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ABSTRACT
This study examined the association between opponent quality and the 

distribution and structural characteristics of attacking types among successful 
scoring possessions in collegiate basketball. A total of 4,309 made fi eld goals 
from 97 games in the 2022 Kansai Intercollegiate Basketball League Division 1 
were analyzed. Scoring possessions were classifi ed into four attacking types: im-
mediate attacks (<3 s), primary fast breaks (PFB), secondary fast breaks (SFB), 
and set off enses (SO), according to tactical characteristics, possession duration, 
and numerical situations. Opponent quality was defi ned relative to each team’s 
fi nal league standing. Chi-square tests of goodness of fi t and independence were 
conducted, and attacking time, number of attacking players, and number of com-
pleted passes were compared between opponent groups.

SO accounted for the largest proportion of successful scoring possessions. At-
tacking type distribution was signifi cantly associated with opponent quality (χ²(3) 
= 84.51, p < .001, Cramer’s V = 0.14), with PFB more frequent among success-
ful scoring possessions against lower-ranked opponents and SO more frequent 
against higher-ranked opponents. Possession duration during SO was longer 
against higher-ranked opponents (p < .01, d = 0.26), whereas completed passes 
during SFB were greater against lower-ranked opponents (p < .05, d = 0.31).

These fi ndings suggest that the distribution and structural characteristics of 
successful scoring possessions are associated with opponent quality.

Keywords: Opponent Quality, Fast Break, Set Off ense, Tempo Control, 
Performance Analysis

INTRODUCTION
Basketball is an invasion sport charac-

terized by continuous transitions between 
off ense and defense, in which tactical deci-
sion-making during games is highly dynamic 
and context-dependent (Ávila-Moreno et al., 
2018; McGarry et al., 2002). Traditionally, 
performance indicators associated with game 
outcomes have primarily focused on game-

related statistics such as fi eld-goal percentage, 
rebounds, and turnovers (Gómez et al., 2008; 
Ibáñez et al., 2008). However, recent advances 
in performance analysis research have moved 
beyond the accumulation of isolated statistical 
indicators, placing greater emphasis on the 
structural and temporal characteristics of 
off ensive possessions in order to achieve a 
more comprehensive understanding of game 
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dynamics (Conte et al., 2017; Evangelos et al., 
2005; Matulaitis & Bietkis, 2021; Sampaio, 
Lago, et al., 2010).

Offensive play in basketball is generally 
categorized into transition phases, in which 
teams attempt to score before the defensive 
formation is fully established, and positional 
phases, in which teams organize their offense 
against a set half-court defense (Conte et al., 
2017; Evangelos et al., 2005). In particular, 
the fast break (FB) has been conceptualized 
as a tactical strategy designed to exploit nu-
merical superiority and defensive imbalance 
in order to generate high-percentage scoring 
opportunities (Evangelos et al., 2005; Garefis 
et al., 2007; Ortega et al., 2007). Furthermore, 
recent studies have distinguished between pri-
mary (PFB) and secondary fast breaks (SFB), 
analyzing their situational characteristics and 
finishing patterns (Conte et al., 2017; Evan-
gelos et al., 2005; Odaka et al., 2008; Refoyo 
et al., 2009; Uchiyama, 2004). These findings 
suggest that FBs should not be considered a 
single offensive action but rather a phase-
based tactical structure that unfolds progres-
sively in response to temporal constraints and 
defensive organization. In addition, studies on 
possession duration have suggested that offen-
sive possessions ending early in the shot clock 
may be associated with scoring outcomes (Gó-
mez et al., 2013; Matulaitis & Bietkis, 2021). 
Therefore, possession duration can be consid-
ered an important perspective that comple-
ments tactical classifications. In other words, 
the distinction between FBs and set offenses 
(SO) should not be treated merely as a spatial 
or formation-based categorization, but rather 
as a tactical concept that inherently includes 
temporal constraints and the timing of offen-
sive resolution (Courel-Ibáñez et al., 2016; 
Ibáñez et al., 2019).

