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For many of us who enjoy one sport or many sports, it is often a pleasant pastime to discuss with our friends and other fans the merits of one team over another, or to compare the merits of one individual athlete to another. It must also be conceded that sometimes these discussions can get quite tense and emotional with unfortunate consequences.
As a hockey fan, I am not overly interested in which individual player was the greatest of all time, although I am more than willing to give my opinion and the reasons why I hold that opinion. I am also prepared to offer my opinion about the greatest team of all time, and the reasons why I think so. But the GAME (Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation) I love to play the most is deciding which players I would choose to be on my team if I was to pick a Dream Team that could be guaranteed to win the Stanley Cup.
This goes directly to the purpose of this book. My Athletics GAME Assessor is an analytical model for making a decision about a subject like a dream team, or who was the best baseball player, or which team would be the greatest rugby team of all time. It adds a level of objective evidence to an exercise which is mostly subjective, and can be applied to any team or athlete in any sport. To achieve this, My Athletics GAME Assessor requires four distinct steps.
Step one is to identify your goal. This goal must be specific and well defined to avoid confusion.
Step two is to choose the criteria you are going to emphasize and the criteria you will ignore or downplay. It is most important that the criteria be relevant to your goal. For example, you would not hire a convicted conman to run your company just because he is a family friend. You would not hire a person who watches child pornography to babysit your daughter because he lives conveniently down the street. You would not choose a drug dealer to captain your team just because he drives a red Lamborghini. If you did make one of those choices, then I would suggest your criteria are seriously flawed. Consistent and reliable performance is what counts, not media image, promises of convenience or flashy presentation. The criteria must be relevant to the goal.
Step three is to assign a value system to your criteria. This action identifies some criteria as more important than other criteria  for achieving your goal.
Step four is to choose your candidates and apply the GAME objectively to make your choice. By GAME I mean a Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation. 
Let’s examine each of these steps in more detail.
Step one is to identify your specific goal?
Which sport are you talking about? Football? Soccer? Basketball? Tennis? Multiple sports? Which teams are you comparing? What group of athletes are you considering?
Are you talking about an individual player in that sport, such as Tom Brady in American football? Do you want some concrete proof he was the greatest quarterback in history? Are you talking about players who played multiple sports like Bo Jackson, Michael Jordan or Lionel Conacher? Lionel Conacher won two Stanley Cups, a triple A baseball championship, a Grey Cup with the Toronto Argonauts before there was an NFL, a lacrosse championship and he was a Canadian boxing champion. He suffered a fatal heart attack during a charity baseball game when he tried to stretch a double into a triple. He was a multi-sport champion and fierce competitor, but he did not dominate a single sport like Michael Jordan dominated basketball. Conacher was also a successful politician. Jordan is a successful businessman. Was Lionel Conacher the best multi-sport talent ever? I may think so because I am impressed with his life story, but a thorough objective analysis might or might not bolster my claim.
Are you identifying a team that actually played together like the English FIFA cup champions of 1966 or the Canada Cup champions of 1976 as the best team ever?
Are you imagining a Dream Team of players who never played together but who you think would make an incredible unbeatable team?
Are you choosing a player or team from a specific era or the best of all time? The rules of sports change. I do not like the new overtime and shootout format during the regular season of modern hockey. A tie game is a legitimate ending in my opinion. Equipment changes. Training methods change. Would Jim Thorpe have been a more dominant athlete if he’d had access to today’s equipment and training methods. The culture of a sport changes over time. Elite athletes today become individual corporations rather than team players. They concentrate on individual awards rather than shared success.
Determining your specific goal is important. It clarifies what you are arguing for but it also helps you choose the important criteria from a long list of possibilities.
Step two is to choose your criteria. In life, we sometimes get to choose our criteria, and sometimes we don’t. For example, as members of an organized liberal society, we are expected to adhere to certain principles, such as:
1) Individual liberties and minority rights, balanced by
2) Majority rule through fair elections combined with 
3) The objective rule of law defined by a constitution, not subjective decree.
If you are a builder, there is a building code you must follow. If you are an athlete, you compete under certain rules.
Fortunately, when it comes to clothing, decorating our homes, purchasing a car, even expressing our opinion, we can set our own criteria. We can think what we want. It is what we do that falls under social judicial examination. It is with this in mind, that we can freely express our opinion on a sports matter, that I offer this athletics GAME assessor.
One reason I wish to share this book is that I had put together a Dream Team based on my personal impressions, but then decided to apply a more disciplined analytical approach and was surprised by my findings, which also changed my mind about my Dream Team. It is still a personal opinion because I chose the criteria which I used for evaluation. Nonetheless, I was careful to make the criteria relevant to my goal and because I applied the criteria in an objective way, it gave my opinion some semblance of a scientific, analytical approach.
Step two is the part that requires the most thought. What aspects of the game or the individual are you going to emphasize the most? What characteristics will be less important? What do you consider unimportant, even though others may disagree with your choices. 
1) Do you emphasize Championships, and if so, which ones do you emphasize? Which are more important? Olympic medals, league championships, junior championships, World Cups? Do you consider losing appearances in Championship finals or just victories?
For example, Stan Makita was a hockey center for the Chicago Black Hawks. A winner of many individual awards, he led his team to the Stanley Cup finals 5 times, but they only won once. In ranking his stature as a hockey player, do you credit Makita with the 4 championship losses and one victory, or just the one victory? Michael Jordan won 6 NBA Championships during a 15 year career. But other players have won more. Robert Horry, Jim Loscutoff and Frank Ramsay have 7 titles. John Havlicek, Tom Heinsohn, K.C. Jones and Tom Sanders have 8 titles. Sam Jones has 10 titles. Bill Russell has 11 titles during a 13 year career, almost twice as many as Michael Jordan in a shorter career. How much emphasis do you put on individual awards versus team victories?
2) Individual Awards and achievements? Are they important? Do you give credit for certain awards and not for others and if so why? Jim Brown, a running back for the Cleveland Browns, was the leading rusher for 8 of his 9 seasons in the NFL. He was selected to a Pro Bowl and All Pro team every year of his career. He was named the greatest professional football player ever in 1999. Yet such a dominant individual player only won one NFL championship in 1964. He participated in one other NFL championship and his team was beaten badly. Alex Ovechkin is the all-time leading goal scorer in NHL history. He has one Art Ross trophy for most total points in a season and 9 Rocket Richard trophies for most goals in a season. He has won other individual awards. He has one Stanley Cup. Henri Richard never won a single individual trophy in his career with the Montreal Canadiens, but he has 11 Stanley Cup championships in a 20 year career. That is the most of any player in NHL history. Who would you choose for your team?  Alex Ovechkin or Henri Richard?
