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Abstract: As modern basketball evolves rapidly, defense has become the key to victory and a focus for every 
national team. China’s women’s basketball team posted mediocre results at the 29th Olympic Games, with 

defensive shortcomings a major factor. Defense now constitutes a critical bottleneck for the squad’s progress. 

Using game footage of China versus its opponents, this study applies literature review, video analysis, expert 
interviews and statistical methods to examine how Olympic-level forwards defend the ball, identify the traits of 
elite defenses, and pinpoint China’s gaps. Results show Chinese players lag in contesting passes and drives, 
display slower footwork, and are disadvantaged in physical positioning and defensive intensity. Training should 
target these weaknesses to improve future performance. 
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1.  Introduction 
Over the past two decades basketball has evolved into a global social phenomenon, spreading and 

improving worldwide. Modern science and technology have reshaped traditional concepts of the game, 
driving continuous innovation in theory, skills, tactics, physical conditioning and training methods, and 
giving rise to new ideas, structures and systems that define the contemporary basketball paradigm. After 
more than a century of development, the sport’s theoretical and technical-tactical frameworks now demand 
content that reflects current realities. 

At the elite level, offensive capabilities among top teams are virtually identical; consequently, tenacity 
and defense have become the common currency of international competition. The willingness and ability to 
play aggressive, physical defense is the clearest marker of a championship-calibre team that can win when 
odds are even or stacked against it. 

Defensive technique refers to the integrated sequence of actions a player employs—beginning when an 
opponent moves from off-ball to on-ball status (or vice-versa) and ending when the possession 
concludes—to deny or disrupt scoring opportunities. Individual defensive proficiency underpins collective 
defense; only by winning the one-on-one matchup can a player contribute effectively to team schemes. 

Forwards occupy a pivotal role. Chinese women’s basketball has produced outstanding forwards such as 

Song Xiaobo and Liu Qing, whose contributions were instrumental in past international success. An elite 
forward must score, drive, pass and rebound; technically versatile and tactically flexible, she links perimeter 
and interior play and animates the team’s strategic design. Neutralising such a player is therefore critical to 
victory. 

Because the ball is the focal point of every contest, this paper compares the on-ball defensive techniques 
of Chinese and foreign forwards. By statistically analysing indicators such as contesting shots and passes, 
we identify weaknesses in the Chinese forwards’ defense and offer targeted recommendations for 

improvement. 
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2.  Subjects and Methods 

2.1.  Subjects 
The study focused on the forwards of China’s women’s basketball team and their direct opponents 

during the 2008 29th Olympic Games. 
Eight games were analysed: 
China vs USA, Australia, Russia, Mali, Belarus, Spain, Czech Republic, and New Zealand. 

2.2.  Methods 

2.2.1.  Literature review 
More than 40 domestic papers on individual defence published 1999-2009 were retrieved through 

Tianjin Sport University Library and CNKI. Relevant FIBA and other international basketball websites 
were also consulted. Core texts on sport training, sports statistics and research methodology were reviewed 
to establish the theoretical framework and ensure methodological rigour. 

2.2.2.  Game-video observation 
All eight Olympic games involving China were viewed frame-by-frame. Individual defensive indicators 

for Chinese and opposing forwards were tallied from broadcast recordings stored on computer and played 
back with Storm Media Player. Any unclear or complex action was reviewed in slow motion; doubtful 
counts were re-coded until inter-rater error was minimised. 

2.2.3.  Expert interview 
Face-to-face consultations were held with basketball-specialist faculty at Tianjin Sport University to 

validate the indicator system and research design. 

2.2.4.  Descriptive statistics 
Observational data were collated and cross-tabulated to expose quantitative differences in defensive 

technique between Chinese and foreign forwards. 

2.2.5.  Logical analysis 
Patterns revealed by the statistics were subjected to deductive reasoning to pinpoint specific defensive 

weaknesses of Chinese forwards relative to world-class standards. 

3.  Findings and Analysis 
The study originally planned to compare how Chinese and foreign forwards defend four on-ball 

actions—dribbling, passing, driving and shooting. Video review showed, however, that forwards rarely 
dribble except to adjust angles after receiving the ball; primary ball-handling is left to guards. 
Dribble-defense was therefore excluded, leaving pass-, drive- and shot-defense as the three comparative 
indicators. 

