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INTRODUCTION

Relevance of the topic.Lithuania is not a large country and
sports talents are not emerging very often. It do&sdepend on the
social or economic situation of the country (Sclatagt al., 1994;
Cedaro, 2000; Carling et al., 2009). When giving dpportunity for the
talent to achieve positive results in sports, #herited personalities have
to be selected, the purposeful training programtbase concluded as
well as the monitoring of the practical implemeittatof the program
has to be performed (Regnier et al., 1993; DuranshBSalmela, 2001,
Abernethy, 2008; Vaeyens et al., 2008; Bailey et 2010; Burgess,
Naughton, 2010; Philips et al., 2010; Ford et 2011). Therefore it is
very important that the training of the athletes tmbe conceptualized,
so a small quantity of the talented athletes ishiped as optimally as
possible. Inaccurate training system prevents thietas from revealing
their own potential. Thus, only the consistent &pdraining system
shall stimulate a more rapid improvement of thertspeesults, as it is
harder to identify a talent than to develop it §BaHamilton, 1999;
Raslanas, 2001; Malina et al., 2004; Balyi, Willen2009; Stafford,
2010).

It was considered for a long time that succesgorts depends
solely on the athletes, who are physically stromgl aleveloped
tactically (Krasilshchikov, 2011), however, due itacrease of the
competition between athletes (De Bosscher et &06R and major
political and commercial influence of sports (Greéwuakley, 2001),
there is a necessity to create long-term developrpesgrams with
respect to different sports (Balyi, Hamilton, 20®alyi, Williams,
2009; stafford, 2010).

Long-term development of the young athletes takitage for a
period between eight-to—twelve years before beogmiite athlete is a
purposeful and integral didactic process (EricssBharness, 1994;
Salmela et al., 1998; Balyi, 2001; Balyi, Hamilto2D04; Balyi,
Williams, 2009; Stafford, 2010) which is signifiggnaffected by the
body composition of the athletes (genotypic andnphgpic factors)
(Heyward, Stolarczyk, 1996; Jebb et al., 2000; Bnxiater et al., 2008;
Ostojic et al., 2006; Abraham, 2010), training perg (Trninic et al.,
2001; Milanovi, 2002; Batitinas et al., 2006), exceptionally physical
(Drinkwater et al., 2008; Delextrat, Cohen, 2008) #&echnical fithess



(Apostolidis et al., 2004; Karpowicz, 2006), natofesport performance
(Hucinski, 2004; Dembinski, 2005).

A reasonable long-term development system of ydiagketball
players began to take shape in seventh decadeeof@h century.
Different types of training were distinguished inch system: integral,
physical, technical, tactical and theoretic (Sta)kt992; Butautas,
2002). The scientists have different opinions ore tlong-term
development. Zeldoviand Keraminas3¢msmosud, Kepamunac, 1964)
provide that 50 % of the total training time in tiaining cycle of the
boys aged 11-14 years should be attributed tohisigal and technical
training. Dobry (1986) and Stonkus (1985) providett physical
training should prevail (at least 40 % of the tdtaining time) in the
training of boys aged 11-14 years. Other scient{dMgulowsky,
Oszast, 1976, Butautas, 2002; Milaroet al., 2002; Cenic, 2004) state
that the technical training is the most importamtet of training. Based
on the opinion of the other group of scientisisrieuros u mp., 1996;
Canadian Sports Centre008), the time attributed to the physical
training shall be reduced in parallel to the insesaf age of an athlete,
i.e. during the first year of training the largesit shall be attributed to
physical training.

One of the most important conditions of effectiparés training
is control and management of sports training ireotd determine and
assess physical development, physical fitness,geham the level of
technical skills (Johnson, Nelson, 1986; Boucharal.¢ 1997; Stonkus,
2002, 2003; Graham et al., 2004; Barfield et &0Q72 Mirkov et al.,
2008; Batiunas et al., 2009; Robinson, 2010).

According to some studies performed, age periodshwére the
most sensitive for the training of motor abiliti@omi, 1992; Shephard,
Astrand, 1992; Kraemer, 1993; Pauletto, 1995; Alt996; Donald,
Chu, 1996; Dintiman et al., 1997; Donald, Chu, 19%8u et al., 1999;
Baquet et al., 2003; Boisseau, Delamarche, 2000inMat al., 2004;
Ford et al., 2011), technical skills (Schmidt, 19084atash, 1993; Burton,
Miller, 1998; Schmidt, Lee, 1999; Cabodevilla, 2008asa, 2006;
Zambova, Tomanek, 2012) is childhood and adolegcenc

Scientists (Impellizzeri et al., 2005; Wolf, 2006ach, 2007)
provide that with respect to training of young letblall players fithess
objectives shall be important next to the trainmigjectives, as they
influence achievement of the results of a youngmeality.



Considering that the population of Lithuania is tjuselow
3 million (2.96 million; http://www.stat.gov.lt, A@B), the results and
achievement of Lithuanian basketball men natiogafrt (%' place in the
world ranking, 406 points; http://www.fiba.com, Z)land of national
teams of younger age groups’ (@ace in the world ranking, 261 points
(http://www.fiba.com, 2013) in the Olympic Games,okd and
European championships should be treated as eanapgphenomena.
A case study of an effective training institutiooutd help to form an
assumption on the peculiarities of the long-termettgpment program
successfully implemented by the Lithuanian coachég. relevance of
the problem is influenced by the following factors:

. a special meaning for the development of a per#gnahs
genuine activity in childhood and adolescence (i3ayd 993;
2001);

. basketball is becoming a more important social phemna as
sports results represent the country (Wilson, SpR(GO6;
Sakalauskas, 2010; Paulauskas, 2010);

« in order to form a training concept of young babkét
players, tendencies of the training of the trainamgl fithess
of the best athletes has to be analyzed (Leondrdb, 2002;
Stonkus, 2003);

. train and manage the process of young baskettmle so
that the best results are achieved in the most ritapb
competitions (Balyi, Williams, 2009). It is espdbia
important for Lithuania as it has limited resourcdssports
talent and finance;

« only the scientifically-sound optimum training prag of the
young basketball players (aged 7-17 years) shialvatihe
athletes to realize their individual potential iler to achieve
results in sports, as well as to realize sensipportunities
for the development of personality (Aksen, Gun®i®.

Research problem: due to different training of the young
basketball players and different concept of theeis influencing the
training, it is important to determine, which peatities of the training
programs applied effectively while aiming for thesbresults influence
the fitness of the players during different agaqaks.



Research hypothesis:a case study of coaching of young
basketball players of Sabonis Basketball Cented ayel7 years will
reveal the structure of the long-term coachindefglayers.

Research object.coaching of young basketball players (aged 7—
17 years).

Research aim:conceptualization of the peculiarities of coaching
of young basketball players (aged 7-17 years).

Research objectives:

1. Determine the peculiarities of the content changesl
amount of load of the training programs of baskiétiayers
aged 7-17 years.

2. Evaluate the body composition indicators, physiead
technical fithess of basketball players aged 7—&d@ry by
creating the rank scales of the indicators.

3. Determine the model values of the sport performance
indicators of basketball players aged 12—-17 years.

4. Reveal the selection and coaching model of Sabonis
Basketball Center.

Originality and theoretical significance of the regarch

As basketball is becoming a more complex sporttéfagnore
athletic and more versatile), the results dependnany internal and
external factors (Stonkus, 2003; Wissel, 2012).infmg of young
basketball players has become multidimensionaleryis process as
multidisciplinary knowledge, methods and measuresiaed.

A revealed phenomenological interaction betweeinitrg and
fitness of young basketball players aged 7-17 yeatsased on the
following aspects:

. a selection and training model of Sabonis Baskktbahter

has been revealed,

« a training program of young basketball players aged7
years applied in Sabonis Basketball Center has teealed;

. a rank scale of body composition indicators, phaisiend
technical fitness of young basketball players agetl7 years
has been formed;

. the most sensitive age periods for the trainingnuaitor
abilities and technical skills of young baskethd#lyers have
been determined;

« the characteristics of sport performance of basitefilayers
aged 12-17 years have been formed.

10



Practical application of the research

Training programs and their peculiarities for diffiet age periods
provided in this dissertation shall help Lithuan@raches to organize,
plan and implement the long-term development ofngpbasketball
players more effectively. The rank scales of yobagketball players’
body composition indicators, physical and technifialess and the
model indicator values of sport performance, witielve been formed
for the purposes of this dissertation, shall helpsé¢lect and train the
players, prepare them for competitions and devéhephighly skilled
athletes. The established sensitive age periodghéotraining of motor
abilities and technical skills shall assist theates in developing the
abilities of young basketball players more effesljv

11



1. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

1.1. Identification and selection of young basketbktalents

Majority of basketball researchers (Bale, 1991; tdpa2000;
Angyan et al., 2003; Carter, 2005; Drinkwater et a007; Young,
Pryor, 2007; Drinkwater et al., 2008; Jakovljeviak, 2011) argue that
only the individuals which have certain body conipos and athletic
skills may become elite athletes.

Coaches pay a lot of attention to the body comiposihdicators in
a search of new basketball talents, such as hdighy, mass (Heyward,
Stolarczyk, 1996; Norton, Olds, 2001; Drinkwateiakt 2008), body fat
mass (Jebb et al., 2000; Ostojic et al., 2006; hdmrg 2010), physical
fithess (Angyan et al., 2003; Drinkwater et al.00Delextrat, Cohen,
2009), technical fitness (Apostolidis et al., 2004arpowicz, 2006),
player character, mental peculiarities (Burke, €r&005; Potrac, Jones,
2009; Malinauskas, Bukauskas, 2010) and practictiity (Trninic et
al., 2002; Hucinski, 2004; Dembinski, 2005; Sampial., 2010).

The criteria for recognizing basketball talent éeéned by Stonkus
(2003), who argues that it is not hard to recogtheetalented athletes as
they stand out from other athletes by four follogvpeculiarities:

« Body composition and physical peculiarities: stiténg
endurance, speed and coordination. Firstly the mewe
coordination is assessed as the most sensitivedodar
training of it is in a young age of a player. Anatlimportant
factor is height. If a teenager is tall and has alids
coordination skills, he has a great potential toolbee a good
basketball player.

« Technical abilities: body control technique, acsiorin
defence, ball handling, passing, shooting.

« Mental peculiarities: boldness, creativity, menpabcesses
(memory, imagination).

. Character — a whole of constant peculiarities diaveur,
which expresses the relationships of an athlettheéoother
people as well as himself / herself, his / hersast

There are many basketball players, who play baaketb
adequately, however, the real talents, who becditecathletes, are rare
(Stonkus, 2003). Based on the results of scientdgearch it can be
stated that identification of the talents, recagnit development and
long-term selection are the main factors in thecteand selection of

12



the talented athletes (Arnot, Gaines, 1986; WilkarReilley, 2000;
Norton, Olds, 2001; Carter, 2005; Young, Pryor, ZODrinkwater et
al., 2008; Vaeyens et al., 2009; Jakovljevic et2411).

Different views of the scientists with respecthe selection of
young basketball players and selection criteriatdar supports the
scientific problem. The recognition of basketballent is a relevant
scientific topic as Lithuania is not large, its pdation is small
therefore it is important that basketball would pewyed by as many
talented children as possible. In order to not ldase talents the
selection system and criteria (body compositiorysgial and technical
fithess, sport performance indicators) have to tsaldished for
different ages of the athletes, based on whichyineng basketball
players’ development process would be executed.

1.2. Long-term development of basketball players

Long-term development of the young athletes talglage for a
period between 8 and 12 years before becoming atidete is a
purposeful and integral didactic process (EricssBharness, 1994;
Salmela et al., 1998; Balyi, 2001; Balyi, HamiltoAD04; Balyi,
Williams, 2009; Stafford, 2010).

Long-term basketball players’ development systenKlimanto-
wicz (1999) argues that the long-term developmegsitesn of basketball
players consists of:

« Successful sports orientation of the beginner thkleand

purposeful starting training program;

« Practice and competition program;

. Qualified coaches and organizers;

- Appropriate infrastructure, which guarantees theessary

conditions for the development.

A long-term athlete development model created byiRAlorris,
2010) is acknowledged as the best recently. Trgipimgram is a main
element of this model. Due to sensitive period bfldhood and
adolescence, which allows the athletes to achiaegeessful results in
sports, training is intensified on too much occasio/Armstrong,
McManus, 2011). It is not rare in the developmenyaung basketball
players (Buceta et al., 2000). Because of thisore&alyi and Hamilton
(2004) emphasize that the proportion between arsaifribad to young
basketball players and specialized amounts of $ébadild be optimal in
the childhood and adolescence of an athlete.