On the other hand, the selection of offen-
sive strategies may be influenced by external 

constraints, such as the opponent’s competi-
tive level. In performance analysis research, 
opponent quality has been reported to affect 
game-related statistics and tactical structures 
(Gómez et al., 2008; Sampaio, Lago, et al., 
2010). When facing high-quality opponents, 
increased defensive pressure may limit tran-
sition opportunities, whereas matches against 
relatively lower-quality opponents may facil-
itate a faster game tempo and greater occur-
rence of transition phases (Gómez et al., 2008; 
Sampaio, Drinkwater, et al., 2010). However, 
studies examining the relationship between 
opponent ranking and offensive patterns—
while simultaneously distinguishing between 
PFB and SFB and incorporating possession 
duration as a classification criterion—remain 
limited.

In particular, clarifying how the distribu-
tion of scoring offensive tactics varies with 
the opponent’s competitive level is essential 
to understanding the nature of tactical adapta-
tion in basketball. When facing higher-ranked 
opponents characterized by greater defen-
sive intensity, teams may rely more heavily 
on structured half-court offense. In contrast, 
matches against lower-ranked opponents may 
be associated with a higher proportion of 
PFB due to reduced defensive pressure and 
increased transition opportunities. From this 
perspective, this study assumes that opponent 
ranking is associated with the distribution of 
scoring offensive tactics. Specifically, it is hy-
pothesized that possessions resulting in scores 
against higher-ranked opponents will show a 
greater proportion of SO, whereas possessions 
against lower-ranked opponents will show a 
greater proportion of PFB.

Therefore, the purpose of this study was 
to examine the relationship between opponent 
ranking (higher- vs. lower-ranked groups) and 
the distribution of scoring offensive posses-
sions in a university basketball league. Scoring 
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possessions were categorized into four tactical 
types: (1) possessions completed within three 
seconds (immediate attack, IA), (2) PFB, (3) 
SFB, and (4) SO. By statistically analyzing the 
association between opponents’ rankings and 
these tactical classifications, this study aims to 
clarify how the temporal and structural char-
acteristics of successful scoring possessions 
relate to opponents’ competitive level. In do-
ing so, the findings are expected to contribute 
to the theoretical framework of performance 
analysis research and provide practical impli-
cations for coaching in the university basket-
ball context. 

METHODS
Data Source and Sample
This study analyzed all field goals (exclud-

ing free throws) from 97 games of the 2022 
Kansai Intercollegiate Basketball League Di-
vision 1 season. Of the 105 scheduled games, 
eight were excluded due to incomplete or un-
clear video footage. Game footage was ob-
tained from the official Kansai Intercollegiate 
Basketball Federation YouTube channel (Fed-
eration). Ethical approval was not required 
because the study used publicly available per-
formance data.

The league consisted of 15 teams compet-
ing in a single round-robin format. Based on 
the final league standings, each field goal was 
classified according to whether it was scored 
against an opponent ranked higher or low-
er than the scoring team. Specifically, goals 
scored against teams with a better final rank-
ing than the scoring team were categorized as 
goals against higher-ranked opponents (HR-
goals), whereas goals scored against teams 
with a worse final ranking were categorized 
as goals against lower-ranked opponents (LR-
goals). For example, for a team that finished 
4th in the league, field goals scored against the 
1st- 3rd ranked teams were classified as HR-

goals, while goals scored against teams ranked 
5–15th were classified as LR-goals. This rela-
tive classification was intended to distinguish 
whether the opponent finished above or below 
the scoring team in the final standings and does 
not reflect absolute competitive levels.

