A New Way to Compile Batting Averages

The Present System of Computing Batting Averages Has Long Been Criticized and it Has Many Defects.  Many Schemes for Improving the Records Have Been Advanced From Time to Time.  Here is One That May Have Some Merit.
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WHY not batting averages for ball parks? 
Does it seem right that Chick Fullis, who didn't hit hard when he was with the Giants, should suddenly develop a batting average thirty points higher than Mel Ott's at Philadelphia? Does it seem fair that Chick Hafey, one of the best hitters in baseball, should be getting the Bronx cheer for weak hitting, when the only trouble is that at Redland Field he was in a park where he had to drive the ball a mile to get a single?
Averages to show how well a player should hit in a park would straighten out these in​consistencies. They would also give a lot of other information. They might tell us, for example, whether the Braves' pitching staff is really good, or merely look good because they have a lot of room to work in, and they might give us a real line on how well Chuck Klein should hit when he gets into a uniform with "Chicago" written across the chest.
But how will you get the batting average for a ball park?  Simply by taking all the at bats in that park during a season, no matter what teams were playing, and dividing by the hits. The result will be the park's batting average, and it will be very accurate, for it will be an average compiled from the work of all the players in the league.  This composite percentage will show, with reasonable certainty, how well the average player, if there were any such thing as an average player, ought to hit in a given park.
Trying this process with the National League parks for 1933, what results do we get?  Here's the list, with all the games played during the year included:

Park

A.B.
R.
H.
Avg.

Philadelphia

5167
785
1591
.307

St. Louis

5188
654
1453
.280

Pittsburgh

5328
603
1475
.277

Brooklyn

5473
661
1465
.267

Cincinnati

5414
583
1397
.258

Chicago

5304
604
1364
.257

Boston

5261
500
1287
.244


New York

5294
547
1231
.232

There's a. lot of information in this table. Note that there is more than 73 points’ differ​ence between Baker Bowl and the Polo Grounds. When one analyzes these figures they become even more important. They mean, for instance, that any team will hit over .300 in Philadelphia, and that the poor Philly pitchers have to face solid line-ups of .307 hitters from the beginning to the end of the season. But, of course, the visiting pitchers are up against the problem of curbing the clouting teammates of Dick Bartell and Don Hurst.
On the other band, take a look at the batting averages compiled at the Polo Grounds and at Braves' Field. No wonder Terry and McKechnie have good pitching staffs; they couldn’t have anything else in parks where the batters can hit no better than .244 and .232. It will be noted that 47 more runs were made at the Polo Grounds than at Boston during the 1933 season. This may mean that part of the low batting averages at the New York park is due to the ability of the Giants' pitch​ing staff rather than to the park.
But that brings up another point. What is a good hitting team? Not just a team that makes a big batting average. The Phillies have been up near the top of the batting averages in the National League for years, and for just as many years they have been down near the bottom of the standing of the clubs. The usual reason given for this is that the Philly pitching staff has been weak, which is just another way of saying that the Phillies, although they pounded the ball, didn't hit quite as well as the teams they stacked up against—not well enough to beat them, any​way. The Yankees in the days of their glory were a really good hitting team; that is, they consistently made more hits than the oppo​sition in the same parks and under the same conditions. A hitting team, then, is not a team with a good batting average, but a team that can hit better than the opposition; that is, better than the average.
Now if the batting average of all the teams in the league at a certain park is .260 and the team whose home park it is, smacks the ball for a team batting average of .280, that team will be consistently hitting better than the opposition. So that if we compare the team batting averages in the league with the bat​ting averages of the parks they play in, we will be in a fair way to finding out what teams hit better than the opposition they encountered.
First let's take the clouting Phillies, who had three of the National League's six leading hitters and ranked third in team batting, with a figure of .274. The average for their park was .307, as we just saw. That is, all the teams playing in the Phillies' park hit .307 in 1933. But the Phillies themselves hit only .274, so their average was 33 points under what it should have been if they had hit as well as the rest of the teams in the league.
This shows that in spite of that .274 average, the Phillies were a weak-hitting outfit, which may help to explain why they finished in seventh place.
Now compare the figures in the same way for the Giants.  In 1933 they hit only .263 and ranked down near the bottom of the league in hitting, while people compared them to the old Hitless Wonders of Fielder Jones.  But the park averages we just compiled show that all the teams in the league hit only .232 at the Polo Grounds.  This means that the Giants were hitting 31 points better than the opposition they met all season.   They look like light hitters because they were play​ing in a light-hitting park, but when they got into a batter's park, you couldn't get them out, as the Senators discovered.  It doesn't matter whether it was because the Giants' pitching staff always kept the enemy in check, or whether it was because Bill Terry and his merry men could always find the opposing pitchers in the pinch.  The Giants looked like weak hitters in the averages, but on the ball field they were a better-hitting team   than any they faced.
Suppose we go right through the list of the teams in the league then, and make new averages.  The team batting average will be one element; that will show how each team actually hit.  The park batting average will show how all the teams in the league hit in that team's park; and the difference will be the amount each team hit better or worse than the teams it played against.  Here's what we get:


Team Avg.
Park Avg.
Difference
New York
.263

.232

+ .031

Chicago
.271

.257

+ .014

Pittsburgh
.285

.277

+ .008

Boston

.252

.244

+ .008

St. Louis
.276

.280

-  .004

Brooklyn
.263

.267

-  .004

Cincinnati
.246

.258

-  .012

Philadelphia
.274

.307

-  .032

Note how this list brings the teams out almost exactly in the order they finished in the Standing of the Clubs.  This shows why the rank of the teams in the team batting averages doesn’t mean much.  It’s not how hard a team hits the ball that counts; it’s how much better it hits than the other teams.  On this basis, it appears that the Braves, who seemed to be a punchless outfit, actually hit just as well as the Pirates, who were rated the leading hitters of the league.  It also shows that the Cards didn’t get so much good out of their wonderful pitching staff because they themselves weren’t hitting.  Sportmen’s Field shows up as one of the best batting parks in the league.
But if you can subtract the park averages from a team’s batting average and get a good line on the team’s hitting, why can’t you do the same thing with individual batting averages and get a very accurate judgment on how good they are as hitters?  If all the players in the league compile a general average of .280 at Sportsmen’s Field and Pepper Martin hits .316 there, then Pepper Martin is hitting 36 points better than the average and deserves to rank high up among the batters of the league.  And if a player hits .305 at the Phillies’ .307 park, he is a -2 hitter in spite of his good-looking average.
So when we apply the same system to the individual batting averages we begin to understand why Chick Fullis fattened his batting average by 50 points when he moved from New York to Philadelphia and why Chick Hafey’s average fell when he changed over from St. Louis to Cincinnati.  Sportsmen’s Field is a .280 park, Redland Field a .258 park.  This would normally take about 22 points off the Chick’s average.  Now Hafey hit .303 in 1933.  If you give him back the 22 points he lost by switching a Cardinals uniform for a Redlegs one, his average comes back to .325, which is just about right, allowing for the dead ball in the National League last year.

When we go right down the line and apply the same system to the ranking batters of the league, we get a lot of interesting results.  The leaders come out as follows:

Terry, New York

plus .090

Stephenson, Chicago

plus .077

Berger, Boston


plus .069
Klein, Philadelphia

plus .061

Cuyler, Chicago

plus .060


Joe Moore, New York

plus .060

Randy Moore, Boston

plus .058

O’Doul, New York

plus .051

Ott, New York


plus .051

Hafey, Cincinnati

plus .049

Piet, Pittsburgh


plus .046

V. Davis, Philadelphia

plus .042

B. Jordan, Boston

plus .042

Frederick, Brooklyn

plus .041

Look what this does to the individual batting averages.  For one thing, the Phillies no longer have three of the six leading hitters.  Klein and Virgil Davis, who would be hot hitters in any company, are still up near the top, but the others have melted away.  And Wally Berger, a fine hitter, who breaks up many a ball game and doesn’t get enough credit for the good hitting he does, is placed up there where he belongs.
Incidentally, with Klein in the fold this means that the Cubs are going to have the hardest-hitting outfield in baseball, and it also gives us a line on the vexed question of how Klein and Virgil Davis will hit in their new monkey-suits.  The averages show Klein hits about 61 points better than his park.  In Chicago, he will be batting in a .257 park.  Add 61 points to this, with about 20 more for the livelier ball he will be batting in 1934, and you have .338 for his average if he does as well as last year.  Virgil Davis will be batting in a .280 park at St. Louis.  Add the 42 points he hit over his park average at Philadelphia, and make the same allowance for the lively ball and you have .342 for his probable average in 1934.  So that both Klein and Davis will be found somewhere around .340 when the 1934 World’s Series rolls around, and if they aren’t the writer of this article will eat an arithmetic book with cream and sugar.