13



It should be noted that other researchers agrdeBulyi’'s long-
term athlete development model (Balyi, Hamilton,020 Balyi,
Williams, 2009; Stafford, 2010). Key peculiaritiesf six-stage
structurized long-term athlete development modelaarfollows:

1. Fundamental stage (6—10 years).

2. The learning to train stage (10-14 years).

3. The training to train stage (14-18 years).

4. The training to compete stage (18 years and older).

5. The training to win stage (23-30 years and older).

6. The retirement / retention stage (age determingigidually).

Based on the above, the opinions of the researdrerguite
different independently on whether they approvegimrm athlete
development model or not. Therefore effective loegn basketball
players’ development is influenced by the trainginning period and
training content.

Training beginning period. Lithuanian basketball researchers
Stonkus (1992) and Butautas (2002) state that Hzelkelayers begin
playing while being 8-9 years of age, whereas F&pert Buceta and
colleagues (2000) suggest that the children shstald training at 6—7
years of age. Even in different countries of fornfeigoslavia children
begin playing basketball at different ages: 7-1@ryef age in Serbia
and Montenegro (Cenic, 2004), 10-12 years of ageCionatia
(Milanovi¢ et al., 2002). In Spain, other country, in whicsketball is
considered as being popular, children start plaghthe same age as
suggested by Lithuanian authors — 8-9 years (Cafitzge2008),
whereas in United States of America training beigipmperiod is 8-10
years of age (McCormic, 2006) as in Canada — 6-&syef age
(Canadian Sports Centre2008).

The accurate period for the beginning to train @ Bstablished
in scientific research studies. Basketball researsh(Stonkus, 1992;
Buceta et al., 2000; Milano¥iet al., 2002; Butautas, 2002; McCormic,
2006; Cabodevilla, 2008; Canadian Sports Centre908 have
determined that children usually begin playing kebkll while being
6—12 years of age.

Training content of long-term development programs.The
structures of different long-term development pamgs are similar,
however, the contents of the programs are diffe(&wbnkus, 1992;
Butautas, 2002; Cenic, 2004; McCormick, 20Banadian Sports
Centres 2008, Cabodevilla, 2008) is shown in Table 1.1.

14



Table 1.1.The recommended amount of load, content distidinuind number
of matches in different periods of age of differkmtg-term development

programs of young basketball players
Age Annual / weekly | Distribution of the content in an annual cy] Number of
(years)| load matches
Stonkus, 1992 (Lithuania)
Annual load of 258 Physical — 80 %, technical-tactical — 15 %, More than
8-9 hours, 6 hours pel theoretic training — 5 % of the time. 10
week.
Annual load of 334 Physical — 45 %, technical-tactical — 30 %, ore than
10 hours, 8 hours per theoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 10 %, integ aq/lo
week. training — 10 % of the time.
Annual load of 430 Physical — 45 %, technical-tactical — 30 %,
11 hours, 10 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 10 %, integral0
week. training — 10 % of the time.
Annual load of 516 Physical — 40 %, technical-tactical — 35 %,
12 hours, 12 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 5 %, integral 20
week. training — 15 % of the time.
Annual load of 602 Physical — 30 %, technical-tactical — 40 %,
13 hours, 14 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 10 %, integya25
week. training — 15 % of the time.
Annual load of 688 Physical — 20 %, technical-tactical — 45 %,
14 hours, 16 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 10 %, integrak5
week. training — 20 % of the time.
Annual load of 774 Physical — 25 %, technical-tactical — 45 %,
15 hours, 18 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 5 %, integral 30
week. training — 20 % of the time.
Annual load of 774 Physical — 25 %, technical-tactical — 45 %,
16 hours, 18 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 5 %, integral 30
week. training — 20 % of the time.
Annual load of 774 Physical — 25 %, technical-tactical — 40 %, More than
17 hours, 18 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 5 %, integral 40
week. training — 25 % of the time.
Annual load of 946 Physical — 20 %, technical-tactical — 45 %, More than
18 hours, 22 hours pertheoretic — 5 %, intellectual — 5 %, integral 50
week. training — 25 % of the time.
Butautas, 2002 (Lithuania)
Annual load of 246 Physical — 10 %, technical, tactical and Was not
8-9 hours, 41 weeks af integral — 85 %, theoretic training — 10 % pf _ .
; 4 indicated
practice per year. | the time.
Annual load of 344 Physical — 10 %, technical, tactical and Was not
10 hours, 43 weeks af integral — 85 %, theoretic training — 10 % pf _ .
> 4 indicated
practice per year. | the time.
Annual load of 344 Physical — 15 %, technical, tactical and Was not
11 hours, 43 weeks af integral — 75 %, theoretic — 5 %, ime”ecma%ndicated

practice per year.

training — 5 % of the time.
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Table 1.1 (continued

Age Annual / weekly | Distribution of the content in an annual cy] Number of
(years)| load matches
Butautas, 2002 (Lithuania)
Annual load of 438 Physical — 20 %, technical, tactical and
12 hours, 44 weeks of integral — 70 %, theoretic — 5 %, intellectuall5-20
practice per year. | training — 5 % of the time.
Annual load of 468 Physical — 25 %, technical, tactical and
13 hours, 47 weeks of integral — 65 %, theoretic — 5 %, intellectuaR0-30
practice per year. | training — 5 % of the time.
Annual load of 510 Physical — 25 %, technical, tactical and
14 hours, 48 weeks of integral — 65 %, theoretic — 5 %, intellectuaB0—-40
practice per year. | training — 5 % of the time.
Milanovi¢ et al., 2002 (Croatia)
Annual load of Physical — 150 hours, specific — 50 hours
10-12 300-400 hopr_s, tec_hnical and tactical — 200 hours, theore i%o
150-200 training | training — 10 hours.
days.
Annual load of Physical — 200 hours, specific — 100 hours,
12-14 | 500-600 hours, | technical and tactical — 300 hours, theoretietO
250 training days.| training — 20 hours.
Annual load of Physical — 200 hours, specific — 150 hours,
14-16 | 700-800 hours, | technical and tactical — 450 hours, theoreti0
280 training days.| training — 30 hours.
Annual load of Physical — 250 hours, specific — 250 hours,
16-18 | 900-1000 hours, | technical and tactical — 500 hours, theoretic&0
300 training days.| training — 40 hours.
Annual load of Physical — 250 hours, specific — 250 hours,
18-20 | 1100-1200 hours, technical and tactical — 600 hours, theoretic70
320 training days.| training — 50 hours.
Cenic, 2004 (Serbia and Montenegro)
Was not indicated| Physical — 20 %, motor abilities0 %, Was not
11-12 individual and group tactics training — 30 %. .
. indicated
of the time.
13-14 Was not indicated| Physical — 25 %, technical — 3@8sup an¢ Was not
team tactics (85) training — 45 % of the timendicated
15-16 Was not indicated| Physical — 25 %, technical — 3@%up and| Was not
team tactics (&5) training — 45 % of the time.indicated
17-18 Was not indicated| Physical — 25 %, technical — 1t&@fical Was not
training — 40 %, matches play — 20 % of the tiniedicated
McCormick, 2006 (USA)
10-12 Was not indicated| Training — 70 %, matches plap %@of the| Was not
time. indicated
Was not indicated| Training — 60 %, matches plap %&dof the| Was not
13-15 . S
time. indicated
Was not indicated| Training — 40 %, matches plap %®of the| Was not
16-18 . L
time. indicated
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Table 1.1 (continued

Age Annual / weekly | Distribution of the content in an annual cy] Number of
(years)| load matches
Canadian Sports Centres, 2008 (Canada)
6-8 Was not indicated| Basketball fundamentals and nadiiities —| Was not
80 %, technical training — 20 % of the time.indicated
8-9 Was not indicated| Basketball fundamentals and naditities —| Was not
70 %, technical training — 30 % of the time.indicated
Was not indicated| Basketball fundamentals and nadiiities — Was not
9-12 40 %, technical — 50 %, tactical training — indicated
10 % of the time.
Was not indicated| Basketball fundamentals and natiiities — Was not
12-16 25 %, technical — 30 %, tactical training — indicated
45 % of the time.
Was not indicated| Basketball fundamentals and nadiiities — Was not
16-18 15 %, technical — 10 %, tactical training — indicated
65 % of the time.
25 and Was not indicated Basketball_fundamentals ar_1d mmt_bit!es =| Was not
older 10 %, technical — 10 %, tactical training — indicated
80 % of the time.
Cabodevilla, 2004 (Spain)
Annual load of Defense training — 20 % of the annual IoaoIWaS not
8-9 55.5 hours, 74 indicated
training days. indi
Annual load of 74| Defense training — 25 % of the annual IoadWas not
9-10 hours, 74 training indicated
days.
Annual load of 111 Defense training — 30 % of the annual IoaoIWaS not
10-11 | hours, 111 training indicated
days.
Annual load of 111 Defense training — 35 % of the annual IoadWas not
11-12 | hours, 111 training indicated
days.
Annual load of 119 Defense training — 40 % of the annual IoaoIWaS not
12-13 | hours, 178,5 indicated
training days.
Annual load of 124 Defense training — 40 % (74.5 hours) of t &Was not
13-14 | hours, 186 training annual load. indicated
days.

The studies of long-term development programs-rsods|

basketball players in different countries suggeést & lasting systemic
and purposeful process is reflected in the progranalyzed by the
researchers (Stonkus, 1992; Butautas, 2002; Milah@t al., 2002;
Cenic, 2004; McCormick 2006; Canadian Sports Centr@008;
Cabodevilla, 2008), by which it is aimed that matbasketball players
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would be ready to compete and deliver good resultdficial local and
international competitions. However, there are a@rtdeficiencies in
the programs. The training programs and modelsraredetailed, lacks
information on periodization, normative indicatdos the assessment of
physical and technical fitness, characteristics afodel sport
performance for different age periods.
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2. METHODOLOGY AND ORGANIZATION

2.1. Methodological conceptions of the research obaching of
young basketball players

The study is based on foorethodological conceptions.

Personality philosophy theory which provides that athletic
development is a development of the personalityrf;r1993).

The case studyconsists of one separate object of the research
(person, institution, event). The ground for thalgsis — the description
of the originality of an object, where comparaldwlnumber of cases is
investigated and the information on a large nundfghe peculiarities
of each case is analyzed (Yin, 2003; Bryman, 20D&nzin et al.,
2008). By changing or improving the system seveiférent cuts may
be used to analyze information. The research i®peed as to reveal
the specific idea and the means for its realizatiog sample consists of
the subject of the activities, who successfullyspgbie ideas into practice
(Bitinas et al., 2008).

Based on thathletes’ coaching theory(Salmela, Regnier, 1983;
Riordan, 1988; Russell, 1989; Fisher, Borms, 1990;Randt et al.,
1992; Cahill, Pearl, 1993; Ericsson, Charness, 1984,1994; Jenkins,
Reaburn, 2000; Stonkus, 2003; Balyi, Hamilton, 20Bdiley et al.,
2004; Kirk et al., 2005; Malina et al., 2004; Staff, 2005; Abbott et
al., 2007; Issurin, 2007; Bompa, Haff, 2009; Arrarty, Van Mechelen,
2008), the major parameters of the training managerare as follows:
assessment of the initial form of an athlete; pozim of the targeted
form; modeling of the training load and status eotion of the actual
load and actual status (Skurvydas, 2011).

Theory of quantitative and qualitative interaction of training
and fitness (Hull, 1943; 1952) provides that a person is atesys
(Banister et al., 1975; 1999; Calvert et al., 19#6yvhich training is the
input, whereas fithess is the output. System impmmnt consists of
feedback to the training (Argyle, 1980) or the iatgion between the
models of training and fitness of the athletes r{8ki 1978; 1987;
Calvert et al., 1976; Schmid, Timothy, 1999; Schim@taig, 2000).
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2.2. Subjects

The quantitative research— testing included the data of n = 1096
separate tests of voluntary young basketball ptageBabonis Basketball
Center (between 40 to 206 testing subjects in agetgroup).

The gqualitative research— interview included the coaches of the
first teams of each age group of Sabonis Baskef@imiter (n = 10).

It should be noted that the following participaatgl award winners
of various championships were trained in Sabongk&all Center:

Participants of Olympic Games: J. 8iais (2008, 2012),
M. Kalnietis (2012), P. Jamkas (2012).

Bronze medal winners in World Basketball Champidpsiof
2010: J. Maiulis, P. Janknas, M. Kalnietis, M. Andrius-
kevicius.

Winners and medal winners of European Championships
G. Gustas (2003, 2007), J. &ildis (2007), P. Jarias (2007).
Around 40 elite basketball players, 14 of whom hiageome
the Lithuanian basketball champions.

