEighty-five per
cent of the college and university football teams used some
form of T formation offense during 1951¢1 There are about as
many types of T formation as there are teams and coaches
utilizing them, It seems that all of these formations can
be clasgssified into five main a&tegoriegaz

1. The Stralght or Conventional Tight Chiecago Bear T

2, The Winged or Flankered T formation, a hybrid of
Single Wing and the Straight T formation.

3, The Split or Sliding T formation,

. | T’; “Her %ﬁtf" Simons, ”%gﬁ Out of Six Sgﬁgg? Use
ome ) g%;; 21§§§ cago: Simons cations
Incerpora%hg '

2 Ra’y Eliﬁt "Illinbﬁ.s' T Fbrmationﬂ T}l@ Athle ¢
Journal, 31:9-12, September 1950. Ihe Athletic
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4, The Open T formation.
5+ The Combined or the Composite T formation,

In studying the records of the 115 selected teams,
it was found that eighteen use&hthe Qonyent;onal Chicago
Bear type of T‘bffanse; sikteen teams éﬁpioyeﬂ_fhe Winged
or F&ankered»?, ni§eteen the Split or Slidingvf, thirty-one
the Open T formation and thirty-one others utilized
combinations and variations of these four méin types of T
offense. Some teams had perfect records while others had
not won any games during the season. One of the teams had
scored five hundred and seventy~five points for an average
of fifty-two points a game while winning an eleven game
schedule. Another team was unable to win a game or score a
polnt during an entire season,

It was revealed that the group of teams as a whole
had won fifty-eight per cent of games played during the
period from 1946 through 1951. An average of twenty points
per game was maintainad by T teams as eemparéd to a little
more than fifteen per game for their opponents. It was
diseclosed that the average score of T teams ranged from
sixteeﬁ and one-half points a game in 1946 to nearly
twenty~two per game in 1951, In comparison the average score
of their opponents ranged from fourteen per game in 1946 to
nearly seventeen per game in 1951, (See Tables I and II in
Appendix B.). The computed difference in average scores was

two and one-half points per game in favor of the T teams in



1946, Thia difference steadily increased to a 1ittle more
than five points per game during the season of 1951¢ At the
same time the percentage of games won had increased
gignificantly. In light of thege staﬁistics it seems
apparent tﬁat the_dafsﬁses have not equalized or neutralized
the T formation attack as a wholes B
The Conventional T teamslhad won a little more than
fifty-one per cent of thelr games during the period
1nvest1éated with an average of elghteen points per game as
compared to nearly seventeen points’a game for their
~opponents. (See Tables III and iV‘in Appendix B.). It was
aisclcseé that the Conventional T formation had won more
than ha1£<of its games in 1946 with an average of fifteen
and one~half points per game és compared to a little more
than fourteen per game for theilr opponents. The percentage
of games won had decreased steadily during this six years
until less than half of thenm ﬁad been won during the season
of 1951, The average score, however, had steadily inereased
for both the Conventional T teams and their opponents. The
computed difference in average scores in 1946 was only one
and one«half points in favor of the Conventional T teams.
This difference steadily decreaged until there was only a
one point margin in favor of this type of T offense during
the season of 1951: The scores of both teams' offense had
increased,mwherewas,‘the tabulated difference and the

percentage of games won had lessened as revealed in the
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tables. It would seem that the defenses have tended to
neutralize the effectivencss of the Conventional T attack.

The Winged T formation won fifty-eight per cent of
its games with an average score of almost twenty and one~half
points a game as compared to fifteen points per game for the
opponents, The percentage of games won has stea&ily decreased
since 1946. However, the Winged T offense continues to win
more ;han half of its games. The average scores for both the
Wingaé T teams and their opponents have steadily increased
during the past six years. The difference in average scores
has decreased from a five point margin in 1946 until there
was a difference of on;y four points in favor of the Winged T
offense at the conclusion of the 1951 season. (See Tables V
énd VI in Appendix B.). It is apparent from these tabulations
that the defense'has not éompietéiy~éounteraeted ihé
effectiveness of the Winged T attack even fhough the per cent
of games won and the computed difference In average scores
has‘lesganed during the period of this study.

The Split T teams have won fifty-five and one~half
per cent of their games during the period of this research
with an average of twenty points a game in comparison to‘
sixteen per game for their opponents. In 1946 the difference
in average scores of the Split T teams and their opponents
was only six hundredths of one point per game., This
difference steadilﬁ and progressivély‘increased until a

spread of seven points a game was attained at the close of
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the 1951 season. (See Tables VII and VIII in Appendix B.).
It was revealed that the Split T had won less than half of
its games in 1946, During the six years covered by this
study there was a significant increase in the percentage of
games won by the. teams employing the Split T attack, During
this period there had been a steady increase in average
scores per game while the average score of the opponents had
remalned almost constant. These increases, in percentage of
games won, in the spread of the average scores per game and
the increase in total scores per game are significant.

It was disclosed that the Open T formation had won
a little more than sixty-one per cent of its games with an
average score of nearly twenty-one points a game as compared
to nearly fifteen per game for their opponents. In 1946
there were only two points difference in the average score
per game in favor of the Open T teams. (See Tables IX and X
in AppendixB.), This difference steadily and progressively
increased untll the spread was more than eight points a
game in favor of the Open T formation. In 1946 the Open T
had won a little more than half of its games, Since that
time the percentage of games won has steadily increased
until more than gixzty-five per cent has been won at the
close of the 1951 gseason. The average score per geme made
a significant increase while the average score of thelr
opponents increased very slightly, These increases would
seem to be significantly important,
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Tables XI and XII (See Appendix B.), disclose that
Composite T teams had won fifty-nine per cent, of their games
from 1946 through the season of 1951, This was accomplished
.with an average of almost twenty points a game as compared
to almost fifteen. per game for their opponentss In 1946 the
Composite T teams won nearly sixty per cent of their games.
At the close of the 1951 season the percentage of games won
-had increased only nineteen hundredths of one per cent,
Therefore, during the past six years the percentage of games
-won had remained almost constant for the Composite T attack.
The average score per game progressively inereased for both
‘the Composite T teams and for their opponents. In 1946 the
difference in average scores was a little more than four
points a games At the conclusion of the 1951 season, this
spread had increased only twelve hundredths of one point,
Apparently then, there has been no significant improvement
in the effectiveness of the Composite T formation attack
during the period of this investigation. The average scores
per game have increased, the difference in average scores of
‘both teams has remained almost constant, and the percentage
of games won has not been lesseneds Therefore, the Composite
T formatlion has apparently more than held its own against
its defenses during the past six years,

Success of I teams in holiday bowl games. Ninety-six
teams participated in eight najor New Yeart's Day games
during the period 1946 through 1951, Seventy-five of these
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ninety~six teams have been T formation teams. It is very
significant to note that during this period only twenty-one
of the contests have failed to have both participating teams
employing some form of T formation as their method of attack.
The results of these twenty-one games, as a whole, are not
too significant as ten were won and ten were lost and one
was tied. However, the results of the 1952 bowl games show
that thirteen of the sixteen participating teams employed
the T offense in some form. (See Tables XVII and XVIII in
Appendix D.). The tables reveal that all eight holiday bowl
games in 1952 were won by teams using the T formation attack.
It is, perhaps, very significant to note that during the
past six years only ten of the forty-eight contests have
been won by teams not utilizing the T as thelr offense, The
results of these forty-eight games reveal that T teams have
won thirty-two, lost ten and tied six games for a

vercentage of seventy~three for games won,

Success of I teams in gonference play. During the
past six years ninety-six conference championships have been
won by football teams In sixteen conferences. Tables XIX
and XX (See Appendix D.) disclose that seventy-seven, or
eighty per cent of these champlonships, have been won by
teams employing the T offense exclusively. During the
season of 1951 thirteen of the sixteen championships were
won by teams using the T attack. During each year of this

study no fewer than twelve teams, or seventy-five per cent,



have won conference football championships employing the T
formation as their method of attack,

Ranking of college and uniyversity footbsll teams. An
analysis of Table XV- (See Appendix C.) reveals that during
the period of this study, eight of the ten top ranking
college and university'fbotbali teams utilized the T attack
as their offense. According to Table XVI (See Appendix C.),
the six year cumﬁlativé record of the fifty top ranking
football teams, disclosed that forty-one of the fifty teams
used the T formation as their method of attack.

ANALYSIS OF DATA OBTAINED FROM QUESTIONNAIRES

" Becords of coaches obtained from guestionnaires. The
data presented in Table XIII (See Appendix B.,) reveal the
coaching records of 219 T formation coaches during the
périod,from 1946 through the season of 19%1, These data
‘disclose that thirty-four coaches used the Conventional T
formation and that of 1,278 games played, 756 were won,

48% were lost and thirty-seven were tied: This gave a
percentage of a little more than sixty per cent for games
wons

Obtained data revealed that teams of twenty Winged T
coaches had played 634 games, and 371 were:-won, 234 were
lost and twenty-nine were tied. This gave the Winged T
coaches a percentage of sixty~one for games won. The study
indicated that thirty-four coaches® teams utilized the

32
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Spiit T a%tack* and had pla&eé'i,2§523aﬁés, and of this
number 774 were won, #28 wareﬁiési and fifty~three vere
tiea, This éave'thé“split T‘ecaaﬁés'a:péraéntaga mf'
sixtwaonr for gamss won dnring the past six years.

The teams Qf fiftywthrae Gpen T ccaches had played
2,872 games and of these 1,924 were won, 836 were Jost and
112 were tied. These results gave the Open T coaches a
*pereentage'of aixty»nine for games won. It was disclosed
that the teams of sevenﬁy»eith‘Gnmy&éite T coaches had
played 3,717 games, and that 2,u42 were’wun,‘l;IBI were
lost and 144 were tied for a percentage of sixty-eight for
games wone

During the past six years, the teams of the 219' T
":formation coaches had played 9,756 games. It was revealed
‘thati6,267 were won, 3,114 were inst‘and'375‘were-tiedu This
gave a percentage of sixty-six for games won by all types of
T formation eoaches fram the season o 19h6 through the
season of 1951,

The opinions of I formation coaches. Presented in
Table XIV (See Appendix'ay) are data‘regatding the opinions
of the 219 T formation coaches relative to the defenses
catching up with their type of T formation offense.

These data reveal that seventy-two per benticf the
219 T fermation coaches believed their offenses were superior
to the defenses employed against them. It was the opinion of
fifteen of the thirty-four Conventional T coaches that the
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coaches were of the opinion that their offense was superior
to the many defenses set~up and employed against it. These
opinions were sustained by data. which revealed that the:
Composite T coaches had won sixtyseight per cent of their
games. It was also the opinion of seventy-nine per cent of
the coaches queried that the defense would. never catch up
with their methods. of attack, (See Table XXI in Appendix E.).

