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Abstract
Several sports tournaments contain a round-robin group stage where the teams
are assigned to groups subject to some constraints. Since finding an allocation of
the teams that satisfies the established criteria is non-trivial, the organisers use a
computer-assisted random draw to avoid any dead end, a situation when the teams
still to be drawn cannot be assigned to the remaining empty slots. It is shown how
this mechanism is connected to permutation generation algorithms. We quantify the
departure of the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw procedure from an evenly distributed
random choice among all feasible allocations and evaluate its effect on the probability
of qualification for each nation. The draw order of Pot 1, Pot 2, Pot 4, Pot 3 turns
out to be a better option than the official rule (Pot 1, Pot 2, Pot 3, Pot 4) with
respect to these unwanted distortions. Governing bodies in football are encouraged
to make similar calculations before the draw of major sporting events in order to
find an optimal draw order by appropriate labelling of the pots.
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Introduction

The mechanism design literature is usually centred around theoretical requirements like
efficiency, fairness, and incentive compatibility (Abdulkadiroğlu and Sönmez, 2003; Roth
et al., 2004; Csató, 2021b). On the other hand, institutions—like governing bodies in major
sports—often emphasise simplicity and transparency, which calls for a comprehensive
review of how the procedures that exist in the real world perform with respect to the
above properties.
Many sports tournaments involve a group stage where the teams are assigned to
groups subject to some rules. Examples include various competitions of national teams
organised by the Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA) and the Union
of European Football Associations (UEFA) such as the FIFA World Cup (FIFA, 2017), the
UEFA Nations League (UEFA, 2020b), the UEFA Euro qualifying (UEFA, 2018), and the
European Qualifiers to the FIFA World Cup (UEFA, 2020a). In all these cases, various
draw constraints are applied “to issue a schedule that is fair for the participating teams,
fulfils the expectations of commercial partners and ensures with a high degree of probability
that the fixture can take place as scheduled” (UEFA, 2020a).
Finding an allocation of the teams that satisfies the established criteria is a non-trivial
problem. Therefore, both FIFA and UEFA have adopted a procedure based on a random
draw assisted by the computer to avoid any dead end, a situation when the teams still
to be drawn cannot be assigned to the remaining empty slots. Since this mechanism
is usually not evenly distributed, our study aims to analyse to what extent fairness is
sacrificed in order to generate a sense of excitement and to ensure transparency. However,
the properties of the draw procedure strongly depend on the constraints, which makes the
derivation of general results almost impossible. Consequently, the recent edition of one of
the most widely viewed sporting events, the 2018 FIFA World Cup, has been chosen as a
case study.
Group allocation is an extensively discussed topic in the mainstream media. Numerous
articles published in dailies such as Le Monde and The New York Times illustrate the
significant public interest in the FIFA World Cup draw (Aisch and Leonhardt, 2014;
Guyon, 2014a, 2017c,e,f,g; McMahon, 2013), as well as in the UEFA Champions League
group round draw (Guyon, 2020b, 2021a) and the Champions League knockout stage draw
(Guyon, 2017a,d, 2020a,c). Thus a better understanding of the draw procedures and their
implications is relevant not only for the academic community but for sports administrators
and football fans around the world.
The main contributions of the paper can be summarised as follows:
• We highlight the connection of the restricted group draw problem to generating
all permutations of a sequence (Section 3.2).
• We present a backtracking algorithm to find the feasible allocation implied by the
FIFA draw mechanism for a given order of the teams (Section 3.3). Even though
it is a direct application of a well-known methodology, the previous literature has
only mentioned that the problem can be solved by this principle.
• We quantify the departure of the FIFA procedure for all the 24 possible draw
orders of the four pots from an evenly distributed random choice among all feasible
allocations (Section 4.2).
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• We assess the effect of the draw procedure on the probability of qualification for
each country, which has never been computed before in the case of the FIFA
World Cup (Section 4.3).
One of our main messages is that the draw order of Pot 1, Pot 2, Pot 4, Pot 3 would
have been a better choice for the 2018 FIFA World Cup than the official rule (Pot 1, Pot
2, Pot 3, Pot 4) with respect to the distortions in the probability of qualification. Since it
could have been implemented by a simple relabelling of the pots, tournament organisers
around the world are strongly advised to carry out similar calculations before the draw of
major sporting events in order to find an optimal draw order.
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Related literature

