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We mentioned in the editorial of the last issue that work was to commence
on UK all-time lists for both seniors and Juniors; this has now started,
and the target date for:completion of preliminary work is the end of
February. It is likely that members who are thought to be ih a position to
supply amendments will be sent copies, but full details of checking
prccedures remain to be worked out by the Executive Committee. Bob Sparks,
incidentally, has kindly undertaken the job of General Editor for the :.
senior lists, and will be overseeing the efforts of 12 compilers. One big
handicap at the moment is that we do not have a sponsor for either booklet;
any assistance, of whatever kind, in this area would be appreciated. =

The first part of the article on drugs (dealing with anabolie steroids) by
Carole Endersby has unavoidably to be held over until the next issue.

May T conclude by sending all members best wishes for Christmas_aﬁd New
Year and thanking them for their efforts in 1970!

MISCELLANY

Roger Gynn received an invitation from the organising body of the Kodice
Peace Marathon to attend their L4Oth anniversary meet as a guest which
unfortunately hé had to turn down. BHe has also received an invitation from
the orgaeniser of the Canadian- Nation-1l Exhibition and hopes to attend the. -
3rd international race at Toronto next August. And his information was
used‘'by the organisers of the 5th Open race at Fukuoka this month.

The 17th edition of the "Guinness Book of Records" (p.308) gives the - ::
world’s longest recorded frog jump as 5.50/18-0"1/2 by "Corrosion" in 1968,
This would be placed in the 1970 UK women’s top 50 - but maybe the frog was
male anyway! ' :

Stan Greenberg. suggests that we send a copy of "The Thoughts of Chairman
Mao Tse-Tung' to Barbara Inkpen! UK male high Jumpers presumably are
thought to be beyond hope? . ‘

Neil Allen has been immortalised in "Private Eye" Pseuds Corner with the
following quote: "A cathedral, a wave of storm, a dancer’s leap, never
turn out to be as high as we had hoped" wrote Proust. So it was.with .
Clay’s comeback. : :

Colin Young was invited to contribute (and has done so) 10,000 words on
walking for the forthcoming "Oxford Dictionary of Sport'". Well done, Colin!

In Vol 7 No 2 of NUTS Notes we mentioned that a week of sports films was
scheduled for the NFT before the Commonwealth Games. This did not material-
ise but Tom MeNab tells me that the BFI has made plans for a wports Film
Festival in 1972. Watch out for further details!

A cheque for £10 was sent to Brian Nott to mark his wedding on 3 October.
He wr;?es:_“l would like to thank all members who contributed. I very much -
appreciate their kindness and generosity." Now follows an important message:
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PUSH-BUTTON LISTING FOR THE FUTURE? - by-Dr David Dallman

]
On several occasions in past years a mention has been made in NNTS Notes
to the effect that the lists for "British Athletics" were going to be
produced with the 2id of 2 computer. This has in most cases been followed
soon after by another statement that thig had not in fact been possible
for one reason or another., 1In this year’s book ("BA 1970") however, a
start was made in that the records and all-time Top 10 sections were
produced directly from a computer print-out. This is only a modest begin-
ning but it has already proved a time-saver since the production of these
sections for "Ba 1971" has taken only a small fraction of the time
required in the past. Furthermore, errors which inevitably arise when all
this data is typed at once are virtually eliminated, -

I would like to outline what possibilities there are for extending the
scope of this work. Some of the awe with which electronic computers were
once regarded has possibly been replaced by cynicism following numerous
Press reports of instances where Crazy results were produced. However,
these are almost always a result of some deficiency in the Programming
system (the so-called "software") which Hisiee course, designed by a human
brain. The level of performance of actual computer machinery (the "hard.
ware") is so high that the chance of an error remaining undetected is
essentially zero. Fs

In the scientific field one of the main advantages of using computers is
that calculations which might take a man with a caleculating machine months
or years to do ‘(and for that reason would rarely be attempted) can be

- carried out in a matter of Seconds. Even so, each basic arithmetic operat-
ion performed by the computer is Very simple, involving only the addition
or subtraction of a pair of numbers. At the present time the field of
athletics statistiecs Y largely at the stage of data collection and
presentation, €speclally from periods when 1little or no attempt was made to
assemble information on peérformances. When this large programme of work
has been got under control (which will possibly not be very long) the
calculational powers of 2 modern computer will be invaluable in carrying
out statistical analyses of the datas that has been collected, ' :