3) Efficiency. Michael Jordan has 6 championships in 15 seasons. Bill Russell has 11 championships in 13 seasons. Who was the more efficient? 
 It must be admitted that efficiency is difficult to measure and often ignored. Often it is not attention grabbing but it wins games. In 1972 Canada played the Soviet Union in an 8 game showdown series. Canada lost the first game very badly. The Canadian coach made some changes, which included putting an uncelebrated defenceman named Bill White on the roster. Bill White was a +7 for 7 games, which meant Canada scored one more goal than the Soviets on a per game basis whenever Bill White was on the ice. He was the most efficient player of all the skaters, Canadian or Soviet, but he was not spectacular or entertaining. He was a stay at home, get the job done efficient defenceman, who made a big contribution to the victory, (even scoring a goal in the final game) but was generally uncelebrated despite his composure and discipline. How do you measure efficiency and how much emphasis do you place on it?
4) Abstract factors such as leadership, teamwork, clutch performance, consistency, media presentation and fan interactions can be important considerations. These are factors that cannot be measured with numbers. And how important they are depends on how you define your goal. If your purpose is to sell seats and winning is secondary, then flashy players with strong media presentation skills and fan interaction are more important than efficiency, teamwork and championships. This is one reason why identifying your goal is the first important step.
5) Longevity. This is another factor which you can emphasize or downplay. Does a less talented player who has a long career deserve more recognition than a more talented player who retired early or whose career was ended by an unfortunate injury? Does a player who returns after a serious medical event, or who unretires to help his former team deserve extra credit for restarting his career?
One thing which historians often need to deal with is the “What if?” factor. What if this had happened? What if that had happened? For example, what if Muhammad Ali had been disqualified during his first fight with Henry Cooper for using smelling salts after Cooper knocked him down. Ali was saved by the bell and went to his corner and was revived with smelling salts and given extra time to recover because his glove was somehow ripped. How would being disqualified have affected his career and his public persona?
The answer is it does not matter. He got away with it and won the bout, furthering his career. That is the simple truth. That is a fact. Answers to “what if?” questions are fun and entertaining but they are a diversion, not facts, and have no place in determining what criteria to use when making decisions. Nonetheless, my personal opinion of Ali is diminished knowing he had to cheat to win.
Another example of a “what if” would be the 2025 World Series between the Los Angeles Dodgers and the Toronto Blue Jays. With two out in the bottom of the 11th inning and losing by one run, the Blue Jays sent their catcher, Alejandro Kirk, to the plate. He connected with a pitch but his bat broke making for an easy double play to end the game and award the Dodgers the Championship. If his bat had not broken, would it have been a hit and given the Blue Jays a chance to win. Doesn’t matter. It didn’t happen. And the Dodgers won. End of the story.
Choosing the criteria is the most thoughtful and important part of the process. There is a subjective aspect to choosing criteria. Yet it must be relevant to the goal, and the objective part is that, once chosen, the criteria must be applied equally to all candidates on your list. It may render results that surprise you, even disappoint you, but to be fair and honest, it must be done objectively. That is how you achieve a Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation. You choose your goal, your relevant criteria, your point system but then you apply it objectively using the known facts. 
 To emphasize this, let us step outside the world of sports and demonstrate how criteria can be of the utmost importance for decision making.
Let us assume you are choosing a Chancellor for a powerful nation. This person will be the commander-in-chief of the armed forces with the power to launch attacks on other countries. He can pardon any criminals he wants and imprison anyone he wants. He will potentially be the most powerful person on Earth.
As part of your criteria do you vote for this man who
1) has written a book called Mein Kampf which expresses hate for Jews and Communists?
2) has a private police force which harasses and murders his enemies?
3) burns books publicly?
4) suspends civil rights after having the Reichstag fire declared an emergency?
5) passes the Enabling Act, making him a dictator and allowing him to rule by decree?
If you answered yes to all this criteria, and would vote for such a man, then maybe you understand what criteria are, but I would question your principles. His actions do not reflect the values of a liberal democratic society. Do you simply want to be led around by the nose or do you want some political power, rights as a human being, and a constitutional guarantee of due process. By all means, if being a pawn satisfies you, vote for this man. If you want full citizenship in a law based society then I suggest you do not vote for this man. 
But I digress. Hitler was not a sports figure, although the 1936 Olympics will be associated with his Nazi regime forever. Politics and sports can be unfortunately linked. The Argentinians with their sign about the Falkland Islands at the 2026 FIFA cup is a good example. The aforementioned 1972 Hockey Summit Series was as much about politics as it was about sport. Over 60 countries boycotted the 1980 summer Olympics after the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. But we are not here to talk politics, are we? We are here to play a GAME (Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation) about sports. Which brings us to step three of the methodology. This involves adding values to your criteria. Again, this is a subjective choice, but must be applied objectively to all your candidates.
After selecting your relevant criteria for personal reasons, you must now assign values to your criteria. Every one of your criteria must be rated to reflect how much you emphasize the criteria. Then to make this process honest, you must apply the criteria and values objectively. For example, your goal may be to choose the greatest soccer player of all time. We will make the criteria simple because this is only a demonstration. The FIFA world cup is the greatest soccer competition in the world. You will have two criteria to judge every player.
1) the number of Fifa World cup final wins
2) the number of Fifa World cup runner up final appearances.
The assumption here is that an outstanding player can be good enough to influence the outcome of a competition. You may or may not agree, but for demonstration purposes, let us assume it is true.
You will give two points for every victory and one point for every appearance. So who do we have?
1) Pele 		3 titles x 2 = 		6
     			1 appearance x 1 =	1
      			Total				7
2) Maradonna	1 title x 2 =			2
			1 appearances x 1 =	1
     			Total				3
3) Messi		1 title x 2 =			2
			2 appearances x 1 =	2
			Total				4
4) Ronaldo	(Brazil) 2 titles x 2 =		4
   			1 appearance x 1 =	1
			Total 			5
5) Ronaldo (Portugal) 0 titles x 2 =	0
			0 appearances x1 =	0
			Total				0
There are many other players with good numbers but by this criteria Pele is the greatest soccer player who ever lived. No doubt there are soccer fans who will argue this criteria is unfair because Christiano Ronaldo is a wonderful soccer player and with different criteria could be the greatest soccer player ever. There are many soccer players who, with different criteria, may be considered the greatest soccer player ever. However, this is a GAME (Genuine Accomplishment and Merit Evaluation), somewhat subjective, but applied in an objective way and therefore has a validity that nobody can deny.
