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Abstract

In [1], the concept of the Voronoi diagram was investigated closely from a theo-
retical point of view. Then, a physics-driven kinematical method was introduced to
produce an improved model for dominance space in soccer. Contrary to other simi-
lar attempts, the model maintains the deterministic nature of the Voronoi diagram
by considering the mechanism behind the concept, thus forgoing any probabilis-
tic notions. The author coined the term soccerdynamics for the interdisciplinary
area (the overlap of physics and sports science) which builds models for soccer
performance using physical laws.

With few exceptions, probabilistic models make arbitrary assumptions in order
to fit with previously studied distributions, bypassing poorly understood mecha-
nisms in the sport. Consequently, even the best fitted data have limited appli-
cability in the soccer environment. Hence, there is no known performance index
which can predict the outcome of a game, or even provide a reliable high probabil-
ity for the outcome. Remaining faithful to the deterministic approach, we extend
the work of [1] by the introduction of (a) an asymmetric influence of the players in
their surrounding area, (b) the frictional forces to the players’ motion, and (c) the
simultaneous combination of both effects. The asymmetric influence is fairly intu-
itive; players have more control in the direction they are running than any other
direction. The sharper the turn they must make to reach a point on the pitch,
the weaker their control of that point will be. From simple kinematical laws, this
effect can be quantified explicitly. For the frictional force, a portion comes from air
resistance, and so will be proportional to v2, where v is the velocity of the player,
as is well known from fluid dynamics. There are no other external frictional forces,
but, at the suggestion of biokinematics, there is an internal frictional force, relating
to the consumption of energy by the muscles, which is proportional to v.

Although these additions are intuitively understood, mathematically they in-
troduce many analytical complexities. We establish exact analytical solutions of
the dominance areas of the pitch by introducing a few reasonable simplifying as-
sumptions. Given these solutions the new Voronoi diagrams are drawn for the
publicly available data by Metrica Sports. In general, it is not necessary anymore
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for the dominance regions to be convex, they might contain holes, and may be dis-
connected. The fastest player may dominate points far away from the rest of the
players.

1 Introduction

In the article [1], a theoretical study to construct a reasonable model for allocating domi-
nance space to each player during a soccer match was initiated. There was one fundamen-
tal requirement in the quest for the model: it had to be driven by the formulas which are
relevant to the underlying dynamics of the activity. This is a common practice in natural
phenomena but it is often conveniently ignored by other practitioners — mathematicians
and computer scientists — who often build models by fitting arbitrary curves to data. In
order to derive a meaningful curve fitting, the dynamical principles which generate the
observed behavior must necessarily be used. Hence, in [1], starting with the kinematical
equations which describe the motion of the players, we were able to conclude that the
standard Voronoi diagram is not the accurate concept for computing dominance space.
Instead, it must be replaced by a compoundly weighted Voronoi diagram which takes
into account the maximal speeds that can be reached by the players, as well as their time
delays in response to an event.

Despite the progress in the original article, there are many additional details which
must be understood. In particular, two assumptions stand out as the most important
to be removed: for each player, the model assumed an isotropic coverage of space and
constant acceleration to a maximum speed. However, it is intuitively obvious that players
already in motion find it easier to challenge the ball on points belonging in the ‘forward
cone’ of their motion and find it more difficult to challenge the ball at points which lie
inside the ‘backward cone’ of their motion. Also, we know that players do not maintain
a constant acceleration while sprinting. A drag force from the air will resist players’
acceleration proportionally to the square of their speed [3]. Also, there will be some
internal friction limiting acceleration within the player, as even in the absence of air drag
the players will reach a maximum speed. At the suggestion of biomechanics [4], we take
this to be proportional to speed. Those two effects — directional bias and friction — are
added to the model in this paper.

With the improved model, we are able to create diagrams which more accurately depict
the dominance regions of players. These diagrams often carry conceptually interesting
aspects which are not present in the standard Voronoi model. These include, but are not
limited to, disconnected and non-convex regions for individual players.

The new additions to the model further demonstrate an appeal of approaching soc-
cer analysis with a theoretical mind set: The assumptions of the model are physically
founded. They are neither hypothetical probabilistic guesses, nor designed to produce a
certain result. Instead, they are designed to accurately depict the basic actions of soccer.
Further research into the abilities of individual players or the interactions between play-
ers can be naturally included into the model, and so the model can match the continual
growth in our understanding of soccer. This further refinement of the assumptions will
lead to increasingly complex and enlightening models of the sport.