School children of Sabonis Basketball Center haseoime
the champions of the Lithuanian School Childrenkgésall
Championships for 45 times in different age grodpsing
the years 1995-2013.

2.3. Methods

The following scientific research methods were #gplin the
dissertation:

Meta-analysis;

Kinanthropometry, physical and technical fitness:

- Body composition indicators;

- Testing.

Qualitative research:

- Interview.

Analysis of official documents:

- Analysis of the protocols of the sport performance.
Data processing methods:

- Statistical analysis.

The permissions No. BE—2—-19 (2006) and No. BE—22@HEl) of
Lithuanian Bioethics Committee were received f thissertation.
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2.3.1. Meta-analysis

Scientific and other publications were analyzedapylying the
method of the literature analysis (Hart, 1998; @aaih Daly, 2001;
Cronin et al., 2008), by which the problematicdevance and novelty
of the research were formed. Theoretical studywadthbto summarize
and assess the anthropometric and body compositiicators of long-
term development of young basketball players, adl ws the
peculiarities of training and fitness, training grams, efficiency of the
sport performance. This method was used in ordearalyze the
sources, compare and interpret the received redulte research.

2.3.2. Kinanthropometry, physical and technical fihess

2.3.2.1. Body composition indicators

The height of the subjects to the nearest 0,1 cm measured
using the anthropometer (Martin, GPM SiberHegnEhe arm span to
the nearest 0,1 cm was measured using the tapedsiraddition, the
length of a foot to the nearest 0,1 cm of eachemtbjvas measured
using the divider.

Body mass (kg), body mass index (BMI), body fat sn@%) and
body free-fat mass (kg) were measured using thiyzsraof body mass
components “Tanita Body Composition Analyzer TBF3*30rBF—300
Tanita, Tanita Corporation, Japan).

2.3.2.2. Testing

The principle of re-testing was used in evaluatioh the
reliability of the tests performed, i.e. by performing the re-testing of
the construct, the correlation coefficient was wghted thereby
calculating the stability coefficient between thesults of the test
performed two times in identical conditions (Kardel2002). The
reliability of the selected tests was evaluatectéigulating the stability
coefficient of the tests. At least 40 subjects atleage group were
participating in the testing. The testing was tgkohace in identical day
period during two successive days (separate tekiisgt place 24 hours
apart) by replicating the same sequence and conditif the tests.

Testings. The young basketball players of different ages agl
groups were tested in fitness facilities of Sabdasketball Center in
each October and November of years 2004—2009.

Before the testing the subjects were informed abloattesting
and its sequence, as well as about the significahtiee research. The
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testing was taking place Mondays to Fridays atmaparable period of a
day (after a lunch between 15.00 and 18.00). 1Outeibefore the
testing the subjects performed the standard warmmgworkout
(similar to the one performed during in the pragsicled by their coach.

Testing for each age group was performed in a teyp kriod
(both testing sessions were performed during l4-deryod) in a
beginning of a competitive period in October and/&aber. The first
testing (around 90-110 minutes) measured the mabilities and
anthropometric indicators of the subjects. Suctinggook two days.
During the first day of the testing the anthropamseindicators and
motor abilities were tested (Table 2.1), whereas gshcond day was
attributed to the determination of body compositimdicators and
basketball technique skills of the subjects (aro@®3110 minutes)
(Table 2.2). Testing organizational structure isvided as the testing
14-16 basketball players on average (Tables 22).-2.

Table 2.1.Content and sequence of the tests during thetdisting day

Du.rat|on Measurements, tests Testing
(min) sequence
~ 10 Anthropometric indicators 1
~ 10 Dynamometry (kg) 2
~10 Warm up 3
~ 8-10 Sit and reach test (cm) 4
~ 8-10 20m sprint test (s) 5
~ 8-10 20m sprint with dribbling test (s) 6*
~ 6-8 20m sprint with dribbling two balls test (s) **7
~ 6-8 20m running with three hurdles test (s) 8
N Vertical jump with swings the arms backward (cm)
10-12 o . \ 9
Vertical jump with arms on the hips (cm)
~ 8-10 lllinois agility test (s) 10
~ 8-10 lllinois agility test with dribbling (s) 11**
~15-16 6 min running test (m) 1 2%xk*

Notes.* 20m sprint with dribbling was tested to the betblall players of 7-11
years of age;

** 20m sprint with dribbling two balls — to the Hetball players of 12—
17 years of age;

*** ||linois agility test with dribbling — to the bsketball players of 12—
17 years of age;

***% 6 min running test — to the basketball playefsl0-17 years of age.
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Table 2.2.Content and sequence of the tests during the ddesting day

Duration Measurements, tests Testing
(min) sequence
~ 10 Body composition indicators 1

~ 10 Warm up 2

~ 8-10 Control dribble test (s) 3

~ 10 Modified shooting from close to the basket {psi) 4*

~ 8-10 30 free throws shooting test (pts) 5*

~ 8-10 1 min shooting test (pts) 6**

~ 6-8 Defensive movement test (s) 7H**
~ 6-8 Speed spot shooting test (pts) gk
~10-12 | Modified shooting from medium and long rategt (pts) 9*****

Notes: * modified shooting from close to the basked 30 free throws shooting
test was performed to the basketball players o7 9ehrs of age;
** 1 min shooting test — to the players of 9—11rgeaf age;
*** defensive movement test — to the players of Bygars of age;
***% speed spot shooting test — to the players d¥17 years of age;

#*+* modified shooting test frommediumand long range — to the
players of 8—-17 years of age.

2.3.3. Interview

The qualitative research interview method was app{Kardelis,
2002). The method was applied in May—June of 2@0tighly-skilled
coaches of Sabonis Basketball Center (trainingifférdnt age groups
of basketball players) were questioned by applyingrview method.
The aim of the application of the method was t@drine the amounts
of load of annual cycle and content of the trainimggrams applied by
the coaches to the basketball players of the diffteage groups as well
as determine the main peculiarities of traininggpam in different
periods of the training. The interview was stenppedd or recorded
(dependent on the coach).

2.3.4. Analysis of the official documents

The indicators (statistics) of the sport perfornrenin the
Lithuanian School Children’ Basketball League aeeorded by the
statisticians. The analysis of the official documser{match-play
protocols) allowed to assess the model sport pedoce characteristics
of young basketball players, which would help t@leate individual
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indicators of the players during the games. Inltd28 boys’ matches
play of the Lithuanian School Children Basketba#lague Division 1
played in 2009-2010 season were analyzed (matdhgsepanalyzed
by age groups: n = 16 of 12 year-olds; n = 18 ofd&r-olds; n = 18 of
14 year-olds; n = 18 of 15 year-olds; n = 19 ofyg@r-olds; n = 18 of
17 year-olds). The research data was analyzed dstatistical sport
performance data provided in the website of Lithaarschool Children
Basketball League (http://www.mkl.It, 2010).

2.3.5. Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using prograokages Office
Excel 2003 and IBM SPSS Statistics 19. The calmnratincluded the
determination of the arithmetic average, standamViadion, the
reliability of the differences between averagesaécordance with the
Student criterion for independent samples (diffesarbjects belonging
to the different age groups were tested by asgps$hen differences of
indicators between the age groups differing by yaee; please note that
the normality of the distribution was tested by Igjpyg Kolmogorov-
Smirnov criterion). In the assessment of the réitgtof the results, the
difference was deemed to be statistically signifteawhere p < 0.05
(the reliability of 95%). In order to evaluate theproducibility of the
test results the intraclass correlation coeffici@uhen et al., 2003) was
calculated. The rank scales for body composititiysjral and technical
fitness indicators were established using the IBRSS Statistics 19
package (90 % and more; 80-89 %; 70—79 %; 60—-6850459 %; 40—
49 %; 30-39 %; 20—29 %; 10-19 %; 10 % and lessg. difierence in
the results of various tests and body compositiadicators between
different age groups was evaluated with respectht effect size
(Cohen, 1988; Hopkins, 2006). The effect size wesessed using the
Hopkins (2002) scale (< 0.2 trivial; 0.2—0.6 — dimdl6—-1.2 — average;
1.2-2.0 large; > 2.0 very large).

2.4. Research design

Young basketball players of different age and d#ife age
groups were tested in October and November of y2204—2009. Sport
performance of the players was evaluated baseteostatistical results
of 2009-2010 season. Qualitative research (integviwok place in
June 2010.
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3. RESULTS OF YOUNG BASKETBALL PLAYERS

3.1. Body composition

(%) and body free-fat mass (kg) were establishedl@s 3.1-3.7).

After performing the tests to the Sabonis BaskeétGanter's
young basketball players aged 7-17 years with oedpetheir body
composition indicators, the rank scales assessighh(cm), arm span
(cm), body mass (kg), foot length (cm), body maskek, body fat mass

Table 3.1.Rank scale for height (cm) of Sabonis Basketbafit€r's young
basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)
rank 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 136.7 | 144.8| 1465 154 161 1703 18 186 7193.197.7| 196
80 134 140.2 | 1448 151.9 157.3 1661 174.6  1821B1 194 | 193.4
70 131.4 | 137.7| 1436 150 1555  164]2 177 179187 190.7] 191.4
60 130.8 | 136.2| 141.8 1475 154 1625 169.3 1je1B4.6 | 189 | 191
50 1285 | 1335| 1405 147 1514 160 167 174 188 7184187.6
40 127.2 | 1325 139.9] 1454 149F 157|]3 164 171 51d0.183 | 186.3
30 125.3 | 130.6| 139.7] 144 1474 155 1615 169  178.581.3] 185
20 1242 | 129 137.6] 141 146 153 160 165 17 179 518B.
<10 | 1231 126.6] 136 137 1428 149 1563 162572 176 | 180.6
Rangd 1193-| 128.8-[ 131.5-| 132- [ 135~ [ 146- | 13- | 154-| 162- [ 169- | 175.4-
1452 | 147.1 | 155.4 | 160.5 | 169 184.5 | 188 194 | 198 200.7| 215.3

Table 3.2.Rank scale for arm span (cm) of Sabonis Baske@eiter's young
basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)
rank |77 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 137.2| 147.7 148.2 1614 1625 180 1871.3  195Z03.5 | 207.4| 209.5
80 1355 | 144.4 146.4 157.§ 1595 175 1845 189 22(1203.9| 201.3
70 132 140.5 144.8 153.7| 157(5 169.b 181.7 186.27.619 200.7| 196
60 130.7 | 136.7 143 152.3 1568 167.p 1795 184 5619 1945 195.2
50 128.5 133.6 143.2 151.8 1549 166.p 174.7 181182.6 189.5| 193.5
40 127 131.4 142 151.6 149/9 166 1717 180.2 192.186 192.3
30 124.5 130.8 140 148.3] 1483 161.6 166.7 178.59.518 185.6| 189.2
20 123.4 129.3 138.5 146.9 1467 160.B 16 174.46.418 182.9| 186
<10 | 122.8| 127 136.7  145.2 143|8 1576 1625 170185 182.3| 182
Rangd 115- | 122.4—| 131.2- 143.9-| 140.74 155.1-| 155.7- 162.31 174— | 108.7+ 180.2—
145 149.5 156.4 | 170 172.2 | 188.3 187.8 | 198.5| 225 212.1| 218.2
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Table 3.3.Rank scale for body mass (kg) of Sabonis BasKke@=aiter's young
basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)
rank 77 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 38.2| 387 | 415| 48 52.3 60 70.3 733  86/6 87593
80 315| 347 | 374] 418] 482 53.1 638 70 76/8  81.34.7
70 30.2| 328 | 36 39.7] 44 519 57.2 66.6 740 77 82.6
60 29 324 | 344 37 41.1] 493 534 634 71 746 74
50 278| 301 [ 329| 36 39.8 47 50.1 608 676 726 .274
40 259 | 282 | 31.6] 345] 382 44.1 48.9 57 66 70 74.9
30 253 | 268 | 31.3] 33.6] 369 42. 458 53 62 64.672.9
20 246 259 [ 306| 33 36.1 39.3 44 50 59p 66 70.9
<10 | 241| 244 | 285] 298] 34.9 36.4 40 45[7 55 63.667.1
Rangd 232 227-[ 27.9-| 26.7- [ 30.1- [ 32~ [ 29.7-[ 353~ [ ,. o[ 52.1- [ 65-