One important thing to remember is that this is a sports assessment GAME. It is not serious. It is not politics, or warfare or world trade. It does not have the potential to decide social winners and losers like a presidential election. It does not determine casualties like a battle plan or financial loss like tariffs. Nobody wins a medal, a championship or gets rich or injured because of this GAME. 
It is like Monopoly. The GAME comes with rules. People play by the rules to determine a winner which in real life means nothing. If players get together to play Monopoly but they decide to change the rules which produces a different outcome it is still just a game. They choose different criteria, and the criteria must be relevant to the game, and the criteria must be followed fairly to have merit, but it is still just a game.
Soccer is a popular game around the world. Some people live and die by the success or failure of their chosen team. I remember one case where a Kenyan man committed suicide in 2013 because his team, Manchester United, had lost a match to Newcastle United. Four years earlier another Kenyan soccer fan hung himself when Arsenal was beaten by Manchester United. That is extreme fandom to the absurd. A sporting competition loss does not merit suicide, or riots, or political action. 
For comparison, there is a sport in Finland called Wife Carrying. The winner gets cash and beer. It sounds like a good time and nobody takes it seriously. That is what sport should be. It should be a good time for all and nobody taking it too seriously. Fans often judge their own worth by the success or failure of their chosen team or sports figure. Admire a person for their accomplishments, yes, but do not judge your value as a person by your connection to a player, a team or any other person. Wearing a sports jersey or signature shoes does not make you a better person.
To shake things up, and initiate a discussion, let’s assess a few basketball players. I will pick Michael Jordan, Bill Russell, Wilt Chamberlain, Larry Bird and Lebron James. These are all great athletes, but my goal will be to objectively decide who was the better player. 
My criteria and points assessment will be:
No. of NBA championships x2
No. of NBA Final losses x 1
No. of Scoring titles x1
Possession turnover leader years (steals and/or rebounds) x 1
Longevity: years divided by 10
What are the results using this set of criteria?
Bill Russell
No. of championships 11 x 2 =					22
No. of Final losses: 1 x 1 =						1
0 Scoring titles								0
4 Turnover leader years x 1 =					4
Longevity: 13 divided by 10 =					1.3
Total										28.3
Wilt Chamberlain
No. of NBA titles 2 x 2 =						4
No. of Final losses: 4 x 1 =						4
7 scoring titles x 1 =							7
Turnover leader 11 x 1 =						11
Longevity: 13 divided by 10 =					1.3
Total:									27.3
Michael Jordan
No. of championships 6 x 2 =					12
No. of Finals losses 0							0
10 Scoring Championships x1 =					10
Turnover leader 3 x 1=						3
Longevity: 15 years divided by 10 =				1.5
Total: 									26.5
LeBron James
No. of NBA titles 4 x 2 = 						8
No. of Final losses 6 x 1 =						6
1 scoring championship 						1
Turnover leader								0
Longevity: 23 divided by 10 = 					2.3
Total										17.3
Magic Johnson
No. of NBA titles 5 x 2 =						10
No. of Final losses 4 x 1 =						4
O scoring champions							0
Turnover leader 2 years x 1 =					2
Longevity 14 years divided by 10 =				1.4
Total										17.4
Larry Bird
No. of NBA titles 3 x 2 =						6
No. of Final losses 2 x 1 =						2
Scoring championships						0
Turnover leader								0
Longevity 13 years divided by 10 =				1.3
Total										9.3
By these criteria, and among the candidates chosen, Bill Russell is the best basketball player ever, followed by Wilt Chamberlain and then Michael Jordan. Now I can hear the howls of protest. I can imagine the riots in the street. I can hear my name being cursed and my reputation shredded by my critics. They will complain that my criteria are unfair. My scoring system is slanted. Fans will claim that I don’t know what I am talking about. If you are someone thinking this then you are a fanatical fool. Or you have an Air Jordan shoe fetish. Stop and Think! This is just a game, like monopoly or euchre. It should not start a world war because you choose to buy a hotel on Park Place or choose one card suit as Trump. Sports should not be a reason for people to commit violence or suicide like those Kenyan fans. This book should not be burned in the public square as blasphemy or the author sent to prison. It is my opinion presented in an objective way by my choice of criteria. Nothing more. There is no reason to attack people just because you don’t agree with their opinion. We should have a reasonable debate, and a method to resolve the debate or just agree to disagree.
Further I admit that choosing criteria is subjective. I heard one person argue that Michael Jordan is the greatest basketball player ever because he won 6 out of 6 Finals. That is 100%. I countered by saying he won 6 championships in a 15 year career. That is only a 40% winning ratio, which is very, very good. However, Bill Russell had 11 championships in 13 years. That is an 85% winning ratio. 
As well, what if Magic Johnson had not contacted aids and played 21 years. More finals? More longevity? Doesn’t matter. “What ifs” are not facts. The record is what it is.
But let’s examine how absurd sports fanatics can be by contrasting a crazy irrational sports attitude with politics by returning to a more serious question with more serious consequences. I feel justified in making this contrast when I think of President Donald Trump inviting the Gold Medal Mens Hockey Team to the White House for a photo session. Or when I think of him presenting the trophy to Spain after their 2026 FIFA World Cup victory and then refusing to leave the stage. We will look again at the criteria for electing a certain Chancellor and the answers given by one of his supporters, remembering the consequences are much more serious. 
1) You are going to support this Chancellor even though he has written Mein Kampf, a book which expresses hatred for Jews and Communists?    Answer: Yes.
2) You are going to support this Chancellor even though he has a private police force that harasses and murders his enemies?  Answer: Yes.
3) You are going to support this Chancellor even though he burns books in public? Answer: Yes.
4) You are going to support this Chancellor even though he will suspend civil rights after declaring the Reichstag fire an emergency?  Answer: Yes.
5) You are going to support this president even though he has passed the Enabling Act that makes him a dictator and allows him to rule by decree. Answer: Yes.
But why? He is stripping you of all your power as a citizen. Answer: Because he is going to Make Aryans Great Again. 
But I digress, yet again. It is so easy to get distracted from my real purpose.  I am touching on serious matters when I really just want to explain My Athletics GAME (Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation) Assessor. I emphasize that Sport should be fun and not a source of conflict or personal emotional turmoil. Nonetheless you should be careful in defining your goal because if you are not careful it can backfire against you. You should also be careful when you choose your criteria. The criteria to achieve that goal must be based on basic principles relevant to the goal. It should not be based on lies, or general but appealing statements that have no underlying rational strategy.  Deciding that a certain athlete is the greatest soccer player in the history of the world because he wears your favorite number and favorite color is not a legitimate set of criteria. That would be almost as absurd as choosing Pele as the greatest basketball player instead of Bill Russell because Pele won three FIFA World Cups and participated in a fourth FIFA final and the FIFA World Cup is more important than an NBA championship. Deciding that a certain boxer is the greatest because he promotes himself incessantly is not a firm foundation that supports his claim. He may be flashy and entertaining but if he didn’t go undefeated like Rocky Marciano, and he had to cheat to win, then his claim is flawed.