It is important to stress that our results are novel and quite distinct from other similar
attempts. Taki and Hasegawa had been thinking about the player dominance region in
soccer as far back as 1996. In 2000, they proposed [2] what is probably the first attempt to
quantify the dominance area with the player’s motion taken into account. Their proposal
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has the same motivation as our original article [1] but, unfortunately, besides stating that
the dominance region should be based on a shortest time principle and proposing two
possibilities for the time-dependence of the player’s acceleration, the authors do not work
out an explicit analytical model. In particular, their proposals for the acceleration are as
follows: (a) It has the same value in all directions and (b) the acceleration is isotropic at
low speeds but as the speed of the player increases, the acceleration becomes anisotropic.
Taki and Hasegawa applied their ideas to scenes of games that had been recorded by
conventional cameras. Hence, they were lacking precise tracking data and thus accurate
Voronoi diagrams. However, for the data they had, they have done a decent job and
motivated many other researchers (including us) to seriously think about the problem.1

One important deficiency in Taki and Hasegawa’s idea is that allows the players to reach
unreasonable high speeds if we allow time to run long enough. In the models of [1], this
difficulty was bypassed by arguing that the players reach a target point with their highest
speed (characteristic speed).

Our models include several parameters. Two parameters already present in [1], are
the maximal speeds (characteristic speeds) and the reaction time delays of the players.
Unfortunately, we have not found any source which records them for each player. EA
Sports’ FIFA game rates the players based on these (and other data) but it provides no
exact values. Due to this drawback, in this paper we set all time delays to zero. However,
we do not do the same for the characteristic speeds. Although the same difficulty exists
for them, there is extensive literature discussing maximal speeds of soccer players without
identifying the players explicitly. In particular, the paper [10] reports maximal speeds per
position. Hence, in our paper, we adopt that wing defenders have a characteristic speed
of 8.62m/s, central defenders have a characteristic speed of 8.50m/s , wing midfielders
have a characteristic speed of 8.76m/s, central midfielders have a characteristic speed of
8.58m/s, and forwards have a characteristic speed of 8.96m/s. We were unable to find
any studies of the maximal speeds of goalkeepers, so we took their characteristic speed to
be 8.25m/s. Although this is not optimal, it provides a good approximation and a step
forward.

To produce pitch diagrams based on our models, we have used the open data set
(both tracking and event data) provided by Metrica Sports [9]. The data consists of
three games in the standard CSV format set by Metrica. There are no references to the
players’ names, teams or competitions. In each axis the positioning data goes from 0 to
1 with the top left corner of the pitch having coordinates (0, 0), the bottom right corner
having coordinates (1, 1) and the kick off point having coordinates (0.5, 0.5). For our
presentation, the pitch dimensions have been set to 105 m × 68 m. Finally, the tracking
and the event data are synchronized. We have used Python 3+ for our analysis.

2 Construction of the Dominance Regions

Consider two players P1 and P2 on an infinite plane and let r1, r2 be their respective
distances from any point P on the plane. Also, let ~v1, ~v2 be the initial velocities and
~V1, ~V2 be the final velocities when they reach the point P. As in [1], we will assume that
the players, when they compete to reach the point P, place their maximum effort to reach
it with their characteristic speeds. Finally, we assume that each player reacts at different

1For a summary of what the Voronoi diagrams are and what they are not, as well as a review of
related efforts, please see [1].
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time to make a run towards the point P. Player one reacts at time t1 and player two
at time t2 after a ‘signal’ was given. Depending on the specific details for each player’s
motion, the points that each can reach will be given by the functions r1 = r1(t, t1) and
r2 = r2(t, t2).

Our goal is to determine the locus of all points which the two players can reach
simultaneously,

r1(t, t1) = r2(t, t2),

for any later time t after the ‘signal’. Knowing all such loci for the 22 players on the
pitch allows us to construct the dominance areas (Voronoi regions) of the players.

~r2
~r1

~v2

~v1

P

P1 P2

α2α1
θ2

θ1

Figure 1: Bipolar coordinates for the calculation of the borderline of the two Voronoi regions. Player
1 uses the polar coordinates (r1, θ1) while player 2 uses the polar coordinates (r2, θ2). The polar angles
θ1, θ2 are computed from the corresponding directions of motion ~v1 and ~v2. These directions do not
necessarily coincide with the line P1P2 joining the two players.

