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In the last years in the field of the theory and
methodology of sports training, many new ele-
ments have appeared that have put into question
some classic forms of training and planning of the
training process for athletes. Increasingly, there
are attempits to transfer some training methods
that have appeared in other sports, adapted to
the particularities of the respective sport.

The technical procedures with ball and without
ball, integrated in various game actions, in a word
the technique of attack and defense respectively,
constitute the training content in the game of
basketball, and their organization in various
forms and based on principles of coordination,
for example, in tactical combinations of passing
the attack, preparing the attack, it is the tactics of
the game in attack and defense.

If technical training is aimed at studying the struc-
ture of movements of a particular technique,
then tactical training equips the player with the
necessary knowledge and skills to apply the
techniques learned appropriately in the context
of a particular game environment. The ways
in which the game is conducted are called the
rational actions of the players (individual, group
and team), which they use during game against
the opponent. Ways of playing the game repre-
sent the qualitative content of the game process.
All accumulated experience in the art of game
management is studied, mastered, and on the
basis of it the most rational ways of conducting a
game are created, which are carried out in indi-
vidual, group and team actions.

Individual actions are called independent actions
of the player, aimed at solving specific tactical
tasks set before the team, and carried out without
the direct involvement of partners. Group actions
are the interactions of two or more team players
performing part of a team task. Team actions
include the interaction of all team players, aimed
at accomplishing team-wide tasks. Team actions
are carried out in different ways, expressed in a
variety of systems and combinations.

Key words: marking, demarcation, coaching,
strategy, basketball, performance sports.

B ocmaHHi poku 8 2a/1y3i meopil ma Memoouku
CropMUBHO20 MpPeHyBaHHs1 3'8U/I0Cs 6azamo

HOBUX efleMeHmiB, siKi mocmasusiu nio CymHi8
Oesiki K1acuy4Hi GhopMu mpeHysaHb ma r/1aHy-
BaHHs1 MpeHyBa/lbHo20 npoyecy 07151 criopme-
MeHiB. Yce Yacmitue criocmepizatomscsi cnpobu
3arno3udumu Oesiki Memoou MpeHyBaHb, W0
3ABU/IUCS B IHWUX BUdax criopmy, adarnmosaHi
00 ocobnusocmeti BiONoBIOHO20 BUAY CrIoPMY.
TexHiyHi nputiomu 3 M’'siHeM i 6e3 M’a4a, iHmezpo-
BaHi 8 Pi3Hi i2posi Oii, mexHika Harady U 060pOHU
BIOMOBIOHO CMAaHOB/SIMb  3MICM  MpeHyBaHb
Y epi 8 6ackem60/1, ix opaaHisayii 8 pi3HUX ¢hop-
Max i Ha OCHOBI MPUHYUINI8 KoopouHauyii. Hanpu-
Knad, y makmuyHUX B3aEMOOIsX, M0B’A3aHUX
i3 nepexooum 00 amaku, Mid20mosKU amaku,
a makox makmuyHux 0iti 8 amayji U 060pOHI.
SAKwo mexHiyHa nid2omoska crnpsiMosaHa Ha
BUBYEHHST CMPYKMypU pyXig moz2o Yu iHWo20
MexHiYHo20 npulioMy, MO Mmakmuy4Ha io2o-
mosKa 030pOKE 2pasysi HEOOXIOHUMU 3Ha-
HHSIMU ma BMIHHSIMU O0Ui/TbHO20 3aCMOCyBaHHs!
BUBHEHUX rIpuUtioMis B8 YMOBaxX KOHKPEmHOI
igposoi o6cmaHosku. Criocobamu BedeHHs1 epu
HasusarombCs payioHasibHi Oii epasyis (iHOUBI-
OyasibHi, 2pyrnosi ma KOMaHOHi), Wjo 3acmoco-
BYOMbLCSI HUMU 8 60pOMb6I i3 MPOMUBHUKOM.
Criocobu BeOeHHS1 2pu  yocob/1ormb  SIKICHUL
3micm npoyecy epu. Ysecb Hakonu4yeHul 00csio
Yy mucmeymsi Be0eHHS1 2puU BUBHAEMBCS, OCBO-
0embCs, Ha 6asi Yb020 CMBOPIMbLCS Hall-
6i/lbl payioHasbHi crnocobu BeOeHHs 2pu, siKi
30ilicHIolombCs 8 iHOUBIOYya/IbHUX, 2pyrosux |
KOMaHAHUX OisixX.