_Seventy-three coaches; including. such outstanding men
ag Bobby Dodd, Art Guepe, Sid Gillman, Don Faurot, Jim Tatum,
Edd Price, Andy Pilney, Josse Hill and others were in.
general agreement that the defense is not catching up with
their methods of attack, These methods are not stereotyped
and have unlimited possibilities with vhich to deploy the
defense, Also, rule blocking makes it sasy to switch
-assignments quickly without changing the naturs of the
attack. (See. Table XXI in Appendix E.).

In the over-all study, seventy~twc per cent of the T
coaches had the opinion that their offense was superior to.
its defenses. These opinions were further substantiated by
records which revealed that all T c¢oaches had won sixtyesix
per cent of their games. The responses, as given in the
aforementioned table, disclose that fortyeseven coaches
¢laimed the defense was equal or superior to thelr type of
T attack even though their coaching records revealed that
their teams had won sixty-five per cent of their games, It
was also disclosed that twelve coaches believed their method
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of T offense was'supérior>to"its defenses even though data
disclosed that their teams had not won fifty per cent of
fhefgames played. It would scem that these twelve T coaches
continue to have faith and confidence in their methods of
‘attack in spite of adversity,

Most and least effective defenses against the I. The
opinions of 219 T coaches in relation to the defenses that
have proved most and least effective against their methods
of attack are presented in Table XXII (See Appendix E.).

In studying these responses, it was the general
opinion of the 219 T coaches that the eight man defenses,
(the 3~5-2-1, the 4-lw2el, the 5-3-2-1, the 6-2-2~1 and the
7-l-2~1 defense), were inadequate and not too effective
against the T attack. This was especially true when the
Split T series was being employed along with the Open and
Composite T offenses,

The S8plit T coaches claimed their attack had had
1ittle difficulty with any of the eight man defenses and
believed they were inadequate to cope with their Split T
offense. It was the opinion of these coaches that the nine
man defenses, (the W«5s2, the S-L4s2, the 6-3+2, the 7=2.2
and the 8-1-2 defense), were most effective and caused their
attack the most trouble, Ninety~four per cent of the Split T
coaches claimed that the 5-4.2 defense was the most difficult
for thelr Split T to combat., Fiftye-nine per cent of the
Split T coaches claimed the 7-2-2 defense caused their
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offense great difficulty, while fifty-seven per:cent of
these. coaches ‘declared that the eight three defonse was.
very difficult to ergage without an outstanding passing. ..
attack. "
More than half of the Conventional T coaches had
'difficnlty with. the nine man defenses. Fiftymnine ‘per. ceat
of these coaches claimed that the S«l~2 defense was the

most difficult for their attack. The nine man defenses were
more effective against the Conventional T attack than were
the eight man defenses, Fifty-six per cent of these
Conventional T céaches revealed that the eight three defense
was about as difficult as the nine man defenses. (See Table
XXII in Appendix E.).

Forty per cent of the Winged T coaches had some
difficulty with the elght man defenses, especially the
5=3=2=-1 and the 7«l-2-1 defenses, About the same percentage
of these coaches had trouble with the nine man alignments,
This was especially true when the 6«3-2 and the 7=»2-2
defenges were employed, Eighty per cent of the Winged T
coaches elaimed that the S«i~2 defense was the most
difficult for their Winged T attack to combat. In addition
to these eight and nine man defenses, sixty per cent of the
Winged T coaches had difficulty with the eight three
defensive alignment,

According to the data obtained from the questionnaires
it was revealed that the Open and Composite T coaches c¢laimed
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that their méthods of attack have not had consistent
trnuble~fr0m:any-one particular type of defense, Only .
thirty~six per cent of the Open T coaches. and thirty-five
per cent of the Composite T coaches claimed to have had
difficulty with the S-b.2 defense, This was the only
defensi?e alignment that seemed to cause either of these
attacks any tfguble at all. Only thirty-one per cent of the
Open T coaches claimed the elght three defense to be a
hindrance to thelr method of attack,

In the over=all .study the coaches generally admitted
the-nine man defenses to be the most effective and the most
troublesome to combat. Thls seemed to be esgeciglly true of
the S-l2 defensive alignment. It was revealed that many of
the defensive teams employed the nine man combinations
against the T formation mainly, in an effort to contain
their strong running attack.

Such outstanding cocaches as Don Faurot, Bobby Doddy
Jin Tatum, Jack Carls, Ray Eliot, Chuck Bear, Alve Kelley,
Ray Gwzyniski, Amos Alonzo Stagg, Jr., and many others are
in agreement that in order to cope with the nine man
defenses more effectively, flankered backs, deployed ends,
spread and open lines along with men in motion should be
employed, These maneuvers, when utilized properly, tend to
force the defense to change from nine man alignments into
one or more of the eight man combinations. These deployments
then make it easier for the T offenses to operate more

effectively.



CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has been designed to reveal the findings
after all pertinent data have been carefully studied., These
findings are summarized and definite conclusions have been
formulated in regard to the T formation®s superiority over
fhg defenses employed against it during the six years from
1946 through the season of 1951.

Summary of the findings
The findings of this study tend to indicate that:

Y. Approximately eighty-five per cent of all college and
university football teams employed the T attack in some form.
This offense was utilized by about eighty-five per cent of
the top ranking teams and it, also, predominated holiday
bowl and conference competition.

2. The 115 teams had won about fifty-eight per cent of
their games with an average score of twenty points a game,
Significant differences in the successfulness of methods of
T attack were disclosed upon classifying these selected
teams, The greatest difference as found was between the
Conventional and Winged T attacks and the other systems of
offense. The compiled data indicated that the aforementioned
types of attack were no longer experiencing success; in fact,
the Conventional T coaches themselves indicated that their



method of attack had become passe's.

3: The Split, Open and Compoaife attacks all seem to be
highly successful against,all typesvof defensive_alégnments
employed against them. The Split and Open offenses continue
to remain the more popular as well as the mpre'efféetive. :
The data seem to suggest asciwse;rglatibaship’be%weéngthé
Split and Open attacks. Their effeétibeﬁessfStéadiiy.and
progressivély incereaged againzgt the varied defenses used in
an attempt to contain them. The Composite T has more than
"held its own with the defense, There has been no appreciable
increase in 1its effectiveness, however, since the percentage
,of games won hag remained almost congtant.

‘hg One hundred and fifty-eight T coaches queried were of
the ;piaianvthat their attack had lost none of its prestige
and that i1t was equal or superior to the defenses utilized
against it. They further declared that in their opinion the
defense would never catch up with their methods of attack.

5, Sixty~three coaches were of the opinion that no one
defeﬁse could be employed that would completely contein or
‘neutralize their methods of attacks It was the opinion of
one hundred and forty.sixz coaches that the elght man
,defenses were inadequate and ineffective against the. T
fermation offenses This seemed especially true when the
;3p11t T series was utllized as a regular part of the Open
;and Coéppsite systems of play.

6. The nine man defensive alignments are the most
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effective defenses employed against the Split T attack. It
was the opinion of thirty-two Split T coaches that the

Sulw? defense was the most diffieult to combat, However,
tWenéy of them ¢laimed that the 7-2-2 defense ecaused gquite a:
hindvancé, especially when the passing attack was weak: One
hundred and fourteen coaches ware in agreement that the
5-4-2 defense remained the most effective against all types
of T formation offense. Seventy-eight of them claimed that '
they had trouble with the 7-2-2 defensive alignment.

7. It seemed to be the trend of the Split and Open T’
offenses to employ flankers, split ends and open lines to
force the defense from the nine man alignments into one or
more of the eight man defensive combinations.

8., The tendency of the defense has been to constantly
change from one alignment into another in order to confuse
the diversified attack of the T formation, The most
troublesome defenses are those which tend to force the
quarterback towards his own goal line and, at the same
time, hold up the pass receivers at the line of scrimmage.
These objectives seem to be best accomplished whenever the
defense utilizes the 7422, the 6-3+2, the S«l.2 or the
eight three defenses. These defenses are most effective
when the offense neglects to employ flankers, deployed ends,
spread and open lines along with men in motion,
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Recommendations
On the basis of the evidence as obtained from the
analysis of statistical records, from an extensive review
of the favorable literature and from the returns of 233
questionnaires, it would seem justifiable to recommend that:

1. Coaches using the T give additional thought to the
evidence as presented in this study concerning the use of
split and open lines along with deployed ends and flankered
backs. The maximum spacing should be retained between the
linemen in order to prevent the defense's concentration on
containing the running attack and on holding up the pass
receivers, One or more of these maneuvers should be
constantly employed so as to obtain maximal effectiveness
from small, fast elusive backs.

2. Coaches should endeavor to keep their attack from
becoming too tight in alignment. This can be prevented by
establishing & man in motion along with split ends, open
lines and fiankered backs. The man in motion should be used
as a change of pace rather than as a regular part of the
offense. This tends to mix things up for the defense,
foreing it to deploy when covering the man in motion, If
adjustments are not made, completed passes for long gains
and touchdowns may be attained. The more these maneuvers
are utilized the more confused the defense becomes.

3, Coaches might further consider employing defensive
alignments at the line of scerimmage that make possible the
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containment of as many as four or five of the defensive
linemen, This endeavor prevents down-field blocking and
aids in rushing the passer. The defense should remain fluid
enough to adjust and upset the offense by maneuvering
linemen and linebackers into areas unexpectedly. The
evidence presented favors utilization of the 5«3-2-1, the
54=2, the 6-2-2+1, the 6-3-2 and/or the 7-2-2 defense.

4, Continued research be conducted on this problem to
further substantiate or disprove the findings and conclusions
of this investigation., Further study of this problem might
very well point out better and more successful methods of
offense and defenses Such information would be invaluable

to all football c¢ocaches,
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Box 10297
Williamsburg virginia.
29 aanuary, 19

. Marvin Bass., Athletie Diractar.‘f
cﬁllega of William and Mary
wiiliamsburg, Vﬂrgiaia.

.Dear Coaeh Bassz

I am eomplating thesis in @artial fulfillment of the
”requirements for the degree Master of Arts in Physical “
.Education at the College of William and Mary. Your assistance

in answering this quaatiannaire will be af‘great valuﬁ to me
in my research. .

"While teaching and coaching this past year, 1 became
intareste& in a study of the T formation in relation to‘its
many defenses. I believe an investigation would be of
‘interest and wvalue to coaches, as well as to college
graduates starting out as fam%ball cﬁaehes and teaehers cf
Physical Equcatlons

My research is based upon the study of the results of
the pla% sehedules of T formation teams for the past six
years, og] with the season of 1946 and continues

hrough the season of 1951.