Past Results

Although the standard Voronoi diagram was not constructed with motion in mind, its
adoption is equivalent to the assumption that all players can react without any delay
and run with uniform speed V along any direction. Hence r(t) = V t for all players.
Consequently, the boundary between any two players is given by the equation

r1(t)

r2(t)
= 1

and it is therefore the perpendicular bisector of the segment that joins the two players.
Examples of the standard Voronoi diagrams are shown in Figure 2.

When the initial speeds and the characteristic speeds of the players are taken into
account, it was shown in [1] that

r1(t)

r2(t)
=
A1

A2

= const. (1)

where Ai = (vi + Vi)/2, i = 1, 2. This equation identifies the boundary between any two
players as an Apollonius circle2 surrounding the slower player. A curious and demanding
reader should refer to the original article to fully understand the underlying details of the
derivation. For the current work those details are not necessary. Figure 3 shows examples
of boundaries (and hence their dominance regions) between two players placed in a pitch

2The Apollonius circle reduces to the perpendicular bisector when A1 = A2.
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(a) Frame: 98202

(b) Frame: 123000

Figure 2: Sketches of standard Voronoi diagrams representing dominance areas for players adopted
from Metrica Sports open tracking data [9]. It is customary that, for the standard Voronoi diagrams,
the velocities not to be shown since they are not used for any calculation. However, the above diagrams
do show the instantaneous velocities of the players for the moment the diagram was created.

212 meters by 136 meters3 for eight different scenarios. As expected, the boundaries are
either straight lines or circular arcs. The size of the circle is determined by the ratio
A1/A2.

When equation (1) is used to determine the dominance regions for the 22 players of
a game, the resulting diagram for the dominance regions was called Apollonius diagram

3The size of this pitch is much larger than a standard soccer pitch. However, this choice is useful so
the reader better evaluates the way boundaries curve. With not much effort, they can mentally truncate
the diagrams down to the real size.
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P1 P2

0.000

(a)
v1 = 8 m/s, v2 = 6 m/s,
α1 = −135◦, α2 = 45◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(b)
v1 = 8 m/s, v2 = 3 m/s,
α1 = 0◦, α2 = 180◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(c)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 = 0 m/s,
α1 = 45◦, α2 = −50◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(d)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 ∼ 9 m/s,
α1 = 90◦, α2 = 90◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(e)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 ∼ 9 m/s,
α1 = 45◦, α2 = 135◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(f)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 ∼ 9 m/s,
α1 = 90◦, α2 = 180◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(g)
v1 = 6 m/s, v2 = 6 m/s,
α1 = −45◦, α2 = 135◦.

P1 P2

0.0
00

(h)
v1 = 3 m/s, v2 = 8 m/s,
α1 = −45◦, α2 = −45◦.

Figure 3: Sketch of the boundary between two players on a 212 meters by 136 meters pitch according
to [1]. The bottom left corner and the upper right corner have coordinates (−106,−68) and (106, 68)
respectively. The two players P1 and P2 are located at the points (−10,−10) and (20,−10). We assume
the players have a negligible difference in reaction time. In this model, only the magnitudes of the
velocities are assumed to have an effect; their directions do not. Finally, as there is a division by v − 9
in our code, whenever the speeds are v = 9 m/s we use v = 8.9999 m/s to avoid a ZeroDivisionError.
Therefore, we use v ∼ 9 m/s rather than v = 9 m/s in our figure captions.
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in [1]. It turns out that this diagram is a variation of the standard Voronoi diagram
which mathematicians refer to as the multiplicatively weighted Voronoi diagram. The
dominance areas might not always be convex, might contain holes, and might be discon-
nected. Examples of Apollonius diagrams are shown in Figure 4.

(a) Frame: 98202

(b) Frame: 123000

Figure 4: Sketches of Apollonius diagrams representing dominance areas for players adopted from
Metrica Sports open data.

When the delayed reactions and the speeds are taken into account, it was shown [1]
that the boundary between any two players is a Cartesian oval. Although our theoretical
models can accommodate such a parameter easily, Metrica Sports does not provide any
reaction time data for the players in their open data [9]. Hence, when we draw diagrams in
this article, we assume the difference betwwen reaction times of the players is negligible.
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Inclusion of Air Drag

In this section, we present the first extension of the model presented in [1]. When there
is no air drag, the player is propelled by the frictional force a acting on their feet from
the ground:4

dv

dt
= a.