Several scientific works analyse the FIFA World Cup draw. Before the 2018 edition, the
host nation and the strongest teams were assigned to different groups, while the remaining
teams were drawn randomly with maximising geographic separation: countries from the
same continent (except for Europe) could not have played in the same group and at most
two European teams could have been in any group.
For the 1990 FIFA World Cup, Jones (1990) shows that the draw was not mathematically
fair. For example, West Germany would have been up against a South American team
with a probability of 4/5 instead of 1/2—as it should have been—due to the incorrect
consideration of the constraints. Similarly, the host Germany was likely to play in a
difficult group in 2006, but other seeded teams, such as Italy, were not (Rathgeber and
Rathgeber, 2007).
Guyon (2015) identifies severe shortcomings of the mechanism used for the 2014 FIFA
World Cup draw such as imbalance (the eight groups are at different competitive levels),
unfairness (certain teams have a greater chance to end up in a tough group), and uneven
distribution (the feasible allocations are not equally likely). The author also presents
alternative proposals to retain the practicalities of the draw but improve its outcome. One
of them has been adopted by FIFA for the 2018 World Cup draw (Guyon, 2018).
Laliena and López (2019) develop two evenly distributed designs for the group round
draw with geographical restrictions that produce groups having similar or equal competitive
levels. Cea et al. (2020) analyse the deficiencies of the 2014 FIFA World Cup draw and
provide a mixed integer linear programming model to create the groups. The suggested
method takes into account draw restrictions and aims to balance “quality” across the
groups.
Other studies deal with the UEFA Champions League, the most prestigious association
football club competition around the world. Klößner and Becker (2013) investigate the
procedure of matching the teams in the Round of 16, where eight group winners should be
paired with eight runners-up. There are 8! = 40,320 possible outcomes depending on the
order of runners-up, however, clubs from the same group or country cannot face each other.
The group constraint reduces the number of feasible solutions to 14,833. The draw system
is proved to inherently imply different probabilities for certain assignments, which are
translated into more than ten thousand Euros in expected revenue due to the substantial
amount of prize money.
Analogously, Boczoń and Wilson (2018) examine the Champions League Round of
16 draw. The number of valid assignments is found to be ranged from 2,988 (2008/09
season) through 6,304 (2010/11) to 9,200 (2005/06), determined by the same-nation
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exclusion that varies across the years. The authors reveal how the UEFA procedure
affects expected assignments and address the normative question of whether a fairer
randomisation mechanism exists. The current design is verified to come quantitatively
close to a constrained best in fairness terms. Guyon (2021b) presents a new tournament
format where the teams performing best during a preliminary group round can choose
their opponents in the subsequent knockout stage. His proposal is illustrated with the
Round of 16 of this tournament.
To summarise, the previous academic literature on constrained matching for sports
tournaments discusses either the FIFA World Cup draw before 2014 or the UEFA Champions League knockout phase draw. Both problems are simpler than the one studied here.
Until 2014, the World Cup draw did not require backtracking as the group skipping policy
could not lead to impossibility (Jones, 1990; Guyon, 2015). Even though dead ends should
be avoided in the knockout stage of the Champions League, only 16 teams need to be
paired, thus the number of feasible solutions remains tractable in contrast to the 2018
FIFA World Cup draw.
The role of the draw order has already been recognised in the UEFA Champions League
knockout stage draw (Klößner and Becker, 2013, Footnote 19). However, emptying the pot
of the group winners instead of the pot of the runners-up has only marginal effects here
(Guyon, 2017b, 2019). On the other hand, the draw of the European Qualifiers to the
2022 FIFA World Cup could have been made substantially fairer with a careful relabelling
of the pots as a recent unpublished working paper (Csató, 2021a) shows. In addition to
Csató (2021a), now we compute the unfairness of all possible draw orders for the four pots
and uncover the impact of the departure from a uniform distribution on the probability of
qualification, which is the ultimate measure of the seriousness of the problem. This has
never been quantified before for the FIFA World Cup.
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Theoretical background

This section formulates the mathematical problem and presents the solution procedure
used by FIFA.