 If a voter decides to elect a president who could be the most powerful person in the world because he claims he will make a specific group of people great again, but this candidate has a dismal record of business failures, is convicted of sexual assault and fraud and has been blatantly caught lying on many occasions, then to elect this unprincipled candidate as president would seem contradictory to me. If an athlete self-promotes, is in the media all the time, but his record doesn’t hold up under objective examination, then he lacks merit and falls short of being the greatest of all time.
But again, I digress. It must be a human flaw to rant about things. My purpose here is to give you a GAME (Genuine Accomplishments & Merit Evlaution) which is somewhat objective and scientific to judge sports personalities and teams by, not to criticise a serious lack of good judgement by voters. However let me re-emphasize that step one which is to define your goal and step two the establishing of criteria are very important steps and closely related. To demonstrate this, I will give you an example of my own use of GAME. 
Purpose: 
To put together a Dream Team of hockey players who are guaranteed to win the Stanley Cup. This is a dream team, not an actual team that played together. It is a GAME (Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation) I play, not a serious matter like an election. Again, it is my opinion, it harms nobody and I do it for fun. It is not a reason to set the DOJ on me and send me to prison as if I was Dr. Anthony Fauci.
Criteria: I need four Centers, four right wingers, four left wingers, seven defensemen and two goalkeepers. I will use the following criteria to make my choices.
For the Centers, right wingers and left wingers.
Number of Stanley Cups won x 2 points. This rewards success as a member of a team.
Number of Stanley Cup final losses x 1 point. This also rewards success as a member of a team.
Number of Art Ross trophies x 1 point. The Art Ross is based on points. It is not a popularity contest like many other trophies. I did not include the Rocket Richard trophy for most goals because this can reward selfish players. Also the Richard trophy isn’t that old and isn’t a consideration for a number of good players. That is my opinion. Others may differ with this opinion and include it.
+/- lifetime regular season divided by 100. A good +/- shows a well- rounded player.
Point per game lifetime record regular season (scoring 1 point for every game played) = 1 point. Scoring a point per game lifetime indicates a productive player, especially if combined with a good +/-.
Balanced Scoring lifetime (more assists than goals) record = 1 point. A balanced scoring record of goals and assists indicates an unselfish player.
Longevity: Number of years in NHL divided by 10. This, to me, is the most controversial aspect. The most talented hockey player in NHL history, in my opinion, suffered severe injuries and had a short career. This hurts his overall score. Nonetheless, many players had long careers and deserve recognition for that fact. 
After awarding points for each of the seven categories, add all the points together to achieve a final score.
So let’s do this with a center that I mentioned earlier, Stan Makita. Originally I had picked Makita for my Dream Team, but my own methodology eliminated him, to my surprise and disappointment.
Number of Stanley Cups: 1 x 2 =				2
Number of Stanley Cup final losses: 4 x 1 =		4
4 Art Ross Trophies x 1 =					4
Lifetime +/- of 329 divided by 100 =			3.29
Lifetime point per game scoring =			1
Balanced scoring =						1
Longevity 20 years divided by 10 =			2
Total									17.29
Stan Makita ranks high as a center, higher than most NHL centers, and he was one of my favorite players, but he is not in the top 4 according to my criteria, unfortunately. To be objective, I must leave him off my Dream Team.
But I hasten to point out that my criteria are relevant to my goal, and I applied my methodology objectively, even though it eliminated one of my favorite players.
To illustrate this further I will do the analysis on the top goal scorer in NHL history, Alex Ovechkin, who I also included on my original list.
Number of Stanley Cups: 1 x 2 =				2
Number of Stanley Cup final losses: 0 x 1 =		0
1 Art Ross trophy x 1 =					1
Lifetime +/- of 55 divided by 100 =			.55
Points per game lifetime record x 1 =			1
Unbalanced scoring lifetime =				0
Longevity: 20 years divided by 10 = 			2
Total:								6.55
As you can see, even though Alex Ovechkin is the top goal scorer in NHL history, his evaluation by my criteria is slightly above the average of 5 but I would not select him for my Dream Team.
Now some Ovechkin superfans may protest my ignoring his nine Rocket Richard Trophies. With a point for each of these trophies he would be a 15.55. Still not a Makita but close.
My reply is that my goal is to pick Stanley Cup winners, not selfish goal scorers. To reward Ovechkin for Rocket Richard trophies would reward an unbalanced scorer, a guy who went to the Finals once and won because his team had a hot goalie and who is not a team contributor. Besides, as I have already pointed out, the Art Ross trophy has been around for many years. The Rocket Richard trophy is relatively new and was not awarded when Makita played or when Gretzky, the greatest scorer of all time, was at his peak. Besides, Ovechkin’s lifetime +/- is a terrible +55. To be top notch in my books, a player must be at least a +100 lifetime. Once again, I stress, this is my criteria.
Finally, let us look at a player considered by many as the best ever, Wayne Gretzky.
Number of Stanley Cups: 4 x 2 =				8
Number of Stanley Cup final losses: 2 x 1 =		2
10 Art Ross trophies x 1 =					10
Here you have the greatest scorer in NHL history and the Rocket Richard trophy came into existence the last year of his career. Gretzky would have won it multiple times but it didn’t exist when he was at his peak. Sorry Ovechkin fans. But again, these are my criteria to achieve my goal.
+/- lifetime of 520 divided by 100 =			5.20
Point per game lifetime =					1
Balanced scoring lifetime =					1
Longevity: 20 years divided by 10 = 			2
Total:								29.20
This is the highest score of any players I evaluated. Other players like Gordie Howe, Henri Richard, Jean Beliveau, and Doug Harvey also scored +29. Some players scored in the 20’s but the inclusion of recognized stars as top candidates in my selection process does justify my criteria, even if it eliminates certain popular players, even my personal favorites.
For further comparison, here are some ratings by my methodology, for other famous players who didn’t make my team, but who are well known.
Sidney Crosby + 14.38				Phil Housley +3.5
Connor McDavid +12.86			Matts Sundin +4.73
Mark Messier +18.61				Dave Keon +11.61
Mario Lemieux +15.14			Steve Yzerman +14.34
Brian Leetch +8.2				Guy Lafleur +21.46
Ray Bourque +18.27				Dave “Tiger” Williams +2.09
Dennis Potvin +20				Mike Bossy +14.8
Patrick Roy +23.51				Martin Brodeur +17.56
Consider one more player to put the forwards into perspective. He was a journeyman left winger and an enforcer, when necessary, for the Philadelphia Flyers. His name is Bob Kelly.
No. of Stanley Cups: 2 x 2 = 					4
No. of Finals lost: 2 x 2 =					2
0 Art Ross Trophies						0
+/- of 109 lifetime divided by 100 =			1.09
Notice his lifetime +/- is nearly twice that 
of Ovechkin in a shorter career.
He did not score a point/game lifetime =		0
He was a balanced scorer =					1
Longevity: 11 years divided by 10 =			1.1
Total:								9.19
You want fans in the seats and a media event you pick “Tiger” Williams.
You want Stanley Cups you pick Bob Kelly.
Who would you pick?
Now I will examine my criteria for defensemen. For defensemen I consider the number of Norris trophies instead of the number of Ross trophies. No forward has ever won a Norris trophy. My example is going to be an anomaly however. Bobby Orr had a very short career, but he is the only defenseman in the history of the world to win an Art Ross trophy as well as the Norris trophy. He won the Art Ross twice, and the Norris eight times, more than any other defenseman. But his short career hurts his standing.
Number of Stanley Cups: 2 x 2 = 				4
Number of Stanley cup final losses: 1 x 1 =		1