Here a is the value of the acceleration that we used in [1]. However, when an object is
moving inside a fluid, there is a frictional force — drag force — from the fluid which is
proportional to the square of the velocity also acting on the object:

dv

dt
= a− k v2, a, k > 0. (2)

In general, the coefficient k does not have to be constant but we will assume that this
is the case. Notice that, as the speed increases, the air drag increases too. The velocity
can increase only up to the point that the air drag balances the propelling force from the
ground. At that point, dv/dt = 0 and hence

v2limit =
a

k
.

Equation (2) can be integrated easily by separation of variables:∫ v

v0

dv

k (v2limit − v2)
=

∫ t

t0

dt. (3)

It is known that, if v2 < b2, then∫
du

b2 − v2
=

1

2b
ln
b+ v

b− v
=

1

b
tanh−1

v

b
.

Since v ≤ vlimit, equation (3) gives

tanh−1
v

vlimit

− tanh−1
v0
vlimit

= kvlimit (t− t0),

or

tanh−1
v

vlimit

= kvlimit (t− t0) + δ, (4)

where we have set
δ = tanh−1

v0
vlimit

.

Equation (4) can easily be solved for v.

v = vlimit tanh[kvlimit(t− t0) + δ]. (5)

The previous equation can be integrated further, also by separation of variables, to
find the distance travelled by the player:∫ r

r0

dr =
1

k

∫ t

t0

d cosh[kvlimit(t− t0) + δ]

cosh[kvlimit(t− t0) + δ]
,

4Please note that we use Newton’s law of motion in the form F ′ = a instead of F = ma. In other
words, our force F ′ is really force per unit mass F/m.
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or

r − r0 =
1

k
ln

cosh[kvlimit(t− t0) + δ]

cosh δ
.

In bipolar coordinates, the constant r0 vanishes. And since

coshu =
1√

1− tanh2 u
,

we have

r = − 1

2k
ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− v2

v2limit

)]
. (6)

The last equation expresses the distance run by a player assuming that their speed
has the value v. Our assumption is that, when a player competes to reach a point, they
do so by placing maximum effort and reaching it with their characteristic speed V . Hence
at point P:

V = vlimit tanh[kvlimit(tP − t0) + δ], (7)

rP = − 1

2k
ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− V 2

v2limit

)]
. (8)

Here tP is the time the player needs to reach the point P starting from their position
with time delay t0. We can now use equation (7) to eliminate k from equation (8). In
particular:

k =
1

vlimit(tP − t0)
(∆− δ),

where we have set

∆ = tanh−1
V

vlimit

.

So,

rP =
vlimit ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− V 2

v2limit

)]
2(δ −∆)

(tP − t0). (9)

This result is striking: It has the form

rP = A (tP − t0)

with the factor A dependent on the characteristic speed of the player. Hence, when
air drag is included but the remaining premises remain the same, one could rush to
state that all the results of [1] are transferable in this case too. However, this is not as
automatic as it appears to be! In addition to V , the factor A depends on vlimit which,
in turn, depends on a and k. Since the speed V has a fixed value at any point P on the
boundary of the dominance regions, the acceleration a has different values along different
rays (although on each ray it is constant). This implies that vlimit has a different value
along each ray and complicates our analysis. Although, numerically, this issue is not
a big obstacle as a computer program can be set to compute vlimit ray by ray, for an
analytical analysis it creates complications. To remove this difficulty, we will assume
that k has also a different value along each ray such that vlimit maintains a constant
value for each player. This constant value may be assumed to be different from player to
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player or might be universal. Having a universal value is more appealing — an ultimate
speed that no runner can surpass. From [8], we see that the maximal sprinting speeds
of elite sprinters approach 12 m/s. We assume that these atheletes have not reached the
theoretical maximum yet, and so take vlimit to be 13 m/s. Hence, we will assume that
the coefficient k is proportional to a with the proportionality constant being the fixed
number 1/v2limit. With this assumption, equation (2) has the form:

dv

dt
= a

(
1− v2

v2limit

)
.

Given the previous discussion, when air drag is included then indeed all results of [1]
(subjected to all underlying assumptions for the original model) are transferable to this
case too. This is clear in Figure 5, which demonstrates the effects of a drag force by
plotting the boundaries between two players for the same scenarios as Figure 3. By
comparing the two figures, we notice immediately that, when the boundary is straight
in the original model, it remains straight when air drag is added if the players have the
same initial speeds and same characteristic speeds.5 The times required for the players to
reach each point do change, but since the factors A remain equal, there is no observable
change in the dominance regions. When the conditions require an Apollonius circle in
the original case, in general this will be the case in the new model but the radius of the
circle changes due to the air drag.