40.2 | 50 549 | 574 | 644 | 826 | 799 | 97.4 106.7 | 104

Table 3.4.Rank scale for foot length (cm) of Sabonis Basik®enter’'s
young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)

rank |77 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

90> | 21.2 235 | 24 25.7| 26.8] 288 2875 29 305 3230.8

80 21.1 225 | 231 | 255| 256] 276 27. 286 247 63029.9

70 21 21.9 225 | 25 25 27 27.6| 284 29l6  3p.1 287

60 20.9 216 | 221 | 245| 245 267 274 28 29 29.3.4 29

50 20.7 21.1 22 241 241 264 27 27. 285 Jo 201

40 20.6 208 | 218 | 24 23.7] 26 264  27. 281 7285.678

30 20.3 206 | 216 | 239| 235 255 26. 26 279 28281

20 20.1 20.2 214 | 237 228 25 25.4 265 245 47279

<10 | 18.6 19.9 | 206 | 225| 225 244 25 26 26.7 47 6437

Rangd 18.2— | 19.6— | 20.3— | 21.8— | 21.9- | 24— | 245- | 25.2- | 26.2—| 25.74 27.1-
227 | 236 | 25 274 | 269 | 289 | 294 | 305 | 307 |37.7| 334

Table 3.5.Rank scale for body mass index of Sabonis Baskeleater's
young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)

rank [ 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15] 16 17
90> | 142 | 144 | 148] 156 154 158 16h 182 105072 204
80 147 | 149 | 152| 159| 16 167 171 185 2p1 21 521
70 158 | 154 | 16 16.1| 16.4] 174 176 191 2p9 21.216
60 16 156 | 16.1| 165| 16.8] 18 18. 194 21 214 22p
50 165 | 159 | 16.4| 16.9| 16.9 184 18F 19]6 219 621.226
40 16.7 | 17.7 | 169 | 17.4| 17.9] 1874 19p 20]2 2p.5 12p.22.9
30 17.1 | 184 | 17.8| 175| 183] 204 204 20|8 2p.6 2B 233
20 178 | 193 | 188]| 18 185 205 21y 224 283 24339
<10 | 19.7 | 205 | 215| 18.2| 194 22 23] 23]1 245 12p.245
Range] 14~ | 18- [ 145-[144- 1146~ | 161~ 149-[ 172-| 1834 17.9-| 202~

222 | 233 | 25 237 | 22 229 | 27 247 | 26 | 26.6 | 25
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Table 3.6.Rank scale for body fat mass (%) of Sabonis BasleCenter’s
young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)

rank 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

90> | 247 | 13.9 | 145[ 132] 125 115 9.3 10)8 8.1 7526

80 249 | 148 | 156| 139 1238 124 10y 113 1007 9f 56

70 259 | 153 | 159 145[ 139 131 1.0 124 11]2 510.65

60 26 163 | 166 | 151 146 136 11 13 12]8 112 8 6.

50 263 | 166 | 17 16.1| 148 13d 124 131 131 11978

40 269 | 17.9 | 17.4| 163 152 144 13 138 13[4  14.8.9

30 275 | 182 | 183 17.1] 161] 147 137  13]4 147 713 838

20 288 | 205 | 223 181] 17.6] 144 149 151 15]3 814.9.3

<10 | 37 259 | 237 [ 20 202 177 17 164 15)9 167 .410

Rangd 24.4- | 123- | 142- | 11.9- | 109- | 10.1- | 83— | 99- | 7.9- | 32— | 26—
37.3 | 353 | 302 | 233 | 228 | 223 |24 18 19.8 | 221 | 261

Table 3.7.Rank scale for body free-fat mass (kg) of SabBaisketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)
rank 77 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 22.9 22.8 25.4 30 31.7 35.4 40. 523 56{1 163. 67.2
80 23.9 22.9 26.7 30.9 33.4 38.4 44.3 53/8 581 962.72.9
70 24.3 25 27.1 31.1 35.6 40.6 47. 558 61{3 67.373.1
60 24.7 25.1 28 32.7 37.8 42.6 50. 56.]7 62[1 694.874.4
50 25.3 28.5 29 33 38.5 44.1 52.9 59.9 68)6 702 279
40 25.4 28.9 29.4 33.8 39.8 45.9 55.8 621 696 274.77
30 25.6 29.5 31.7 34.6 41.3 47.5 57.1 62/9 70,8 76 78.7
20 27 31.6 34 35.7 42.1 50.4) 61.4 66 711 868 835
<10 | 27.3 34.7 37 39.7 47.7 51 65.4 66.p 80|3 100.89.3
Range 21.3- | 20.5- | 24.3-| 29.7-| 30.9- | 33- 34.3- | 52.1- | 54— 59.7- | 66.6—
29.4 373 | 414 | 494 53.6 66.6 | 69.5 | 72.3 83.3 103.5 | 96

3.2. Physical fitness

After performing the tests to the Sabonis BaskétGanter's
young basketball players aged 7-17 years with otdpeheir physical
fithess indicators, the rank scales assessing s{@®ml sprint test (s),
agility (lllinois agility test (s), speed strendtertical jump with swings
the arms backward (cm), strength speed (verticapjwith arms on the
hips (cm), special coordination (20m running witivee hurdles (s),
general endurance (6 min running test (m), fleitipilsit and reach test
(cm), hand grip strength (dynamometry (kg) weraldghed (Tables
3.8-3.16).
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Table 3.8.Rank scale for 20m sprint test (s) of Sabonis Bkl Center’s
young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% rank Age (years)

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 4.01| 3.89 3.69 3.43 349 334 3.19 3.08 2.97 2.9p 2{78
80 4.1 | 3.93 3.73 35 358 34 3.22 3.14 3.0B 2.96 .89 2
70 4.13| 3.96 3.79 3.62 359 345 3.28 3.2 3.08 3 291
60 4.14] 4.01 3.87 3.65 3.64 3.48 3.33 3.23 3.1 3.0b 2|96
50 4.23| 4.05 3.91 3.71 3.69 351 3.38 3.27 3.1 3.08 2(98
40 4.29| 4.08 3.95 3.77 3.74 357 3.45 3.31 3.1 3.1 3J02
30 4.43| 4.14 4.01 3.83 3.79 3.63 3.48 3.34 3.2 3.1p 3J07
20 4.49| 4.26 4.05 3.87 3.8 3.68 3.53 3.4 3.24 3.1 311
<10 4.56| 4.37 4.21 3.94 399 373 3.64 35 3.3% 3.24 3|18
Range 49-| 4.61- | 4.34— | 4.16- | 4.4- | 4.2- 3.92— | 3.99- | 3.48- | 3.8- 3.52-

3.88] 3.82 3.64 3.24 3.21| 3.19 2.96 2.87 2.96 2.86 2.72

Table 3.9.Rank scale for Illinois agility test (s) of Sabsmasketball Center’s
young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)
rank 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 20.7 20.3 19.14 19.0 18.59 1791 16{71 16.76.611| 16.46| 16.14
80 21.12 20.69 19.61 19.39 18.94 18)05 1713 17.4.03 16.61 16.44
70 21.31 20.89 19.9 19.52 19.17 188 1761 17.37.071| 16.77 16.61
60 21.53 | 21.24| 20.6% 19.7 19.28 18p6 17|65 17.4&.141| 16.97 | 16.67
50 22.43 21.56 21.38 20.08 19.63 18[73 1797 17.68.35 17.22 16.7
40 225 21.64| 21.44 20.2 19.84 19 18/47 1793  17.617.27 | 16.9
30 2344 | 21.95| 2172 204 20.23 19p8 1876 18.0%.65 | 17.35| 17.14
20 24.65 22.15 22.2% 20.71 20.77 1941 1899 18.27.71 17.41 17.2
<10 | 26.44 | 22.82| 23.1 21.24 21 1967 19,28 18.618B.21 | 17.65| 17.57
Range 29.11—-| 24.58—| 25.364 21.64—| 28.65-t 21.16-+ 19.39+ 19.6—| 19.88— 18.9- | 19.54—
2046 | 19.99 | 18.79| 18.36 | 18.19| 17.68| 16.5 | 16.48 | 16.32 | 16.45 | 16.05

Table 3.10.Rank scale for vertical jump with swings the atmaskward (cm)
of Sabonis Basketball Center’s young basketballeplaaged 7-17 years

% rank Age (years)
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 27.9 30.6 36.2 37.5 36.7] 42.4 45.6 50 5143 758. 59
80 26.5 28 34 35.7 34.8 40 42 .9 46.5 49)9 55|2 5711
70 26.3 27 325 34.3 33.4 37.4 41, 442 48(8 54.56.7
60 25.3 26.2 31 33.6 32.3 36.4 39.9 43 46|8 50,5 .255
50 24.1 25.7 30.2 31.9 30.6 35 39 41.10 4519 48.6 53
40 23.5 25.1 27.7 30.9 29.7] 33.4 37.6 4002 446 348.51
30 23.2 23.9 26.6 28.9 28.5 32.6 35.56 395 425 3 46. 49.7
20 225 23.6 24.8 28.1 27.5) 30.9 33.4 372 4115 7 45. 48.3
<10 18.7 20.6 23.8 27.2 25.3] 29.2 32.8 342 39.7 3.34| 46
Range 16.4- | 18.1—- | 21.4-| 21.4-| 17.7— | 17.9- | 24.3—- | 22.3- | 32.3-| 39.9—- | 40.9-
28.7 | 31.2 | 283 | 412 | 409 | 474 | 566 | 61.8 | 642 | 59.9 | 625
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Table 3.11.Rank scale for vertical jump with arms on the Kip®) of Sabonis
Basketball Center’s young basketball players agdd Fears

% Age (years)
rank 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 247 | 256 | 281 32 33.2] 374 394 43 446 50.350.6
80 245 | 254 | 265 | 29.2| 30.7] 347 365 390 42]11 74§ 49.1
70 234 | 237 | 248 | 286| 29 32.7] 35]3 37 40|8 472466
60 225 | 232 | 245| 269| 281 319 338 364 391 341 456
50 21.8 | 225 | 237 | 259| 27 30.6] 32/ 351 379 39 543
40 213 | 215 | 227 | 25 257 29.3] 313 34 36)7 385 .841]
30 205 | 204 | 223 239| 243 27d 30 326 357 37739
20 19.8 | 196 | 215| 22 22.6] 26.2] 2844 300 346 36.537.3
<10 | 187 | 184 | 212 21 201 24 26 28 325 347 34
Rangd 141~ | 157-| 17.5- [ 14.0- [ 128- [ 143- [ 206-| 2L4- | 29.8- [ 284~ | 305
256 | 305 | 283 | 360 | 43.0 | 398 | 472 | 56.7 | 67.7 | 57.7 | 54.0

Table 3.12.Rank scale for 20m running with three hurdles ¢gsbf Sabonis
Basketball Center’s young basketball players aged ¥ears

% Age (years)
rank |77 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 12.64 9.44 8.97 8.25 7.8 7.66 7.2 6.81L 726 067 6.87
80 | 1386 | 9.74 | 908 | 865| 83% 799 766 758 741487 6.99
70 14.22 9.89 9.26 9.07 8.6 8.66 8.04 7.74 7446 847 7.31
60 | 14.96 | 10.29| 949 | 942| 885 881 824 786 _ 7[84.9 7 7.36
50 | 1575 | 10.41| 10.18 9589 9.1p 899 846 805  7[99.96 | 7.45
40 16.99 10.71 10.33 9.99 9.36 9.3§ 8.4 8.25 8/13.05 7.65
30 | 1847 | 11.22| 1069 10.19 94p 969 85p 844 8183 | 7.77
20 19.04 11.68 10.89 10.41 10.p 10 8.6% 8.8[7 83547 8§ 8
<10 21.13 13.76 11.99 10.72 10.p 10.26 9.5b 9.19 518 8.74 8.39
Rangd 23:13-| 14.03-[ 1398 13.69-[ 12.4- 12.77-[ 10.09-[ 11.05-[ 9.98-[ 8.96-| 10.18
9.95 9.18 7.88 7.94 745 | 7.56 7.19 6.5 7.11 7.0 6.54
Table 3.13.Rank scale for 6 min running test (m) of Saborasitball
Center’s young basketball players aged 10-17 years
% rank Age (years)
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 1218 1260 1456 1246 1372 1414 1400 1396
80 1176 1190 1360 1232 1302 1400 1386 1392
70 1148 1148 1288 1218 1276.8 1394.4 1372 1390
60 1134 1106 1232 1209.6 1246 1344 1344 1386
50 1120 1064 1204 1204 1232 1316 1338 1372
40 1106 1024 1176 1198.4 1204 1300 1316 13104
30 1092 952 11536 | 1176 1176 1288 1288 1302
20 1050 907 1148 1162 1136.8] 1274 1260 1282}4
<10 1024.8 840 1120 1036 1064 1260 1204 1232
Range 938- 784— 1008— | 980- 1008— | 1064— | 1162- | 1120-
1260 1372 1663.2 1274 1414 1442 1428 1400
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Table 3.14.Rank scale for sit and reach test (cm) of SabBagketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)

rank [77 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 23 25 26 26 24 24 35 32 33 35 36
80 22 23 24 23 22 23 28 28 32 32 34
70 21 22 23 21 21 21 27 26 31 29 33
60 20 21 22 19 20 19 25 23 30 28 31
50 19 18 19 17 19 18 23 21 28 27 25|
40 18 17 18 16 18 17 20 19 27 24 23]
30 17 16 16 15 17 15 19 17 26 23 21
20 15 15 15 13 16 14 18 13 24 22 18
<10 14 12 14 11 14 11 17 10 19 19 15
Rangg 10-24 9-27 | 7-27| 4-27 9-28 3-30 14+36-36| 12-34 16-3f 10-37