Another feature of computers which is becoming inereasingly put to use in
the business field is the ability to store a2 large amount of information in
a compact form and to obtain access to any desired plece of this informa-
tion very rapidly. There are many types of physical medium on which data

- may be supplied to 2 computer, e.g, magnetic tape (analogous to s tape-
recorder), paper tape (punched with holes), punched cards and magnetic
discs. These media are also available for the output of information and in
addition there is the possibility of printing on to paper.

The medium which is most sultable for athletics performances is the punched
card.  In most computers the standard punched card has room for 80 charact-
€rs which is about the same as the number available on a line of a standard
typewriter - (a line in the main lists of "BA 1970" has a maximum width of
about. 85 characters, including blanks, of course), Thus it is natural to
make one punched card correspond to one performance, that is, to one line
of type. Two bilg advantages of using punched cards (as opposed to paper
tape, for example) are that additional cards can easily be inserted by hand
in any position and that mispunched cards can be easily corrected and :
. replaced, since each card is independent of the others. One disadvantage
at present is that only capital letters are available, This is likely to
be changed in the future as there already exist a few machines which can
print lower-case letters as well, '

The useful output medium for athletics lists which are to be published is
clearly the printed paper output (usually called 2 Nl StEna) T N i
produce such a listing from punched cards it is not even Necessary to use a
computer at all but only a card-lister, which is one of the items of perii— "
pheral equipment usually found at . a computer installation. The card-lister
simply provides an 80-character per line print-out of the stack of cards
which is supplied to it. The two sections in "BA 1970" were produced in
Just this way and the whole listing took about three minutes.,
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. : .
There are, however, some advantages over this procedure which using a
computer will allow. Firstly, the information can be produced on the out-
put medium’ (the paper in this c¢ase) in any desired format, using only a
very simple.computer program. ' Next, the standard number of characters per
line is not 80 but ‘usually about 120 so that the data on the original card
could be spread out to give a better. presentation. This format could be
varied from event to event if necessary, ."Alternatively, the extra room
could be used .to include additional information, e.g. nation, club or date
of birth. Finally, the printers attached directly to computers are
normally much faster than card-listers., A typical speed is 800 lines per
minute which would mean that all of the ‘annual lists in "British Athletics"
could be produced in less than five minutes! : :

For any lists produced in this way it would also be possible to automatic-
ally generate an alphabetical index of names and a cross-reference of
performances. " This would be very useful in the production of "British
Athleties" since, once the initial index was established, event compilers
would not have to produce index cards as at present but would only have to
send in details of new athletes and any other differences from the previous
year’s index (like changes of club)., This is a rather more ambitious
project and.should first be tried as a pilot scheme for a few selected
events to iron out any difficulties. : '

The most fruitful area in which these methods can be applied is that of all-
time lists., Many of the marks in such lists remain from year to year and

it would be quite a simple job to update by inserting new performances as
they are achieved. The lists would then be immediately available any time
it was desired to publish them. At more frequent intervals they could
perhaps be. distributed in the computer print-out form to NUTS members and
any other interested parties. It is intended to punch deep all-time world
and British lists in all events (men and women) on cards as the first step
in implemeriting this programme of work. This has already been started and

news of progress will appéar in future issues. : .
§§§§§6§§§§§§S§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§f
ITHINKPIECE by Keith Morbey and Len Gebbett ‘ '

The following was omitted from the previous issue for space and other
reasonsj it has, however, been agreed -to publish the article in toto. Ed,

Incidentally, when was the decision taken? The minutes of the EC meetings
give no clue. Indeed, on 2 October 1969 "it was considered that top
performances without known wind should be annotated in some way, but that
OTHERWISE "IRREGULART.MABKS~SHOULD BE. SHOWN AS FOOTNOTES." (Our caps) In

Whichever way.this controversy«goes, surely we must néver again rank -
athletes on windy marks, e.g. in the 100m Kilpatrick and Carson were count-

ed in the Top 20 although they had no legal time within our standard during
the whole year. - ’