8 Norris Trophies =						8
The anomaly: 2 Art Ross Trophies			2
Lifetime +/- of 582 divided by 100 =			5.82
Point per game lifetime =					1
Balanced scoring =						1
Longevity 10 years divided by 10 =			1
Total									23.82
Bobby Orr is one of my seven defensemen but not the top defenseman. Doug Harvey, mentioned earlier, was the top defenseman at 29.  And this is where the “what ifs” can start. What if Bobby Orr had not suffered a career ending injury after only ten years? Would he have won more Stanley Cups? More Norris trophies? Another Art Ross maybe? The longevity score would be better. It doesn’t matter. It didn’t happen. These are the facts. Do not ignore the facts. I choose the criteria and the value system but the facts of the matter are inserted into the methodology and that criteria and value system is applied equally to all defensemen. It is like an election. If you don’t get the most votes, electoral college or popular, you don’t win. That is a fact.
Again, by contrast let me analyze another popular defenseman, Erik Carlson.
No Stanley Cups. 						0
No Stanley Cup final losses.					0
3 Norris trophies						3
+/- lifetime of -115 divided by 100 =			-1.15
No point per game scoring lifetime =			0
Balanced lifetime scoring =					1
Longevity: 16 divided by 10					1.6
Total:								4.45
It boggles my mind how a defenseman who obviously can’t defend can win 3 Norris trophies. He is a prolific scorer, although he pales in comparison to Orr as a scorer. He is entertaining, but not efficient, which is what my methodology exposes. This is an example of where flashy, entertaining play overshadows effectiveness and production. Erik Carlson does not make my Dream Team for obvious reasons.
This is a point to keep in mind. Whether you are a hockey player, a salesman or the President of a country, being entertaining is not the same as being effective. Having a Norris trophy because you are flashy is not equivalent to winning a Stanley Cup as leader of a team. Selling a scam to little old ladies is not the same as selling a fleet of trucks to a large international logistics company. Wanting to rule like a dictator is not the same as advancing the principles of a liberal democracy.
Again, I digress. I apologize. Let us return to the task at hand. Choosing my goalkeepers is a different set of criteria.
We start with number of Stanley Cups.
Then number of Stanley Cup final losses.
The number of Vezinas until 1982, then the number of Jennings trophies after 1982.
Add save percentage.
The number of shutouts divided by 10.
Then longevity. Years in the league divided by 10.
I will use Jacque Plante as my prime example.
Number of Stanley Cups. 6 x 2 =				12
Number of Stanley Cup final losses 4 x 1 =		4
Number of Vezinas: 7 x 1 =					7
Save percentage:						.900
Number of shutouts: 82 divided by 10 =		8.2
Longevity: 20 years divided by 10 =			2
Total:								34.1
Jacque Plante achieves the highest score of all the goalies. Many people believe that Dominic Hasek was the greatest goalie ever. Here is my Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation of him.
Number of Stanley Cups: 2 x 2 =				4
Number of Stanley Cup final losses 1 x 1 =		1
Number of Jennings trophies: 3 x1 =     			3
Save percentage:						.922
Number of shutouts: 81 divided by 10 =		8.1
Longevity: 16 divided by ten =				1.6
Total									18.622
Dominic Hasek, although he is better than most goalies, does not make my team.  People will argue that he was a miracle worker in Buffalo, backstopping a terrible team that went to the Stanley Cup finals because of him. They will argue that Jacque Plante played for the powerhouse Montreal Canadiens and had a better team in front of him.
My initial reply is for these people to come up with a set of criteria that counters my criteria, not unsubstantiated admiration of his acrobatic play. I am choosing a Dream Team of winners here and Hasek, although he had his successes, was not the top ranked winner. Neither was Martin Brodeur who has the most shutouts in history. Neither was Johnny Bower or Ken Dryden, both of whom had a .922 save percentage like Dominic Hasek. Besides that, I would argue that Dominic Hasek has two Stanley Cups, but he was sitting on the bench for the second one “riding the pine”. Chris Osgood was in net winning for the Detroit Red Wings in 2008 after Hasek got benched. Also, in my opinion, Hasek is the reason Buffalo lost to Dallas in 1999. He was flopping on the ice like a fish out of water when he should have been square to the shooter, Brett Hull. It was one occasion when his erratic acrobatic albeit entertaining style cost him, in this case a Stanley Cup, possibly. At that point Buffalo was losing the series 3 – 2. This substantiates my point. Against average players an acrobatic entertaining style can be effective. Against top notch opponents, the weaknesses are revealed. Hasek was the goalie of record for 1 of his Stanley Cups. Plante was in net for all 6 of his cups.
Also, Jacques Plante played for the weak St. Louis Blues in 1969 and 1970, helping them reach the Stanley Cup finals against his former powerhouse team, the Montreal Canadiens. In fact Plante played in the post season 18 of his 20 years. That is more years than Hasek played in the NHL. Hasek missed post season play 3 times when his teams did not qualify, and he missed post season play twice due to injuries when his team did qualify.
But what about Hasek’s Vezina trophies? I do not put a lot of faith in trophies which are popularity contests. Count them in your criteria if you want but I go by numbers mostly. Besides Brodeur has won 10 Vezina and Jennings trophies combined. Roy has won 10 Vezina and Jennings trophies combined. They have won more Jennings and Vezina trophies each than Hasek, and they each have more Stanley Cups than Hasek. 
The Art Ross is given to the player with the most points in a season. The original Vezina was awarded for the lowest goals against. Now it is the Jennings for lowest goals against. The Vezina is now a popularity contest. The Norris is also a popularity contest but it is the only trophy for defensemen and I admit there are many bad defensemen who have a Norris who don’t deserve it. If you are a defenseman, you should not have a +/- of -130 and three Norris trophies. A -130 is not defense. The defenseman with the best lifetime +/- of +722 over a 20 year career, and 6 Stanley Cups, Larry Robinson, has only two Norris trophies. That is the problem with trophies that are popularity contests. The best man doesn’t always win. But the Norris is the only trophy exclusively for defensemen, therefore I include it.
Plante established the mask as part of a goalie’s protective equipment. He was also the first goalie to leave his crease to help his defense by handling the puck. Top notch goalie, innovator, winner. 
I give Dominic Hasek top marks for the best goalie moniker. “The Dominator.” Nobody can beat that name. Still doesn’t make him the greatest goalie ever. Jacque Plante by 15.3 points, in my Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation. 
Let us examine one more player to demonstrate how excellence in one area does not make a star player. Patrick Marleau played more games in the NHL than any other player. He will score big on longevity.
No. of Stanley Cups: 0							0
No. of losses in the Stanley Cup finals: 1 x 1 =		1
Number of Art Ross trophies: 0					0
+/- lifetime -27 divided by 100 =					-.27
No point per game lifetime =					0
Balanced scoring lifetime =						1
Longevity: 24 years divided by 10 =				2.4
Total										4.13
So here you have a player who has played more games in the NHL than anyone else and he rates under the average of 5. Excellence in one area does not make a star player. In the same way, excellence in goal scoring alone does not make a championship winner either. 
So, using my GAME (Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation), here are my selections for my unbeatable Dream Team to win the Stanley Cup.
Left Wing 			   Center			        Right Wing
Ted Lindsay (16.00)        Wayne Gretzky (29.20)    Gord Howe (29.20)
Bob Gainey (15.57)         Jean Beliveau (29)            Maurice Richard (27)
Steve Shutt (15.00)         Henri Richard (29)            Yvan Cournyer (25.5)
Frank Mahovlich (14.66) Bryan Trottier (22.5)       Claude Provost (22.75)