Table 3.15.Rank scale for right hand grip strength (kg) ob&@#ds Basketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% Age (years)
rank 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 215| 28 275 36 39 50 59 63 81 77 75
80 21 25 26.5 33 33 40 54 56 68 70 72
70 19 22 25 30 32 39 48 53 63 69 67
60 18 21 24 29 31 36 47 51 61 64 65
50 17 20 215 28 30 35 44 48 57 62 64
40 16.5| 19 21 27 29 345 42 44 56 60 60
30 16 18 20 26 28 34 40 42 54 56 59
20 15 17 19 24 27 33 38 40 525 52 58
<10 | 145| 16 17 21 22 32 32 37 48 50 51
Range 14— | 14— | 155~ | 18- | 20— | 27— | 26— | 32— | 42— | 42— | 49—
22 30 28 45 42 64 65 70 88 80 78

Table 3.16.Rank scale for left hand grip strength (kg) of &@aib Basketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% rank Age (years)

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 22 26 25 34 33 42 50 58 72 73 72
80 21 22 23 30 31 40 47 52 62 68 65
70 18 20 22 28 29 36 46 49 57 66 64
60 17 19 215] 27 28 35 44 46 56 62 63
50 16 18 21 25 26 34 40 43 54 60 62
40 15 17 19 24 25 333 39 42 51 57 58
30 14 16 18.5| 235 24 33 38 40 50{5 56 55
20 135] 15 18 22 23 31 36 37 50 55 54
<10 13 14 17 21 20 30 35 33 48 50 50|
Range| 10-2312-2§ 13-26 20-3§ 19-38 27-66 27-57 26-67 39-8G 48-75 48-74
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3.3. Technical fitness

After performing the tests to the Sabonis BaskeétGanter's
young basketball players aged 7-17 years with otspdheir technical
fithess indicators, the rank scales assessing lariptskills (control
dribble test (s), 20m sprint with dribbling tes),(20m sprint with
dribbling two balls test (s), lllinois agility testith dribbling (s)), ball
shooting accuracy (1 min shooting test (pts), medifshooting from
medium and long range test (pts), speed spot stgpdgst (pts),
modified shooting from close to the basket (pts), fBee throws
shooting test (pts)) and defensive movement t§swése established
(Tables 3.17-3.26).

Table 3.17.Rank scale for control dribble test (s) of Sab@asketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 7-17 years

% rank Age (years)
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 10.78| 9.59| 9.01] 8.34 8.58 8.3 781 78 71654 1.7.8
80 10.89 | 9.6 9.23 8.72 872 846 804 796 785 1.5.9
70 11.65| 9.68] 9.49 9.1] 898 84858 8.19 8(12 79784 7.8.08
60 11.73| 9.73|] 9.73 9.21 9.1p 8747 8.3 8p3 8|1 7.961
50 12.25| 9.88] 9.85 9.3¢ 939 898 85 84 8/19 §.1B8.2
40 12.41| 10.09 10.11| 953 | 9.5 9.18| 8.67 8.6 8.26 8.26 8|3
30 12.76 | 10.2| 10.359.72 | 9.8 9.43| 8.8 8.8 8.5 8.3b 8l4
20 13.38 | 10.45 10.69| 10.24{ 10.19| 9.56 | 9.1 8.9 8.7 8.5 8.58
<10 15.46| 10.8610.82| 10.52| 10.5 | 9.9 9.38] 9.11] 8.9 8.74 884
Range 10.58— 9.48- 8.69- 7.98—- 8.1- | 7.82— 7.37— 7.13+ 6.92— 7.11- 7.5
16.34 | 11.88| 11.72| 12.05| 11.7 | 11.1 | 9.9 10.4 | 9.5 9.4 9.59

Table 3.18.Rank scale for 20m sprint with dribbling test ¢§)Sabonis

Basketball Center’s young basketball players agdd ears

% rank Age (years)
7 8 9 10 11

90 > 4,95 4.25 4.04 3.66 3.72
80 5.03 4.55 412 3.78 3.92
70 5.24 4.58 4.3 3.82 4.17
60 5.39 4.64 4.42 3.87 4.24
50 5.81 4.69 4.5 3.91 4.36
40 6.09 4.76 471 3.99 4.49
30 6.14 4.95 4.83 4.04 4.59
20 6.35 5.13 4.9 4.08 4.76
<10 6.89 5.3 5.65 417 4.85
Range 4.89-7.52 4.23-6.02 3.93-6.18 3.49-4.68 3.42-
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Table 3.19.Rank scale for 20m sprint with dribbling two bakst (s)
of Sabonis Basketball Center’s young basketballgpaged 12—-17 years

% rank Age (years)

12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 4,18 3.63 3.53 3.44 3.56 3.4
80 4.22 3.79 3.71 3.66 3.66 3.45
70 4.26 3.92 3.77 3.71 3.74 3.54
60 4.43 4.04 3.87 3.85 3.81 3.55
50 4.46 4.23 4 3.95 4 3.61
40 452 4.39 4.15 3.99 4.06 3.85
30 4.73 4.48 4.41 4.04 4.25 3.97
20 4.85 4.72 4.59 4.28 4.31 4.17
<10 5.08 4.88 4.74 4.45 4.82 4.47
Range 4.13-5.42 3.44-5.06 3.44-%.3B39-5.08 | 3.45-5.463.38-5.34

Table 3.20.Rank scale for lllinois agility test with dribbtn(s) of Sabonis
Basketball Center’s young basketball players agéd §ears

% rank Age (years)

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 23 21.45| 16.69 19.59 18.6 17.4 17.34 17.36 88l§. 16.75
80 23.81 21.85 20.88 19.88 19.11  17.91L 17.97 17.437.31 | 16.96
70 24.16 22.99 21.05 20.72 19.64 18.1p 18.06 17.[787.52 | 16.98
60 24.44 24.26 21.2 21.04 20.17 1831 18.37 18.16 7.561| 17.1
50 24.84 2497 2141 21.3 20.41  19.0p 18.49 18.p17.731| 17.37
40 25.9 25.78| 21.75 21.38 20.59 19.28 18.11 18.527.781| 17.6
30 27.19 26.83 21.89 22.15 20. 19.31L 18.96 18.y37.791| 17.87
20 27.62 27.08 22.28 22.78 21.27 19.71 19.46 18.7@.8.27 | 18.07
<10 28.12 29.2 22.6 24.07 21.56 20.3b 19.67 19.p519.02 | 18.3
Range 22.8— 20.72+ 19.2— 19.13- 18.68—¢ 16.81-| 17.14— | 17.31- | 16.79-| 16.68—

32.65 35.9 | 2357 26.38 22.5 | 20.93 20.83 20.1 21.08 | 20.1

Table 3.21.Rank scale for 1 min shooting test (pts) of Sab&zisketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 10-17 years

% rank Age (years)

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 10 10 12 11 13 14 12 14
80 9 9 10 10 11 13 11 13
70 8 8 9 9 10 12 10 11
60 7 7 8 8 9 11 9 10
50 6 6 7 7 8 10 8 9
40 5 5 6 6 7 9 7 8
30 4 4 5 5 6 8 6 7
20 3 3 4 4 5 7 5 6
<10 2 2 3 3 4 6 4 5
Range 1-13 1-16 0-16 2-15 2-16 2-18 2—-13 2—
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Table 3.22.Rank scale for modified shooting from medium
and long range test (pts) of Sabonis BasketbalteZsnyoung basketball
players aged 11-17 years

% rank Age (years)

11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 30 32 32 34 33 34 32
80 28 30 31 31 30 32 31
70 27 29 30 30 29 31 30
60 26 28 29 29 28 29 29
50 25 26 28 28 27 28 28
40 24 25 27 27 26 27 27
30 23 24 26 26 25 26 26
20 22 23 25 25 24 25 25
<10 21 21 23 24 23 24 23
Range 18-33 14-35 19-34 17-3p6 22-34 22-385 1833

Table 3.23.Rank scale for speed spot shooting test (ptspbbBis Basketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 8-10 years

Age (years)

% rank

8 9 10
90 > 22 25 28
80 19 24 27
70 18 23 26
60 17 22 25
50 16 21 24
40 15 20 23
30 14 19 22
20 13 18 21
<10 11 16 20
Range 10-25 14-26 19-29

Table 3.24.Rank scale for modified shooting from close tollhsket (pts) of
Sabonis Basketball Center’'s young basketball ptagged 9-17 years

% rank Age (years)
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
80 > 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
60 8 9 9 9 10 10 10 10 10
40 7 8 8 8 10 9 9 10 10
<20 5 7 7 7 9 8 8 9 9
Range 2-10, 6-10 4-1p 5-10 4-10 6410 5+10 §8-10 7-10
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Table 3.25.Rank scale for 30 free throws shooting test ofdBabBasketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 9-17 years

% rank Age (years)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90 > 20 23 21 24 25 26 27 28 28
80 19 22 19 22 24 25 26 27 27
70 16 20 18 20 23 24 25 26 25
60 15 16 17 19 22 23 24 24 24
50 14 15 16 17 21 22 23 23 23
40 13 13 14 16 20 20 22 22 22
30 11 12 13 15 19 19 21 20 21
20 10 10 11 13 17 18 20 19 20
<10 8 7 9 11 13 14 17 17 17
Range | 5-21| 3-28 4-24 5-27 4-28 5-P9 11-28-29 13-30

Table 3.26.Rank scale for defensive movement test (s) of Biali®asketball
Center’s young basketball players aged 8-17 years

% Age (years)
rank [g 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
90> | 9.67 9.59 8.88 9 8.3 7.81 702 7.7 7|3 7.
80 9.69 9.66 9.04 9.2 8.7 8.04 8.09 7. 7142 7.
70 103 | 994 | 9.32| 9.4 8.9 8.25 8.2 754 753 7|
60 10.32| 10.19 9.63| 9.6 9.08 8.4 8.8 7[713 77 8
50 10.43| 10.34 9.84 9.7 9.26 8.6b 8.4 79 783 8.
40 10.5 10.57 9.94 9.8 9.4 8.97 8.67 8.09 7.9 8.
30 10.79| 10.69 10.0b 10.03 9.5 9.3 8.9 8/16 8.013 8.
20 11.08| 10.7§ 10.39 10.3 9.79 9.6 9.17 8|4 82 18.
<10 | 11.36] 11.09 10.92 10.6 103 102 9 8(78 §.407
Range 9.61-| 9.43—| 8.13—-| 8.29—| 7.8—- | 7.29—-| 7.1- | 6.6— | 6.5—- | 6.7—
11.46| 11.59| 1155|119 | 112 | 11.1 | 11.6 | 9.53 | 8.89 | 10.2

3.4. Annual training structure

Annual training periodization structure. The annual training
cycle for the young basketball players aged 7-1&rsyen Sabonis
Basketball Center lasts for 39 to 47 weeks (Augliste) (Fig. 3.1).
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Fig. 3.1.Annual plan for the training of young basketbaddlyers aged 7-17
years in Sabonis Basketball Center

Annual training loads. The amounts of load applied to the young
basketball players aged 7-17 years in Sabonis BzdkeCenter
constantly increase for different age groups. Thenlver of training
sessions and practice time gradually increase glueéach year of
training (Table 3.27).

Table 3.27.Structure of loads for the young basketball player
aged 7-17 years in Sabonis Basketball Center

Indicators of loads

Age (years)

7

8

9 10 | 11 | 12 | 13| 14| 15] 16] 17
Training | £reparatory 4x90] 5x90 | 590 | 590 | 500 | 590 | 590 | 5¢90
per weel gg;rtl_petltlve 60| 300 | 4c90|_5%90| 6x90| 690 600 6:90 | 690 | %90 %90
(min) Competitive 4x90| 5x90 | 590 | 5¢90 | 5¢90 | 590 | 5<90 | 5<90
Number of training days 117 | 117 | 172| 212] 257] 254 25§ 25§ 267 299  2b9
Egﬂger of training 117 | 175.5 258 | 318| 385.5 385.5| 385.5| 385.5| 400.5| 448.5| 448.5
Matches per year 0 17 36 56 63 65 65 6 66 7 12




Annual training content. The content elements of the structure
of the training program of young basketball playaged 7-17 years in
the Sabonis Basketball Center’s changes differéFity. 3.2).