Again, why discriminate against athletes in events uninfluenced by wind
assistance? As examples, why was Kenneth Winter not placed 22nd in the PV
on the strength of his indoor mark? = Or Supposing John Watts had thrown -
57.§g fg§m1§ g%rcle fractionally too large: would he have then placed 1st

n the Ists Vo : - ' '

To conc}u@e, }et us concede that any list compiled by an individual
statistlclan}ls subject to the eccentricities of that individual, To prove
tpe truth of that statement one only has to consider this year’s Top 20
lists whgre the field events. have been listed in metric only, Imperial only
and metric/Imperiall British.Athletics 1970 however, is a full and final
record of the year and it should require more than just a seemingly small
group to alter its format in such a drastic fashion,
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UE-SECRUGATION Dby Bob Sparks

. The segregation of "windy" from "legal performances in ranking lists for sprints and
horizontal jumps has long been accepted statistical practice, and the decision of the
N.U:T.S. Executive Committee to institute the new format was therefore not taken as
lightly as was suggested by Keith lorbey and Len Gebbett in the criticism printed in the
last edition, 4 considerable number of innovations in methods of presenting data have
been”introduced in our Annual over the years, but these are surely the product of constant
‘probing for improvements, and evidence that the work we do can never be looked upon as
purely thoughtless and repetitive compilation, Every decision taken on both major and
minor changes of policy has been thoroughly debated in Committee, but it would be illusory
to suggest that all alterations have been universally welcomed, Nobody on Committee is
s0 radical as to relish change for its own sake; indeed, I would submit that the predom-
inant feeling is "traditionalist', dor the record, the proposal for change to the
Currenﬁfligting format was passed at the Bxecutive Committee meeting of 2,10.69, when
Keith was - pregent; it ‘may be that his disenchantment with the concept has increased in
thé-ens&ingfmonths, but I certainly do not recall his suggesting an appeal for a general
referendum‘on that occasion, : :

In defending the new layout, I must initially confess that it is obviously far from
perfect, only that it is an improvement on a system creaking with inconsistencies.
Before dealing with these, let us examine the specific points raied by Keith and ILen 2
1. Comparison of like with like; how nafve can you get? There have always been impor-
tant areas-of disagreement between the standards prescribed by the N.U.T.S. and those of
overseas statisticians (notably, our insistence on the use of photo-electric timing
adjustments), and I do not accept that we should have to alter our criteria in order to
make our lists comparable with those compiled'according to stendards which we do not
congider right. There are so many factors affecting performance that I consider it a
futile occupation to make profound comparisons on the basis of ranking lists; this ig, of
course, one reason why the term "ranking" should be used carefully and why our lists do
not necessarily imply any order of merit,

2. Consultation with the KB R, 5,7 A lengthy and difficult procedure which I feel can
best be tackled by putting the idea into practice, It is worth noting that most publi-
.cations by: foreign statisticians are individualistic in presentation; many I have consul-
“ted show remarkably similar thinking (independentlyf) on various aspects of layout, inclu~-
ding our method for listing subsidiary performances - and the incorporation of "windy"
marks., Incidentally, my annual report on the U.K. for "Leichtathletik" was submitted in
the new format and was published with neither comment nor revision,

3. "Injustice" is a purely subjective term, particularly so in this context, and will
depend entirely on one's personal prejudices.

4. No matter what information and assistance the d.U.T.S. provide, there is always the
tendency for selectors to dwell on the top of the lists but surely no selector will rely
solely on the order of listing? The lists can be used to indicate likely candidates for
selection, but rarely to dictate choice.

D. Despite claims to the contrary, a "windy" performance is soon forgotten for mogt
statistical purposes, particularly outside Britain - €.8. show me the World Top-10 which
records Hayes's 9.9 or Boston's 8,49, Such omissions are ‘caused not so much by the

.. knowledge that the performances were unattainable, but by a completely thoughtless

automatic rejection. Personally, I have far more respect for that 9.9 than for any of
the 9.1's which have been accepted as valid,

6. Why 2.0 m/s.? Logically, anything above 0.0 m/s is wind-assistedl It is 2 nice
philosophical point whether an arbitrary limit for wind-assistance is necessary for
deciding on record performances, or whether all "natural" phenomena should. be accepted
without question; if so, would it be logical to limit the realm of "natural phenomena" to
Meteorological influences, or should flexibility extend to the complete environment?