Figure 6 shows the Apollonius diagram with air drag included for the same frames of
the Metrica Sports data. Comparing the diagrams with those of Figure 4, one can see
the changes in the dominance areas induced by air drag.

Inclusion of Air Drag and Internal Dissipation

In physics courses, it is common to introduce students to a frictional force that is propor-
tional to velocity −γ v, γ > 0. Interestingly, it has been known for some time that this
frictional force can be used to model internal dissipation during sprinting [4]. In fact, it
is known that more energy is dissipated by internal friction than air drag. Hence, as an
immediate extension to the previous model, we can imagine that the player is subjected,
besides the air drag, to this force too:6

dv

dt
= a− γ v − k v2. (10)

The additional term provides us the quantification of the physiological reason (i.e. the
construction of the human body) that restricts players from keeping a constant rate even
in the absence of air drag.7 And, if we wish to activate the term above a critical speed

5Since the functional forms of A = A(v, V ) in the original model and the model with air drag
are different, the ratio A1/A2 can be different in the two models if this condition is not true even if
v1 + V1 = v2 + V2. In particular, when the condition is not true, a straight boundary in the original
model becomes an Apollonius arc in the new model.

6Physically, a player cannot apply a force on theirself. Therefore, from a fundamental point of view
this force is not an internal one. The way to state it precisely is as follows: As the player sprints at
higher speeds, energy consumption affects the ability of the player to push the ground with constant
force. Instead, the player pushes it with a variable effective force of a − γv; in turn, the ground reacts
and applies the opposite force on the player.

7Incidentally, notice that the inclusion of the internal dissipation implements suggestion (b) of [2]. As
explained in the introduction, Taki and Hasegawa thought that as the player’s speed increases, the rate
of the increase has to decrease. Lacking a model, they did not link this effect to any force; it was just
an expectation.
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P1 P2

0.
00

0

(a)
v1 = 8 m/s, v2 = 6 m/s,
α1 = −135◦, α2 = 45◦.

P1 P2

0.0
00

(b)
v1 = 8 m/s, v2 = 3 m/s,
α1 = 0◦, α2 = 180◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(c)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 = 0 m/s,
α1 = 45◦, α2 = −50◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(d)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 ∼ 9 m/s,
α1 = 90◦, α2 = 90◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(e)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 ∼ 9 m/s,
α1 = 45◦, α2 = 135◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(f)
v1 ∼ 9 m/s, v2 ∼ 9 m/s,
α1 = 90◦, α2 = 180◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(g)
v1 = 6 m/s, v2 = 6 m/s,
α1 = −45◦, α2 = 135◦.

P1 P2

0.000

(h)
v1 = 3 m/s, v2 = 8 m/s,
α1 = −45◦, α2 = −45◦.

Figure 5: Sketch of the boundary between two players in the presence of air resistance on a 212 meters
by 136 meters pitch. The bottom left corner and the upper right corner have coordinates (−106,−68)
and (106,68) respectively. The two players P1 and P2 are located at the points (−10,−10) and (20,−10).
The cases are identical with those of Figure 3. However, the radii of the Apollonius circles are altered as
explained in the text following equation (9). The reader can compare the two results to see the changes.

vcr, then the coefficient γ must be discontinuous:

γ =

{
0, if v < vcr,

γ0, if v ≥ vcr.
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(a) Frame: 98202

(b) Frame: 123000

Figure 6: Sketches of Apollonius diagrams in the presence of air drag for the same frames of the Metrica
Sports open tracking data.

It appears that this force quantifying internal dissipation is of great interest for many
different sports in which sprinting occurs. Therefore, it would be a great feat if one can
derive it from more fundamental principles of biokinesis and construction of the human
body.

Returning to equation (10), by completing the square in the right-hand side, the
equation can be written in the form

dv

dt
=

(
a+

γ2

4k

)
− k

(
v +

γ

2k

)2
. (11)
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Hence, it has the exact same form with the equation studied in the previous section

du

dt
= a′ − k u2,

upon defining

u = v +
γ

2k
, a′ = a+

γ2

4k
.

Integration of this equation gives

u = ulimit tanh[kulimit(t− t0) + δ], (12)

where

δ = tanh−1
u0
ulimit

, u2limit =
a′

k
.