You have been selected as one of the’ outstanding coaches
using the formation during this period. Therefore, your help
and coopersation in answer ng the inclosed queationnaira will
be greatly'appreciated,

The infbrmatiun 8 gplied r you will be used and treated
statistically. I kept in the strictest of confidence
and will be used in.campleting ny: researeho

If you desire, I will gladl furnish you a copy of the
results af my fi dlngs. v »y

Again, I ask your assistance and cooperation in regard
to the inclosed questionnaire. Please return it to me as
soon as passib1a¢ :

Respectfully yours,

william E.:anmau



QﬁESTIGNNAIRE
The data colleete& in this Questibnnaire will be uged

fbr eﬁucatianai purposes and will be held as ﬁanfidantialﬁ

1ﬁ{

]

)
()
()
)

)

2.‘.

b

6.

Ve

Piaaae ehack as many of the fbllbwing a& apply tb yau«

Is yuur T farmati@n one ar mare of the fbliawing typea?

Ag ﬂhe Straight or. Canxentional;Tight thcaga Bear T,
vith,fiankers anﬁ men in me%19n¢ |

3§ The Winged br F&ankgred T ﬁbrma%iena

Ci The Split or Sliding T Formations

Di The Open T Formation with flankers and men in motion

Es Cumbinatians and ?ariatibns of the ahove formatiqns.

Fi Other types ” — - 1ist '

wa.zang have yuu.bean using the T fbrmation2ﬂﬁu“_égyéar5
Mpat is your reeara for tha gaau six yuars? .

What is yoﬂr a11~time record using the T farmatian?
Won_ . Jost Tied

What defanseg cause your type of T mnst difficulty?

() 5=3¢2w1, ) 5%h~2, ) 5%2~2uaﬁ ( ) Ge3=3y () 8«34
() 64242404 () 6=3=24 ( },§~2ﬁ3_; ) 7ele2=ly ( ) 7l
() 74143, € ) 7w2e2y () W3y () WaSa2y () 812,

‘Others? Please 1ist______ . . K-
In your ap&nian, do you think the ﬂerenses are catehing
up with,ybur type of T bffense? 'Yés No_.

wiil you please list your reaaans on tha baek of this

; sheet for your answer tn quastion nnmber aix‘



Box 1027
Williamsburg, Virginia.
29vabuaryg1§52¢' e

Mr, vV n Bass,, Athletic 4mr@¢tﬁ0r§_
Collepge of Wil&iam and Mary -
Williamsburg, Virginia.

Dear Coach Bass:
On 29 January of this year, I sent to you a letter
accompanied by a questionnaire,’ v

In order to complete my thesls for a Master's Degree
at the College of Williem and Mary, by this June, it is
imperative that I receive your tepi » Your aonsi&eratimn
in this matter will be greatly appreciated, I am,

Cordiglly yours,

William E. Bowman
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TABLE 1

59

SIX YEAR RECORD OF 115 OUTSTANDING T FORMATION FOOTBALL TEAMS

1951
1950
1949
1948
1947 .
1946

ELAYED

1,093
1,100
1,081
1,070
1,066

1,038

Wom

628
6n
615
568
563
59

1087

437

376
430

465

431

457

ZIED  PER CENT WON

28
53

36

46
52
32

58479
63,36

58454

57+71

Sl 143

1946-51

6457

3,61k

2 ,‘596

2he

57.89



TABLE II

. AVERAGE SCORE PER GAME FOR T TEAMS AND THEIR OPPONENTS

1951
1950
1549
1948

1947

1946

1,093
1,100
1,081
1,070
1,066

1,038

T TEAMS . ..
ECORES

2k,031
24,130
23,809
20,298
18,428

17,283

OPPONENTS
SCORES

18,209
16,801
17,868
16,899
1%4,812

14,578

21,98
21,94
21.09
18.97
17.28
16.65

16,65
15,27
16,53
15.79
13,98
14,04

N

127,979

994167

19,82

15,34

60

T TEAMS . OPPONENTS
AVERAGE  AVE!



TABLE IXX

SIX YEAR RECORD OF 18 CONVENTIONAY, T FORMATION TEAMS

1951
1950
1949
1948
1947
1946

168

163
163
165
163

159

77
82
87
81

84

84
76
75
79
76
66

ZIED

PER CENT WON
47,92
51384
53468
50360
49.39
55,67

1946w51

981

,%5

g6

51.48

é1
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TABLE 1IV.
AVERAGE SCORE PER GAME FOR 18 CONVENTIONAL T FORMATION TEAMS

GAMES T TEAMS OPPONENTS T TEAMS  OPPONENTS
1951 168 3,302 34105 19,60 18.48
1950 163 3,239 2,775 19.86 17,02
1949 163 3,253 3,016 19,96 18,5
1948 165 3,056 2,769 18,52 16.78
1947 163 2,480 2,599 15.21 15494
1946 159 2,481 2,249 15,54 14,09

14651 981 17,811 16,513 18,17 16,83



TABLE V

SIX YEAR RECORD OF 16 WINGED OR FLA

GAMES ELAYED  WON L1081  IIED EER CENI WON

56417
61436
Shee St
53.42
6048k
61411

1951 146 81 63
1950 ke 87 46
1949 M3 76 63
1948 146 7% 6l
1947 143 84 53
1946 139 81 55

W o O WO N

1946w51 859 483 3t 32 58409



TABLE VI

AVERAGE SCORE PER GAME FOR 16 WINGED OR FLANKERED T TEAMS

GAMES T TEAMS OPPONENTS T TEAMS < OPPONENTS
PLAYED SCORES ~ SCORES  AVERAGE ~ AVERAGE

1951 6 3,215 2,619 22,02 17,94
1950 12 2,986 2,255 21,03 15,88
1949 W3 3,236 2,4 22,63 17,07
1948 6 2,710 2,353 17.87  16.11
1947 ™3 2,772 1,796 19.38 12,56
1946 139 2,546 1,812 18,31 13,03

a

19W6-51 859 17,465 13,276 20,33 1545



TABLE © VII

" SIX YEAR RECORD OF 19 SPLIT OR SLIDING T TEAMS
GAMES . PLAZED  WON  LOST  ZTIED PER CENT WON
1951 182 106 72 L 5934
1950 191 122 63 6545
1949 182 99 75 56,59
1948 182 93 82 53402
1947 181 95 80 | Sk
1946 178 79 95 - 45,50

R R s I

1oh6m51 1,096 5% key 35 55,70



TABLE VIIX
AVERAGE SCORE PER GAME FOR 19 SPLIT OR SLIDING T TEAMS

GAMES T TEAMS OPPONENTS T TEAMS OPPONENTS
ELAYED  SCORES SCORES  AVERAGE  AVERAGE
1951 182 4,135 2,876 22,69 15,80
1950 191 Ly lo2 35123 23.52 16435
1949 182 3,999 34063 21497 16.83
1948 182 3,485 2,884 19.16 15.8%
1947 181 2,975 2,791 16.43 1541
1946 178 29593 2,585 14,55 14,49

1946-51 1,096 21,679 174322 19478 15,80



SIX YEAR RECORD OF 31 OPEN T FORMATION TEAMS

YoN  10ST  IIED JPER CENT WON

1ok
206
187
169
161

145

101

105
71& 6

132

65459
70,03

63,67

58433

56.80
5‘2&9*

1,058

658

6ls22°

67



TABLE X
AVERAGE SCORE PER GAME FOR 31 OPEN T FORMATION TEAMS

GAMES T TEAMS OPPONENTS
ELAYED - SCORRS -~  SCORES

1951 303 7,144 4,650 23,66 15439
1950 307 7,216 4,235 23,51 13.79
1949 300 6,999 4,882 23.33 16,27
1948 295 5,715 4,418 19,70 14,97
1947 a0k 4,980 4,080 16,94 13,57
2546 284 760 4,207 16u9h k.98

T TEAMS OPPONENTS

e Y

1OUG-SL 1,782 36,814 26,481 20,69 1489



TABLE XI
SIX YEAR RECORD OF 31 COMPOSITE T FORMATION TEAMS
GAMES 'PLAYED  WON  LOST  ZTIED  PER CENT WON

1951 295 171 116 8 59:32
1950 297 1% 108 15 61,11
1949 293 166 112 15 5922
1948 291 155 124 12 55.33
1947 285 168 102 15 61,58
1946, 278 160 109 9 59.13

19%6-51 1,739 9% 67 74 59,29



TABLE XIX
AVERAGE SCORE PER GAME FOR 31 COMPOSITE T FORMATION TEAMS

GAMES T TEAMS OPPONENTS {T TEAMS OPPONENTS
PLAYED  SCORES SCORES | AVERAGE ~ AVERAGE
1951 295 6,234 4,950 21.13 16.78
1950 297 6,197 4, b1 20.87 14,85
1949 293 6,322 L, hé6 21.58 1524
1948 291 5,332 L4475 18.32 15.38
1947 285 5y221 34537 18431 12,39
1946 278 4,903 34725 17.63 13.40

1046-51 1,730 34,209 25,56k 19.67 4,70



TABLE XIII
COACHES! RECORDS AS OBTAINED FROM QUESTIONNAIRES

KINDS _ NUMBER o GAME ER CENT
I , COACHES PLAYED  WON LOST ZI3IED . WON
BEAR T 30 3% 1,278 75 485 37 60,56
WINGED T 20 - 20 634 371 234 29 60,81
SPLIT T 33 3% 1,255 774 W28 53 63.79
OPEN T 1o 53 2,872 1,92% 836 112 - 68,99
COMPOSITE T 7% 78 3,717 2,442 1,131 14k 67.64

T0TALS 206 219 9,756 6,267 3,114 375 66,16



72

COACHES' OPINIONS REGARDING DEFENSE CATCHING UP WITH T ATTACK

KINDS NUMBER SAY  SAY PER CENT
X TEAMS COACHES - - ¥ES 1O ¥ES juit]
BEAR T 30 34 19 15 55,88 44,12
WINGED T 20 20 5 15 25400 75,00
SPLIT T 33 3% 9 25 2644 73,56
OPEN T hog 53 12 Y1 22,64 77+36
COMPOSITE T 74+ 78 16 62 20:53  79.47
TOTALS 206 219 61 158 2%.8% 792,16
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TABLE XV
THE TEN TOP RANKING COLLEGE FOOTBALL TEAMS FOR PAST SIX YEARS™
1  NOTRE DAME* by 6 3 86,61
2  OKLAHOMA®* L S o 1 85,16
3. CALIFORNIA® ug 13 1 78.23
% ARMY* by 10 L 78418
5 GEORGIA TECHY ué' 15 1 76,02
-6 MICHIGAN L1 | 12 3 7989
7 TEXAS* ¥ 15 1 75.09
8  TENNESSEE 46 15 3 vh.éé.
9  RUTGERS* 36 16 0 LN

10  KENTUCKY* 48 17 2 73.13

# Denote teams utilizing T formation offense.

T H. D. “Thoreau, O; eplate Fo Record
%&Eﬂ ( New Zarkz The Nat Z%%%l%%&%e’ﬂhlet%c %%imau,

1947, 1948, 1949, .19‘50, 1951 and 1952).