3.1.  Defending the pass-comparative analysis 
Passing is the tactical thread that links attackers and creates high-percentage shots; hence disrupting it is 

a priority. The defender’s task is to deny penetration passes into the high-threat lane area. Correct 
positioning, appropriate distance, balanced stance and active hand pressure are required to read the passer’s 

eyes and force peripheral, non-threatening outlets. Once the dribble is picked up, the defender must close the 
gap and obstruct every passing lane. 

To quantify this, the following were tallied for Chinese and opposing forwards: opponent assists, 
opponent turnovers attributed to defensive pressure, visible hand deflections/interruptions, tight ball 
pressure (within one body length), passes attempted into the post, successful post-entry passes   

These metrics expose differences in passing-lane discipline, anticipation and physical deterrence 
between Chinese and world-class forwards. 
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Table 1Defensive Pass Statistics – Chinese vs. Foreign Forwards (29th Olympic Games) 
Unit: occurrences China Foreign 

Total Per-game 
average 

Total Per-game 
average 

Opponent assists 39 4.88 20 2.50 

Opponent turnovers 40 5.00 35 4.38 

Hand deflections 224 28 312 39 

Tight ball pressure 48 6 75 9.36 

Opponent post-entry pass 
attempts 

231 28.88 184 23.00 

Table 1 shows that the clearest indicator of pass-defense quality—opponent assists—stood at 39 (4.88 
per game) for Chinese forwards versus only 20 (2.50 per game) for their counterparts, meaning China 
conceded almost twice as many assists.   

Opponent turnovers forced by pass pressure favoured China 40–35, a slim +5 margin (+1.62 per game), 
yet the raw number still reveals a less aggressive approach than the opposition’ s.   

“Tight ball pressure” (denial within one body length once the dribble is dead) averaged 6.0 possessions 
per game for China and 9.4 for opponents (−3.4), highlighting a marked difference in proactive urgency.   

Hand deflections—events that compel passers to alter angle or trajectory—were 28 per game for Chinese 
forwards compared with 39 for opponents, another substantial gap.   

Finally, post-entry passes allowed: China 28.9 per game, opponents 23.0 (−5.9). Video footage further 

showed that foreign forwards delivered quick, straight-line interior feeds, whereas Chinese entries were 
predominantly high-arcing or bounce passes generated under heavier pressure. Collectively, the data 
indicate that Chinese forwards are currently inferior to world-class standards in anticipating, pressuring and 
disrupting passing lanes, especially those leading to the basket. 

3.2.  Comparative analysis of defending the drive-Chinese vs. Foreign forwards   
The drive—whether from a stationary triple-threat or while dribbling—is the primary way attackers break 

containment and create high-value chances; it is the prelude to a basket. Modern offenses, designed to 
puncture extended defenses, employ drives more frequently and creatively than ever: low stance, explosive 
first step, constant body contact, wide changes of direction and seamless transitions between dribble moves. 
When executed boldly and efficiently, the drive stresses every layer of defense, making its containment the 
ultimate test of individual and team defensive quality. 

Table 2 Defensive Drive Statistics-Chinese vs. Foreign Forwards (29th Olympic Games) 

 Total defensive 
possessions 

China Foreign 

Total 178 Per-game average 22.25 Total 155 Per-game average 19.38 

Points allowed 41 5.13 27 3.38 

Drives defended 29 3.63 13 1.63 

Fouls 21 2.51 29 3.63 

Steals 0.29 —— —— 1.14 

Opponent turnovers 1.86 —— —— 1.71 
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Analysis of the defensive-drive data from the 29th Olympic Games reveals a large gap between Chinese 
and foreign forwards. Although the two groups faced a similar number of drives, the outcomes diverged 
sharply. 

Direct scores conceded off the drive, Opponents: 5.13 per game, China: 3.38 per game, Difference: –
1.75 in China’s favour, meaning China allowed fewer direct baskets. Assists created after the drive was 
collapsed, China conceded 3.63 per game, Opponents conceded only 1.63 per game, Net cost: +2.0 extra 
assists against China every game. 

Combined, opponents generated roughly seven more points per contest from direct or indirect drive 
production, underlining the inferior containment and recovery skills of China’s perimeter players. Fouls 
committed while defending the drive, China: 2.51 per game, Opponents: 3.63 per game   

In six of the eight games the winning side’s forwards actually fouled more often, indicating that assertive, 

physical defense correlates with success. Video footage confirms that Chinese forwards rarely initiated 
contact, relied heavily on help, and therefore fouled less—an indicator of passivity rather than discipline. 