Classification of Attacking Types
Based on previous research on basketball 

offensive tactics (Conte et al., 2017; Odaka et 
al., 2008; Uchiyama, 2004), scoring posses-
sions were classified into four attacking types 
(IA, PFB, SFB, and SO). The classification 
was based on a combination of tactical char-
acteristics, numerical situation, and posses-
sion duration rather than possession duration 
alone. PFB were defined as transition posses-
sions characterized by numerical superiority 
(1-on-0 to 3-on-2), in which the offense rap-
idly advanced the ball toward the basket be-
fore the defense was able to recover. These 
possessions were typically completed within 
3–5 s. SFB were defined as transition posses-
sions completed within 5–10 seconds in situ-
ations ranging from 3 on 3 to 5 on 4, where 
three or more defenders had recovered, and 
the offense was unable to fully capitalize on an 
initial outnumber advantage, but the defense 
was not yet fully organized. To determine the 
number of players involved in each fast-break 
action, only players actively involved in the 
play were considered. Defensive players were 
regarded as actively involved if they were po-
sitioned in their defensive half court, between 
the imaginary line of the ball, parallel to the 
end line, and the defended basket. Offensive 
players were considered actively involved if 
they were in the offensive half court and either 
(1) touching the ball, (2) positioned beyond 
the imaginary line of the ball parallel to the 
end line and gaining a positional advantage, or 
(3) influencing defensive players (Conte et al., 
2017; Odaka et al., 2008; Uchiyama, 2004). 
SO were defined as possessions initiated under 
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fully organized half-court conditions in which 
all five defenders had recovered to their de-
fensive half, resulting in a structured 5-on-5 
offensive situation. IA was reserved for imme-
diate scoring actions, such as put-back shots 
following offensive rebounds and clear 1-on-0 
or 2-on-0 scoring opportunities immediate-
ly after gaining possession. Although these 
possessions were typically completed within 
3 s, they were classified as IA based on their 
tactical characteristics rather than possession 
duration alone.

All games were initially coded by a single 
analyst. When uncertainty arose regarding the 
classification of an attacking type, the case was 
reviewed and resolved by consensus among 
three analysts. Because these discussions were 
conducted as part of the coding process, the 
frequency of such cases was not recorded. In 
basketball, field goals (excluding free throws) 
may be worth either two or three points; how-
ever, in the present study, analyses were con-
ducted based on the frequency of field goals 
regardless of point value.

Measures of Counterattack Characteristics
For all scoring possessions, attacking time, 

the number of attacking players, and the num-
ber of completed passes were measured.

Attacking time was defined as the duration 
from the start of possession to the successful 
field goal. Possession start was defined as the 
moment a player gained control of the ball 
from any source other than a teammate (e.g., 
defensive rebound or steal). Possession end 
was defined as the moment the ball complete-
ly passed through the basket. Brief touches 
by opposing players that did not substantially 
alter the direction of the ball were not consid-
ered new possessions. The number of attack-
ing players was determined according to the 
previously described operational definition of 
active involvement. The number of completed 

passes was defined as the total number of pass-
es exchanged between offensive players prior 
to the field goal.

All games were coded by the same analyst, 
who had five years of competitive playing ex-
perience, to minimize inter-observer variation. 
To assess intra-rater reliability, 10% of the 
scoring possessions were randomly selected 
and re-coded two weeks after the initial cod-
ing. For categorical variables (attacking type), 
Cohen’s kappa coefficient was calculated, 
demonstrating excellent agreement (κ = 0.91). 
For continuous variables (attacking time, num-
ber of attacking players, and number of pass-
es), intra-rater reliability was assessed using a 
two-way mixed-effects model, single-measure 
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for ab-
solute agreement, together with coefficients of 
variation (CV). ICC values ranged from 0.96 
to 0.99, and CVs ranged from 1% to 4%, indi-
cating high reliability.