TABLE XVI

_ 2
FIFTY TOP RANKING COLLEGE FOOTBALL TEAMS FOR PAST SIX YEARS

1 NOTRE DAME* 47 6 3 86461
5  OKLAHOMA* g 9 1 85,16
3 CALIFORNIA* u8 13 1 78,23
4. ARMY* ¥ 10 y 78.18
5 GEORGIA TECHS N9 15 1 76402
6 MICHIGAN %] 12 3 75489
% TEXAS* 47 15 1 7509
8 TENNESSEE 46 15 3 o 22
9 RUTGERS* 36 16 0 7%51;,
10 KENTUCKY* w8 17 2 73,69
11 MICHIGAN STATE* N1 13 2 73.13
12 MARYLAND* u2 15 3 72450
13 VIRGINIA® 39 15 2 71443
14 PENN STATE* 37 14 3 71019
15 PRINCETON 36 15 0 7059
16 CORNELL* 37 16 1 69,45
17 KANSAS* o 17 3 69,17
18 RICE INSTITUTE™ M1 19 2 674 7.
19 CLEMSON 39 18 3 67450
20 WILLIAM and MARY N2 15 3 66.66

- Do Thoreau, op. git. 1946-47-48-49.50-~51 and 52.



21
22
23
2k
25
26
27
28
29
30
3
32
33
35
36
37
38
39
L)
42

43

45

ILLINOIS*
VILLANOVA*
PENNSYLVANIA
GEORGIA*
ALABAMA®
SOUTHERN METHODIST
MIAMI*

T, Co Lo Au*
NORTH CAROLINA
LOUISIANA STATE*
VANDERBILT*
WAKE FOREST*
SAN FRANCISCO*

. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA*

BAYLOR*
MISSISSIPPI*
OHIO STATE®
DUKE

TULANE*
YALE*
WISCONSIN®
NORTHWESTERI*
STANFORD* -
MINNESOTA
OREGON STATE®
MISSOURT*

35
37
32
Yy
b1
37
37
35
37
36
37

35

33

35
M
29
30
30
31
29
30
31
28
30
32

17
19

17
21

22

20

22
21
22
22
ok
22
23
21
23
23
19

21
23
22
2L
26
24
26
28

N W N F R W F N NN WO N U P NN N

66.07
65452
65,00
64491
k4,62
63,49
62,29
62,28
61,91
61.11
60,148
60435
60435
60,17
59.83
59449
59,09
59409
58,49
5689
56,148

555

514,19
5371
53039

53423

76



e

18
b9

50

#: Denotes teams employing thé T fo’;*matian attaci:, ’

SANTA CLARA#*
COLUMBIA*

- ARKANSAS*
. BOSTON COLLEGE*

27
27

29
23

25

27

30
28

+F W O ¥

51,79
s0.00
1*9119

h5.bs

77
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SEVENTY-.FIVE T TEAMS IN MAJOR BOWL GAMES FOR PAST SIX YEARS

TABLE XVII

* Denote number teams Ain bowl games utilizing T offense.

1 He. D. Thoreau,

a

%@ (New York: The N ) _
7y 3«9’*‘8" 19""99 1950; 1951 and 1952).

tional Collegiate Athletic

Bureau,

79

NAME OF BOWLS 1952 1951 2970 1949 1948 1947 IOTALS
ROSE BOWL 2% 1= 1% 2% 1% 2% 9%
SUGAR BOWL 1% 2% 2% 1* 2% 1% o
COTTON BOWL 1% 1% 1* 1= 1#* 2% 7*
ORANGE BOWL 2% 1* 2% 2% 2* 1*  10*
GATOR BOWL 1* 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% o*
SUN BOWL 2% 2» 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
CIGAR BOWL 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 1* 9%
TANGERINE BOWL 2% 2% 2% 2% 1= 1* 10*
?bTAL’TEAMS 13* il* -31_3"'t 13*  13*%  12%  75*



TABLE XVIII

. ROSE BOWIL GAME, Pasadensag' ﬁali:f‘arnme

"1952 ILLINOIS*

1951 MICHIGAN

1909 RonrmmstEaNe g
) 9&3 MICHIGAN %

1947 ILLINOIS*

STANFORD*

CALIFORNIA*
CALIFORNIA*
CALIFORNIA*

, . _ ’
RESULTS OF MAJOR BOWL GAMES PLAYED DURING PAST SIX YEA‘RS?

7
6

"1k

N
SOUTHERN GALIFQRMA*iE

{}‘ GQ L‘ Aﬁ

SUGAR BOWL GAME, New Orleans, Louaisiana,

1952 MARYLAND*

2%
1951 KENTUCKY * 13
19 OKLAEOMA* 3
19 OKTAHOMA* 1
' TEXAS* 27

19t
1947 GEORGIA*

COTTON BOWL GAME, Dallas, Texas.

1952 KENTUCKY * 20
1951 TENNESSEE 20
19 RICE INSTITUTE* 27
: %g SOUTHERN METHODIST 21

‘ SOUTHERN METHODIST 13
1947 ARKANSAS* 0

OBANGE BOWL GAME, Miemi, Florida.

1952 GEORGIA TECH* 17

_1951 CLEMSON 15’
933 SANTA CLARA®

| hg TEXAS* | !'+1

‘3.9 CEORGIA TECH* 20

RICE INSTITUTE* 8

TENNESSEE
OKLAHOMA*
LOUISIANA*
NORTH Gmﬂiﬁﬂ&

ALABAMA®*
NORTH CAROLINA

TEXAS CHRISTIAN
TEXAS*

NORTH CAROLINA
OREGON*

PENN STATE*
LOUISIANA*

* Denote teams employing the T formation.

Bwooah

St =N

80



SAIGR BOUL GAI, Jacksonville, Florida.

MIAMI*
WYOMING-
MARYLAND*
CLEMSON
GEORGIA*
WAKE FOREST*

CAMP LEJEUNE*

LA CROSSE
FLORIDA STATE*
MISSOURT VALLEY*
MISSOURI VALLEY*
DELAWARE* -

STETSON*
MORRIS HARVEY*
SAINT VENCENT

MURRAY
CATAWBA
CATAWBA

TEXAS TECH*

WEST TEXAS STATE*

TEXAS WESTERN*
WEST VIRGINIA®

MIAMI |
CINCINNATI

CLEMSON
WASHINGTON~LEE*
MISSOURY*
MISSOURI*

SOUTH CAROLINA®

0 BROOKS MEDICS*
L9 VALPARISO*
19 WOFFORD

13 SAINT THOMAS*
26 WEST CHESTER*
21 ROLLINS
F}.ﬂriﬁ?m
35 ARKANSAS STATE#*
35 EMORY ~HENRY *
7 EMORY ~HENRY *
o1 SUL ROSS*

o MARSHALL¥

21 MARYVILLE*

2
1!
33

1

COLLEGE of PACIFIC*

CINCINNATI*
GECRGETOWN*
TEXAS WESTERN#*
TEXAS TECH*
VIRGINIA TECH*

81
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TABLE XIX

T TEAMS WINNINC CONFERENCE FOOTBALL CHAMPIONSHIPS 1946-51

NAME OF CONFERENCE 1951 1950 1949 1948 19h7 1946 TOTAL

WESTERN * PR
SOUTHWESTERN * * * 3
SOUTHERN * " 2
SOUTHEASTERN * * * * - * 6
IVY LEAGUE * * * 3
BIG SEVEN * * * * * * 6
MISSOURI VALLEY » " " " " s &
PACIFIC COAST * * * * - - 6
MID-AMERICAN * * * * » * 6
BORDER * * #* * * - 6
ROCKY MOUNTAIN * * * * * 5
MOUNTAIN STATES * * * . L
CALIFORNIA ATHLETIC * * * * * * 6
LONE STAR * * * * % * 6
TEXAS * * * * » > 6
SEKYLINE * * * - 1,
TOTAL T CHAMPIONS 13 12 12 13 .12 15 77

* Denote conference championships won by T formation teams.




TABLE XX

CHAMPIORS OF MAJOR FOOTBALL QQNFEHENGESh

WESTERH CONFERENCE

1951 ILLINOIg*
1920 MIGHIGAN
19 OHIO STATE®
3 MICHIGAN
1947  MICHIGAN
1946 ILLINOIS*

1951  TEXAS CHRISTIAN
19 TEXAS*

19 RICE INSTITUTE®
1948  SOUTHERN METHODIST
1947  SOUTHERN METHODIST
1946  RICE INSTITUTE®

1951 MARYLAND*
&ggo WASHINGTON~LEE*
NORTH CAROLINA
19 CLEMSON |
1947  WILLIAM and MARY
1946 NORTH CAROLINA

‘1951 GEORGIA TECH*
1950 KENTUCKY*

1 ug TULANE*

19 GEOCRGIA*

1947 MISSISSIPPI*
1946 GEORGIA*

* Denote conference championships won by T formation teams,.

83



AVY LEAGUE CONFERENCE

1951 PRINCETON
1 Zo PRINCETON

CORNELL*
19 CORNELL#*
1947 PENNSYLVANIA
1946  YALE*
:;,m SEVEN &B@:@m
‘.a OKLAHOMA®
49 51 OXKLAHOMA*
19Kk OKLAHOMA®*
194 em0m§
187 waage (T1ED)

19ks OKLAHOMA®

»1930 TULSA%

o DETROIT*

194 OKLAHOMA A & M*
1947  TULSA®*

1946  TULSA* (TIED)

OKLAHOMA A & M*

1951 STANFORD*

Jlggo CALIFORNIA*

19! CALIFORNIA®

- 19 CALIFORNIA* (TIED)
OREGON*

19%7  SOUTHERN cammamim

1946 Us Co Ls A»

MID~AMERICAN CONFERENCE
1951 MIAMI*

1920 ‘MIAMI*#
19 CINCINNATI®
1948 MIAMI*

1947 MIAMI*
3.91}3 CINCINNATI*

8



3.95'1 HARDIN-SIMMONS*

1950  WEST TEXAS STATE*
19&2 TEXAS TECH*

19 WEST TEXAS. STATE*
1947 TEXAS TECH* -

1946 HARDIN~STMMONS®

R0CKY, MOUNTAIN CONFERENCE

1951 COLORADO MINES
1950 COLORADO COLLEGE*
i “g COLORADO COLLECE®
) COLORADO COLLEGE*
1947 MONTANA STATE*
1946 MONTANA STATE*