                                                Defensemen
		Doug Harvey (29)		Red Kelly (26)		
                    Larry Robinson (25.22)	Bobby Orr (23.82)
		Nick Lindstrom (23.5)		Serge Savard (23.12)
					Paul Coffey (20.95)

					Goalkeepers

		Jacques Plante (33.92)  	Terry Sawchuk (27.9)
Unsurprisingly, 12 of the 21 players were at one time or another members of the Montreal Canadiens, the team that has won the most Stanley Cups. Four players come from the powerhouse 1950’s Detroit Red Wings. Three come from the 1960’s Toronto Maple Leafs, the second winningest team in NHL history.
By camparison, this is the Dream Team I had picked totally subjectively, without a Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation.
Left Wing				Centers				Right Wing
Frank Mahovlich			Wayne Gretzky			Gordie Howe
Bobby Hull				Stan Makita			Rocket Richard
Alex Ovechkin			Jean Beliveau			Guy Lafleur
Steve Shutt			Mario Lemieux			Mike Bossy
					Defensemen
		Ray Bourque			Dennis Potvin
		Bobby Orr				Doug Harvey
		Nicholas Lindstrom		Larry Robinson
				           Red Kelly
 					Goalies
		Jacque Plante			Martin Brodeur
On a team of 21 players, 12 players made both lists. As I said, I was very surprised with some of the GAME results.
I will also make one very interesting and surprising observation. Most forwards, defensemen and goalies on my list of top players were at least a 20+. Left wingers, however, all had a lower evaluation. The highest left winger I evaluated was a +16. I did not anticipate that but it is an interesting observation. I also expected left winger Bobby Hull to make the final list easily. He did not, although he lost out by less than 1 point. Mark Messier did play left wing for a year or two of his career, but he was primarily a center. A good analysis can expose some interesting revelations.
I must make one other confession. Most of my choices are from the 1950 to 2000 era. I cherish that time as the golden age of hockey and my criteria is slanted to favor that era. I admit it, but I preferred the way the game was played during that era to what I see today.
At this point I will make a few general observations about GAME.
1) The goal you choose in step 1 is a subjective choice. Whether it is to choose the greatest athlete in the history of the world or simply choose who you think was the greatest Olympian of all time, or the greatest team of all time, it is a goal which you choose for your amusement. Do not take it too seriously. But you do need a clear idea of what you mean by “great.” It can’t be just a vague notion. Very popular players do not always have GAME.
2) Choose your criteria carefully. This can be something simple like, “Who has won the most gold medals?”, to something more complicated. I used 7 criteria for choosing the forwards, defensemen and goalies of my dream team. Again, this is your subjective choice but the criteria MUST be relevant to your goal to be considered valid, otherwise you become very vulnerable to criticism for your method. For example, do not choose the greatest athlete of all time based on the number of women he claims to have slept with (at least I hope you don’t). You wouldn’t buy an unreliable car because you like the color (at least I hope not). You wouldn’t elect a president just because he claims to have a billion dollars (at least I hope not). Also, not only must the criteria be relevant to your goal, but they must be applied objectively to all your candidates. This objective application of methodology legitimizes your selections.
Let us now deal briefly with a difficult subject. In so far as the saying, “If you’re not cheating, you ain’t trying.” I think the assault on Nancy Kerrigan says it all. If you have to cheat in order to win you are not a validated winner. If you win by cheating you are a winner without merit because you didn’t observe fair play. If you win by cheating you should never be trusted again. If you win by cheating you should be stripped of all your honors like Lance Armstrong and Ben Johnson. And the bigger question is, where is the line on cheating? Do you bend the rules a bit? Do you cheat until you get caught? Do you injure your opponents so you can win? That is the value of rules. It draws that clear line between fair and unfair. It gives merit to a win. To win by cheating may be an accomplishment, but it has no merit.
So, in your GAME do you deduct points for cheating? I do not if the cheating is unproven, although if I had to choose between two athletes whose scores were similar, fair play would be a deciding factor.
3) Assign a value system to your criteria. Once again this is subjective. In my value system for forwards and defensemen I gave 2 points for a Stanley Cup win and one point for a Stanley Cup final loss. I also had other criteria with value measurements but then I applied the method objectively to all my candidates and even though I came up with some results which I did not like, to be fair I was forced to accept them. This gives your evaluation merit.
Step four is to apply your GAME to as many candidates as you can and then make your conclusion that fulfills your goal. Once again, this is a balance between subjective choice and objective procedure. It is possible you could overlook a prime candidate. Your choice of candidates may seem obvious to you but do not hesitate to apply your GAME to a suggested candidate from another source. This only helps to legitimize your choices. People will respect your knowledge of the subject and your procedure if you can show good choices and an analytical methodology.
At this point let us examine what happens if you alter one aspect of your criteria and how the results totally change. I have always felt sorry for those hockey players who had good careers but never won a Stanley Cup. So I considered choosing a team of players who came close but did not succeed. The criteria I used for my Dream Team remained the same except for two things. First, the candidates never did win a Stanley Cup. Second, they went to the Stanley Cup Finals at least once and lost. I gave the players one point for every Final that they participated in.
Here is the example of Jean Ratelle, a center who played for the New York Rangers and the Boston Bruins. He was also a key performer for the 1972 Team Canada. Although that last fact has no bearing on my selection, it is a reason I hold him in high esteem.
Number of Finals 3 x 1 =					3
0 Art Ross trophies =						0
+/- lifetime +236 divided by 100 =			2.36
Point per game lifetime =					1
Balanced scoring =						1
Longevity 20 years divided by 10 = 			2
Total									9.36
Jean Ratelle played in the 1972 Stanley Cup finals with the New York Rangers. He had a broken ankle and scored only one point in the series. Returning to the “What ifs”, what if Jean Ratelle had been healthy in that series. Would the New York Rangers have won a Stanley Cup? Doesn’t matter. It did not happen. That is a fact.
You will note in the following list how changing one criteria changes the results.

Left Wing			Center				Right Wing
B. Propp (11.48)		Connor McDavid (12.86) 	R. Middleton (8.25)
C. Ramsay (6.64)	J. Ratelle (9.36)			T. O’Reilly (7.62)
D. Sedin (6.25)		Joe Thornton (7.32)		J. Pavelski (6.9)
P. Henderson (5.98)	N. Ullman (7.05)			D. Taylor (5.5)
				Defensemen
		Brad Park (9.03) 	Mark Howe (9.6)
		B. Hajt (6.6)		Jim Shoenfeld (5.66)
		M. Ramsay	 (5.83)	M. Milbury (5.75)
				K. Magnusson (5.68)
				Goalkeepers
		R. Luongo (12.619)			H. Lundquist (9.918)
So what does this tell us? Well, first, all the players are above the average of 5. Some just barely, but they are all above the average. Second, let’s look at our forwards. Some very famous players who went to the Stanley Cup finals but never won are missing from this list. The French Connection line of Gilbert Perrault, Rene Robert and Richard Martin was a famous line for the Buffalo Sabres. But in this analysis, Perrault gets a 5 which is the average score of a hockey player, Rene Robert gets a 3.15 and Rick Martin gets a 3.14, which is why they are not on the list.
The Triple Crown line of Marcel Dionne, Charlie Simmer and Dave Taylor was also a very famous line. Marcel Dionne (5.27) and Charlie Simmer (4.65) do not qualify for this list because they never played in a Stanley Cup final. Dave Taylor (5.5), after he was traded to the Boston Bruins, sneaked onto the list with 1 Stanley Cup Final appearance.
Jean Ratelle was part of the Goal a Game line in New York. He is on the list because he went to the Finals 3 times and had a very good +/- lifetime. His two partners on the Goal a Game line were Vic Hadfield and Rod Gilbert. They each went to the finals once. Hadfield is a 3.5. Gilbert is a 5.35, barely missing the list.
As for defensemen, P K Subban was a celebrated defenseman who went to the finals once and lost. He is a 4.55. Shea Weber went to the finals once and lost. He is a 4.29. A famous defense duo of Bill White and Pat Stapleton went to the finals twice with the Chicago Black Hawks and lost both times. White is a 5.59 and Stapleton a 5.52. Both above average and both just missed the list.
Henrik Sedin, brother of Daniel Sedin, is a 6.45, which is higher than Daniel, but he did not make the list because he is a center whereas Daniel, who did make the list, is a left winger. As we pointed out earlier, left wingers tend to have lower scores.
Among goaltenders there were multiple candidates as well. Carey Price, the excellent goaltender for the Montreal Canadiens, went to the finals once and lost but ranked at 9.317. That is only .601 behind Lundqvist which is very close but we are being objective here, so Lundqvist gets the spot. Curtis Joseph also ranked high with a long career but he never made it to the Stanley Cup finals so cannot be considered. Criteria applied objectively is of the utmost importance, otherwise you could end up with bad choices.
As a hockey fan I love playing around with different criteria and lists. I have lists for a Montreal Canadiens all star team, a Toronto Maple Leafs all star team, a most Stanley Cup wins all star team, I have many lists. Another list is what I call the 4 Cup club. These are players who won 4 Stanley cups in their career and have the best lifetime record to go along with those 4 Cups.
Left Wing				Center			Right Wing
T. Lindsay (16)			W. Gretzky (29.2) 	G. Howe (29.2)
Marty Pavelich (14.0)		P.  Mahovlich (12.84)	M. Bossy (14.8)
C. Gillies (13.95)			Kris Draper (13.72)	G.Armstrong (15.0)
John Tonelli (13.61)		Phil Goyette (12.6)	B. Rousseau (13.73)
					Defense
		T. Horton (16.5)			A. Stanley (18)
		N. Lindstrom (23.5)		D. Potvin (20)
S. Niedermayer (14.67)	Paul Coffey (20.98)
				Al Arbour (14.4)
					