I personally feel that where it is possible to control the environment consistently (e.g.
ground level, track-size and shape, specification of implements, etc.), and where it can
be reliably established that variations from the norm are unduly beneficial, we can justi-
fiably promulgate limits for record conditions; in other circumstances it is not really

logical. I realise, however, that the evaluation of a performance rests on subjective
Judgement rather than logic, and the establishment of record criteria will therefore
depend on certain arbitrary conditions being met. Such standards, however, should be
based on the elimination of extra-ordinary circumstances rather than attempts to attain
the fool's paradise of compigfé uni formity. The imposition of the 2 m/s Iimit for wind-

assistance is misconceived for this very reason; it is agsumed (I repeat, assumed) that
wind-speeds in excess of this figure give an unfair advantage, but unfair in comparison to
what? It would be a satisfactory standard only if it could be clearly demonstrated that
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stlonger winds were an unusual Occurence - but we know well enough that this is not S0,
It would be far nore appropriate to attempt to obtain an enpirical distribution of alil
wind-speeds likely to affect sprinting/jumping;' such a distribution would have calculable
statistical parameters which could be used to determine-a cut-off point beyond which it
would be reasonable to reject a record claim on the grounds of "unfair assigtance", Thig
concept is based on normal statistical methods and is technically feasible, although
obviously there would be such immense practical difficulties in organising the collection
of data that it is impossible to envisage its full implementation. On the other hand,
there must be a sufficient number of readings available for us to make a healthy estimate
of a true distribution, and if anyone had the time to analyse this material, I am sure
the results would be of general interest,.
T. Dovnhill tracks come into the realm of controllable environment, and besides they are
a sufficient rarity to warrant separate treatment,
8. The admission by Keith and Len that e have to give the benefit of the doubt to perfor-
mances set under unknown conditions highlights one of the glaring faults of the segregation
system, We have always talked so readily of "legal" and "windy" performances, but what
has become generally accepted is that "windy" = "illegal" or "invalid"s;there is no such
damning implication surrounding the unknown conditions, and unfortunately we tend to
forget about the lack of evidence Just as quickly as we forget about the existence of the
"windy" mark. In view of the alleged assistance derived from a following wind, is it
not surprising that only a small proportion of athletes have faster "windy" than "legal"
marks? The probable answer is that a large number of the performances accepted as
valid were in fact "illegally" assisted, and if one wanted a truly consistent segregated
system, all marks for which wind information was not available should be listed separately:
our Top-100's would then be trichotomised into "legal (say 25%),"unknown" (50%) and
"windy" (25%) sections - and & load of meaningless rubbish it would be. .  In their open-
ing paragraph, Keith and Len bemoaned the lack of comparability between British and
foreign lists, but how can one Justify comparisons based on such suppositional elements?
9. '"IUTLS NOTES" is always available for the dissemination of opinion, either for or
against Committee decisions, The fact that few voices have been raised against our new
system suggests that most members are satisfied with the Committee!s judgement and accept
that major alterations are not made without due consideration. However, it would be
advantageous if the reasons for such decisions were expounded in detail, and I certainly
regret that other pressures (which have forced me tc suspend my annual editorial contrib.-
utions) prevented me from undertalking this duty a year ago.

Here then are my reasons for prefering to dispense with the segregation of "windy"
from "legal" performances in ranking lists, :
i; There are other factors involved;
ii) Events not segregated may in fact be influenced;
iii) There is no clear evidence of the benefits derived;
ivg Readings are notoriously unreliable;
v) Readings are too infrequently obtained,

1. A great many factors influence performance in athletics, but little regard is paid to
most of them; these factors can be divided into two broazd categories -
The human element
éa Physical abilitys
b) lMental condition;
Ec Quality of competition;
d) Timekeeping and Judging,
The environment :
(a) Track composition (i.e. size, shape and running surface);
(b) Track "ambience" (accessability, facilities, etc.)
(c) Wind-conditionssg
Ed Raing
e) Temperatures
gf Atmospheric pressure;

s
b

g) Humidity;

h) Time of day;