Then, integration of (12) gives:

r =
1

k
ln cosh

[kulimit(t− t0) + δ]

cosh δ
− γ

2k
(t− t0),

or

r = − 1

2k
ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− u2

u2limit

)]
− γ

2k
(t− t0). (13)

At the point P where the player arrives with maximal speed,

rP =
ulimit ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− U2

u2
limit

)]
2(δ −∆)

(t− t0)−
γ

2k
(t− t0),

where

∆ = tanh−1
U

ulimit

, U = V +
γ

2k
.

Factoring out the time,

rP =

ulimit ln
[
cosh2 δ

(
1− U2

u2
limit

)]
2(δ −∆)

− Γ

 (t− t0). (14)

Similarly to a, k being a function of the direction the player runs, γ should be so too.
After all, it relates to the fatigue of the muscles which do work differently along different
directions (since a is different for example). We will also assume that the ratio Γ = γ/2k
is the same in any direction. Once more, with the assumptions presented, the points
reached by the player obey an equation of the familiar form

r = A (t− t0),

where A depends on the player’s initial speed v0 and characteristic speed V , as well the
parameters Γ and ulimit. The last two parameters could be player dependent or could be
universal constants. Since we have assumed that V is the maximal speed that a player
can achieve based on their physiology, it is reasonable to assume that vlimit is a universal
constant imposed by nature. As such, since it depends on Γ , ulimit should also be a
universal constant. Using our previous estimation of vlimit, we can calculate a reasonable
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value for Γ to use in our calculations. If we assume an average elite level player can run
from one end of the pitch to the other in 15 seconds, we find that Γ = 2.237 m/s.

Since U is a particular value of the variable u whose maximum value is ulimit, the
ratio U/ulimit must be always less than one. The choice of our parameters entering our
calculations are consistent with this restriction.

In Figure 7, we again plot the eight scenarios for two players with these new consid-
erations.

Next, we plot the boundaries between all twenty-two players for the same two Metrica
Sports frames — see Figure 8.

Introduction of Directional Bias

For uniformly accelerated motion with acceleration ~a, at time t, the location of each
player will be given by

~ri = ~vi (t− ti) +
1

2
~ai (t− ti)2, i = 1, 2,

Similarly, the velocities of the two players will be

~Vi = ~vi + ~ai (t− ti), i = 1, 2.

We can decompose the above vectorial equations to two algebraic equations: one radial
equation along PiP and one equation along the perpendicular direction. It is tempting
to argue that the latter direction determines the reaction time t1; it is connected, at
least in part, to the time necessary to make the component vi sin θi vanish. Experience
indicates that this can happen fast: The player can plant their foot on the ground and
receive a push in the proper direction.8 Hence, the time delays due to the vanishing of
extraneous component of the velocity are expected to be very small. When the angle
of the change of direction is quite big (greater than 90◦), there will be some delay since
the player will need to reorient their body and hence will need to spin about their axis.
Finally, recall from [1] that the time delay parameter is a way to quantify our ignorance
about all different aspects influencing the playing not to respond instantaneously. For
example, besides the time delay originating from attempting to change the direction of
motion (aka make the component vi sin θi vanish), it includes the player’s physiological
delay and perhaps other environmental factors that influence the motion. Eventually, we
will set the time delay parameter ti to zero but experience indicates that it does not have
to be so.

The equations of motion along the radial direction are:

ri =vi cos θi (t− ti) +
1

2
ai (t− ti)2,

Vi =vi cos θi + ai (t− ti), i = 1, 2,

With the help of the second relation, we can rewrite the first in the form

ri = Ai (t− ti), i = 1, 2, (15)

8In fact, these abrupt changes often lead to injuries. It would be interesting here to examine the
forces on the players’ legs and feet. However, this would take us off target.
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Figure 7: Sketch of the boundary between two players in the presence of air resistance and internal
resistance on a 212 meters by 136 meters pitch. The bottom left corner and the upper right corner have
coordinates (−106,−68) and (106,68) respectively. The two players P1 and P2 are located at the points
(−10,−10) and (20,−10). The cases are identical with those of Figure 3. The reader can compare the
results with those of Figures 3 and 5 to see the relative changes.

where

Ai =
vi cos θi + Vi

2
, i = 1, 2.
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(a) Frame: 98202

(b) Frame: 123000

Figure 8: Sketches of Apollonius diagrams in the presence of air drag and internal friction, representing
dominance areas for players adopted from Metrica Sports open tracking data.