H Integral M Technical [ Physical B Tactical B Psychological and theoretic

80% +

60% -

40% -

20% ~

0% -
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Age (years)

Fig. 3.2.Distribution of the contents of the training ofuyg basketball players
aged 7-17 years Sabonis Basketball Center in 2@0®-&cason

3.5. Matches played per year

Basketball players of different age groups of Sab&asketball
Center have played different number of matchesO@922010 season.
Children begin playing in games while being 8 ye#ds whereas at 11
years old they play in the official Lithuanian bagall boys’ first
challenge championship. In order to increase thenbau of games
played the 10 year-olds are allowed to participatthe championship
with the year older children (Fig. 3.3).
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Fig. 3.3.The structure of the competition rank and numlbenatches played in
2009-2010 season by the players of Sabonis Badlketoster aged 8—17 years

3.6. Sport performance

Per game averages of sport performance indicatosemarate
basketball players aged 12-17 years in Lithuaniano8 Children
Basketball League in 2009-2010 season were diff¢fele 3.28).

Table 3.28.Average quantitative per game values of baskefitajlers of

Sabonis Basketball CenteX(+ s) in 2009-2010 season by the players of
Sabonis Basketball Center aged 12-17 years

Average quantitative Age (years)

per game values 12 13 14 15 16 17

Points 6.85 7.51 7.45 7.95 7.76 8.07
+3.81 +3.72 +5.05 +5.31 +6.17 +3.84

Offensive 1.41 1.80 1.49 1.78 1.47 1.19
+0.77 +1.60 +1.33 +1.09 +1.11 +0.80

. 2.40 2.17 2.79 3.13 2.85 3.21
Rebounds | Defensive | 'y 14 +1.49 +1.94 +1.45 +2.10 +2.14

Total 3.81 3.97 4.28 491 4.32 4.40
+0.94 +1.54 +1.28 +1.63 +1.27 +1.61

Assists 0.85 1.19 1.57 1.40 1.32 1.77
+0.49 +1.01 +1.64 +1.18 +1.41 +1.27

Steals 0.84 1.50 1.30 1.04 0.93 1.22
+0.39 +0.61 +1.27 +0.38 +0.60 +0.54

Blocks 0.25 0.28 0.35 0.29 0.43 0.56
+0.17 +0.25 +0.56 +0.21 +0.51 +0.55

Fouls 2.06 1.72 1.87 1.47 1.75 2.11
+0.94 +0.38 +0.54 +0.48 +0.91 +1.00

Turnovers 1.69 1.89 1.95 1.40 1.99 2.13
+0.89 +0.72 +1.01 +0.65 +1.26 +1.00
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Quantitative and qualitative indicators of shooting
Quantitative shooting indicators of the basketlilyers of all age
groups from different distance are provided in €abIl29. The average
close and medium range shooting efficiency indicatd players were
different for basketball players of Sabonis BastktBenter aged 12-17
years.

Table 3.29.Efficiency of shots from different ranges in 20@940 season by
the players of Sabonis Basketball Center aged 19eais X £ s)

Attempted and made shots Age (years)
per match 12 3 ” T T =
Attempted 1.97 2.95 1.93 1.99 1.96 1.79

+104 | +2.03 | +1.44 | +£155 | +1.64 | +1.25
1.20 1.78 1.03 131 1.26 1.15
+065 | +1.37 | +0.87 | £1.25 | £1.10 | +0.87

Free throws
Made

4.71 4.82 4.19 5.62 4.03 5.29
+252 | +244 | £299 | £3.05 | £2.97 | +2.85
1.96 2.28 2.22 2.96 2.22 2.56
£129 | +128 | +£196 | £198 | £2.02 | +1.51

Shots from Attempted
close and
medium range Made

Attempted 2.08 1.41 2.47 2.06 2.55 2.03

Shots from +156 | +1.26 | +£153 | +1.69 | £+258 | +1.86

long range Made 0.58 0.39 0.66 0.51 0.69 0.60
+054 | +041 | £0.43 | £0.49 | £0.80 | £0.65

8.77 9.18 8.59 9.67 8.54 9.12
+155 | +1.71 | £1.18 | £2.17 | £0.68 | +0.80
3.74 4.45 3.91 4.78 4.17 4.31
+069 | +098 | +0.82 | £1.25 | £0.64 | +1.86

Attempted

Total
Made

38



4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Peculiarities of body composition

It was determined that the players of Sabonis BaskeCenter
are accidentally taller and body mass more thain dwtemporaries,
which are not active in sports (Kuczmarski et 2002; Castro et al.,
2013). Most researchers (Karpowicz, 2006; Drinkwage al, 2008;
Viswanathan, Chandrasekaran, 2011) argue thatdller boys have
bigger chances to become elite athletes. Accorttin@ajin (1987),
anthropometric indicators are the most importartha selection of the
athletes considering that the athlete, who doesnmaich the body
composition indicators for certain kind of spotias smaller chances to
achieve elite results. The largest difference betwanthropometric
indicators (height, body mass) of athletes in caimspa to the general
population is evidenced in the late adolescencetwden 15-17 year-
olds (Kuczmarski et al., 2002; Malina et al., 20@%tojic et al., 2006).
The research has established that the changes ighthef young
basketball players of Sabonis Basketball Cented &gd.7 years match
the tendencies of the changes in body compositiodicators
determined by the other researchers (Norton, (2@6;1; Olds, 2001;
Kuczmarski et al., 2002; Ostojic et al.,, 2006), bwer, the largest
indicators of height and body mass of the baskiethayers of Sabonis
Basketball Center are significantly larger. Theyéat breakthroughs of
height growth of basketball players of Sabonis B#s&ll Center were
evidenced to occur in different age periods conmpare the studies
performed by the other researchers (Malina, Boukthat991;
Kuczmarski et al., 2002; Malina et al., 2004; BaMyilliams, 2009).
The largest spurt of young basketball players dboBes Basketball
Center were determined to occur during' 18n increase of height of
8.7 cm compared to the year-younger players) anth {®ar (an
increase of 8.6 cm) (p < 0.001). On the other hMualina et al. (2004)
provided that the largest increase of height of oRaan boys is
evidenced between 13.8 and 14.2 years of age.

It was also determined that the arm span of thkdblaall players
of Sabonis Basketball Center is significantly lartien the arm span of
Turkish children and teenagers (Mamtuz et al., 2008e correlation
between the height and arm span of the basketlzlers of Sabonis
Basketball Center was strong or very strong dualhgge periods (7—17
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years), as correlation coefficient varied in a emg 0.82-0.93. The
findings of Zverev and Chisi (2005) where r = 088 Yabanci et al.
(2010) where r = 0.89-0.92 is in line with our des@nd proves that
there is a strong correlation between the heigtiteam span. Therefore
the assumption could be made that the arm spanropatietric
indicators are the most reliable in order to makpra@gnosis on the
height of a basketball player.

The tendency of a decrease of a body fat massebpdh aspect
(McCarthy et al., 2006) was determined to the bisle players of
Sabonis Basketball Center. The largest body fatsndecrease (in
comparison to the one year younger subjects) widemsed in the eight
year-olds (8.7 % decrease). The body fat mass ey tecreased due
to the fact that the children were training systecally for a whole year
period, whereas it had not been done before trgiairthe leisure time
had not been regularly spent actively. Moreovee Hoys with the
weakest characteristics commonly terminate thedibaK training due
to various reasons.

4.2. Peculiarities of physical fitness

The results of a research established that the mmessitive
periods for speed training are durin, 8", 10" (p < 0.05) and 13
14" 15" 16" and 17 years (p < 0.001) in comparison with the one year
younger athletes. The results of a research of etlbak players of
Sabonis Basketball Center are in line with the ltesof other studies
(Viru et al., 1998; Casperson, 2000; Malina et &004; Balyi,
Williams, 2009; Stafford, 2010), so the speed aned the best during
8-9th years in childhood and 13-17th years in adelece. After
comparing the results of 20m sprint test receivedid and the other
researchers it was determined that the resultl @a groups were in
line with a solid or very solid level of fithessglézniak, 1984; Santo et
al., 1997, Staff, 2000; Gore, 2000; Hoare, 2000taBtas, 2002;
Dezman et al.,, 2002; Stonkus, 2003; Skeriasi et al.,, 2004;
Karpowicz, 2006; Drinkwater et al., 2007; Bahas et al., 2009).

It was determined that agility (based on the resoft lllinois
agility test) is most sensitively trained during tlollowing age periods:
8" 10" 12" 13" 14" (p < 0.001) and 18, 17" (p < 0.01) years of life.
Results of our research only partially concur wfita results received by
other researchers (Graham, 2001; Vorontsov, 20G2ink et al., 2004),

40



based on which the most sensitive period for thmitrg of agility is in
the early age period — betweef and 18 years of life. By comparing
the results of agility test of basketball playefsSabonis Basketball
Center and results received by the other researeherconcluded that
the indicators were in line with solid level ofrfgss (Asadi, Arazi,
2012).

The differences in the indicators of speed anditpdiletween
different age groups of children and teenagers beagxplained by the
individual growth and maturity (Asadi, Arazi, 2012y addition, such
differences may have been received as the trainnggrams
implemented by the coaches of Sabonis BasketballeCé€Trinic et al.,
2001; Alarcén et al., 2009; Kocic et al., 2009; &hks Gunay, 2010)
concentrated on these motor abilities. Howevegnsgtrcorrelation was
determined between height and speed (r = 0.88patwdeen height and
agility (r = 0.97) during only the 17th year ofdifIlt may have been
affected by the body composition, which changedigmmficantly
compared to the one year younger players; by #iritig program, in
which a large proportion of time (42.9 %) of an aancycle was
attributed to the motor abilities.

Speed strength and strength speed (jumping). Aoaprb the
researchers (Aragon-Vargas, Gross, 1997; Kolliad.e2001; Tomioka
et al., 2001), jumping is an integral motor skipgndent on other skills
such as strength, speed, coordination. Jumpingetermiined as a
complex skill of speed strength of a human (Younglg 1999). It was
determined that the most sensitive period for ttaning of speed
strength (vertical jump with swings the arms baatdyin 8" (p < 0.05),
9™ 10" (p < 0.001) and 1% 13", 14" 15" 16" 17" (p < 0.001) years
of life with the only exception of 11 year-olds. htay have been
affected by the fact that the increases of theraptimetric indicators of
the basketball players of Sabonis Basketball Ceméee the smallest in
this age period compared to the differences betvadleer subsequent
age groups. Speed strength (vertical jump with gwithe arms
backward) indicators of Sabonis Basketball Centaygrs were lower
than the indicators provided in the studies ofdtteer authors (Trninic
et al., 2001; Hoffman, 2006; Drinkwater et al., 2ZDOWith respect to
the training of jumping with arms on the hips, tiferences are the
largest during the"8and ¢' years (p < 0.05), 0(p < 0.01) and 12
13" 14" 15" (p < 0.001) year and 617" year of life. The results of
jumping with arms on the hips of the players of @ab Basketball
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Center are better than the results provided irrékearches of the other
authors (Santo et al., 1997; Kellis et al., 199@t&wulj et al., 2002).

Therefore in the training of the basketball playefsSabonis
Basketball Center more attention should be paithéaraining of speed
strength, especially for the 7 year-olds (r = 0,48)year-olds (r = 0.31)
and 12 year-olds (r = 0.52), but as stronger caticel was evidenced
between the increase of the vertical jump with gwirthe arms
backward and jump with arms on the hips duringdtieer periods of
age, i.e. during the"8(r = 0.76), 9 (r = 0.71), 18 (r = 0.79), 18 (r =
0.83), 14 (r = 0.74), 18 (r = 0.89), 18 (r = 0.98) and 17 (r = 0.92)
years of the life. Markovic et al. (2004) deternaree strong correlation
(r = 0.89) between the results of jumping with gyginthe arms
backward and with arms on the hips after analy#tiegunior basketball
players.

Researchers (Beunen et al., 1992; Deforche et 241Q3;
Eisenmann, Malina, 2003; Ortega et al., 2005) testablished that the
changes of the flexibility (sit and reach test)itadors are closely
related to the chronological age of children arehégers. With respect
to the flexibility indicators of the players of Satis Basketball Center
the indicators decreased in the 8 year-olds, 10-glels, 12 year-olds
and 14 year-olds in comparison with the one yeamger athletes.
According to the scientists (Pangrazi, Corbin, 19@@sajus et al.,
2007), body flexibility is not increasing gradually the childhood and
adolescence and instead it can remain unchangeelcoease. Based on
the results of our research, the largest breakgfroof the body
flexibility indicators is during 18 and 1%8' year of life (lanbxo, 1984;
Eisenmann, Malina, 2003). Ortega et al. (2008) esghat the changes
in body flexibility indicators may be affected Hyetbiological age. The
results of our studies with respect to the bodyilfiéity indicators are
similar to the results of other researches (CaRinero et al., 2013).