Goaltenders
		Patrick Roy (23.51)		Terry Sawchuk (27.90)
You will notice that a few players are repeats from my Dream Team. You will note that all players are at least double the average of 5. This would also be a very formidable Stanley Cup challenger.
After all this explanation and list making I will offer you this simple template for evaluating sports personalities and teams (or anything else you choose to evaluate).
1) What is my specific goal?
2) What are my relevant criteria for determining my goal?
3) What value system will I apply to my criteria?
4) Which candidates will I objectively apply my GAME to and where does that exercise place them on my list? 				
The other useful fact about this methodology is that it can be used to make decisions on just about anything. Choosing a holiday may be a good example.
What is your goal on your vacation?
Are you looking to relax? Do you want adventure? Are you meeting friends or family? Do you have a bucket list of destinations, do you like guided tours or are you a free spirit? Let us say you want to totally relax with your partner. No other family or friends. It will be just you and your partner on a relaxing holiday.
What are your criteria?
Good food which you don’t need to cook.
Guided day tours of interesting places with little effort involved.
Warmth and sun not too far from home. You don’t want to travel for hours to reach your destination.
Lots of time to relax, read and sunbath.
Live shows and movies, maybe some shopping.
Now, assign a value system to your criteria.
You have five criteria. Arrange them in order of importance, 5 points for the most important, 1 point for the least important.
Good food which you don’t need to cook. 5
Lots of time to relax, read and sunbath. 4
Warmth and sun without too much travel. 3
Guided day tours of interesting places with little effort involved. 2
Live shows and movies, maybe some shopping. 1
What are my candidates?
Beach, sun and all- inclusive resort in the Caribbean or Mexico.
Beach, sun and all-inclusive resort in the Mediterranean.
Beach, sun and all-inclusive resort in Australia.
Beach, sun and all-inclusive resort in Brazil.
Beach, sun and all-inclusive resort in Hawaii.
A Mediterranean cruise.
A Caribbean cruise. 
A cruise around Hawaii.
From my home location Australia, Brazil, the Mediterranean and Hawaii would involve many hours of travel at the beginning and the end of my vacation. That does not meet my criteria of not too distant from home. For that reason these destinations would get a zero for criteria number 3.
That leaves a Caribbean cruise or an all-inclusive Caribbean or Mexican Resort. A cruise is tempting but it means getting on and off the ship, which may not be as relaxing as simply sitting on the beach or by the pool. Sunbathing is also limited on a cruise. Given my criteria, I would choose an all-inclusive resort on a Caribbean island or in Mexico because they would get a full 15 points. The Caribbean cruise would be close behind with 13 points. The other options would be 12 or less.