Result (15) is similar to those in [1]. However, the factor Ai in the original work
was isotropic; now it has a directional bias. In particular, the factor is skewed along the
direction of the player’s motion. The points ri = const. that the player can reach at
time t from their original position lie on a limacon of Pascal. When vi = Vi, the limacon
becomes a cardioid. Figure 9 plots the function A = A(θ) for five different values of the
ratio v/V .

The points that the two players can reach simultaneously at time t from their original
positions satisfy

k1 r1 − k2 r2 = t0, (16)
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Figure 9: Plot of the function 2A = V + v cos θ in polar coordinates for different magnitudes of v. The
player is located at the point (0,0) and moving with initial velocity ~v as indicated by the corresponding
vector. When the player is at rest, v = 0, the curve is a circle. That is, the player can move along
any direction with the same level of ease. However, as their speed v increases, the player starts to have
greater difficulty to reach points behind them. At v = V , the points on the halfline behind the player’s
back are unaccessible.

where k1, k2 are the players’ slownesses:

ki =
1

Ai

=
2

vi cos θi + Vi
, i = 1, 2, (17)

and t0 the relative time delay, t0 = t2− t1. Assuming that the players’ time delays vanish
or they are equal, we find

r1
r2

=
v1 cos θ1 + V1
v2 cos θ2 + V2

. (18)

Because the angle variables θ1, θ2 are measured from different axes, it is better to replace
them by

φi = θi + αi, i = 1, 2,

where α1, α2 are the angles the velocity vectors ~v1, ~v2 make with the line P1P2. Hence,

r1
r2

=
v1 cos(φ1 − α1) + V1
v2 cos(φ2 − α2) + V2

. (19)

The pairs (r1, φ1) and (r2, φ2) form a set of twin polar coordinates with the angles mea-
sured from the same line.

In [1], we have reviewed the curves resulting from equation (16) for constant slowness.
These are the well known Cartesian ovals. When t0 = 0, the Cartesian ovals reduce
to Apollonius circles. In the new scenario in which the player’s slowness depends on
the direction of motion, the Cartesian ovals are in general deformed to new shapes.
Unfortunately, to the best of our knowledge, there is no study for such curves. Hence,
at the moment, to get a feeling on how the curves look like, we rely on numerical plots.
In Figure 10, we plot the boundary between two players (equation (19)) in the eight
scenarios of Figure 3. In these diagrams, we see that each player has a stronger control
in front of theirself than behind theirself, the boundary between only two players can
have disconnected regions,9 and the player with a higher initial speed does not necessarily

9A set S = A∪B is made of two disconnected sets A and B, if A∩B = ∅. In the examples of Figures
10 and 11, when the dominance region is made of two sets A and B, their intersection is either empty
or it contains a point. Hence, for our purposes, we shall call a set S the disconnected union of A and B
if the intersection of A and B is a countable set.
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control a greater area. The reader will certainly appreciate the boundary changes induced
by the directional bias in Figure 10 compared to Figure 3.
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Figure 10: Sketch of the boundary between two players in the presence of directional bias on a 212 me-
ters by 136 meters pitch. The bottom left corner and the upper right corner have coordinates (−106,−68)
and (106, 68) respectively. The two players P1 and P2 are located at the points (−10,−10) and (20,−10).
The cases are identical with those of Figure 3. However, both the magnitude and direction of the veloc-
ity affect the dominance regions. The reader can easily compare the two results to see how drastic the
changes are.
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Figure 11: Sketch of the boundary between two players in the presence of directional bias, air drag,
and internal dissipation on a 212 meters by 136 meters pitch. The bottom left corner and the upper right
corner have coordinates (−106,−68) and (106,68) respectively. The two players P1 and P2 are located
at the points (−10,−10) and (20,−10). We notice many of the same features from Figure 10, but the
players still have some control over areas behind themselves and minor alterations to their control in
other directions.

Next, we plot the boundaries between all twenty-two players from two random frames
and record our observations, see Figure 12. It is immediately clear that players control

19



more space in the direction of their velocity. Further, we see that this asymmetry is
stronger for players with high initial speeds. We also see that the boundaries between
any two players are far more complex and diverse than previous models.