Statistical Analysis
Statistical analyses were performed using 

SPSS Version 25.0 (IBM Corp., Chicago, IL, 
USA). First, chi-square (χ²) goodness-of-fit 
tests were performed to examine whether the 
distribution of attacking types differed from an 
equal distribution within each opponent group 
(LR-goals and HR-goals). Expected frequen-
cies were calculated under the assumption of 
equal proportions across the four attacking 
types (IA, PFB, SFB, and SO). Effect sizes were 
calculated using Cohen’s w. Second, χ² tests of 
independence were conducted to examine the 
association between opponent ranking (LR-
goals vs. HR-goals) and attacking type. Effect 
sizes were calculated using Cramer’s V. Dif-
ferences in attacking time, number of attacking 
players, and number of completed passes be-
tween LR-goals and HR-goals were analyzed 
using independent samples t tests. The unit of 
analysis for the independent-samples t tests was 
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the individual successful scoring possession; no 
aggregation at the game or team level was per-
formed. Because immediate attacks (IA) were 
characterized by extremely short possession 
durations and typically involved no passes or 
only one attacking player, they were excluded 
from comparisons of attacking time, number 
of attacking players, and number of completed 
passes. Normality was assessed using the Shap-
iro–Wilk test. Although some variables deviat-
ed from normality, independent-samples t-tests 
were retained because the primary aim was to 
compare group means, and t-tests are generally 
robust to moderate deviations from normality, 
particularly with relatively large sample sizes. 
Effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s d. 
Statistical significance was set at p < .05. 

RESULTS
A total of 4,309 field goals were recorded 

across the 97 analyzed games. Of these, there 
were 2,417 LR-goals (56%) and 1,892 HR-
goals (44%).

The overall distribution of attack types sig-
nificantly deviated from an equal distribution 
across the four categories, χ²(3, N = 4,309) = 
1042.72, p < .001, Cohen’s w = 0.49, indicat-

ing a large effect size. SO accounted for the 
greatest proportion of goals and were mark-
edly overrepresented relative to expected fre-
quencies (standardized residual (SR) = 23.85). 
In contrast, IA (SR = −17.42) and PFB (SR = 
−11.89) were substantially underrepresented. 
SFB were also overrepresented, although to a 
lesser extent (SR = 5.46) (Table 1).

When examined separately by opponent 
group, significant deviations from equal dis-
tribution were observed in both cases. For LR-
goals, the distribution differed significantly 
from equality, χ² (3, N = 2,417) = 350.86, p < 
.001, Cohen’s w = 0.38. SO (SR = 12.44) and 
SFB (SR = 5.11) were overrepresented, where-
as IA (SR = −11.73) and PFB (SR = −5.81) 
were underrepresented (Table 1).

For HR-goals, a significant deviation was 
also found, χ² (3, N = 1,892) = 788.34, p < 
.001, Cohen’s w = 0.65, reflecting a large effect 
size. SO were strongly overrepresented (SR = 
21.99), while IA (SR = −13.02) and PFB (SR 
= −11.40) were markedly underrepresented. 
SFB showed only a slight overrepresentation 
(SR = 2.44) (Table 1).

Table 1. χ² Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Offensive Tactic Distribution
Offensive 

Tactic
LR-goals HR-goals ALL-goals

Obs. Exp. SR Obs. Exp. SR Obs. Exp. SR
IA 316 604.25 -11.73 190 473 -13.02 506 1077.25 -17.42
PFB 462 604.25 -5.81 225 473 -11.40 687 1077.25 -11.89
SFB 730 604.25 5.11 526 473 2.44 1256 1077.25 5.46
SO 909 604.25 12.44 951 473 21.99 1860 1077.25 23.85

Observed (Obs.), expected (Exp.), and 
standardized residual (SR) values from chi-
square goodness-of-fit tests for made field 
goals across attacking types: immediate attack 
(<3 s; IA), primary fast break (PFB), second-
ary fast break (SFB), and set offense (SO). LR-
goals represent made field goals scored against 

lower-ranked opponents, HR-goals represent 
made field goals scored against higher-ranked 
opponents, and ALL-goals represent the total 
sample. Positive standardized residuals indi-
cate overrepresentation relative to expected 
frequencies, whereas negative values indicate 
underrepresentation.
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A χ² test of independence further indicat-
ed a significant association between opponent 
ranking and attacking type, χ²(3, N = 4,309) 
= 84.51, p < .001, Cramer’s V = 0.14. Exam-
ination of SR revealed that PFB were overrep-
resented in LR-goals (SR = 3.90) and under-
represented in HR-goals (SR = -4.41), whereas 
SO were underrepresented in LR-goals (SR = 
-4.16) and overrepresented in HR-goals (SR = 
4.70). IA were underrepresented in HR-goals 
(SR = -2.16), while SFB did not show substan-
tial deviations between groups (|SR| < 1.96) 
(Table 2). Although statistically significant 
differences were observed, the corresponding 
effect sizes were small (Cramer’s V = 0.14).