We can use this methodology to make a practical choice like buying a home.
My goal is to own a comfortable home.
Criteria
I want to live in a quiet neighbourhood with good schools.
Although I earn a good salary, I would prefer to invest in the stock market rather than buy a large home. I only need a home large enough for my practical needs. It is not a showcase.
I want a short commute to work.
I will need three bedrooms, a basement, and an eat-in kitchen.
I want a two car garage.
I do not want to climb more stairs than is necessary.
I do not want a pool, or a lot of trees that need trimming and leaves that need raking, or a large garden. A simple plot of grass, a patio in the backyard and walkways are plenty.
Assign the value system.
I need a three bedroom house with a basement for storage. 5
It must be an easy commute to my work.5
I want to live in a quiet neighbourhood with good schools.5
I do not want to climb any more stairs than is necessary. 4
I want a low maintenance fenced back yard with a patio and a patch of grass. No trees to trim and leaves to rake or large gardens to maintain. 3
I want a two car garage.2
I would prefer an eat-in kitchen. 1
I prefer to invest in the stock market rather than buy a large house. 1 
Having set my criteria and a value system I now examine my choices.
I do not want a large 4 or 5 bedroom monstrosity. I do not need it and I would waste money on maintenance.
I eliminate any condo because there is no backyard and I don’t want to climb stairs if there is a blackout. Maintenance fees can also be high.
I eliminate any townhouse because they are built vertical and they have many stairs as a rule, parking can be difficult and they feel crowded.
Having done that, we draw a circle from my workplace on a map that would indicate a 20 minute commute. We identify two very quiet neighbourhoods with good schools that are in my price range.
There are five possibilities, all with three bedrooms, a twenty minute commute to work and in good neighbourhoods. They all start with 15/26 points.
Many of the bungalows in these areas have been renovated into two story houses. There are three two story house that may be acceptable.  
Two story number one has a finished basement, an eat-in kitchen, an L shaped staircase, two car garage, a large backyard with a large deck, flowerbeds and trees, and is the most expensive. 18/26
Two story number two has a finished basement, an eat-in kitchen, a straight staircase, a one car garage, a patio in a moderate sized backyard with flower borders all around the backyard and a gate in the back fence which opens onto a public park. It is the second most expensive house. 17/26
Two story number three has an unfinished basement, no eat-in kitchen but a large dining room, an L shaped staircase, no garage but a single car port, a moderate sized fenced back yard with one large tree in the middle, no patio or deck, otherwise it is all lawn, and is well within the price range. 17/26
Bungalow number one has an unfinished basement, an eat-in kitchen, no garage or car port but a driveway for two cars, a moderate sized fenced back yard with a small patio and lawn. The cupboards, bathroom and floors all look original but it has been well maintained. It is comfortably in my price range.24/26
Bungalow number two has a finished basement, an eat-in kitchen, a one car garage with parking for a second car in the driveway, a moderate sized fenced backyard which is half vegetable garden and half lawn. It has been renovated in the past but is looking a little run down. It is within the price range. 23/26
In the final analysis the three two story houses do not meet some of the criteria. The two bungalows are close to fitting all the criteria. Even though bungalow number one has no garage, it has parking for two cars and an unfinished basement for storage as well as a fenced low maintenance yard. Bungalow number two will require an overhaul of the backyard and some updating, which is undesirable. 
The purchaser chooses Bungalow number one since it best fills his criteria.
Let us look at one more non-sports scenario where this methodology could be most useful. Let’s apply this procedure, once again, to the election of a new President.
 The Goal.
For the good of my country, I need to choose the best candidate to be the next President.
Criteria and assessment.
1) Has the candidate ever been convicted of a serious crime like sexual assault or business fraud? If no 5 points. If yes, 0.
2) Has the candidate lied about his qualifications, such as his education or accomplishments? If no 5 points. If yes, 0.
3) Has the candidate committed crimes against humanity by depriving citizens of another country the basic necessities of life I.E. Cuba. If no, 5 points. If yes, 0.
4) Does this candidate have a history of successful political leadership, i.e., has he been previously elected as a mayor, a governor, a senator, a member of any elected body prior to running for President? If yes, 5 points. If no, 0 points.
5) Does the candidate have a history of avoiding difficult questions and attacking his critics in a personal, savage manner instead of dealing with the issues? If no, 5 points. If yes, 0 points.
6) Has he demonstrated in the past a lack of leadership in dealing with a crises like a pandemic. If yes, 0 points, If no, 5 points.
7) Finally, has the candidate identified specific enemies, like communists and illegal aliens, and organized a personal police force to hunt them down, like Hitler did with the Jews and Communists?
 If no, 5 points. If yes, 0.
Let us imagine two candidates running for the position of President of a large and powerful country where all men, not just citizens of that country, but all men are created equal and have a natural right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.
Candidate Number one is a Social Democrat named Hillary Harris.
Candidate number two is a Neo-Nasty named Donlad Rumpt.
Question 1) Has the candidate ever been convicted of a serious crime like sexual assault or business fraud?”
Hilary Harris: N0. 5 points.
Donlad Rumpt: Yes. 0 points.
Question 2) Has the candidate lied about his qualifications such as his education or accomplishments? 
Hilary Harris: No. 5 points. Total 10 points.
Donlad Rumpt: Yes. 0 points.
Question 3) Has the candidate committed crimes against humanity by depriving citizens of another country the basic necessities of life I.E. Cuba?
Hilary Harris: No. 5 points. Total 15 points.
Donlad Rumpt: Yes. Still 0.
Question 4) Does the candidate have a history of successful political leadership I.E. has he been previously elected as a mayor, a governor, a senator or as a member of any elected body prior to running for President?
Hilary Harris: Yes. 5 points. Total 20 points.
Donlad Rumpt: No. Still 0.
Question 5) Does the candidate have a history of avoiding difficult questions and attacking his critics in a personal, savage manner instead of dealing with the issues?
Hilary Harris: No. 5 points. Total 25 points.
Donlad Rumpt: Yes. Still 0.
Question 6) Has the candidate demonstrated in the past a lack of leadership in dealing with a crises like a pandemic?
Hilary Harris: No. 5 points. Total 30 points.
Donlad Rumpt: Yes. Still 0.
Question 7) Finally, has the candidate identified specific enemies, like communists and illegal aliens, and organized a personal police force to hunt them down, like Hitler did with the Jews and communists?
Hilary Harris: No. 5 points. Total 35 points.
Donlad Rumpt. Yes. Still 0 points.
Now, as I have pointed out, GAME (Genuine Accomplishment & Merit Evaluation) is meant to be fun. However, to return to hockey for a moment, a guy by the name of Don Cherry had a long career as a player in the minor leagues, but only played one game in the NHL for the Boston Bruins. In my analysis of hockey players he would have a perfect 0. Would you pick Don Cherry to be a member of your Dream Team to win the Stanley Cup? 
In the same way, you have a candidate for the Neo Nasty party who doesn’t meet any relevant criteria to be a good president. He gets a perfect 0. Why would you pick him? No doubt he will get votes from people who have other criteria that aligns with his values. These people do not believe that all men are created equal. These people believe that the right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness is reserved for them and not for the general population. So maybe they like a President who arrests their citizens and ships them to a penitentiary in a foreign country. Maybe they admire a President who shoots citizens in their cars for the flimsiest of reasons. Or they support a President who separates children from their parents. Or they admire a President who threatens the long-time allies of his country while admiring  traditional foes and dictators. Maybe they like a take charge president who ignores the constitution and government tradition to pass a number of executive orders under the pretense of an emergency in order to impose his will. 
But again, I digress. Again, I apologize. This GAME is intended to be thought provoking, objective and above all else, fun. It is a GAME. There are no long term consequences like spending about 40 billion dollars on a war that you probably can’t win. 
Again I digress. I guess it’s the humanist in me. Let’s get back on track. Just for fun, and only for fun, let’s do one more analysis. Let’s compare some offensive running backs in American football.
I will use the following format.
No. of championships x 2 =
No. of losing appearances in the championship final x 1=
Number of years the scoring leader x 1=
Number of years the rushing leader x 1=
Lifetime run average=
Rushing scoring leader years x 1 =
Longevity years divided by 10 =

The Final Analysis

Jim Brown
No. of championships: 1 x 2 =					2
The Super Bowl did not exist when Jim Brown was playing. He played in the NFL so I count NFL championships.
No. of championship losses 1 x 1 =				1
Scoring leader: 1 year x1 =						1
Rushing leader: 8 years x 1 =					8
Rushing average:							5.2
Rushing touchdown leader: 5 years x 1 =			5
Longevity 9 years divided by 10 =					.9
Total:									23.1
Walter Payton
No. of championships 1 x 2 =					2
No. of losses in championship games =				0
Scoring leader:								0
Rushing leader:								1
Rushing average:							4.4
Rushing touchdown leader:						1		
Longevity: 12 years divided by 10 =				1.2
Total:									9.6
Emmit Smith
No. of championships: 3 x 2 =					6
No. of championship final losses:					0
Scoring leader: 1x1=							1
Rushing Leader: 4 years x 1 =					4
Rushing average:							4.2
Rushing touchdown leader: 3 years x1 =			3
Longevity: 14 years divided by ten =				1.4
Total										19.6
Barry Sanders
No. of championships							0
No. of losses in a championship game				0
Scoring Leader								0
Rushing yards leader 4 years x 1 =				4
Running average 							5
Running touchdown leader: 1 x 1 =				1	
Longevity: 10 years divided by 10 =				1
Total:									11
Adrian Peterson
No. of championships	:						0
No. of championships losing appearances:			0
Scoring leader:								0
Rushing yards leader: 3 x 1 =					3 
Running average:							4.6
Rushing touchdown leader: 2 x 1 =				2
Longevity: 15 years divided by 10 =				1.5
Total:									11.1
So, for all you sports fans, take this GAME and have some fun. Create some Dream Teams. Choose the best athletes in your favorite sports who have GAME. Divert your brain from the lunacy of the real world and escape into your sports fantasy. The real world is difficult enough. We all need to escape from time to time. Remember, however you use it, the GAME may be somewhat subjective, but you need to apply it objectively and honestly, even if you don’t like the results. Otherwise you may make some bad choices. Like the soccer fans who committed suicide undoubtedly found out, you only live once. Life is about choices. Try to make good ones.



            


                     


My Athletics


 


GAME


 


Assessor
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