(1) Light. ;
I do not claim that this list is exhaustive, nor do I postulate any particular order of
importance (although clearly the major factor is the basic ability of the athlete), and
there must be a considerable degree of inter-dependence, Can anyone Justifiably dispute

the relevance of any of the factors? Can anyone honestly evaluate their effects?
I think not,
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‘11 the meteorological influences quoted above can be meggu;ed, but only the effac+
of wind is considered relévant in athletigs, I am convinced this is illogical and un-
fair,  Of course, L -am-not-suggesting that a following wind is not directly beneficial
to sprinting, jﬁmping_and, within limits, hurdling, but so must warm temperatures or low
atmospheric pressure, etc. Because the latter do not exert any overt influence, no
statistician has bothered to take them into account, except on rare occasions. One such
was the 1968 Olympic Games, held in lMexico City's rarified atmosphere; Dr, Don Potts then
equated the barometric level to wind~assistance of 2 m/s, but has this affected the
compilation of ranking lists? Not one iotal Strict adherence to the rules has been
implemented with awesome' automatism, as a glance at the World Top-10 for the triple jump

will show through the rejection of Walker (17.12/42.5) and Dudkin (17.09/+3.0).

2. Tradition rules much of our work as compilers, and tradition decrees that only the
sprints, horizontal jumps and high hurdles are favourably influenced by wind-conditions.
Even with these obvious events there are areas of doubt - few hurdlers can benefit from.
very strong following winds, indeed some may actually gain more from a slight head-wind;
my dissertation on the effective wind-component dn bend 200m races has received general
approbation, even from abroad; but thereis little evidence that it has caused  any
changes. in actual compilations, L R0 2 e

- But what about other events? Every discus thrower knows about the advantages of -
certain wind-conditions, even if many are not sicilled enough to benefit;  there is, in
fact, a strange corollary to this, since!the skilled thrower can expect $0 gain consider— -
ably more from favourable conditions than the lesser performer, 'whereas in the sprints and
jumps one assumes that any benefit would be uniform for ajl competitors, = . There was a
time when a following wind in the javelin-Was‘Cbnsidered an "unfair adVantage“;'butﬁthe
advent of the aerodynamic model has reversed this situation, Despite such generally
accepted advantages, ‘one does not expect to find discus ang javelin.lists'sﬁlit into -
"legal" and "wind-assisted" sections, What about the pole vault; * is speed on the Tum~
way augmented by a following wind? .Ig's strong vind necessarily detrimental to other ‘
track events? One straight may receive the full benefit while the other may be sheltered
by the stands (as sometimes ocours at Crystal Palace), and enclosed stadia often produge
vortical phenomena, such as at Cardiff in 1958, How about marathon races on one=way
courses, like Windsor-Chiswick or Inverness=Forres? There is neither discrimination nor
annotation in any of - these casesy and yet there are S0 many unknownss to single 6ut only

one group of events for special attention is therefore surely illogical,

J» Does wind-assistance aseist and if 80, by how much? * As T mentidned above, wind is

but one of a number of faotors influencing performence, and: it is almost impossible to

determine the adventage gained by a given rate of wind-assistance in igolation from the

other factors. Even if all other conditions were equal, there would still be no evidence

to prove that a wind-cpeed of x m/8 provides an improvement of y tenths .of a second or

Z centimetres. - Presumably somebody skilled in aerodynamics ‘and: anemology could caloulate

theoretical values and i+ might be rather splendid to convert all.performances to a uniform

level of assistance (always assuming all wind-data were available), ‘although in fairness iu:

we would then have to obtain conversion fagtors for all other sourdes of variation. Per~ .

haps.in Time we could:devise a comprehénsive:fofmula'igvolving all these variables, then

we would just need a’ computer and we could pour out vast quantities of gibberish,
Unfortunately, theory and practice frequently” produce diametrically opposed results, ..

We all lmow that excessive following wind is an advantage, but 4t is extremely difficult.g¢

to find any reliable evidence %o baok.up.such'ﬂﬁdeniable.logiq;' Conside:‘the'current

British best-ever performances :- ; e T &
- ‘ - Best "legal" - Best "windy!