MOUNIAIN STAIES O}

1951  UTAHs

1950  WYOMING

19 WEOMING

1h7  MONIANA sTATEe

%7 Mol s
CALIFORNIA ATHLETIC CONFERENCE

1951 SAN DIEGO STATE®
SAN DIEGO STATE*
:wkg SAN JOSE STATE*
19 SAN JOSE STATE#
19#7 SAN JOSE STATE*
1946 SAN JOSE STATE® -

1951  EAST TEXAS STATE*
198 SUL ROSS .STATE*

19 EAST TEXAS STATE*
19 EAST TEXAS STATE*

19%7  NORTH TEXAS STATE*
1oké NORTH TEXAS STATE#*
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IEXAS CONFERENCE -

1951  ABILENE CHRISTIAN®
1950  ABILENE CHRISTIAN*
X hg MCMURRY COLLEGE*

104 MCMURRY COLLEGE®

1947  MCMURRY COLLEGE*(qy1pp)
| EARDIN-SIMMONS* i
1946  ABILENE CHRISTIAN®

SEYLINE CONFERENCE

A UTAR®

lgé% WYOMING

194 WYOMING
UTAH*

19 .
1947 MONTANA STATE*
1946 UTAH*®

86
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TABLE XXI

REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSES FROM COACHES RELATIVE
0 EFFECTIVENESS OF DEFENSES USED
AGAINST THEIR T FORMATION -

Robert E. Dodd:

I am a great believer in the T formation, I think it
is the finest rumning offense in football today. 1 favor
the 5~3-2-1 defense agdinst the T formation because of
its flexibility. If we run inte the nine man defenges
(the 5«le2, the 6-3-2 and the 7-2~2) we will operate
with a2 flanker or with a man in motion,

Don Faurots

The Split T offengse is hard te stop with the standard
eight man combination defenses. The reason we continue
to use the Split T is because of the success we have had
with it against the eight man defenses. When the defense
uses the nine man alignments against us we get out a
flanker and make the defense take one of the eight man
combinations, Therefore, our offense is run with the same
effectiveness with a flanker set out to either side.

Amos As Staggy Jra.t

- VWe find that the Split T offense 1s the most difficult
for us to stop, We empiloy variations of the 6-2.2-.1, and
the 6-3~2 defenses against the normal T offenses. We use
the 6-3~2, the 7-2-2, the 8.1-2 or the 8-3 defense
against strong Split T teams, However; we prefer the
6w3«2 defenge agalnst the Split T formation,

Chuck Baert

. The defense has not caught up with the Split T attack,
because it has a very strong running attack, Many teams
have tried to utilize the nine man alignments to atog
our running, but we have found theilr weakness to be in
thelir pass 5efensen

Nelson Nitchmant
Added combinations and wvariations to the offense

t.




caugse the defense plenty of worry. We have set passes
to cope with linemen and linebackers stunting from the
nine man defensive aligmmentss I do not feel that the
defenses are catching up with the T attack. However, I
do feel that the eight three and the nine man defenses
call for quick hitting passes to ends, flankered backs
and to men in motion. ‘

Andy Pilney:

I certainly do not feel like the defenses are
catching up with any particular type of T formation.
The main reason for my statemont is that when the T
attack is properly and intelligently ugsed it has
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variations that will make 1t successful against any type

of defense that may be employed, With gr uge of
splits in the line, flankered backs an

or both ends, you can force the opponents out of any
defensive ali

move against at any time. The inhaustable variations
that can be devised and utilized by the T type of
offense makes it almost impossible te say that any
defense can stop it.

Clyde leet

The Split T has a great advantage over the defense
in 4ts ability to change assignments readily. I feel
that the offense is a long way zhead of the defenso.
I am sure that through youwr survey, you will find
convineing evidence in comparative scores.

Frank Leahy:
The defensges sre improving against the T formation
due to the fact that teams play against it so often,

Still, in my estimation, the T is the finest formation
in football,

Frank Brogger:
We do not use the 5-3-2.1 defense with a straight

oper
by spreading one

gnment and inte one, which your offense can

charpge very often, We stunt a great deal from the 5-3«2-1

defense, We enploy the eight three defense with a
straight away charge. There are too many coaches, that

coach out of a %Qak& and their imagination of improving

thelr offense depends too much on one another,.

Babe Curfmans

It is my opinion that ricne of the defenses will stop
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the T formation if they are played straights But with
defenses slidingy slanting and looping, it gives the T
attack a bad time. Most all of the teams that we have
played use the chan%igingefenﬁegg It is my opinion that
the defenges are catching up with the Conventional T.
That is why the offense is spreading the line more often
and employing flankers in order to get the defense to
come out and cover thems

Struck:

~ There is too mueh variation in the T formation for
the defense to c¢atch up with our methods of attack,

Jegsse Hill:

If two teams are evenly matched in personnel, I don't
think there is a defense that can half.way stop a good T.
The T has so many variations and counter plays to throw
against the defense that the defense must be constantly
changing in order to compensate for the openings left by
the defense in %&y&ng_ta,ﬁtcg basic T plays. The pros
are conceded to have the best man-power, both on offense
and defense, They can not stop each other as football
has become an offensive game with very few exceptions.

Ray Gwzyniski:

I believe that with linemen and linebackers working
cooperatively to cover designated areas without regard
to the hocus-pocus of the ball handler, the element of
g§§§§iaa aggnggggptgﬁa iﬁélaitathe as affegtivgg Liant

ding, s ing, looping sixetwo open, close ig
and ath%r variati%ns are gome af'the'va§iaties éf
defense encountered by the T offense, It is difficult
to run the ends againsgt nine man combinations without
the use of flankers,; split ends and men in motion,

Bert LaBrucheries

I believe that most T teams have split their lines in
an approximation of the Split T line, although not using
the Split T offense exclusively, but mixing in standard T
plays. I do not believe that the defenses have caught up
with any of the T formations, save those perhaps who
continue to use a tight offensive alignment. Because of
the flexibility of the T offense in passing, and the
chance that a back may break away and go ali of the way
at any time and because the faking 1s done closer to the
line of scrimmage and because of quick hitting plays, I
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do not believe that many coaches will give up the T

| k3

offense.
Snyder:

We have more trouble with a team that uses several
defenses each game and does a good job of mixing them upe.
If a team would use a standard five and six man line
with the many different patterns of stunting, 1 really
believe that it would cause any offense lots of trouble,
With the T running many new types of plays from itg
formations, I don't sec how any team can remain in one
defense for an entire game, '

Tatum:

It was the policy of our opponents to show us guite.
a few defenses (6«2 both tight and loose, 5-3, 5-4, and
the 7 diamond and the 7 box). I think that if the
defenses have caught up with the T attacks, most of the
defensive teams would be employling that type of defense,

Charles "Rip" Engle:

I bellieve we can stay ahead of the defense 1f we
continue to improve our offense from year to year.

Clyde A. Lamb:

The T formatlon is so flexible and is so varied and
has so many possibilities, such as speed and gassing
ability that it is hard to stegg I an forced to use the
T formation as we do not have the material for a power

formation.

Jack R, Carl:?

Edd

I do not believe the defense is catching up with the
T formation when 1t is exploited to its fullest -
possibilities. The 6-3~2 defense gives us the most

difficulty, or most of the nine man combinations.
However, gg splitting the line, using flankers and men in
motion to break down these niné man alignments, we have

been able to move agalnst our opponents,
Allent
We have enough variation in our offense that we

believe we can take care of any type of defense, In my
opinion, the best defenses against the T are the 5-3 or
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an 8-3 smashing and holding up the ends, or a loaging
or slanting 6~2 arrangement., If the opponents don't
know how to cope with a slanting or looping defense, the
T will have lots of difficulty.

Charles Atkinson:

I believe that T defenses are still behind the attack.
The element of surprise, deception, quickness~speed makes
the T offense go. I do %elieve the T attack is the reason
so much stunting has been placed in the defense,

" Joe Beidler:

I would say that the defenses used against the T
attack have not been too effective,

Clarence Boston:

I believe the T offenses are moving ahead of the
defences, and I belleve the T attack will hold its own -
against all types of defense.

Frank Burns:

. I feel that the defenses have caught up with the
Conventional T offense, which does not use to advantage
such things as flankers, men in motion and split ends,
However, I feel that wilh the use of these maneuvers the
T offense can still keep ahead of its defenses.

Alva Kelley:

The tendency is to use the nine man combinations on
defense against the T attack. By using flankers and men
in motlion, the defense is forced to change lnto some of
the eight man alignments with three deep defensive backs.

Ara Parseghiant

We feel by splitting different ends, using halfback
and fullback flankers, that we can force a team into a
combination of different defenses. We will take
advantage of thelr coverage and hammer away at their
weaknesses, In other words, we will force them into the
defenses that we want, We are of the opinion that the T
formation is still a compartively new formation and its
potentialities have not been completely exploited.
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Tom Samuels:

The defenses that we play against, are so set up .to.
permit one or two men to concentrate on our quarterback,
getting to hinm before he has a chance to hand-off or :
keep the ball. We are using several variations to combat
this type of defense, for instance, passing the ball
through the quarterback’®s legs directly to the fullback
and letting him do the passing. Spreading men out helps
us a lot in taking these extra men away from the center
of our line, We continue to work on variations to keep
our quarterback free to make our plays works

Horace Hendricksons:

I believe six, seven and eight man combinations, with
men playing on men are the most troublesome defenses,:

Joe Zabilskl:

I think the T formation is elastic enough to opsrate
effectively ageinst any type .of defenses Thisg is o
especially true if the baslc assignments are such that
they can be easily switched without changing the nature
of the plays. '

Tom Tripletts

We believe that our offense is flexible enough that
we meet the changing defenses successfullys: .

Edd Price:.
By adding the Split or Sliding T series to the Bear

type of T makes the conventional defenses (6-2, 5-3 and
the 7-1) wery weak.

James Stevens:

I do not think that the defense is catching up with
the T offenses; The T is explosive and anything can
happen at any time. We have scored against all types of
defense, The only reason the 5 man line backed up by 4
men, with alternate men rushing and charging worried us
was because we dld not have an alternate series, like
the one that Graham and Motley uses Had we had a
fullback series where the quarterback comes back and
fakes, the pass or runs, we could have worked against the
S«lw2 nine man combination successfully. It wasn't so
much the defense, it caught us unprepared for its ’
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I do nﬁiiﬁeﬁiévé;ihét_th#ihafeﬁséiis_¢a;ching,ﬁ§;with
the T formation offense, It has too many variations. for

Fritz Heisler:

The T is an;open<fbrmat1an and makes for an open type
of attack and becomes one of the most d&fficultgypes of
offense to defense, T R e

Paul Brownt

I have never belleved that the defenses have caught up
with the T formation, and until 1t catches up a lot
closer than 1t has in the past, I'1ll continue to use the
T as my method of attack, :

-4

"Gene Rongzanl:

Shifting defenses on every play causes us the most
trouble., We change ouwr offensive T formation to make the
opponents play our game,

Steve Owens:

- The defenses are not catching up with the T, as we use
it, as we can take advantage of any defense. s 1s done
by your men in motion and spread ends. The T attack is
based upon speed and if you can out-run and out-flank the
defense, you must advance the ball,

Frank Broyless

We make the defense adjust their play after we break
the huddle, We break the huddle quickly and run our plays
on quick counts., Therefore, the defense can not make
their adjustments as fast as we can. We cateh the defense
many tlmes failing to shift to mest our strength.