3.1

Mechanisms for the restricted group draw problem

Definition 1. Restricted group draw problem: There are 𝑛 = 𝑘𝑝 + 𝑚 teams partitioned
into 𝑝 pots consisting of 𝑘 teams each, with the possible exception of pot 𝑝 + 1 that
contains the remaining 𝑚 ≡ 𝑛 mod 𝑘 teams if 𝑚 > 0. Draw conditions may apply for
certain teams.
Definition 2. Feasible allocation in the restricted group draw problem: It is an allocation
of the teams into groups such that each group contains at most one team from each pot
and all draw conditions are satisfied.
In the following, the existence of at least one feasible allocation is assumed. Otherwise,
the draw constraints are too restrictive and they should be reconsidered by the organiser.
Definition 3. Mechanism for the restricted group draw problem: It provides a feasible
allocation for any restricted group draw problem.
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In an unrestricted group draw problem, the draw conditions only require for each group
to contain at most one team from each pot but there are no further draw conditions. In
this case, decision makers usually apply the following procedure.
Definition 4. Traditional mechanism for the unrestricted group draw problem: The draw
starts with pot 1 and continues with pot 2 until the last pot. Pot ℓ is emptied sequentially
by drawing a randomly chosen team, which is assigned to the first group with ℓ − 1 teams
in alphabetical order. Each pot is emptied entirely before the draw proceeds to the next
pot.
Remark 3.1. The unrestricted group draw problem has (𝑘!)𝑝 × 𝑚! feasible allocations if the
labels of the groups are taken into account. The traditional mechanism for the unrestricted
group draw problem gives every feasible allocation with the same probability.
Example 1. Assume that there are 𝑘 = 3 groups A–C and 𝑛 = 7 teams 𝑇 1–𝑇 7, hence
pot 1 contains teams 𝑇 1–𝑇 3, pot 2 contains teams 𝑇 4–𝑇 6, and pot 3 contains team 𝑇 7.
Three draw conditions apply:
• 𝑇 1 should play in a group of two teams;
• Group C has to be composed of three teams;
• 𝑇 6 cannot be drawn into the same group as 𝑇 3.
Obviously, the traditional mechanism cannot be applied for Example 1: if the teams
are drawn in ascending order from 𝑇 1 to 𝑇 7, then group A will contain teams 𝑇 1 and 𝑇 4,
group B will contain teams 𝑇 2 and 𝑇 5, and group C will contain team 𝑇 3, thus team 𝑇 6
cannot be assigned.
Consequently, another procedure should be used to solve an arbitrary unrestricted
group draw problem. Inspired by a favourable property of the traditional mechanism,
Remark 3.1 suggests a reasonable rule.
Definition 5. Rejection mechanism: An allocation of the teams into groups is generated
randomly such that each group contains at most one team from each pot. If this is not
a feasible allocation for the unrestricted group draw problem, that is, at least one draw
condition is violated, a new allocation is chosen randomly.
Remark 3.2. Under the rejection mechanism, every feasible allocation occurs with the
same probability even for the unrestricted group draw problem.
The rejection procedure has two disadvantages from a practical point of view. First, it
might require many unsuccessful attempts if the density of feasible allocations remains
low compared to the unrestricted group draw problem with the same number of groups
and teams. For instance, one has to create 83.5 draws on average to get an acceptable
one in the case of the 2014 FIFA World Cup (Guyon, 2014b). Analogously, only one
from every 161 allocations is valid in the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw. Second, and most
importantly, it is a “black box” for the spectators who—in contrast to the traditional
mechanism—cannot update the chances of their favourite teams during the draw. Hence,
the event loses its most dramatic element.
Even though there exist some evenly distributed and tractable methods (Klößner and
Becker, 2013; Guyon, 2014b), FIFA has chosen a procedure that resembles the sequential
nature of the traditional mechanism.
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Definition 6. Standard FIFA mechanism: The draw starts with pot 1 and continues with
pot 2 until the last pot. Pot ℓ is emptied sequentially by drawing a randomly chosen team,
which is assigned to the first available group with ℓ − 1 teams in alphabetical order that
avoids any dead end, a situation when the teams still to be drawn cannot be assigned to
the remaining empty slots. Each pot is emptied entirely before the draw proceeds to the
next pot.
In short, the FIFA mechanism follows the traditional system but retains at least one
feasible allocation for the teams still to be drawn. UEFA uses the same procedure in the
presence of draw constraints (Csató, 2021a).
Example 2. Take Example 1 and suppose that the teams are drawn in ascending order
from 𝑇 1 to 𝑇 7. The standard FIFA mechanism assigns 𝑇 1 to group A, 𝑇 2 to group B, 𝑇 3
to group C, and 𝑇 4 to group A. However, 𝑇 5 is allotted to group C because a constraint
is anticipated to apply regarding teams 𝑇 3 and 𝑇 6 in group C. Finally, 𝑇 6 is assigned to
group B, and 𝑇 7 is assigned to group C.
Example 3. The standard FIFA mechanism is not uniformly distributed: Consider
Example 1. If the labels of the groups are taken into account, there are 16 feasible
allocations because 12 cases from the 3! × 3! = 36 of the unrestricted problem are excluded
as team 𝑇 1 would be in group C, and 1/3 of all the remaining allocations is prohibited
by the constraint that 𝑇 3 and 𝑇 6 cannot play against each other. Among them, team
𝑇 6 is assigned to group C in four instances, namely, when group A (B) contains 𝑇 1 and
𝑇 4 (𝑇 5). Consequently, team 𝑇 6 should play in the large group of three teams (group C)
with a probability of 1/4 under the uniform distribution.
If the standard FIFA mechanism is followed, there are 3! × 3! = 36 cases depending
on the order in which the teams are drawn from pots 1 and 2. Among them, 8 orders
assign team 𝑇 6 to group C: 𝑇 1–𝑇 3–𝑇 2/𝑇 4 (two instances since the order of 𝑇 5 and 𝑇 6
can be arbitrary); 𝑇 1–𝑇 3–𝑇 2/𝑇 5 (two instances since the order of 𝑇 4 and 𝑇 6 can be
arbitrary); 𝑇 3–𝑇 1(𝑇 2)–𝑇 2(𝑇 1)/𝑇 4–𝑇 5–𝑇 6; 𝑇 3–𝑇 1(𝑇 2)–𝑇 2(𝑇 1)/𝑇 5–𝑇 4–𝑇 6. Note that
the order of teams 𝑇 1 and 𝑇 2 does not count if 𝑇 3 is drawn first from pot 1 since 𝑇 1
cannot be assigned to group C. Hence, under the standard FIFA mechanism, team 𝑇 6
should play in the large group of three teams (group C) with a probability of 2/9 < 1/4.
Guyon (2014b, Section 3) presents a similar example with two groups and eight teams.