IHOUBIOya/IbHUMU  OisIMU - HA3UBAIOMLCS  Camo-
cmiliHi Oii epasysi, crpsIMosaHi Ha BUPILUEHHS
OKPEMUX MaKMUYHUX 3aB0aHb, MOCMAag/IeHUx
rneped KomaHaoro, i 30ilicHIoBaHi HUM 6e3 6e3-
rocepedHboi ydacmi napmHepis. [pynosi Oii
SB/ISIOMb COBOK B3aEMOOIT 0BOX ab0 OEKI/IbKOX
2pasyis KOMaHou, WO BUKOHYOMb YacmuHy
KOMaHOH020 3aB0aHHS. [Jo0 KoMaHOHUX il Bi0-
HOCSIMb B3aEMOOII BCiX 2pasyis KoMaHoU, Cripsi-
MOBaHi Ha BUKOHaHHS 3a2a/1lbHOKOMaHOHO20
3aB0aHHs1. KomaHOHI dii 30itiCHIOOMBCS PI3HUMU
criocobamu, BUPKEHUMU B PI3HOMaHIMHUX cuc-
mewmax | KoMBiHayisix.

KntouoBi cnosa: MapkyBaHHSI, PO3MeXyBaHHS,
poboma mpeHepa, cmpameais, 6ackemoon,
CrIopmuBHi pesy/ismamul.

Material and method. Determining the necessity
of establishing a knowledge and technical-tactical
background according to the level of training in the
preparation of the basketball team represents the
hypothesis of the work.

To answer this hypothesis we started from the fol-
lowing situations:

— how to organize the players on the field during
the game and training sessions;

— carrying out technical procedures, actions,
combinations and tactical, individual and collective
systems in attack and defense in game and training.

The study was conducted on the basketball team
S.S. “Unirea” — B.C. “Junior™ lasi. The tasks of the

paper were: Establishing the technical-tactical train-
ing in the plan of preparation of the basketball team,
learning, consolidating, improving and applying this
technical-tactical training in the training and then in
the game, performing some technical-tactical control
tests in the training, the replacement record sheets
during the game and learn the rules of the game. The
subjects of the research were the C.S.S. “Unirea”
lasi team consisting of 10 players, coach C. G. the
experiment group and the Axiopolis Cernavoda team
coach L. I., the control group, children born 2002 and
younger. Place of the research:

The school hall no. 15 “Stefan Béarsanescu™ lasi
and the Polivalenta hall, with 6 workouts per week from
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Monday to Saturday, the training lasting 90 minutes.
The tests were performed in the school hall no. 15.

The research methods used were: the study of
the bibliography; method of observation; experiment
method; statistical-mathematical method.

To verify the experiment, we used the following
control samples.

Control tests specific technical and tactical
training.

1. Marking. With the arms up in the fundamental
position (defense), lateral movement with added step
on a limited portion. Successful actions (in full outline)
were recorded for 30 seconds.

2. Demarcation. On a surface of court, demarca-
tions made within 30 seconds.

3. “Give and go” with a defender. Pass to team-
mate — lower to basket — return pass — lay-up shot.
The efficiency of the actions is given by the number
of baskets scored from 10 shots.

4. Relationship, 1 vs. 1. It is appreciated the
technique of execution of individual tactical actions
demarcation, “in-going”, “overcoming” and execution
of aggressive marking throughout the court, the deci-
sion-making ability of the players in concrete situa-
tions of play.

5. Throws-specific sample on the post (play-
maker, forward, pivot). From a number of
12 attempts, the number of successes is noted.

6. Free throws. From 12 attempts the number of
successes is noted.

The experiment started on September 15, 2018.
The first test was held in the first semester on Jan-
uary 20, 2019. Anthropometric data were also made
with this test. The last test was held on May 15,
2019 during the second semester. Specific techni-
cal-tactical tests were given in the gym under identi-
cal, initial and final conditions.

Results. Following the control tests, the following
results were recorded (GE - represents the exper-
imental group, GM — represents the control group):

Specific technical-tactical evidence

1. Marking.

The total number of successful actions in 30 sec-
onds were:

— at the initial GE test, the arithmetic mean
X = 6,8 succeeded in 30 seconds S = +0,8 succeeded.
The coefficient of variability is 11,7% which charac-
terizes a representative average of the data. Nor-
mal distribution includes 80% of the subjects tested.
M = 2 successes.

— at the initial GM test, the arithmetic mean
X = 4,9 succeeded in 30 seconds S = £1 succeeded.
The coefficient of variability is 20,4%, which charac-
terizes a moderately representative average of the
data. Normal distribution includes 60% of the sub-
jects tested. M = 3 successes.