Attacking time differed significantly only 
for SO, with HR-goals (16.15 ± 3.32 s [95% 
CI, 15.69-16.61]) showing longer possession 
durations than those for LR-goals (15.28 ± 
3.26 s [95% CI, 14.82-15.74], p < .01, Cohen’s 

d = 0.264), representing a small effect size. No 
significant differences in attacking time were 
observed for PFB or SFB (Figure 1A).

No significant differences were found in 
the number of attacking players between op-
ponent groups across attacking types (Figure 
1B).

For SFB, the number of completed passes 
differed significantly between groups (p < .05, 
Cohen’s d = 0.307), with LR-goals (2.53±1.49 
[95% CI, 2.29-2.76]) involving a greater num-
ber of passes compared with those for HR-
goals (2.10±1.20 [95% CI, 1.88-2.32]). No 
significant differences were observed for PFB 
or SO in terms of number of completed passes 
(Figure 1C).

Although statistically significant differ-
ences were observed in attacking time and the 
number of completed passes, the correspond-
ing effect sizes were generally small.

Table 2. χ² Test of Independence between opponent ranking and attacking type

Offensive Tactic
LR-goals HR-goals

Obs. Exp. SR Obs. Exp. SR
IA 316 283.83 1.91 190 222.17 -2.16

PFB 462 385.35 3.90 225 301.65 -4.41
SFB 730 704.51 0.96 526 551.49 -1.09
SO 909 1043.31 -4.16 951 816.69 4.70

Observed (Obs.), expected (Exp.), and 
standardized residual (SR) values from the 
chi-square test of independence examining the 
association between opponent ranking (low-
er-ranked vs. higher-ranked) and attacking 
type: immediate attack (<3 s; IA), primary fast 
break (PFB), secondary fast break (SFB), and 

set offense (SO). Positive standardized resid-
uals indicate cells with higher-than-expected 
frequencies, whereas negative values indicate 
lower-than-expected frequencies. Standard-
ized residuals with absolute values greater than 
1.96 were considered statistically significant 
contributors to the overall chi-square statistic.
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Figure 1. Offensive characteristics according to opponent ranking and attacking type.
Note. (A) Attacking time (s), (B) number of attacking players, and (C) number of completed passes for primary 
fast breaks (PFB), secondary fast breaks (SFB), and set offenses (SO). White bars represent successful scoring 
possessions against lower-ranked opponents (LR-goals), and dark gray bars represent successful scoring posses-
sions against higher-ranked opponents (HR-goals). Values are presented as mean ± SD. p < .05. ** p < .01 for 
comparisons between LR-goals and HR-goals within the same attacking type.

DISCUSSION
This study examined the distribution of at-

tacking types among successful scoring posses-
sions in collegiate basketball and their associa-
tion with opponent ranking. The main findings 
can be summarized in three points. First, SO 
accounted for the largest proportion of field 
goals across all games. Second, attacking type 
distribution was significantly associated with 
opponent ranking, with PFB occurring more 
frequently against lower-ranked opponents 
and SO occurring more frequently against 
higher-ranked opponents. Third, differences in 
possession duration and passing behavior were 
observed in specific tactical contexts, although 
the effect sizes were small.