3.2

Connection to the generation of permutations

A permutation of an ordered set is a rearrangement of its elements. In the FIFA World
Cup draw, the initial order of the teams is provided by a random draw. In any unrestricted
group draw problem, the teams can be assigned to the groups in this order. However, in
the presence of draw conditions, it is not obvious to find the permutation of the teams
that corresponds to the feasible allocation implied by the standard FIFA mechanism.
This procedure is defined as follows: “when a draw condition applies or is anticipated to
apply, the team drawn is allocated to the first available group in alphabetical order” (UEFA,
2020a). In other words, the team drawn is assigned to the first empty slot except if all
permutations of the remaining teams violate at least one draw condition.
Example 4. Assume that there are 𝑘 = 4 groups A–D and 𝑛 = 4 teams 𝑇 1–𝑇 4 drawn
sequentially. The order of permutations to be checked according to the standard FIFA
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Group

1

2

3

Team assignment: the first 12 permutations
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11

12

14

Team assignment: the last 12 permutations
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

A
B
C
D
Group

13

A
B
C
D
The order of the teams according to the random draw is 𝑇 1–𝑇 2–𝑇 3–𝑇 4.
The symbols , , ,
represent teams 𝑇 1–𝑇 4 in Example 4, respectively.

Figure 1: The sequence of permutations implied by the standard FIFA mechanism, 𝑛 = 4
mechanism is shown in Figure 1. Team 𝑇 1 is assigned to group A in the first six
permutations because it can be placed in another group only if either group A is unavailable
for team 𝑇 1 or teams 𝑇 2–𝑇 4 cannot be allocated to groups B–D.
Let us consider two illustrative cases:
∙ If team 𝑇 1 cannot be placed in group A and team 𝑇 3 cannot be placed in group
C, then the first six permutations are unacceptable due to the first constraint, and
permutation 7 is skipped because of the second condition. The feasible allocation
according to the standard FIFA procedure is permutation 8 (𝑇 2, 𝑇 1, 𝑇 4, 𝑇 3).
∙ If teams 𝑇 2–𝑇 4 cannot be placed in group C and team 𝑇 2 cannot be placed
in group A, then the first 12 permutations are unacceptable due to the first
constraint, and the next two are skipped because of the second condition. The
feasible allocation according to the standard FIFA procedure is permutation 15
(𝑇 3, 𝑇 2, 𝑇 1, 𝑇 4).
Generating all permutations of a given sequence of values in a specific order is a famous
problem in computer science (Sedgewick, 1977). The classic algorithm of lexicographic
ordering goes back to Narayan.a Pan.d.ita, an Indian mathematician from the 14th century
(Knuth, 2005). The ordering corresponding to the standard FIFA mechanism is called
representation via swaps (Arndt, 2010) and has been presented first in Myrvold and Ruskey
(2001). Arndt (2010, Figure 10.1-E) contains the same order of permutations as Figure 1.