In regards to coordination skills, they tend to ioy@ the most
during the periods of™ 10", 13" and 1% years. It partially agrees with
the results of other studies (Hirttz et al., 198fch, 2007), which
claim that the most sensitive period for the tragnof coordination is
between 7 and 13 year.

According to the results of 6 min running test, theneral
endurance indicators of basketball players incrélasemost for the 12
year-olds (p < 0.001) and 15 year-olds (p < 0.080-omparison to the
one year younger players. This may have been affetty the
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significant increase of body composition indicat@rsight, body mass).
Mero (1998) argues that the aerobic endurance dhooé
developed most sensitively beginning fronf'3®ar, whereas anaerobic
endurance — beginning from“year.

4.3. Peculiarities of technical fithess

We have determined that during the initial yearstraining
(between 7, 8, 9 and 10 year old age groups) thmblorg skills are
improving the most (betweer"7and &' year-olds — 20m sprint with
dribbling test ES = 2.176, p < 0.001; control dhibtest ES = 1.862, p <
0.001; lllinois agility test with dribbling — betwa 9" and 18 year-olds
ES =1.823, p < 0.001). According to PaulauskadZ2Cchildren of 6-7
years of age learn to perform the basic elemenkmasietball technique
in standard conditions. Whereas the same actiongoatbinations
thereof are repeated significant amount of times,skill is developed:
motions are performed automatically, actions hakaracteristics of
economics and reliability (McMorris, Hale, 2006; bHRason, 2010,
Wissel, 2012), thus, we would think that the latgesreases of the
indicators are related to the practice experientethe subjects.
Important period of age for the training of baskditibechnique skills
was determined during T2and 18 years (ES = 1.380, p < 0.001).
During this period (12 and 18 years of life) the improving dribbling
technique may be influenced by the improvementoobinotion skills
and motor abilities (speed, coordination, agililgjfluencing them, if
they are developed on the basis of already forncéidres of basketball
technique (Stonkus, 2003).

Based on the indicators of young basketball plapérSabonis
Basketball Center, it was determined that the rsessitive period for
the training of shooting from below the basket &odn close range is
during 9-18' year (p < 0.001) as the largest changes were reéde
during this age period. Free throws as well asssftom medium range
and long range in varying conditions tend to imgrdkie best during
12-13", 13-14, 14-1%" years in comparison with the one year younger
players.

Researchers (Dick, 1985; Stonkus, 2003; Balyi, Htami 2004;
Paulauskas, 2012) claim that the optimal time foe training of
technical skills is during 9—1"years of life. Frontera and Braun (1999)
provide that the children of 10-12 years of agecagable of learning
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complex technical skills by successfully playing tteam games. The
determined indicators of the shooting tests formahsumptions on the
fitness level of the players' technique (Pojskialet2011).

It was determined that the specific technique ofdybo
management (based on the results of defensive mantet@st) is most
sensitively training during 1) 12" 13"and 1%' years (p < 0.001). The
results of movement in defense test of basketdajygps of Sabonis
Basketball Center are in line with the solid leeélfitness (Johnson,
Nelson, 1986; B&ltnas et al., 2009).

4.4. Peculiarities of sport performance

The research established that the young baskepbafers of
Sabonis Basketball Center aged 12-17 years aingingetome elite
athletes should have the targeted per game avend§e35—8.07 points,
3.81-4.91 rebounds in defense and offense, 0.8B6akSists, 0.84-1.50
steals, 0.25-0.56 blocks. Determined shooting péages: from close
and medium range — 41.7-53.6 %, from long rangé.730.9 %, from
free throw line — 54.4-63.9 %, are lower than thecentages of young
basketball players studies by Butautas (2002).ay tme influenced by
different execution systems of basketball childrehampionships
applied during different periods.

The points per game average of the young basketltsjers is
significantly related to the rebounds per game @.87, p < 0.001),
shooting percentage from close and medium rangeQ(i72, p < 0.01)
and free throw percentage (r = 0.72, p < 0.01).

4.5. The variety of training structure

One of the exceptional peculiarities of developm@ntabonis
Basketball Center is that beginning from the 10rymds the annual
cycle of training is divided to the following fowstages: preparatory,
competitive, post-competitive and transition. Thare no publications,
which would analyze the periodization in the depetent of the young
basketball players, with the exception of Buta£$2), who provides
the training program, which divides the developmanthe boys of 12
year old and older to different periods.

It was determined that the basketball players obo8e
Basketball Center aged 7-17 years have between2%®7practice
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sessions annually, the duration of the training aradches is between
117 and 448.5 hours, whereas up to 72 games aredpiia a year. Most
researchers suggest to apply larger load to thag/tasketball players
in their long-term development programs than it vagplied to our
subjects of Sabonis Basketball Center. Based omtuzl development
program of Stonkus (1992), basketball players &ytB years should
be training and playing in the matches between &%8 946 hours a
year, whereas the recommended amount of games tplayed is
between 10 and 50 a year depending on the age giiélgers. Butautas
(2002) analyzing the development of 8-14 year tdgqrs suggests the
annual training and competitive period of 246-51dure with the
annual match count of 0-40 depending on the agéhefplayers.
Milanovic et al. (2002) provides the developmendgram for 10-20
year old players which recommend the training degisnt of 150-320
days a year, training duration of 300-1200 howsa and match count
of 30-70 games a year. However, the Spanish basdketpert
Cabodevilla (2008) argues for a lower load for fteeyers in his long-
term development program for 8-14 year-olds thas iecommended
in the program of Sabonis Basketball Center anatrotuthors: the
program recommends 74-124 training sessions of5pi&—124 hours
total length annually. It can be concluded that dieeermined optimal
load allows the Sabonis Basketball Center’'s tearachieve excellent
results in the competitions of different age groagswell as develop
elite athletes.

Zeldovic and Keraminas 3¢npaosud, Kepammuac, 1964) and
Milanovi¢ et al. (2002) provides that 50 % of training tisteould be
allocated to both physical and technical develogmanthe annual
development cycle. Dobry (1986) and Stonkus (2GQ&jgest that for
the boys aged 11-14 years physical developmentiGslomnstitute at
least 40 % of the total time in the annual develeptycle. However,
other researchers (Busnel, 1967; Mikulowsky, OszZEK876, Butautas,
2002, Cenic, 2004) argue that technical developnienthe most
important in the development of basketball playd@stautas (2002)
determined that with the increase of age of baskefayers, the less
time should be attributed to the technical trainiBgstribution of the
sports development provided by Cenic (2004) is laimio the one
established based on the indicators of basketitajleps of Sabonis
Basketball Center (the major proportion in a yourmggriods should be
allocated to the technical development and it shobé reduced
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gradually as the players become older): for 11-d&plds — 70 % of
time allocated to technical training, for 13—14 yells — 50 %, for 15—
16 year-olds — 30 %, for 16-17 year-olds — 15 %weier, the
Canadian researcher€gnadian Sports Centre2008) recommend
paying the larger proportion of training to the picgl training: for 6-8
year-olds it constitutes 80 % of total training einfor 8—-9 year-olds —
70 %, for 9-12 year-olds — 40 %, for 12-16 yeascid25 % and for
16-18 year-olds — 20 % of total time.

Buceta et al. (2000) argue that more elite athleteslld be
developed if the physical, technical and mentainéé of young
basketball players would be treated as equally rtapt

4.6. Selection and coaching model

It is hard to identify talented athletes thereftiveir search should
be well organized and sound from the science petispe(Winfried,
2001; Malina, 2009).

The players aged 7 to 17 years are divided inteetttifferent
teams within each age group based on their pldgwvej by the coaches
(44 to 73 basketball players are training in eaafe aroup).
Development model in Sabonis Basketball Centernisegt the age of
6—7 years and continues to 17 years. The develapmatel of Sabonis
Basketball Center consists of the three followitagses: fundamental
(7-9 years old), basic (10-14 years old), speeatin (15-17 years)
(Fig. 4.1). It should be noted that talented playafrvarious Lithuanian
cities as well as other Eastern European courdrgraining in Sabonis
Basketball CenteiExcellent results of the teams and individual ptaye
prove a success of a long-term selection and dewedat model. The
model of Sabonis Basketball Center is similar ® distributions of the
models proposed by the other researchers (Storl@85; Velensky,
1988; Dobry, 1988; Carmenati, 1998; Klimantowic892; Bompa,
1999; Bompa, Haff, 2009). The studies of the lastethors (Stonkus,
1985; Velensky, 1988; Dobry, 1988; Carmenati, 19Q@nantowicz,
1999; Bompa, 1999; Bompa, Haff, 2009) emphasizeew stage —
motor abilities development, which occurs at thgitneing of training
of the young athletes. Coaches of Sabonis Baskellealter apply this
model and develop the skills of body and ball skiAccording to the
coaches, it is one of the main objectives in thiiain phase of
development.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. It was determined that aiming to develop theicbakills of
basketball technique and game awareness the spedialevelopment
prevails even in the fundamental stage of trairfteghnical training —
50 %, integral training — 35 %), whereas the phglsitraining
constitutes only 10 % of the training time. Duritige latter years of
training the change of specialized development amalor abilities
development is adequate to the periods of growtth amaturation.
Specific age periods for the development of difieditechnical skills
(8-10 years — dribbling, 12-15 years — shootingevaetermined.

During the first three years of training of youngsketball
players, the elements of annual periodization ateapplied. Beginning
from the basic stage (at 10 years of age) the droyate consists of
four periods: preparatory (9-11 weeks), competi{i¥2 weeks), post-
competitive (4 weeks) and transition (5—7 weeks).

2. The rank scales of young basketball players &gdd years
for the body composition indicators (height, armargpbody mass, body
mass index, body fat mass, body free-fat mass)siphly fithess
indicators (speed, agility, general endurance,iapecordination, speed
strength, strength speed, strength, flexibility)d arechnical fitness
indicators (body and ball control) were establishedich would allow
the practice experts to evaluate the fithess Ilesfelspecific age
basketball players.

3. The targeted absolute values of the indicatorstlie sport
performance where competing with the certain agmoents, which are
adequate to the values of elite basketball playeese determined for
young basketball players aged 12—17 years. It vetsrmiined that the
points per game of a basketball player is mostliectéd by the
rebounds per game value (r = 0.97, p < 0.001), telgefficiency from
close and medium range (r = 0.72, p < 0.01) and fireow shooting
efficiency (r =0.72, p < 0.01).

4. Natural and selective young basketball playesslection
models are applied in Sabonis Basketball Centdecthee model is
based on the excellence principle (expert assessofethe coaches).
Development model of Sabonis Basketball Center istn®f three
stages: fundamental (7—9 year old players), babi:z-14 year old
players) and specialization (15-17 year old plgy&sabonis Basketball
Center teams are reinforced by talented young page13 years and
older from other Lithuanian cities and Eastern pean countries.
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SANTRAUKA

Temos aktualumas.Lietuva — nedidel valstyke, kurioje sporto
talentai iSkyla ne taip daznai. Tai nepriklauso Faties socialies ar
ekonomirgs padties (Schnabel et al., 1994; Cedaro, 2000; Camihg
al., 2009). Norint iSugdyti talentiagsportininky, siekiant dideliy
sportiniy rezultat;, reikia atrinkti gabias asmenybes, sudaryti kiyggti
rengimo programir nuosekliai § ijgyvendinti praktikoje (Regnier et al.,
1993; Durand-Bush, Salmela, 2001; Abernethy, 200&yens et al.,
2008; Bailey et al., 2010; Burgess, Naughton, 2@t0lips et al., 2010;
Ford et al., 2011). Tad labai aktualu konceptualizuoti sportinink
rengimy ir taikyti optimalius talenting sportininky ugdymo metodus.
Netiksli rengimo sistema neleidzia sportininkamggi&lo atskleisti savo
galimybiy, o nuosekli sportinio rengimo sistema gali pasptrt
sportiniy rezultaty gegjima, padti atrasti talent ir ji iSugdyti (Balyi,
Hamilton, 1999; Raslanas, 2001; Malina et al., 2@dlyi, Williams,
2009; stafford, 2010).