Among successful scoring possessions, SO 

accounted for the largest proportion across all 
games, suggesting that successful field goals 
most frequently occurred during structured 
half-court offenses (Table 1). This finding 
aligns with previous performance analyses in-
dicating that most scoring possessions occur 
after defensive recovery, limiting opportuni-
ties for numerical superiority in early offen-
sive phases (Jørgensen et al., 2021; Ortega et 
al., 2007; Zelenovic et al., 2022). However, 
the present results further demonstrate that the 
distribution of attack types among successful 
scoring possessions varies by opponent level 
(Table 2). The χ² test of independence showed 
that PFB were significantly overrepresented 
for LR-goals, whereas SO were overrepre-
sented for HR-goals. This pattern suggests 
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that successful scoring possessions were char-
acterized by different distributions of attacking 
types according to relative opponent ranking.

Against higher-ranked opponents, defen-
sive organization and transition recovery are 
likely to be more efficient, reducing opportuni-
ties for early-phase scoring through numerical 
advantage (Gómez et al., 2008; Conte et al., 
2017; Sampaio, Lago, et al., 2010; Sun et al., 
2025). Consequently, teams may be required 
to rely more heavily on structured half-court 
offenses. From a probabilistic and game-the-
oretical perspective, previous research has 
demonstrated that maximizing expected points 
per possession does not always equate to maxi-
mizing the probability of winning, particularly 
for underdog teams (Gregory, 2018; Poropudas 
& Halme, 2023; Skinner, 2012). Theoretical 
models suggest that manipulating the number 
of possessions may influence scoring variance 
and overall win probability, with reduced pace 
potentially limiting the opportunities available 
to a superior opponent. In applied coaching 
contexts, such tempo-control approaches are 
sometimes described as “delay offense” strat-
egies that aim to regulate the game’s rhythm 
and suppress transition opportunities. In the 
present context, lower-ranked teams facing 
higher-ranked opponents may have exhibited 
a slower offensive tempo to suppress transi-
tion play. Therefore, the increased proportion 
of SO against higher-ranked opponents may 
reflect not only defensive pressure imposed by 
stronger teams but also possible tempo regu-
lation during successful scoring possessions. 
However, because defensive pressure, coach-
ing strategy, shot-clock usage, and intentional 
tempo regulation were not directly assessed in 
the present study, these interpretations should 
be considered speculative and require direct 
empirical validation in future research.

Conversely, successful scoring posses-
sions resulting from PFB were more frequent 

in games against lower-ranked opponents. 
Previous studies have shown that fast-break 
actions are most frequently initiated following 
defensive rebounds or turnovers, highlighting 
the central role of defensive performance in 
generating transition opportunities (Conte et 
al., 2017; Evangelos et al., 2005; Refoyo et 
al., 2009). Because transition sequences are 
typically triggered by successful defensive 
actions, defensive effectiveness may be con-
sidered a structural prerequisite for fast-break 
scoring. Moreover, defensive rebounding and 
other defensive indicators have been reported 
to differentiate between higher- and lower-per-
forming teams (Conte & Lukonaitiene, 2018; 
Komić et al., 2024; Sun et al., 2025). These 
findings suggest that teams with superior de-
fensive organization and rebounding capacity 
may be associated with more transition scor-
ing opportunities. Within this framework, the 
greater proportion of PFB observed in LR-
goals may reflect differences in defensive ef-
ficiency that facilitate early-phase offensive 
initiation against lower-ranked opponents. 
However, because the present study did not 
examine the origins of transition opportunities, 
such as defensive rebounds, steals, or turn-
overs, this interpretation should also be con-
sidered speculative and requires direct empir-
ical verification. Furthermore, the association 
between opponent quality and the distribution 
of attacking types was characterized by a small 
effect size. Therefore, although statistically de-
tectable, the practical magnitude of this differ-
ence should be interpreted with caution.