3.3.  Comparative analysis of shot-defense-Chinese vs. Foreign forwards 

3.3.1.  Defending 2-point shots   
To capture how elite basketball players actually contest shots, experts were polled and three defence 

types were defined: Close-range contest: defender is within half an arm’s length and executes high-impact 
actions (body check, swipe, bump, block, seal). Mid-range contest: defender is inside one arm’s length, has 

legal position and performs standard contest mechanics (hand up, verticality). Secondary contest: defender 
is beyond one arm’s length or reacts late, producing no threatening disruption. 

Table 3Defensive 2-Point Shot Contests-Chinese vs. Foreign Forwards (29th Olympic Games) 

 Close-range 
contest 

Mid-range 
contest 

Secondary 
mid-range 
contest 

Fouls 
Opponent 
field goals 
made 

Opponent 
field goals 
attempted 

Opponent field 
goal percentage 
(%) 

Chinese 
Team 

Average 
per match 35.9  7.9  3.3  

 4   11.13  23.63  47.1  
Percentage 
(%) 76.4  16.8  7.8  

Foreign 
Team 

Average 
per match 33.1  4.3  2.4  

2.43   4.38  11  39.8  
Percentage 
(%) 83.2  10.8  6  

3.3.2.  Defending 2-point shots 
Table 3 shows that close-range contests greatly outnumbered mid- and secondary contests for both 

groups. After normalising for total defensive possessions, Chinese forwards delivered close-range pressure 
on 76.4 % of shots, whereas foreign forwards did so 83.2 % of the time—a 6.8-percentage-point gap. 
China’s proportions of mid-range and secondary contests were correspondingly higher. The aggregate 
intensity of China’s 2-point shot defense was therefore weaker, a conclusion supported by opponents’ 12.6 

% higher conversion rate. 
Foul frequency reinforces the picture: Chinese perimeter players committed 4.0 fouls per game (one 

every 5.9 contests), while opponents fouled only 2.43 times (one every 4.5 contests), indicating that foreign 
defenders walked the fine line between physicality and penalty more successfully. 

Table 4 Defensive 3-Point Shot Contests – Chinese vs. Foreign Forwards (29th Olympic Games) 

 Close-range 
contest 

Mid-range 
contest 

Secondary 
mid-range 
contest 

Fouls 
Opponent 
field goals 
made 

Opponent 
field goals 
attempted 

Opponent field 
goal 
percentage (%) 
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Chinese 
Team 

Average 
per match 5.02 1.15 1.81 

0.14 2.6 8 32.5 
Percentage 
(%) 62.8 14.4 22.7 

Foreign 
Team 

Average 
per match 2.54 0.29 0.57 

0.00  0.88 3.4 25.9 
Percentage 
(%) 74.8 8.4 16.8 

In defending the three-point shot, both Chinese and foreign forwards rarely initiated body contact; the 
decisive factors were proximity at release and whether the defender actually left the floor. Effective 3-point 
defense therefore hinges on closing the distance early and contesting with a timely vertical jump. 

Similar to 2-point defense, the raw number of jump contests by Chinese perimeter players did not differ 
markedly from their opponents, yet the overall intensity remained lower. Video review confirmed that 
Chinese defenders were consistently a half-step farther away at the point of release, nullifying the effect of 
the eventual leap. 

Taken together, the comparative data on 2-point and 3-point contests show that Chinese forwards 
delivered a consistently weaker shot contest, which is directly reflected in the significantly higher shooting 
percentages surrendered to opponents. 

4.  Conclusions and Recommendations 

4.1.  Conclusions 
Pass defense: Chinese forwards contest fewer passing lanes and force fewer altered deliveries than their 

opponents. 
Drive defense: A clear gap exists in foot-speed and the ability to use legal body position to cut off 

penetration. 
Shot defense: Techniques are similar, but the overall intensity and proximity of contests are consistently 

lower, resulting in higher opponent field-goal percentages. 

4.2.  Recommendations 
Increase ball pressure: Defend the passer with active hands and constant angle denial to degrade pass 

quality. 
Upgrade footwork & physicality: Emphasise daily defensive-slide circuits and controlled-contact drills 

to improve first-step quickness and legal body-checking at the point of attack. 
Close harder on shooters: Step into the shooter’s space earlier and finish every close-out with a high, 

vertical contest to reduce opponent shooting accuracy. 
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