3.3

Finding the feasible allocation for a given draw order

The description of the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw (FIFA, 2017) does not give an algorithm
to obtain the implied feasible allocation of the teams into groups for a given random order.
However, this is a non-trivial task since any future dead end must be avoided.
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START

Can team 𝑖 of pot 𝑗
be placed in group 𝑘?
No

Yes
Team 𝑖 of pot 𝑗 is
assigned to group 𝑘
𝑖=𝑖+1
𝑘=1

Is 𝑘 smaller than
the number of groups
available for pot 𝑗?
Yes
𝑘 =𝑘+1
START

Is 𝑖 smaller than the
number of teams 𝑛?
Yes
𝑖=𝑖+1
START

Is 𝑖 = 1?
Yes

No
The feasible
allocation implied
by the FIFA
mechanism is
found

No

There exists
NO feasible
allocation

No

𝑘 = [group of team (𝑖 − 1)] + 1
All teams ℓ ≥ 𝑖 are
removed from their groups
𝑖=𝑖−1
START

Figure 2: A backtracking algorithm for the restricted group draw problem
that finds the feasible allocation corresponding to a given order of the teams
The scheme of an appropriate computer program is presented in Figure 2. Pot 𝑗,
from which team 𝑖 is drawn, is not a variable, it is indicated only because the number of
available groups can be different for each pot. The algorithm is based on backtracking:
if the remaining teams cannot be assigned to the empty group slots in any order such
that all restrictions are satisfied, then the last team is placed in the next available group
in alphabetical order. This process is repeated until the associated feasible allocation is
obtained or the non-existence of a valid assignment is verified.
For readers who follow operations research in sports, backtracking can be familiar
from the problem of scheduling round-robin tournaments, where an unlucky assignment
of games to slots can result in a schedule that could not be completed (Rosa and Wallis,
1982; Schaerf, 1999). Backtracking is also widely used to solve puzzles such as the eight
queens puzzle, crosswords, or Sudoku. The name stems from the American mathematician
D. H. Lehmer.
Using backtracking to solve the restricted group draw problem has been mentioned
first by the French mathematician Julien Guyon (Guyon, 2014b). Since then, he has
simulated random draws for the group stage of the FIFA World Cup (Guyon, 2017g),
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the Round of 16 of the UEFA Champions League (Guyon, 2020a,c), and the group stage
of the UEFA Champions League (Guyon, 2020b, 2021a). Hopefully, Figure 2 will help
researchers, journalists, and football enthusiasts around the world to reproduce similar
draw systems.

4

The fairness of the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw

The FIFA World Cup attracts millions of fans, the final of the 2010 event has been watched
by about half of the humans who were alive on its time (Palacios-Huerta, 2014). Sports
have a huge influence on society, too: the success of a national football team improves
attitudes toward other ethnicities and reduces interethnic violence in sub-Saharan Africa
(Depetris-Chauvin et al., 2020).
Consequently, it is important to ensure that the FIFA World Cup draw is as fair as
possible, for example, all feasible outcomes of the draw are equally likely. Otherwise, some
teams might be preferred by the draw procedure chosen by FIFA at the expense of others.

4.1

The rules of the draw

For the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw, pots were constructed on the basis of the October
2017 FIFA World Ranking such that Pot 𝑗 contained the teams ranked between 8(𝑗 − 1) + 1
and 8𝑗. The only exception was the assignment of the host Russia to Pot 1 despite being
the lowest-ranked among all participants.
The draw sequence started with Pot 1 and ended with Pot 4. Each pot was emptied
before the next was drawn and some draw conditions applied (FIFA, 2017):
• Russia was automatically placed in Group A.
• No group could have more than one team from any continental confederation
except for UEFA (AFC, CAF, CONMEBOL, CONCACAF).
• Each group should have contained at least one but no more than two European
teams.
The composition of the pots is shown in Table 1. The draw used the standard
FIFA mechanism (see Section 3), which is explained in a video available at https:
//www.youtube.com/watch?v=jDkn83FwioA.
In the previous editions of the FIFA World Cup, only the first pot consisted of the
highest-ranked teams; other pots were determined to maximise geographical separation
(Cea et al., 2020). The reform was inspired by the criticism of Guyon (2015) as this paper
has uncovered a number of problems including uneven distribution (Guyon, 2018).