— at the final GE test, the arithmetic mean
x = 8,3 obtained with the standard deviation
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S + 1,1 obtained with the same representative aver-
age as at the initial testing and a coefficient of varia-
bility of 13,2%. M = 3 successes. Normal distribution
includes 60% of subjects.

— at the final GM test, the arithmetic mean
x = 5,8 achieved with the standard deviation
S + 1,1 obtained with a representative mean and a
coefficient of variability of 13,2%. M = 3 successes.
The distribution shows a deviation because bet-
ween + 1,1 successes comprise 50% of the cases.

— the results show us that apart from the arithme-
tic mean which is higher, the standard deviation and
the amplitude which is the same at the two final tests,
indices show a small progress of the two groups com-
pared to the initial test.

2. Demarcation.

Each subject had 30 seconds, during this time the
success was recorded:

— at the initial test the arithmetic mean at GE is
5.9 successful at the initial test with a standard devi-
ation of £1. The coefficient of variability is 16.9% ha-
ving a representative average of the results, and
M = 2 successes. The distribution is normal and com-
prises 80% of the subjects tested,;

— at the initial test, the arithmetic mean at GM is
5 successes, with a standard deviation of +0,8 suc-
cesses. The coefficient of variability is 16% having a
representative average of the results, and M = 2 suc-
cesses. The distribution registers a deviation because
between +0,8 successes comprise 40% of the cases;

— at the final GE test, the arithmetic mean
x = 8,3 obtained with the standard deviation
S #1,5 obtained with a moderately representative
average and a coefficient of variability of 18,07%.
M = 5 successes. Normal distribution includes
70% of subjects;

— at the final GM test we have x = 6,2 successes,
S + 1 successes, Cv = 16,1% and represents a rep-
resentative average of the data. M = 3 successes.
We have a normal distribution in which only 70%
of the subjects enter;

— the results from the final test show that the indi-
ces show a progression of the experimental group
compared to the control group.

3. “Give and go” with the defender.

The sum of this sample was obtained with the help
of the results recorded by the subjects, out of a num-
ber of 10 trials:

— at the initial GE test a x = 5,5 successes are
recorded. M = 3 successes and S + 1,1 successes,
Cv is 20% a moderately representative average.
We have a normal distribution in which 60% of the
subjects enter.

— at the initial GM test there are recorded x =
4 successes. M = 3 successes and S + 1 successes,
Cv is 25% a moderately representative average.
We have a normal distribution that includes 90%
of the subjects;
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— at the final GE test a x = 7.2 successes are
registered. M = 4 successes and S * 1,2 successes,
Cv is 16,6% a representative average. We have a
normal distribution in which 80% of the subjects enter;

— at the final GM test there are recorded x =
5,4 successes. M = 4 successes and S * 1,2 suc-
cesses, Cv is 22,2% a moderately representative
average. We have a normal distribution in which
70% of subjects enter;

— the results show us that apart from the standard
deviation and the amplitude which is the same at the
two final tests, the other indices show a progression
of the two groups in the final test compared to the
initial test.

4. The relation “1 vs. 1”.

At this test the results were:

— the arithmetic mean of the successful actions
from a number of 10 shots given to each subject
at the initial GE test was 4.1 successful. The stan-
dard deviation at the first test is + 1 success, Cv is
24,3% a moderately representative average, char-
acterizing a normal distribution of 80% of the sub-
jects. M = 2 successes;

— the arithmetic mean of the successful actions
from a number of 10 tests given to each subject at
the initial GM test was 2,9 successful. The stan-
dard deviation at the first test is + 1 success, Cv is
34,4% a moderately representative average, char-
acterizing a normal distribution of 80% of the sub-
jects. M = 2 successes;

— the arithmetic mean of the successful actions
from a number of 10 tests given to each subject at
the GE final test was 6.4 successful. The standard
deviation is + 1,1 successes, Cv is 17,1% a moder-
ately representative average, characterizing a normal
distribution of 60% of the subjects. M = 3 successes;

— the arithmetic mean of the successful actions
from a number of 10 tests given to each subject at the
GM final test was 4,3 successful. The standard devi-
ation is + 1,1 successes, Cv is 34,4% a moderately
representative average. The distribution registers a
deviation because between 1,1 successes there are
50% of the cases. M = 3 successes;

— the results show us that apart from the standard
deviation and the amplitude which is the same at the
two final tests, the other indices show a progress of the
two groups at the final test compared to the initial test.