Men  100m e e o

i 200m 0 R L S R T
110mE - 43,6 13.6
- 200mH 23,0 U
IJ 8.23 8.12
Ty 16.46 16.65

Women 100m a3 {155

200m 2%.2 23.1
80mH 10.6 10.7
100mH 13.4 127, Agpo {
200mH 27.% e ey fepe ¥
LF: - 6.76 6.70 '

Hence, 3 out of the 12 .events show superior ”Windyﬂ;marks,-ﬁhich is hérdlyvthe most s
compelling evidence. -However; no statistician would be satisfied with conclusions drgwn
from such scanty data, so let us ‘examiné an event in depth, the 100m. The following is



=05, 3
the distpibution of all British performances to date dewn to 10.5 (including-equivalent
100y tinesy ‘ut excludlng.McDonald Bailey, for whom I do not have complete data to. hand)--

s nliliegaltt "Windath oe 7 SO Nl e
- 93/102 2 B Lo foeans G kR aeleal
vl 1194/1043 (ks 16 R BT R
9.5/10. 4 60 51 e e 3 1
9. 6/10.5 163 5 N "-f“ i
243 187 o vk

'Agaln,; scarcely the most dramatic ev1dence that following winds are 31gn1flcant1y helpful,
“although I must admit that the two sets of data do not necessarlly derive from equlvalent
‘base pqpulatlons - i.e. there may be more reaces held under "legal" condltlons than ‘Mwindy",
"but I have no evidence either way (and Edinburgh 1970 must have helped to redress any .
previous imbalance if one existed}). Alternatlvely, many of the performances counted as
"legal" may have been given the benefit of the doubt = who knows? gie

This argument can be extended by studying long and triple jump series. My own .-
observatlons (whlch I cannot present here in depth, otherwise this article might not be -
ready for another year) again fail to show any strong ev1dence either wéy. One ‘would"
‘certainly expeéct that if most other conditions were equal, such as might occur within any
one normal competition, wind would be a significant factor in producing better marks, but
one finds time ‘and again that there is no regular pattern within any series - which seems
to indicate that the important elements in the compos1tlon of a good gump are not entlreLy
governed by the strength of following wind.

N6 matter what evidence one can unearth about the benefits of following winds, it is
" 'still an incontrovertible fact that nobody can prove that an athlete who has run a "windy"
10.2 would not on that occasion have run 10,2 in "legal" conditions ‘= or conversely that a
wind-free 10.2 would have been faster with a significant tail-wind. - It remains a matter
of conjecture, and I question whether it is right to dismiss performances as we have all
been. happlly doing for so many years on such unproven grounds. = It surprises me that a
jumper is even allowed to clalm a wind-assisted mark in hig serles towards the final result
of the competition, if people really feel there is an unfalr advantage to be gained. This
reminds me of that ludicrous situation in the Russia-E.Germany match in 1961, when Hildrun
Claus was credited with a World record cf 6.42 (+1.4), yet placed only third in the compe-
tition behind Shchelkanova (6.50/+3.2) and Shaprunove (6.46/+5.4)1  Just to ram the -
point home, Claus had four "windy" jumps in her serles, S0 one cannot say she-did not have
the same opportunities as her spponents.

4. 0ne of the worst aspects of this whole business is that we do not have adequaté fa¢il—
ities for measuring wind-speed accurately enough. Even if the guage is performing
properly (and there are many in use which are demonstrably faulty, such as the one used
at Colwyn Bay in 1969 when Halliday and Walters were credited with "legal" 10.3's), its
method of operation is subject to:-errors which may be significant in readings close to the
statutory limit, .but.more important it cannot record anything ekcept the situation in its
immediate v101n1ty. In a race, the lane furthest from the guage may have very. dlfferent
wind conditions from.that nearest, especially in enclosed stadia. I was wind-observer
at Crystal Palace durlng Heide Rosendahl's 5129 pentathlon, and I clearly remember her
coach!s insistence that the guage:be shifted from the inner edge of the track to the more
sheltered side under the stand's overhang. I was able to oblige with a 1.35 m/s reading
(need I add that Heide ran in the lane furthest away?), and everybody was satisfied with
the legality of the 51tua$10n, but I did wonder what the p051t10n mlght have been had I
remgined in the more exposed :spot. .
The second point is that wind usualLy comes in gusts of varylng intensity rather than