4.2

Mitigating unfairness: the role of draw order

According to Guyon (2014b, Section 3), the standard FIFA mechanism is unfair since
some feasible allocations might occur with a higher probability. Csató (2021a) presents
two sources of uneven distribution. One of them being valid for the 2018 FIFA World Cup
draw, too: at most two European teams can play in any group but the draw procedure
does not take into account that placing two UEFA teams into the same group strongly
reduces the available options for the European teams still to be drawn.
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Table 1: Seeding pots in the European Qualifiers to the 2022 FIFA World Cup
Country
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Russia
Germany
Brazil
Portugal
Argentina
Belgium
Poland
France

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Denmark
Iceland
Costa Rica
Sweden
Tunisia
Egypt
Senegal
Iran

Confederation
Pot 1
UEFA
UEFA
CONMEBOL
UEFA
CONMEBOL
UEFA
UEFA
UEFA
Pot 3
UEFA
UEFA
CONCACAF
UEFA
CAF
CAF
CAF
AFC

Elo

Country

1678
2077
2141
1969
1985
1937
1831
1986
1856
1764
1743
1795
1655
1643
1749
1790

Confederation

Elo

90
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Spain
Peru
Switzerland
England
Colombia
Mexico
Uruguay
Croatia

Pot 2
UEFA
CONMEBOL
UEFA
UEFA
CONMEBOL
CONCACAF
CONMEBOL
UEFA

2044
1916
1889
1948
1927
1850
1893
1853

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Pot 4
Serbia
UEFA
Nigeria
CAF
Australia
AFC
Japan
AFC
Morocco
CAF
Panama
CONCACAF
South Korea
AFC
Saudi Arabia
AFC

1777
1684
1741
1684
1733
1658
1713
1586

The number before each country indicates its rank among the qualified teams according to the October
2017 FIFA World Ranking, except for the host Russia, which automatically occupies the first position.
The column Elo shows the strength of the teams according to the World football Elo ratings as on
13 June 2018, see https://www.international-football.net/elo-ratings-table?year=2018&
month=06&day=13&confed=&. The 2018 FIFA World Cup started on 14 June 2018.

In addition, the pre-assignment of Russia to Group A introduces a powerful bias
because the draw procedure is not independent of group labels. Obviously, Russia has a
12.5% probability to play against an arbitrarily chosen country from Pot 2. However, since
there are one CONCACAF, three CONMEBOL, and four UEFA members in Pot 2, the
two CONMEBOL teams from Pot 1 (Brazil and Argentina) can play against a European
team from Pot 2 with a probability of 20%. The remaining five UEFA teams in Pot 1
are identical concerning the draw constraints, thus they have a chance of 17.5% (9.5%)
to be assigned to the same group as a given South American (European) team from Pot
2. These distortions have already been mentioned by Julien Guyon, who has also made
interesting calculations for conditional probabilities (Guyon, 2017e,g).
Csató (2021a) reveals that an appropriate relabelling of the pots can bring the draw
closer to a uniform distribution. Therefore, all possible orders of the pots are examined
such that the pre-assignment of Russia to Group A is retained. Since the teams can
be drawn in 7! × (8!)3 ≈ 3.3 × 1017 different orders, it is almost impossible to derive
exact theoretical results. Consequently, the 25 draw procedures—including the rejection
mechanism—are compared on the basis of 10 million randomly generated draw orders.
The distortions compared to the rejection mechanism are quantified through the ratio
of the probabilities that two given teams are placed in the same group. The bias of method
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Table 2: The deviations of different draw mechanisms
Draw order

1-2-3-4
1-2-4-3
1-3-2-4
1-3-4-2
1-4-2-3
1-4-3-2
2-1-3-4
2-1-4-3
2-3-1-4
2-3-4-1
2-4-1-3
2-4-3-1
3-1-2-4
3-1-4-2
3-2-1-4
3-2-4-1
3-4-1-2
3-4-2-1
4-1-2-3
4-1-3-2
4-2-1-3
4-2-3-1
4-3-1-2
4-3-2-1

Maximum of
positive (+)
biases
1.096
0.989
0.449
0.833
0.729
0.369
1.103
0.987
0.494
0.496
0.663
0.562
0.450
0.829
0.476
0.466
4.071
4.056
0.727
0.360
0.688
0.472
3.754
3.784