Arthur L. Guepe:

Our offense is not stereotyped. No one defense can be
set up to stop all of the variations of our particular
type of T attack. However, we have been defeated by
superior personnel, Never the less, we have scored in
every game for the past six years.
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Eddie Baker:

Thé offense has so many modifications that, without
changing baslc assignments,; the offense can-adapt to any
type of defense,

Jack Claytont

The T attack with variations will continue ahead of
all paasible;def&ns&; ' - ‘ .

Lowell Dawson:

ThefT formation allows & greater versatility in
offense than does any other formation, ‘ ‘

Herbert Eiselez

When you use ecmbinatiﬁns and variations of the T
gtgaek you can deploy and take advantage of the many
erenses,

Jack T, Faulkners:
The defenses are not catching up with the T attack%
M

because of the many combinations and variations used
the offense.

Wesley L. Fry:

~ The defense is not catching up with the T as we are
utilizing many combinations and variations in offense.

Sidney Gillmant

The T formation has not come close to realizing 1ts
maximum potentialitles in offense.

Harvey Harman:

‘The T formation can drive the defense into any set-up
it deslires, Therefore; I don't think the defense will
ever catch up with the T formatlion offense,

Floyd Be Schwartzwalder!

Rone of the défenses give us trouble because our
attack 1s varied enough that it cuts down the defensive
efficiency of our opponents.
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Marvin Bags:
The T formation is too flexible and has elasticity,
Dave Hendersons

The full potentialities of the T have not been fully
utilized as yet.

Mel Hetzler:

There 1s enough variation in the T offense to take
care of any defensive situation.

Jim Hickey:

By changing the T with variations you can create

some inter sting problems for the defense.

o 3

Goorge Jameaé

With variations and combinations we have been able
to. keep ahead of the defense.

Dan Jessee:

We keep shead of the defense by making changes and‘
variations in our attack,

Glenn Killinger:

There are too many variations that can dbe uﬁilizéa-
by the T attack for the defense to cateh up with it.

Jack Landrums

If the defensé adjusts to stop-any particular type
of play, the T can defeat the dagens& gikmeans of
great variation in the T attack.

Crowell Little:

By using couwbinations and varlations the offense can
force the defengse to deploy into the kind of defensive
alignment that the offense desiress

D. 0. Mclaughry:

The T formation has possibllities of such wide
varlation that the defenge can be forced to deploy..
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John MelMillian:

In the T farmatidnr’chan@ing'0r_multiple'da£ausaa<.

are no bother, The me%ho& of blocking has been improved
- and so devised that defense is of little consequences
Joe MeMallins?

With the variety of ylgﬁ possible from the T attack,
the defense can not stop the offense consistently and
effectively. ) '

Edd Merrick:

It is impossidle for the deofense to stop the T attack
with all the possible combinations and variations.

Tom Nugent:
By shifting from one variation of the T into another

gives our offense a distinet advantage over its many
defenses, . \

b’ ¥

Jordon Oliver:

No defense bothers us In particular, as we meet them
with combinations and wvariations of the T formation,

Paul Severing

Our T offense is so designed to take advantage of the
weaknesses in any particular type ¢f defense, '

Edd Shermans

Defenses do not bother us, With our rule blocking
adjustments, we can run or pass on one defense as well
as another.

James Shreve:

I feel that the T has too many variations and can
strike too quickly either on the ground or in the air
for the defense to bother uss —

Jgrry Thompsons

The defense does not bother us as our offense can
make adjustments to various defenses easier and faster.
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Walt West:

The defense can not: catdh up with the offense heeause
af constant variations in the method of attack,

Rabert Whittakers

I do not think the defense will ever catch up with
the T formation because of the varilous combinations ,
that can be employed without changing the basic dblocking
assignments,

Carl Wise:

Combination and varlation T metheds of attack keep
the defense from catching up with the possibilities of
this offensive formation.

Frank Deigs

By adding variations and conbinations methods to the
g %ttack the offense is able to stay ahead of the nmeny
elansesS.

DeWitt Weaver:

I dan’t helleve the defenses are catce up with
- the T formation, as they are forced to put too many
players on the iina of scrimmage in order to stop the
running attack, This makes the defense vulnerable to
a good passing attack,

w&111am Schuttes

Combinations and variations in the T attack keeps
the defense busy trying to stop the offensee
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TABLE XXIII
CONVENTIONAL T COACHES RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES

Edward Allen, Drexel Inst. of Tech., Philadelphia, Pa.
BEdward N, Anderson, Holy Cross, Worchester, Mass.

John Ba;nhill, Arkansas University, Fayetteville, Ark.
Dana X. Bible, Texas University, Austin, Texas,

Barl H, Blaik, U. S. Military Academy, West Point, N. ¥,
Clarence Boston, New Hampshire University, Durham, N. He
Henry T. Breams, Gettysburg College, Gettysburg, Pa.
Edward Danowski, Fordham University, New York, N. Y.
Robert L. Davis, Colorado A & M College, Fort Collins, Colo.
Otis W. Douglas, Arkansas University, Fayetteville, Ark.
Ray George, Texas A & M College, Collepge Station, Texas.
John G411, Western Michigan College, Kalamazoo, Mich.

Tom Hamilton, University Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa,
Walter G. Hargesheimer, University of Southern Cal., at L. A.
Dave Henderson, Kenyon College, Gambler, Ohio.

Herman Hickman, Yale University, New Haven, Conn.

Stuart K. Holcomb, Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind.

Edd Jontos, Rensselaer Poly Tech Inst., Troy, N. Y.

Bert LaBrucherle, California Inst. Tech., Pasadena, Calif,
James Loveless, Grove City College, Grove City, Pa.

Henry Margarita, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

D. 0. MclLaughry, Dartmouth College, Hanover, N. H.

Jack Mollenkopf, Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind.
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Jesse Neely, Rice Institute, Houston, Texas.

Larry 81ermering; Arizona State College, Tempe, Arizg

James A. Stevens, Prairie Vigw College, Prairie View, Texas.
Bernard Crimmins, Inﬁianazphiversity};Blaamingtan, Ind,
Richard Tpdd, Texas A & M College, College Stat&og, Te#as‘
Murray A. warmgth, U. S. Military Agademy, West Point, N. Y.
Linn Wells, Augustana College, Rock Island, Il1l, ~ |
Carroli Widdows, Ohio University, Athens, OhiOu‘

Carl Wise, Washington-Lee University, Lexington, Va,

Frank Zazula, North Dakota University, Grand Forks, N. D.
Lonis F, Zarza, Wayne University, Detroit, Mich.
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TABLE XXIV
WINGED T COACHES RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES

Edward B. Baker, Carnegie Inst Tech., Pittsburgh, Pa.

Walt Barkiewicz, Indiaena Central College, Indianzpolis, Ind,
Franeis J. Deig, St. Thomas College, St. Paul, Minn,

Aldo T. Donelli, Boston ﬂhiversity, Boston, Mass.

Fred M. Ellis, Tufts College, Medford, Mass.

Charles A. Engle, Penn State College, State College, Pa.
Walter Hass, Carleton College, Northfield, Minn,

Frank Kimbrough, West Texas Stalte College, Canfan, Texas.
Lou Little, Columbia University, New York, N. Y. |

E. R. McConnell; Newberry College, Newberry, S. C.

John J. Melaughry, Amherst College, Amherst, Mass.

Wilford H. Moore, McMurry College, Abilene, Texas.

David M. Nelson, Delaware ﬁniversity, Newark, Del.

James Shreve, Moravian College, Bethlehem, Pa,

Edwin Struck, Illinois Normal University, Normal, Ill.
Thomas Triplett, Muhlenberg College, Allentown, Pa,

J. Edward Tryon, Hobart College, Geneva, N. Y.

Irwin C, Uteritz, Washington University, St. louis, Mo.
James A. Wilson, Buffalo University, Buffalo, N. Y,

Warren B, Woodson, Hardin-Simmons Unlversity, Abilene, Texas.



TABLE XXV
SPLIT T COACHES RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES

Robert Appleby, Millikin University, Decatur, Ill.
Charles E. Baer, Detroit University, Detroit, Michs
George Barkley, Washington-Lee University, Lexington, Va.
Joe Beidler, Whitman College, Walla Walla, Wash.

Mike Brumbelow, Texas Western College, El Paso, Texas,
Frank Burns, John Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.
Diek Clausen, Coe College, Cedar Rapids, Iowa.

Raymond A. Curfman, Idaho University, Moscow, Idaho,
Mark E. Deam, Indiana State College, Terre Haute, Ind.
Harold E, Drew, University Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Ala.
James W. Dunn, Yale University, Newéﬂaven, Conn.

Garlaend Frazier, Wabash College, Crawfordville, Ind,
Loyd Grow, Kalamazoo University, Kalamazoo, Mich,

John P, Heinrick, Puget Sound College, Tacoma, Wash.
Duke Jacobs, Fresnc State College, Fresno, Calif,

Gomer T. Jones, Oklahoma University, Norman, Okla.

Clyde V. Lee, University Houston, Houston, Texas.,

Thomas Lieb, University Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Ala,

lonnie S. McMillian, Presbyterian College, Clinton, S. C.
Ray Morrison, Austin College, Sherman, Texas.

Preston A. Mull, Appalachain State College, Boone, N. C.
William D, Murray, Duke University, Durham, N, C,.

Carl T. Kelson, Beloit College, Beloit, Wis,

10k
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Trevor Rees, Kent State University, Kent, Ohio.

Thomas Samuels, Eastern Kentueky Teachers, Richmond, Ky.
Edward R. Snavely, Depauw University, Greencastle, Ind.
James M. Tatum, University Maryland, College Park, Md.
Jerry Thompsan, Augustana College, Sioux Falls, S. De
Len Watters, Wdlliams Collega, Williamstawn, MasSab
DeWitt Wéaver, Taxas Tech Gollege, Lubback, Texas»‘
Charles Wilkinson, ﬂniversity Oklahoma, Norman, Okla¢
Starr Wood, Tennessee Poly Inst Tech.; Coggggélle, Tenna

William A. Young, Furman Gniversity, Greenville, Se C‘
Harry lawrence, Bucknell 6a11ege, Lewisburg, Pa.
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TABLE XXVI
. OPEN T COACHES RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES

Charles Atkinsen, Brigham Young Eniversity, Provo, Btah.
George Benz, Ncrwich University, Narthfield, Vt.