blowing consistently at a constant rate. The guage will be: placed at approximately the
mid-point of the course, so that for much of the race, the conditiohs actually affecting

the runners will be difficult to estimate, Gusts as high as 10 m/s (roughly sprinting
speed) will have a dramatic effect on the guage butb may never be of use to the athlete.
It is easy to illustrate this by means of hypothetical examples and actual occurences in
my own experience, but there is no need to dwell on the matter. However, it is worth
mentioning the freak conditions occasionally encountered at the White City 1ong/tr1ple
jump area, where the wind has been known to blow from both ends of the runway at oncel
Depending on where you place the guage, you could get following or adverse readings for
the same jump; no wonder it was such an unpopular venue for competitors.

Thirdly, there is the problem of oblique winds. The Cantabrian~type guage is con=-
structed to obviate the need for calculating wind-direction by recording only the component
in the direction of running, but is it really accurate (even assuming it has been correct-
1y aligned by the ¢perator, who has to judege this by eye)? How accurate in recording
direction as well as speed are the traditional cup-type anemometers still widely used
throughout the world? Wind-direction is as changeable as speed, so one wonders whether
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~it is ever p0331ble to make an accurate component calculatlon w1ﬁh this: typ of! guaze. N

Most important, can we be certaln that & wind-component (e.g. 3.5 m/s for 25 m/s wind
blowing at an angle of 45 , even if accurately measured, produces exactly the same effect
as an actual wind (3 5 m/s blowing directly along the stralghﬁ? .

5. There is no need for me to emphasize the problem of lack of data. Everybody knows
this complication exists, and the fact that it may be confined mainly to the lower reaches
of the lists does mnot make the situation any less unsatisfoctory; even in 1970 the status
of some of the best performances has had to be decided by guesswork, We tend to label
suspicious performances instinctively as "windy", thereby increasing the prejudice against
other genuine but wind-assisted marks, whereas we would do much better by being honest . and
making use of the_“doubtful authenticity" category more often.

In conclusion, let me summarise my ideas :

(a) Wind-assistance is one of many factors influencing all events in athletlcs,

g Its benefits are difficult to assess accurately or isolate from other factors;

(c Most athletes compete under a wide. range. of condltlons durlng a senson, some average,
some beneflclal, some, detrlmental' e

(d) ‘Unfairness must be related to the. ‘unusual rather than the commonplace,_ :

(e ; The data on vhich we can make assessments is very 1ncomplete,‘

( If a criterion for record purposes is considered essential (which 7 think is &
-reasonable - tenet) it should not be restricted to just one of the many factors, nor
should it be based on.a sort of "null" state but rather on abnormal, rarely encounter-

L aed! 01rcumstances.” There. 15, lncldentally, no reason why record crlterla should he

.hextended to ranklng lists - precious few of the performannee we con31der llstable
would surv1ve sueh strict. requlrements. : -

= ﬁe;,;: although most other members of the Executlve Commlttee share my views (and T
-would particularly like %o aoknowledge David Dallmen's adyice and aselstance), the
oPLnlons expressed in this artlcle are entlrely my own.
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ThissdisSthe witilc of an nnual reference work whlch you may “be- able to
mconsult at your reference library.. Athletes.included.in, reoent years. 4

1941 = - Greg Rice o) : ‘”711961“~Rafer L' Johris
1946  Marcel F Hansenne ~a Y T - Wilma @ Rudolgﬁ
.. T.Les MacMitchell - : “'»‘f’fl962“'Peter G Shéll s
#1947 Rev .Gil L :Dodds = .. = ESHIOES I T Beadty: 0
232 ot wMildred BrDidrdclkson wes Saneas S2uie 4 Faguanel e Brumyelz"'
©+19u8- Avery Brundage ' L SR Johti T Pennel -
1949 Mele Patibon ' . & s Ll A 96% CRPred MY Hﬁnsen
1950 wTitmishonpes e I B L atiid i %027, 1966 ‘Bob L Hayes*®
~1952  Don ‘A Gehrmann: - Lo LT 969 Michel Jazy -
fans BohHB, Matthinis < Peising e Kip Keino
S Fred L Wilt S 3TN L el 1968 J Randy Ma i Sy ;
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