5. Shooting — Shooting from the posts.

On this test the following were found:

— at this sample the arithmetic mean at the initial
GE test is 7,5 successful shots from 12 tests with S =
+1,5 throws. Cv = 20% with a moderately representa-
tive average of the results, a normal distribution com-
prising 80% of the cases. M = 5 successful shots;

— in this sample the arithmetic mean at the initial
GM test is 3,5 successful laps from 12 attempts
with S = 1,1 laps. Cv = 31,4% with a moderately
representative average of the results, a normal dis-

tribution comprising 60% of the cases. M = 6 suc-
cessful shots;

— at the final GE test, x = 6 successful shots
from 12 attempts, S = +2,1 shots. Cv = 23,3% with
a moderate mean representative of the results and
a distribution comprising 70% of the tested subjects.
M = 3 successful shots;

— at the final GM test, x = 6 successful throws
from 12 attempts, S = +1,2 throws. Cv = 21% with
a moderate mean representative of the results
and a distribution that shows a deviation because
between 1,2 successes comprise 50% of the tested
subjects. M = 3 successful shots;

— progress in this sample is given by the results
recorded at the final testing of the experimental group
and the control group.

6. Free throws.

The number of successes from 12 free shots was
recorded in this test:

— at the initial GE x = 6 successful shots test,
S = 1,2 hp is 20% which characterizes a moderate
scattering of the data. Normal distribution includes
80% of the subjects tested. M = 4 successes;

— atinitial GM testing x = 3,3 successful launches,
S = £1,2 hp is 36,3%, which characterizes a broadly
representative average of the data. The distribution e
records a deviation because between +1,2 successes
comprise 50% of the tested subjects. M = 3 success-
ful shots;

— the arithmetic mean at the final GE test is
9.2 successful, S = £1,5, Cv = 16,3%, the average
is representative. The normal distribution includes
70% of the tested subjects. M = 5 successes better
than the initial test;

— the arithmetic mean at the GM final test is
5,4 successful, S = £1. Cv = 18,5%, the average is
moderately representative. The distribution registers
a deviation because between +1 successes comprise
50% of the tested subjects. M = 3 successes same as
at initial testing;

— the differences between the two final tests of GE
and GM give us the progress made;

— the results show that apart from the arithmetic
mean which is higher at the final test, the other indi-
ces do not show any progress of the group.

Discussions. Starting from the theme of the
paper “Study on technical-tactical training in a bas-
ketball team Under 18™ and analyzing the obtained
results, we reached the following conclusions:

1) the aggressiveness of the defense system
(man-to-man) and its maintenance throughout the
game, regardless of the structure of the field team,
increased,;

2) each player acts, according to the individual
and collective technical-tactical rules learned;

3) the knowledge was acquired regarding the fast
play, on the counterattack, the defense of man-to-
man half-court and all-court and basketball regulation;
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4) the percentage of basket shots from dribbling,
running and jumping was improved under normal and
aggressive defense and the percentage of free shots;

5) there were thorough knowledge of the tasks
game each player posts;

6) permanent contact with competitions has led
to the formation of the team model, the player and
the game;

7) the victories and defeats were analyzed with
calm and lucidity, the correct attitude towards the vic-
tory or the defeat, reflecting the value of the psycho-
logical education and training work carried out in the
training sessions;

8) overcome the fatigue that appears during the
effort;

9) a large number of exercises were used and
continue to be used for individual and collective tech-
nical-tactical actions of attack and defense;

10) the results from the two tests show that the
experiment group has progressed during the experi-
ment compared to the control group;

11)in the processes of technical-tactical train-
ing, using games to learn technical-tactical actions,
the training lesson has become much more attrac-
tive. | searched and largely succeeded in making the
games themed, which was learned in the technical
and tactical training lesson to be applied in the game
or in conditions close to the game;

12) the material basis was an important factor
in the team’s value leap. The use of materials has
greatly facilitated the acquisition of technical proce-
dures and tactical actions in play;

13) checking the subjects in the game for a
longer time has two advantages;

14) check being made during the game causes
the student to expand their knowledge, skills and
abilities;

15) training lessons have become much more
attractive and effective.

Recommendations:

1. To use systematically a large number of exer-
cises regarding individual and collective techni-
cal-tactical actions of attack and defense, following
the safety in execution and their completion.

2. To increase the number of basketball compe-
titions in order to ensure a large number of children
known that the competition characterizes them.

3. In the training lessons to use the means of
physical education and sport, realizing the connec-
tion between physical training and technical-tactical
training.

4. Children to be engaged in a competition that
keeps their interest awake throughout the entire com-
petitive year.

5. To use audio-visual means by watching bas-
ketball games no matter the age.
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