In addition to differences in attacking type 
distribution, significant differences were ob-
served in possession duration and passing be-
havior among successful scoring possessions 
(Figure 1). Attacking time during SO was sig-
nificantly longer for HR-goals, although the 
effect size was small. This finding suggests 
that generating scoring opportunities against 
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stronger teams may require more sustained 
ball circulation and prolonged tactical orga-
nization. Previous research has demonstrated 
that defensive pressure influences technical ac-
tions in basketball (Sampaio et al., 2016), and 
that situational variables, including opponent 
quality and match context, affect possession 
effectiveness (Gómez et al., 2013). Moreover, 
shooting effectiveness has been shown to vary 
according to contextual constraints and game 
status (Gómez Ruano et al., 2015). Taken to-
gether, these findings are consistent with the 
interpretation that facing stronger defensive 
structures may necessitate longer and more 
organized possessions to create high-qual-
ity scoring opportunities. Furthermore, the 
number of completed passes during SFB was 
significantly greater in LR-goals. Although 
the magnitude of this difference was modest, 
it suggests that transition sequences against 
weaker teams may allow for more ball move-
ment before a shot is completed. A systematic 
review indicates that transitional attacks vary 
with defensive recovery and tactical prepa-
ration, suggesting that when defenses fail to 
organize promptly, offensive teams may pro-
long sequences through extra ball movement 
and decision-making (Zelenovic et al., 2022). 
In contrast, against higher-ranked opponents, 
faster defensive recovery may constrain the 
time and space available for additional passes 
during secondary transition phases.

Taken together, these findings indicate that 
the characteristics of successful scoring pos-
sessions in collegiate basketball were associat-
ed with opponents’ relative rankings. The ob-
served differences may also reflect contextual 
factors such as defensive organization and game 
tempo, although these factors were not direct-
ly assessed in the present study. The observed 
attacking patterns among successful scoring 
possessions should therefore be interpreted 
within the context of competitive constraints. 

Although several differences reached statisti-
cal significance, the corresponding effect sizes 
were generally small. Therefore, these findings 
should be interpreted as statistically detectable 
but practically modest differences, and caution 
is warranted when considering their implica-
tions for coaching and game planning.

Several limitations should be acknowl-
edged. First, the analysis was limited to a sin-
gle season of the Kansai Intercollegiate Bas-
ketball League Division 1, which may restrict 
generalizability to other competitive levels or 
contexts. Second, only field goals were ana-
lyzed, meaning that the study reflects success-
ful scoring possessions rather than the overall 
selection or efficiency of attacking strategies. 
Including all possessions would provide a 
more comprehensive understanding of tactical 
decision-making. Third, opponent quality was 
operationalized using the relative final league 
standings of the competing teams. Although 
this approach provides an objective indicator 
of whether the opponent finished above or be-
low the scoring team, it does not distinguish 
absolute competitive levels. Consequently, 
matchups from different competitive contexts 
(e.g., first- versus second-ranked teams and 
tenth- versus fifth-ranked teams) may have 
been classified within the same category. In 
addition, previous research has demonstrated 
that situational variables such as game loca-
tion, score-line, and quality of opposition sig-
nificantly influence performance outcomes 
in basketball (Sampaio, Lago, et al., 2010). 
Furthermore, contextual factors during spe-
cific game periods have been shown to affect 
performance dynamics, particularly in close 
games (Gomez et al., 2016). Therefore, the ob-
served associations should be interpreted in the 
context of the relative-ranking classification 
adopted in the present study. Fourth, scoring 
possessions were nested within games, teams, 
and matchups, meaning that observations may 
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not have been fully independent. Team-specif-
ic tactical preferences or particular matchup 
characteristics may therefore have influenced 
the observed attacking patterns. Future studies 
should incorporate multilevel statistical ap-
proaches or team-level analyses to account for 
these clustered data structures.

CONCLUSIONS
In conclusion, this study demonstrates that 

both the distribution and structural characteris-
tics of successful scoring possessions in colle-
giate basketball are associated with opponent 
quality. SO were more prevalent against high-
er-ranked opponents, whereas PFB were more 
frequent against lower-ranked opponents. Dif-
ferences in possession duration and passing 
behavior further suggest that opponent quality 
was associated not only with the distribution of 
attacking types among successful scoring pos-
sessions but also with the internal characteristics 
of those possessions. These findings provide fur-
ther insight into the association between oppo-
nent quality and the characteristics of successful 
scoring possessions in collegiate basketball.
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