(a) Frame: 98202

(b) Frame: 123000

Figure 12: Sketches of Apollonius diagrams in the presence of directional bias for two frames of the
Metrica Sports open tracking data.
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The Boundary in the Presence of Air Drag, Internal Dissipation and Direc-
tional Bias

We can now combine the two models in a unified one. In this case, equation (15) remains
valid

r =

[
ulimit ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− U2

u2
limit

)]
2(δ −∆)

− Γ

]
(t− t0),

but

δ = tanh−1
v0 cos θ + Γ

ulimit

.

Therefore the borderline is determined by

k1 r1 − k2 r2 = t2 − t1,

with the players’ slownesses being

ki =

[
ulimit ln

[
cosh2 δ

(
1− U2

u2
limit

)]
2(δ −∆)

− Γ

]−1
, i = 1, 2. (20)

To get a feeling of the result, we again plot the boundaries between two players in the
same eight 2-player scenarios — see Figure 11.

Finally, we plot the boundaries between all twenty-two players for two Metrica Sports
frames in Figure 13.

3 Conclusions and Discussion

Our work in this article has focused on building models of dominance regions for soccer
players in a match incorporating the effects of directional bias and frictional forces, build-
ing on the deterministic models introduced in [1]. The concept of asymmetric influence
along different directions in the dominance region of the players was based on a reasonable
kinematical assumption. Similarly, the introduction of the frictional forces were not arbi-
trary; they are well known forces that have been verified by biokinetics researchers who
have studied sprinting in athletes ([4]). Our most polished model combines all effects.

The dominance areas show interesting features not encountered (and, most impor-
tantly not expected) in the standard Voronoi diagrams. In fact, starting with the result
of [1], the dominance areas between any two players are separated by an Apollonius cir-
cle10 whose size depends on the ratio of the average speeds A1/A2 of the two players,
assuming that the players have a negligible difference in reaction times. When we intro-
duce air drag and internal resistance, the boundaries between players remain Apollonius
circles but the radius of each circle resizes since the factors A have a different functional
form compared to the original case.

In general, these models predict that, given that two players have the same character-
istic speed, the player with the greater initial speed is favored. This coincides with the
widely accepted idea that it is never a good idea for soccer players to stand still or to be
walking. Following the rhythm of the game is a good plan. When players get exhausted,
substitutions are warranted.

10A perpendicular bisector is a special case of an Apollonius circle.

21



(a) Frame: 98202

(b) Frame: 123000

Figure 13: Sketches of Apollonius diagrams in the presence of directional bias, air drag, and internal
friction for two frames of the Metrica Sports open tracking data.

For the models including frictional forces, the results were obtained under some simpli-
fying assumptions for the acceleration a, the drag coefficient k and the internal dissipation
constant γ. Although there are articles discussing sprinting of soccer players, (see, for
example, [11], [12], [13]) we have not been able to find precise data in the literature which
would allow us to accurately compute the constants a, k, and γ. So, at the moment the
precise behavior of the constants a, k, and γ remains an open problem to be settled in
the future. Settling it is a relatively easy problem and it can provide hints for modeling
several different aspects of the soccer players.

When directional bias is added to the model, the results get modified substantially.

22



Imagine a sprinter who, as they approach the finish line at full speed, is asked to turn back
and reach one of the previous points. Obviously, it is impossible for this to happen fast;
the sprinter must decelerate first and then turn back. Keeping this in mind, it is easily
understood that when directional bias is added to the model (which already includes the
frictional forces), the slower player can reclaim many points in their dominance area.
Hence, although it is always a good plan to follow the rhythm of the game, the direction
of motion is also of paramount importance and it can be used by either player to their
advantage. In other words, there should be a new parameter that should ‘enter’ into the
model (and every soccer model): the ‘Soccer IQ’ of the players — how fast they think and
process the visual and auditory data to optimize their motion and be ready to reach vital
points on the pitch before opposing players are able to. But that’s a different problem
and not the goal of this article.

Currently, our model is primarily an observational tool: It measures/evaluates in-
stantaneous moments of a match as given by the tracking data. However, it is easy to
extrapolate that further models can be constructed with it as a foundation which predict
or suggest various strategies during a match. We hope to present such works in the near
future.

Finally, we close this article by returning to comment furthermore on the simplify-
ing assumptions that we have made. Although the resulting diagrams are more precise
than the widely used standard Voronoi diagrams or other suggestions based on arbitrary
assumptions, from a perfectionist’s point a view a simplifying assumption is never a sat-
isfying action. Our interest is to continue streamlining these models by using modern
human biokinetics research to remove more simplifying assumptions. We are currently
working on this and will soon be able to report on the progress.
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