Frank Brcyles, Georgia Tech University, Atlanta, Ga»

Paul Bryant, ﬁniversity Kentucky, Lexington, Ky.

Lysle Butler, Oberlin College, Qberlin, Ohio.

Wallace Bﬂtts, University Georgia, Axhéna, Gae

Jack Clayten, Waestern Kentucky Teachers, Bowling Green, Ky«
Joe T, Coleman, New- Mexico A & M College, State 0allege, N. M,
C. Nelson Corey, Colby College, Waterville, Me.

Don L. Cumley, Colorado Western State College, Gunnison, Colo.
Lowell Dawson, University Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Dudley DelGroot, New Mexico University, Albuquerque, N. M,
Raymond Didier, Southwestern Louislana Inst., Lafayette, La.
Robert E. Dodd, Georgia Tech University, Atlanta, Ga,

Rex Enright, South Carolina University, Columbia, S. C.
Glenn M. Fraser, Ohlo Wesleyan University, Delaware, Ohio,
Wesley Fry, Universgity California, Berkley, Calif.

S8idney Gillman, Cincinnati University, Cincinnati, Ohio.
Ralph Ginn, South Dakota State College, Brookings, S. D.

J. William Glassford, Nebraska University, Lincoln, Nebr,
Ray Graves, Georgia Tech University, Atlanta, Ga.

Arthur Guepe, University Virginia, Charlottesville, Va.

Ray Gurzynski, Urinus College, Collegeyille, Pa.
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John W. Hancock, Colorado State College, Greely, Colo.
William Heiss, Colorado College, Colorado Springs, Colo,
Mel Hetzler, Westminister College, New Wilmington, Pa.
Micheal Holovak, Boston College, Chestnut Hill, Mass.
Edward L. Jacksén, Howard Uhiversity, wéshington,"ﬁa C.
Donald Janea, Ham&lton Gollege, Clinton, N‘ Yo

Louis B. Juillerat, Baldwinwwallace Gollege, Berea, Ohios
Edward W. Krause, Notre Bame Uhiversity, Seuth ‘Bend, Ind.
Frank Leahy, Netre Dame University, Southkﬁend, Ind,
Bewey A. Mayhew, Texas A & I College, Kingsville, Texas.
Frank R. Maze, Dickerson College, Carlisle, Pa. )
Harry J. Miller, Cornell College, Mt. Vernon, Iowa,

Frank 0. Moseley, Virginia Poly Tech Inst., Blacksburg, Va.
Tom Nugent, Virginia Military Inst., Lexington, Va,
Howard 0dell, Washington University, Seattle, Wash,
Jordon Olivar, Loyola Uhiversityi}Los Angeles, Calif,

Are Parseghian, Miami University, Oxford, Ohio,

Andy Pilney, Tulane University, New Orleans, La.

George Sauver, Baylor University, Waco, Texas.

William H. Schutte, San Diego State, San Diego, Calif,
Edward Sherman, Muskingum CGilege, North ¢ancoid; Ohio.
Céﬁfish Smith, East Texas State, Commerce, Texas,
Coh;?y‘Snidow, ﬁmoryuﬁenry‘0n11ege, Emory, Vae

5. Woodrow Sponaugle, Franklin-Marshall, Lancaster, Pas
Charles A. '.c'ay:.l.';:r"," Stanford University, Palo Alto, Calif,
Harold Turner, Knox éollege, Galesburg, Ill.
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Robert Voigts, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illg
Lynn Walclcorf, University Ca.lifornia, Berkley, Calﬂ.f‘g |
Robert m:ittaker, Bowling Green Univ., Bowling Green, Ohim
Joseph Zabilski, University California, Berklay, f;alif.
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TABLE ZXXVII

COMPOSITE T COACHES RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES
Marvin Bass, College of William & Nary;'William;burg, Ve,
Emory G. Bauer, Valparaiso University, Valparaiso, Ind.
Garvin Beauchsump, Abilene- Christian, Abilene, Texas.
John:-0, Brothers, Tulsa University, Tulsﬁﬁzﬁkiﬁf
Henry Brown, Grinnell College, Grinnell, Iowa,
Frank Broyles, Georgila Tech University, Atlanta, Ga,
Frank Camp, Unlversity Louisville, louisville, Ky.
Jack Carl, Denison University, Granville, Chio.
Len Casanova, Oregon University, Eugene, Oreg,
Earl Clark, University Detroit, Detroit, Mieh,
Jack Clayton, West Kentucky Teachers, Bowling Green, Ky,
Joe T. Coleman, New Moxico A & M, State College, N. M,
Jack C. Curtice, University Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah,
Norman J. Danlels, Wesleyan University, Middletown; Conn.
Quinn Decker, The Citadel, Charlestony S. Cs
E. A, Deluea, St. Vincent College, lLatrobe, Pa,
Robert E. Dodd, Georgia Tech University, Atlanta, Ga.
Carl H. Doehling, Ripon College, Ripon, Wis.
Edward Doherty, Rhode Island State, Kingston, R. I.
Edwéfd'ﬁunn, Miami University, Miami, Fla,
Herbert C. Eilsele, John Carroll University, Cleveland, Ohio.
Ray Eliot, University Illincis, Champaign-Urbana, I1l,
Forrest W. Bngland, Arkansas State, Jonesboro, Ark.
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Roy E. Engle, Santa Barbara College, Senta Barbara, Calif,
Edward Erdelatz, U. S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md,

Jack Faulkner, Unlversity Cincinnati, Cincimnati, Chio.
Donald Faurot, University Missouri, Columbia, Mo,

Richard Gallagher, Santa’ Clara University, Sante Clara,, Calif,
Ray Graves, Gecrgia Tech University, Atlanta, Gaes

Harvey J. Harman,.Rutgers University, New Brunswicky N, J.
Woodrow W. Hayes, Ohio State University,. Columbus, Ohio.
Horace Hendrickson, North Carolina State, Raleigh, N. C.
James Hickey, Hampden-Sidney College, Bampden~5idnay, Vae.
William Houghton, Akron University, Akron, Ohio,

Burton ingwerseﬁg GhiverﬁitYLxllinnis, Chanmpaign~Urbana, I1ll,
George K. James, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.

Dan Jessee, Trinity College, Hartford, Conn,

Edd Jontos, Rensselaer Poly Tech Inst., Troy, N. Y.
Ernest L. Jorge, College of Pacific, Stockton, Calif,

Alva E. Kellet, Brown University, Providence, R. I.

Glenn W. Killinger, State Teachers, West Chester, Pa,
Edward King, Morris-Harvey College, Charleston,-W. Va,

Lee Krough; Gustavusz-Adolphus College, St. Peter, Minn,
Clyde B. Lamb, Ohio Northern University, Ada, Ohio,

Jack Landrum, Capital University, Columbus, Ohio.

Frank Leahy, Notre Dame University, South Bend, Ind.
William B. Leckonby, Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pa..
James Leonard, Villanova College, Villanova, Pa.

Crowell Little, Davidson College, Davidson, S. C.



Edwaerd McKeever, lLouisiana State Univ., Baton Rouge, La.,
John McMillian, Erskine College, Due West, S. C.

Joe McMullen, Stetson University, Deland, Fla.

Edward J. Merrick, University Richmond, Richmond, Va.

A. C. Moore, University Chattanoega,?chggtanooga,;Tenn¢
Ralph E. Ness, Wittenberg College, Springfield, Ohio.
Nelson ﬁiichmaa, Coast Guard Academy, New London, Conn.
Willard M. Pederson, Marshall College, Huntington; W. Va.
Edwin B. Price, University Texas, Austin, Texas,
Alured C. Ransom, Washington-Jefferson, Washington, Pa.
Wayne Replogle, University Kansas, lLawrence, Kans.

Ralph Ricker, Lebanon Valley College, Annville, Pa,

Louis H. Saban, Case Inst Tech., Cleveland, Ohio.

John E.‘Sauer, University Florida, Gainesville, Flas
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Floyd B. Schwartzwalder, Syracuse University, Syracuse, N. Y.

Paul V. Severiny; Randolph-Macon College, Ashland, Va,
Ted Shipkey, University Montana, Missoula, Mont,

Robert A, Snyder; Toledo University, Toledo, Ohioc.
Clem Stralka, U. 8., M, M. A., Kings Point, N. Y.
Emmett R. §tuber, Iowa State College, Ames, Iowa,

Thad Vann, Mississippi Southern College, Hattlesburg, Mlss.
John H. Vaught, University Mississippl, Oxford, Miss,
John Vesser, Idaho State College, Pocatello, Idaho,,
Adam Walsh, Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Me.

Dallas Ward, University Colorado, Boulder, Colo,

Mac Wenskunas, North Dakota State College, Fargo, N. D.
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Walter J. West, Geneva College, Beaver Falls, Pa.
Ivan B. Williamson, University Wisconsin, Madison, Wis,
George R, Woodruff, University Florida, Gainesville, Fla,.
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TABLE XXVIII
'COACHES RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRES NOT USED IN THIS STUDY

Volney Ashford, Missouri Valley College, Marshall, Mo.
Frank Brogger, St. Ambrose College, Davenport, . Jowa.

Jack Hagerty, CGeorgetown University, Washington, D, C.
Bill Meek, Kansas State College, Manhatten, Kans.
J;.QQKMbrgan, Texas Tech College, Lubbock, Texas.