Maximum of
negative (−)
biases
0.822
0.605
0.837
0.531
0.515
0.778
0.817
0.611
0.766
0.756
0.595
0.750
0.841
0.526
0.805
0.989
0.765
0.651
0.503
0.798
0.472
0.834
0.776
0.715

Sum of absolute
biases

Sum of squared
biases

29.08
27.40
37.50
38.05
30.53
36.91
29.89
27.95
52.41
47.19
34.70
39.28
37.26
37.93
46.75
42.81
54.47
62.11
30.30
37.88
32.08
39.01
54.39
62.50

3.29
2.56
3.03
3.22
2.65
3.08
3.31
2.58
4.27
3.90
2.86
3.06
3.01
3.21
3.91
3.60
7.81
7.92
2.63
3.12
2.63
3.03
7.40
7.55

𝑀 for teams 𝑖 and 𝑗 is
# when teams 𝑖 and 𝑗 are assigned to the same group under method 𝑀
−1
# when teams 𝑖 and 𝑗 are assigned to the same group under the rejection method
if the fraction is higher than one and the reciprocal of the fraction minus one otherwise.
This bias is nonnegative and equals one if teams 𝑖 and 𝑗 are either twice or half as likely
to be assigned to the same group by method 𝑀 than by a uniform draw.
The most extreme and aggregated distortions are presented in Table 2. For example,
the probability that Denmark (17) (or the equivalent team of Sweden [18] or Iceland [20])
and Serbia (25) play in the same group is more than doubled due to the standard FIFA
mechanism with the traditional draw order 1-2-3-4. On the other hand, the likelihood that
Russia (1) and Serbia (25) are assigned to the same group is decreased by 45%. According
to the aggregated deviations for the 365 allowed country pairs, the official rule is not far
from the optimal, it is even the third best when the sum of absolute biases is considered.
A simple ordinal measure of unfairness can be obtained by computing the number of
country pairs for which one draw order is less distorted than another one. In this respect,
any other draw order is more favourable than the official mechanism (draw order 1-2-3-4)
for more than half of all pairs. However, draw order 4-3-2-1 becomes the best under this
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Figure 3: The average biases of different draw procedures
for the national teams in the 2018 FIFA World Cup
ordinal metric, although it is clearly unacceptable because of some extremely high positive
biases: the chance that Denmark (Sweden, Iceland) and Serbia play against each other is
more than quadrupled.
Probably it is better to aggregate the distortions at the level of national teams by
taking the average of absolute or squared biases for the country pairs that involve the given
national team. In the following, four draw orders will be analysed in detail: the official
1-2-3-4, the one which minimises the aggregated biases according to Table 2 (1-2-4-3), one
that is less biased for Mexico (1-3-2-4), and the one which minimises the worst average
squared bias for all countries (4-2-3-1).
Figure 3 compares the means of the biases for the 32 countries. The official rule is far
from the fair rejection mechanism in the case of Russia (1), Mexico (14), and Serbia (25).
Reversing the order of Pots 3 and 4 reduces unfairness for Russia and Serbia but it does
not treat the problem for Mexico. Contrarily, the deviation for Costa Rica (19) strongly
increases with the draw order 1-2-4-3. Drawing Pot 3 immediately after the best teams
in Pot 1 implies a relatively low distortion in the case of Russia, and, especially, Mexico
12

but the situation of the European countries in Pot 2 (9, 11, 12, 16) and in Pot 3 (17, 18,
20) becomes less fair compared to the draw order 1-2-4-3. Finally, even though the draw
order 4-2-3-1 optimises the largest deviations, they are not as low as possible for the three
African teams from Pot 3 (21, 22, 23) and for the four Asian teams from Pot 4 (27, 28, 31,
32).