Daugel met; buvo manoma, kad didelsportiniy laiméjimy gali
pasiekti tik fiziSkai stipis ir gerai taktiSkai pasirengsportininkai
(Krasilshchikov, 2011), tdau vis dicjant konkurencijai tarp
sportininky (De Bosscher et. al., 2006) ir stijant sporto sektoriaus
politinei bei komercinei reikSmei (Green, Oakle®02) kyla ltinybé
kurti kiekvienos sporto Sakos daugiatieerengimo programas (Balyi,
Hamilton, 2004; Balyi, Williams, 2009; Stafford, 20).

Jaumyjy sportininky daugiametis rengimas, trunkantis 8—12ynet
kol Sie tampa didelio meistriSkumo sportininkais;a ykryptingas,
vientisas pedagoginis vyksmas (Ericsson, CharrE3%4; Salmela et
al., 1998; Balyi, 2001; Balyi, Hamilton, 2004; Balyilliams, 2009;
Stafford, 2010), kuriam didel itaka turi Zaictjy kino sudjimas
(genatipiniai ir fenotipiniai veiksniai) (Heywar&tolarczyk, 1996; Jebb
et al.,, 2000; Drinkwater et al., 2008; Ostojic &t @006; Abraham,
2010), treniravimo programa (Trninic et al., 200ianovi¢, 2002;
Balciinas et al., 2006), ypa— atletinis (Drinkwater et al., 2008;
Delextrat, Cohen, 2009) bei techninis parengturdgmstolidis et al.,
2004; Karpowicz, 2006), varzyhis veiklos poladis (Hucinski, 2004;
Dembinski, 2005).

Europoje ir Lietuvoje jau nuo XX a. septintojo daBneiio émé
formuotis pagista jaumju krepSinink; daugiaméio rengimo sistema,
atskirianti rengimo @Sis: integralji, atletin, technin, taktin ir teorin
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(Stonkus, 1992; Butautas, 2002). Apie daugiaméeniravimy
mokslininky nuomorés yra skirtingos. Mokslininkai Zelda¥i ir
Keraminas Renpnosuu, Kepamumnuac, 1964) teigia, kad 11-14 met
berniuky atletiniam ir techniniam rengimui metiniame tremtiy cikle
reikéty skirti po 50 proc. viso treniravimosi laiko. Dobi§L986) ir
Stonkus (1985) mano, kad rengiant 11-14uynmlaepsSininkus tuity
vyrauti atletinis rengimas (40 proc. ir daugiauovgatyly laiko). Kity
mokslininky (Mikulowsky, Oszast, 1976; Butautas, 2002; Milaitost
al., 2002; Cenic, 2004) nuomone, svarbiausias gcaninis rengimas.
Yra mokslininky (JTursunos u nap., 1996; Canadian Sports Centres
2008), teigiatiy, kad atletiniam rengimui skiriamas laikas turi
nuosekliai trumpti didéjant amziui, vis dlto pirmaisiais treniravimosi
metais didzZioji trenirudiu laiko dalis tuéty bati skiriama atletiniam
rengimui.

Viena iS svarbiausi veiksmingo sportinio rengimoalygu —
sportinio rengimo kontrél ir valdymas Zaiéjy fiziniam iSsivystymui,
atletiniam parengtumui, technikdgudzZiy kaitai nustatyti irjvertinti
(Johnson, Nelson, 1986; Bouchard et al., 1997; ks®n2002, 2003;
Graham et al., 2004; Barfield et al., 2007; Mirlei\al., 2008; B&itunas
ir kt., 2009; Robinson, 2010).

Moksliniais tyrimais nustatyta, kad judamiesiemsbégenams
(Komi, 1992; Shephard, Astrand, 1992; Kraemer, 1%agiletto, 1995;
Alter, 1996; Donald, Chu, 1996; Dintiman et al. 919 Donald, Chu,
1998; Viru et al.,, 1999; Baquet et al., 2003; Be@s Delamarche,
2000; Malina et al., 2004; Ford et al.,, 2011), hekbs jgudZiams
(Schmidt, 1991; Latash, 1993; Burton, Miller, 1998¢chmidt, Lee,
1999; Cabodevilla, 2008; Kasa, 2006; Zambova, Taka?012) lavinti
palankiausi amZiaus tarpsniai yra vaikyistpaauglyst.

Mokslininkai (Impellizzeri et al., 2005; Wolf, 200&jach, 2007)
teigia, kad jauniesiems krepSininkams greta rengtiksly turi biti
svarlis ir parengtumo tikslai, skatinantys jaurasmenyb siekti
rezultaty.

Atsizvelgiantj tai, kad Lietuvoje gyvena tik 2,96 min. gyventoj
(http://lwww.stat.gov.It, 2013), Lietuvos wyr(5 vieta pasaulio reitinge,
406 taSkai; http://www.fiba.com, 2013) ir jaunesrdmZzZiaus grupi
(jaunwiy, jauni, jaunimo) (3 vieta pasaulio reitinge, 261 ta3kas;
http://www.fiba.com, 2013) krepSinio rinktipilaiméjimus olimpirese
Zaidyrese, pasaulio ir Europogempionatuose retky vertinti kaip
iSskirtini fenomen (De Bosscher et al., 2006). ¢lau rera pakankamai
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iSanalizuotas jauju krepSininky kryptingas daugiametis rengimas.
Veiksmingai sportininkus rengidios institucijos vieno atvejo studija
gakty packti nustatyti gkmingai Lietuvos treneyi igyvendinamos
daugiameio rengimo programos ypatumus. Problemos aktualemia
Sie aspektai:

e asmenybs ugdymui ypating reikSre turi veiksminga veikla
vaikystje ir paauglystie (JovaiSa, 1993; 2001);

* krepSinis tampa vis svarbesniu socialiniu reiskirduSalies
sporto laingjimai reprezentuoja valstgb (Wilson, Spink,
2006; Sakalauskas, 2010; Paulauskas, 2010);

* parengti jaunjuy krepSininky rengimo koncepcij galima tik
iStyrus geriausi sportininkg rengimo ir parengtumo
tendencijas (Leonardo et al., 2002; Stonkus, 2003);

* svarbu organizuoti ir kryptingai valdyti jaum krepSinink;
rengimo vyksm taip, kad svarbiausiose varZybose jie
pasiekt geriausi rezultat; (Balyi, Williams, 2009). Tai ypa
aktualu Lietuvai, turitiai nedaug sporto talanptir ribotas
ekonomines galimybes;

» tik moksliskai pagista optimali jaunju krepSininky (7-17
mety) treniravimo programa gali pétdl jiems iSnaudoti
individualias potencines galias siekiant spoutimezultaty,
sudaryti palankiasaf/gas asmenybei ugdyti (Aksen, Gunay,
2010).

Tyrimo problema — cl skirtingo jaunyu krepSinink; rengimo ir
ji lemiartios parengtumo sampratos aktualu nustatyti, kokie
veiksmingai taikom treniravimo program ypatumai lemia Zaiguy,
siekiartiy geriausy rezultat, parengtura skirtingais amZziaus
tarpsniais.

Tyrimo hipotezé — Sabonio krepSinio centro jaijn (7—17 met)
krepSininky treniravimo(si) atvejo studija pésl nustatyti g
daugiameio treniravimo(si) struktra.

Tyrimo objektas — jaumyju krep3Sinink; (7—17 met) treniravimas (is).

Tyrimo tikslas — konceptualizuoti jaugu krepSininky (7-17
mety) treniravimo(si) ypatumus.

Tikslui pasiekti keliami Sieizdaviniai:

1. Nustatyti 7-17 met krepSinink; treniravimo program

turinio kaitos ir kiviy dydZiy ypatumus.
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2. lvertinti 7-17 mat amziaus krepSinink kino sudjimo
rodiklius, atletin ir technin parengtura ir sudaryti rodikliy
rangines skales.

3. Nustatyti 12—17 matkrepSininky varzybires veiklos rodikliy
modelines reikSmes.

4. |Stirti Sabonio krepSinio centro (SKC) atrankosréngimo
model.

Tyrimo naujumas ir teorin é disertacijos vert
KrepsSinio Zaidimas tampa vis siithgesnis (greitesnis,
atletiSkesnis,jvairiapusiskesnis), jo rezultatai priklauso nuo gklio
vidiniy ir iSoriniy veiksniy (Stonkus, 2003; Wissel, 2012). Jajun
krepSinink; rengimas tapo daugialypiu, sisteminiu vyksmu, rfet
ivairiy moksl; Zinias, taikantvairius metodus ir priemones.
ISanalizuota jawgu krepSininkk  (7-17 mei amZiaus)
fenomenologida daugiamé&io rengimo ir parengtumo asgeika
grindziama Siais aspektais:
. iStirtas Sabonio krepSinio centro jagup krepSinink; atrankos
ir rengimo modelis;
. iSanalizuota Sabonio krepsSinio centro jajun krep3inink;
treniravimo programa,;
o sudaryta 7-17 met jaunyu krepSininky kino sudjimo
rodikliy, atletinio ir techninio parengtumo rangiskak;
. nustatyti amZiaus tarpsniai, palankiausi gunkrep3inink;
judamiesiems gefimams ir technikoggadZiams;lavinti;
. sudaryta 12-17 metamzZiaus krepSininkvarzybires veiklos
charakteristika.

Praktin é disertacijos verte

Pateiktos jvairaus amziaus tarpsnikrepSinink; treniravimo
programos ir 4 Yypatumai galty packti Lietuvos treneriams
veiksmingiau organizuoti, planuoti ir vykdyti jamjin krepSininkg
daugiamet rengimy. Sudarytos jaugy krepSininky kano sudjimo,
atletinio ir techninio parengtumo rangm skats, varzybirgs veiklos
modelires rodikliy reik8mes gakty pagerinti krepSinink atrankos
kokybe ir véliau juos veiksmingiau rengti varzyboms, ugdyti elid
meistriSkumo sportininkus. Nustatyti palankiausi Zeans tarpsniai
judamiesiems gefimams ir technikoggiadZiams lavinti tukty packti
treneriams veiksmingiau ugdyti jawn krepSinink; gekejimus.
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ISvados

1. Nustatyta, kad ugdant pirminius krepSinio tekbsiir Zaidimo
suvokimo jgadZius jau pirmaisiais treniravimo metais vyrauja
specialusis rengimas (techninis — 50 proc., intagie— 35 proc.) ir tik
10 proc. — atletinis rengimas.¢Msniais metais specialiojo rengimo ir
judamyu gekejimy lavinimo kaita yra adekvati augimo ir brendimo
amziaus tarpsniams. Nustatyti konkisetamZiaus tarpsniai, palarsk
diversifikuotiems technikoggudZziams (8—-10 met— kamuoliui varyti;
12-15 mei — metimams) lavinti.

Per pirmus trejus jawiju krepSinink; treniravimo metus vian
mety periodizacijos strukira netaikoma. Nuo bazinio rengimo etapo (10
mety amziaus) metincikla sudaro keturi laikotarpiai: parengiamasis (9—
11 savaits), varzybinis (32 savas), povarzybinis (4 savas) ir
atsigavimo (5—7 savas).

2. Sudarytos jaugu (7—-17 mei amziaus) krepSinink kiino
suctjimo rodikliu (agio, iStiest; ranky ilgio, kino mass, kKino mass
indekso, riebal mass, neriebalidss masgs), atletinio (greitumo,
vikrumo, bendrosios iStvers, specialiosios koordinacijos, greitumo
jégos ir ggos greitumo (Soklumo), plasiakegos, lankstumo), techninio
parengtumo (&no ir kamuolio valdymo) rangés skaés, kurios gaity
padtti praktines veiklos ekspertamgvertinti tam tikro amziaus
krepSininky parengtumo lyg

3. Nustatytos jaugu (12—-17 mati) krepSininky, kurie varzosi su
tam tikro amZiaus ir meistriSkumo varZovais, vaidgb veiklos
rodikliu siekiamos absoliiios reikSnés, adekvéios elito krepSinink
rodikliy reikSmems. Nustatyta, kad per rungtynes krepSininko viduti
pelnyty taSky skatiy labiausiai lemia atkovatkamuoliy skatius (r=
0,97 p < 0,001), metimtikslumas i$ artimo bei vidutinio nuotolio (r =
0,72, p <0,01) ir baudos metimuotolio (r = 0,72, p < 0,01).

4. Sabonio krepSinio centre taikomi jajn krepSinink
naftiralios ir iSrenkamosios atrankos modelis. ISrenkanadranka
pagista meistriSkumo principu (trengriekspertiniu vertinimu). SKC
jaungju krepSinink; rengimo modeél sudaro trys etapai: pradinis (7-9
metai), bazinis (10-14 metai), specialusis (15-1&tam Sabonio
krepSinio centras kvidga iSskirtinio meistriSkumo jaunuosius (nuo 13
mety) krepSininkus i$ Lietuvos miagir Ryty Europos Saii.
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