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I’d like to depart this week from my analysis of 1987 to take a look, with an objective eye as always, to workrate. The entire concept of workrate and star ratings remains an enduring legacy of the internet wrestling community and more than ever match quality is carefully analyzed. My goal with this column is to take an initial step in trying to formulate a way to evaluate and compare wrestling matches in a context-neutral manner. It has long frustrated me that a single star rating can capture the entire essence of a wrestling match. Other questions need to be pondered such as: When did the match take place? Did the match have the advantage of gimmicks such as a steel cage, a ladder, or even blood? How long were the wrestlers given to work? It is the latter of these questions which I will explore today. Hitting fifty home runs in Coors Field in 1999 is very different than hitting 50 home runs in the Astrodome in 1968. Likewise, Randy Savage and Rick Steamboat having a ***** match in 1987 in 14 minutes is markedly more impressive than Bret Hart and Steve Austin doing so in 1997 in 22 minutes. I began my research by putting the match times and star ratings for every WrestleMania match in history into a spreadsheet. I chose this subset of matches as it covers a wide variety of eras and wrestlers; it’s also a rather large sample size. Doing so yields the following chart:
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Star ratings are on the Y-axis (vertical) with match times on the X-axis (horizontal). The star ratings are an amalgamation of Dave Meltzer’s (where I have them), Scott Keith’s (available here) and some minor adjustments for my own personal preferences. I excluded the Bret Hart-Shawn Michaels ironman match from WrestleMania 12 from the chart for readability but not from the calculations. As you can see, longer matches predictably yield better matches as the upward trend in the graph is unmistakable. There does appear to be a point right around the 25 minute mark where that trend no longer holds and a regression line would flatten out. Of course, I’d like to see more data points to ascertain that fact but I’ll leave that for another day. 


Now for some cold-hard statistics to draw some conclusions: the chart has a correlation coefficient of .622 which is quite strong. Correlation is a measure of how closely two measurements (here, time and star ratings) are related: a correlation of 1 is perfect while 0 indicates no correlation. The data also provides us with a regression equation that can be used to “predict” a match’s quality given the time allotted: 


Star Rating = .132 (time in minutes) + .435

So, a 10 minute match would be expected to earn 1.76 stars, a 20 minute match would generally earn 3.08 stars. Naturally, doing such calculations without considering who actually is doing the wrestling is foolish. However, what is useful is considering how strong a match actually was and comparing it to its expected value. Let’s return to that Savage-Steamboat and Hart-Austin comparison, shall we?



Match Time
Star Rating
E (Star Rating) 
Diff.
Savage-Steamboat          14:35                 5*                    2.36*                     2.64*
Hart-Austin                     22:03                 5*                    3.35*                     1.65*
You may agree or disagree with the argument that Savage-Steamboat was clearly the stronger match of the two, statistical tools are only meant as an aide to your own judgment. Yet I think it’s reasonable to ask that you consider how this conclusion was drawn before you hastily dump this file in your recycle bin.
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