4.3

The consequences of uneven distribution

In the 2018 FIFA World Cup, the top two teams from each group have advanced to the
Round of 16. Therefore, the distortions of the draw procedure are important primarily
because they can affect the probability of qualification. For this purpose, the simulation
methodology of Csató (2022) is followed. It models the number of goals scored in a match
by Poisson distribution: the expected number of goals is a quartic polynomial of win
expectancy as estimated by a least squares regression based on almost 40 thousand matches
between national football teams (Football rankings, 2020). Win expectancy depends on the
strengths of the teams according to a well-established metric (Lasek et al., 2013; Gásquez
and Royuela, 2016), the World Football Elo ratings (http://eloratings.net/about), and the
field of the match, which is neutral except for Russia, the host.
Figure 4 shows how the FIFA mechanism distorts the chances of winning the group
and being the runner-up. The official rule (draw order 1-2-3-4) increases the probability
of winning the group by more than 1% for the four UEFA teams in Pot 2 (9, 11, 12,
16) mostly at the expense of Mexico (14) and Serbia (25). Fortunately, these effects are
somewhat mitigated by taking the likelihood of obtaining the second position into account.
While draw order 1-2-4-3 does not differ much from the traditional order of 1-2-3-4, draw
order 1-3-2-4 strongly reduces the distortions in the case of the above countries except
for Serbia. Among the four draw orders, 4-2-3-1 is the less favourable for the weakest
European team in Pot 2 (16) and the three UEFA members in Pot 3 (17, 18, 20).
The probabilities of being the group winner or the runner-up are aggregated in Figure 5.
Draw order 1-2-4-3 seems to outperform the official 1-2-3-4: despite the increased impact
on Costa Rica, it is less unfair for Russia, Croatia, Denmark, Iceland, and Sweden. Draw
order 1-3-2-4 can be chosen if the bias for Mexico should be reduced, however, that is
achieved at the expense of Serbia. Draw order 4-2-3-1 is not worth implementing because
of the high distortions for several countries.
Finally, Figure 6 uncovers the relative changes in the probability of qualification as the
same absolute distortions can be more costly for the weaker teams. In this respect, draw
order 1-2-4-3 can be a reasonable alternative to the official 1-2-3-4 as it is less biased for
almost all teams except for Costa Rica and Nigeria. The other two orders are especially
unfavourable Serbia and the three UEFA (draw order 1-2-4-3) or the three CAF (draw
order 4-2-3-1) teams in Pot 3.
Based on the above arguments, the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw could have been made
fairer with the draw order Pot 1, Pot 2, Pot 4, Pot 3. In addition, this solution would
have been somewhat more exciting: since Pot 3 has contained stronger teams than Pot 4
(two teams from Pot 3, Denmark and Sweden, qualified for the knockout stage compared
to only one country, Japan, from Pot 4), the fans of the strongest teams could not have
relaxed until the draw has finished.
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Figure 4: The effect of different draw procedures
on being the group winner and the runner-up

5

Conclusions

The current paper has discussed the restricted group draw problem in sports tournaments
through the example of the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw. First, the connection of the
standard constrained draw mechanism—used by the FIFA and UEFA—to permutation
generation has been presented. Second, we have examined how this procedure departed
from a random draw among all feasible allocations in the 2018 FIFA World Cup, and
considered some alternatives by relabelling the pots. The draw order of Pot 1, Pot 2, Pot
4, Pot 3 has turned out to be a better choice than the official rule (Pot 1, Pot 2, Pot 3,
Pot 4) with respect to the unwanted distortions in the probability of qualification. As the
biases are non-negligible (sometimes exceeding one percentage point in the probability of
qualification) and cannot be explained by any reasonable argument, all governing bodies in
football are encouraged to carry out similar calculations before the draw of major sporting
events in order to find an optimal draw order.
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Csató, L. (2021a). Fairer group draw for sports tournaments with restrictions. Manuscript.
arXiv: 2109.13785.
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Guyon, J. (2017c). Losowanie nie do końca losowe. analityk policzyl, na kogo trafi
Polska. Przeglad Sportowy. 1 December. https://www.przegladsportowy.pl/pilkanozna/mundial-2018/losowanie-ms-2018-na-kogo-trafi-polska-analityk-towyliczyl/10qxhsg.
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le plus probable du PSG en huitiéme de finale. Le Monde. 12 December.
https://www.lemonde.fr/football/article/2020/12/12/ligue-des-championsborussia-m-gladbach-adversaire-le-plus-probable-du-psg-en-huitieme-definale_6063134_1616938.html.
Guyon, J. (2021a). Champions League group stage draw: who are the most likely opponents of Manchester City, Manchester United, Liverpool and Chelsea? FourFourTwo. 26
August. https://www.fourfourtwo.com/us/features/champions-league-groupstage-draw-who-are-the-most-likely-opponents-of-city-united-liverpooland-chelsea.
Guyon, J. (2021b). “Choose your opponent”: A new knockout design for hybrid tournaments. Journal of Sports Analytics, in press. DOI: 10.3233/JSA-200527.
Jones, M. C. (1990). The World Cup draw’s flaws. The Mathematical Gazette, 74(470):335–
338.
18
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