J. B. Whitworth, Oklahoma A & M College, Stillwater, Okla,
Amos A. Stagg, Jr., Susqguehanna College, Selinsgrove, Pa,
Amos A, Stagg, Srss; Susquehanna College, Selinsgrove, Pa,

Herman Ball, Washington Redskins, Washington, D. C.
Paul E. Brown, Cleveland Browns, Cleveland, Ohio,
Curley lambeau, Chicage Cardinals, Chicago, Il1,
Steve Owen, New York Giants, New York, N. Y.
Fugene Ronzani, Green Bay Packers, Green Bay, Wis,
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TABLE XXIX

1
COMPLETE SIX YEAR RECORD OF 119 OUTSTANDING T FORMATION TEAMS

NAME OF TEAMS DATE zggéeﬂﬁzggz WoR 25@%? Z1ED
ARMY 1951 116 183 2 7 0
CONVENTIONAL T 1950 267 Lo 8 1 0
1949 354 68 9 0 o

1948 294 89 8 0 1

1947 222 68 6 2 1

1946 263 80 9 0 1

BOSTON COLLEGE 135 198 3 é 0
OPEN T OFFENSE 78 270 0 9 1
209 187 L L 1

151 128 ] 2 . 1

184 134 5 L 0

23k 123 6 3 0

BOSTON UNIVERSITY 299 157 6 b 0
OPEN T OFFENSE 139 187 3 5 0
250 108 6 2 0

127 102 6 2 0

196 168 4 3 1

122 185 3 5 0

| 1 H. D. Thoreau, Official Collegiate Football Record
Books (New York: The National Colleglate Athletic bureau, 1947,
TORE- 1959, 1050, 1951 and 1952)



BROWN UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

COLGATE UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

CORNELL UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

124
147
263

2k

185

122

184
184
186
133

87
154

140
151

82
194
170
222
207
170
284
22k
126
135

222
271

o
103

139

185

\
- 186

191
291
196
139

95
103
169
276
177
113
176

139

85
j11
112
161
115
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DARTMOUTH UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

FORDHAM UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

-GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

HOLY CROSS COLLEGE
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

121
123
183
213
102

91

232
174
226
182

105
116
119

98
100
11k

362
247
116
151
hLt
11k

152
157
107

130

127
194

183
123
117
192
250
228

87
186
177
103

97

117
209
325
128

75
103
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Uq« Sm NAVAL ACADEMX
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

PITTSBURGH UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

®

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

VILLANOVA COLLEGE
WINGED T OFFENSE

132

122

151

»77

86
105
156
99

156

119
27
88

184

186

266
a2k
262
252
194
41
265

255

154
182

155
176
238

227

165
186

215

. 204

154

15%

267
136
11k
154

138

130

207

166

103

118
82
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2
WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

YALE UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

ALABAMA UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

FLORIDA UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

225

163
227

236 .

252

120

126

12
142

167
182
272

263

328
227
228
203

186

174
157
180
213
125
104

190
259
275
128 -
8
99,

131 )
120
137
170
101

72

188
107
130
170
73
110

131
181
218
206
156
26k
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GEORGIA UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

GEORGIA TECH UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

176
158
177
278
192

-

278
182
191

226
220

243

29k

380

199
151
233

‘128

165
231

99
149
2ko

184
;6 S
13k

100

115
100

76
193
129

69
35
108

11k
@
53

128

52
97

111
151

271
161
123
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MISSISSIPPI UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

MISS STATE UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENGE

TULANE UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

254
207
246
226
254

82
169
-38
103
155
271

143
260
251
207

o
179

201
252
177
328
183
108

157
183
243
193
101
ik

127
137
22k
87
89
71

172
97
142
60
192
209

195

216
183

73
85"

43
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MARYLAND UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

SOUTH CAROLINA UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

VIRGINIA MILITARY INST
OFPEN T OFFENSE

WAKE FOREST COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

353

274

2lig

207
187
136
175
110

15

106

113

107

227

189

157
18k
120
133
200
168
207
217
133
156

62

120
75
132

101
193

135
11k
168
126

85
133
162
166
207
116
152
189
142

L7

183

148
101
92
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WASHINGTON-LEE UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

MIAMI FLORIDA UNIVERSITY
‘COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

281
318
a7
108

140
118

182

237 .
165

154

80
200
278
260
199

175

24

180

180
137
149
135
204
172

188

120

152

187
226
149

126
82
96
179
140
147

104

151
121
157

99

170

76
56
140
140
102
91
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INDIANA UNIVERSITY .
WINGED T OFFENSE

10WA UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

PURDUE UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

118
99
117
75
156

129

161

120
18%
127
145
129

24l
155
137
vzl
129
156

153
iu3
119
126
205

97

191
15%
254
217
102

95
233
201
247
142
179

92

12k

13
156

77
196
136

152

200°

135
175
130
208
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WISCONSIN UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

CINCINNATI UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

MIAMI OHIO URIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

186
137
207
126
177
140

345
245
204
106
203
221

223
204
257
127
185
139

225
322
251
249
2ko
220

53
97
129
193
156

Akl

155
168
193
87
93

213
14k
209
212
223
148

159
79

163

97
72
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NOTRE DAME UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

I0WA STATE UNIVERSITY
‘COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

KANSAS UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

241
139

360

‘320
1291
271

211

174
169

‘116

111
77

316

284

259

199

290
157

73

122

191
78
71
L1

122

86

1 G2
ol

216

200
134

197

14
239

208
188
183
137

82
11;5

228
355
257
232
283
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MISSOURI UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

OKLAHOMA UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

OKLAHOMA A & M COLLEGE
SPLIT T OFFENSE

TULSA UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

169

166

257

308

240
158

321
s
36k
366
19%
275

168

159
223
219
11k
202

372
339
223
135
143
295

292

215
205
137
116
161

97

88
115
161
107

251
259
212
107
134
26k

200
12k
233
330
128

83
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ARKANSAS UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

BAYLOR UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

RICE INSTITUTE
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

TEXAS UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

178
200
167
227

170

132

231"
183

232
147
128

56

149
168
249
168
202
237
182
238
290
182
265
290

162

157

175
136
126

92

1k
128

120
118
138
182

1

196
8k

119

62
129
128

93

119

67

68.
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CALIFORNIA UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

TEXAS TECH COLLEGE
SPLIT T OFFENSE

"OREGON UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

307
218
305

277

275

112

276
222
174
212
172
143

130

96
250
194

I

81
20k
107
232

202

170
157

166
76
11
80

111

169

155
-5

164
136
215
116

351

21%

219
82

121

118

180
183

188
209
136
81

10
10
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SOUTHERN CALIF UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

STANFORD UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

WASHINGTON STATE UNIV
WINGED T OFFENSE

241

1

21k
142
192
158
222
188
291,
16k

73
222

273
265
167

89

98
15N
280
168
149
16k

93
118

195
182
170
87
65
106

141
117
101
159
214
147

218
133
285
189
99
140
187
i82
205
219
148
11
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SAN FRANCISCO UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

SANTA CLARA UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

DELAWARE UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

SAINT BONAVENTURE
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

286

291

260
123
234
162

133

165
201
228

109

112

173

202
106

151
161
337

218

253

211
130
174
15%

72
182
Il
216
139

172

208

198

114
153
158

181

109
67
95

113

113
38

175
148
110
59
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LEHIGH UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

OHIO UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

NEW YORK UNIVERSITY
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

151
301
255
191
111

167
165
11k
98
80
206

336
386
321
276
233
218

79
88
146
96
65
101

102
77
182
128
120

%7
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120
179
116

97

189
120
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157
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163

kT NN SR Y- BN 4

O WoW P N o\

M F W W e e

W W o P

FFEfwan eow

Ww F O 0N oy~

N 2 O O O ™

132

o O O O O ©

O W O K O

O # O O = O



PENN STATE UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

LOYOLA CALIF UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

COLLEGE OF PACIFIC
OPEN T OFFENSE

155

b L B
219
162
319

192

168 ',

173

156

95
21
61

194
298
230
159

8

73
261
348
575
321
371
159

161

155
55

175
27

1'?6/) |
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128
11k
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137
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o1k
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TEXAS A & M COLLEGE
SPLIT T OFFENSE

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

'ABILENE-CHRISTIAN UNIV
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

COLORADO A & M COLLEGE
CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

213

92

423
169
128
180

199
207

89
77
146

242
231
119
200

12

228

160
215

206

224
159
50

179

186

267

2k

185
107

215

only
167
158

205

50

181
128

53
158

1

86
117
182
183
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COLORADO STATE COLLEGE
‘OPEN T OFFENSE

'COLORADO COLLEGE
SPLIT T OFFENSE

COLORADO UNIVERSITY
'CONVENTIONAL T OFFENSE

GUSTAVUS-ADOLPHUS
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

192
175

78

" 99

99

218

17
216

155
93
130

131

289

227
129

168

91

‘230

277

252

200
148
187

’85
117

364
‘152
248
101
189
123
115

266

146

106

229
172
184
164
162
147

68
60
74
52
33
52
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NORTH TEXAS COLLEGE
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

WEST TEXAS COLLEGE
WINGED T OFFENSE

TEXAS A & I COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

TEXAS WESTERN COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

L
266
366

249
225

127

152
372
249
192
254

121

87
1Ly
246
216
161

52

131
279
259
349
159

136

132

118
192

133
86

102

241

177

170
153
125
132

165
105
130
132

83
201

249
232
93

. 161

79
150
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OBERLIN COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

OHIQ NORTHERN UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

SANTA BARBARA COLLEGE
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

TRINITY COLLEGE
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

140
229
179
119
92
136

174
233
218
13k

126

108

18k
197

111
176

199
66

256
333
242
189
108

173

225

162

135

130
N
88
123
110
130

197

95
202

2kl

210

137

92
57
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WESTERN KENTUCKY COLLEGE
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

ZAVIER UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFENSE

APPALACHAIN STATE COLLEGE
SPLIT T OFFENSE

BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

198
199
102
152

82

8y

305
249
22k
179
111

8k

128
237
239
251
22%
202

339
206
215
76
57
95

161
176
120
130
149

213

141
89
182
110
256
87
80
88
107
103
92
126
90
96
209
193
15k
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COE. COLLEGE
‘SPLIT T OFFENSE

'DETROIT UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

EMORY~HENRY COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE
CPEN T OFFENSE

108
135
86

' 26
88
30

135
226 "

179
209
276
214
287
376
285

76

84

95

311

381
185
293
123

38

e

89
219

199

119

- 263

143
165
112

a5k

134

97
11k
172
152
143

105

116

175
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VALPARATISO UNIVERSITY
'COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

WILLIAMS COLLEGE
SPLIT T OFFENSE

BUFFALO UNTIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

CARNEGIE TECH UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE
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GENEVA - COLLEGE -
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

ILLINOIS NORMAL
WINGED T OFFENSE

NEBRASKA UNIVERSITY
OPEN T OFFEHRSE

NEW HAMPSHIRE UNIVERSITY
CORVENTIONAL T OFFENSE
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HARDIN-SIMMONS UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

SAINT AMBROSE COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

DENVER UNIVERSITY
SPLIT T OFFENSE

UTAH UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE
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SOUTH DAKOTA UNIVERSITY
COMPOSITE T OFFENSE

FAST TEXAS STATE COLLEGE
OPEN T OFFENSE

EMPORIA STATE COLLEGE
WINGED T OFFENSE

ST LAWRENCE UNIVERSITY
WINGED T OFFENSE

218
201
166

164
38

332
146
117
-8y
RN
157

259
185
252
ol
186
171
295
223
252

62

100

07
180
195
130
152
107

212
166
160
171
129
107

72
119
158

95

79
163

112
71
8l
59

133

W F W ow 0

F N N 0

v W W O o

NN NN FN

F N W o o

v H NNy O

M v W O 0

MWW o N

Q H O O = O N W o DO O © O N O O

© O M O O O

143



	A Study of the T Formation in Relation to its Defenses
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1539789128.pdf.sL4Xo

