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26th February 2025

“As a historian it is my duty to stress what we do not know.”

(Adrian Goldsworthy: Vindolanda)

Abstract

National teams from different continents can play against each other only in afew
sports competitions. Therefore, a reasonable aim is maximising the number of in-
tercontinental games in world cups, as done in basketball and football, in contrast
to handball and volleyball. However, this objective requires additional draw con-
straints that imply the violation of equal treatment. In addition, the standard draw
mechanism is non-uniformly distributed on the set of valid assignments, which may
lead to further distortions. Our paper analyses this novel trade-off between at-
tractiveness and fairness through the example of the 2025 World Men’s Handball
Championship. We introduce a measure of inequality, which enables considering 32
sets of reasonable geographical restrictions to determine the Pareto frontier. The
proposed methodology can be used by policy-makers to select the optimal set of
draw constraints.
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1 Introduction

Attractiveness and fairness are among the most important criteria for evaluating the rules
of a sports competition (Csató, 2021; Devriesere et al., 2024). Tournament organisers
face a difficult choice if these goals can only be improved at the expense of each other.
Our paper analyses such a trade-off between the number of intra-continental matches and
equal treatment in a group draw.

Geographic separation could be important for several reasons. First, few sports com-
petitions allow teams from different continents to play against each other. Hence, the
uniqueness of a tournament is enhanced if the number of inter-continental games is max-
imised in the group stage (Guyon, 2015; Laliena and López, 2019). Second, rating meth-
ods usually become more accurate and reliable if national teams from different continents
play more matches against each other (Lasek and Gagolewski, 2018; Sziklai et al., 2022).
Third, the qualification system is often distorted: from geographical zones where the par-
ticular sport is not so developed, weaker teams can qualify than from continents with
several strong countries. This phenomenon is well-documented in football (Csató, 2023b;
Krumer and Moreno-Ternero, 2023; Csató et al., 2025) but is also relevant to other sports.
For example, in the preliminary group stage of the 2025 IHF Men’s World Championship,
European and non-European teams played 26 matches but only three were won by non-
European teams. Consequently, restricting the number of European teams in a group
would be crucial to creating groups of roughly equal strength.

The balancedness of the groups is usually achieved by a seeding system: the teams are
divided into pots according to their strength (an exogenous ranking based on historical
performances), and each group contains at most one team from each pot. Therefore, equal
treatment requires a team drawn from a given pot to have a priori the same chance of
playing against any team drawn from another pot. Otherwise, the draw rules may imply
a higher probability of facing a long-term rival, which would be unfair. The importance
of equal treatment is increased by the recent finding that nontransitivity can persist over
a long time in sports (van Ours, 2024).

Surprisingly, the governing bodies of major sports apply different policies regarding
intra-continental matches in their tournaments. Both the group draw of recent FIBA
World Cups (FIBA, 2019, 2023) and FIFA World Cups (FIFA, 2017, 2022), the world
championships in basketball and football, respectively, have imposed constraints on the
set of feasible assignments: no group could have contained more than one team from any
continent except for Europe, while lower and upper bounds have existed for the number
of European teams. On the other hand, analogous restrictions have not been used in the
2025 IHF Men’s World Handball Championship (IHF, 2025) and the 2025 FIVB Men’s
Volleyball World Championship (Volleyball World, 2024).

This discrepancy has inspired the current research. To address a gap in the previous
literature, we will explore a novel trade-off between the number of unattractive intra-
continental matches and the extent of violating equal treatment by comparing different
sets of draw constraints. The analysis will be conducted for the 2025 IHF World Men’s
Handball Championship draw. The complexity of the problem is increased by the standard
procedure used to satisfy the draw constraints, which is non-uniformly distributed on the
set of feasible assignments, potentially implying further inequality distortions.

Our main contributions can be summarised as follows:

• First in the literature, a trade-off between attractiveness and equal treatment is
revealed and studied in the draw of a sports tournament;
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• A measure based on the Herfindahl–Hirschman index is proposed to quantify the
degree to which the principle of equal treatment is violated (Section 3.3);

• By examining 32 sets of reasonable draw constraints, the standard mechanism
for group draw is shown to struggle with a restriction that allows more than one
team from the same geographic zone to play in a group (Figure 2);

• Eight sets of draw constraints are uncovered to be suboptimal as they imply
a dominated combination in both dimensions, attractiveness and fairness (Fig-
ure 3).

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 gives an overview of the existing literature.
The case study from handball and our methodology are detailed in Section 3. Section 4
presents and discusses the results, while Section 5 provides concluding remarks.

2 Related literature

Analysing trade-offs is a standard research approach in the field of tournament design.
Goossens et al. (2020) discuss three fairness issues (consecutive home games, carry-over ef-
fect, number of rest days between consecutive games) in sports timetabling. Lasek and Gagolewski
(2018) and Sziklai et al. (2022) investigate the relationship between the number of matches
played and the accuracy of the ranking. Csató (2022) reveals a trade-off between draw
restrictions and the probability of a game that creates perverse incentives to lose for a
team. Sauer et al. (2024) propose alternative pairing mechanisms for Swiss-system tourna-
ments to optimise various objective functions. The recent survey Devriesere et al. (2024)
presents several further examples.

The problem of group draw has also received serious attention by the academic com-
munity. Guyon (2015) outlines the main criteria for the FIFA World Cup draw (balance,
even/uniform distribution, fairness, geographic separation, randomness, tractability) and
identifies some flaws in the 2014 FIFA World Cup draw. A preliminary version of this
paper, Guyon (2014) suggests three alternative draw procedures, one of which inspired
FIFA to introduce the so-called Skip mechanism (see Section 3.2) for the 2018 FIFA World
Cup draw (Guyon, 2018).

One line of research deals with balancing the strengths of the groups. Laliena and López
(2019) consider draw systems for tournaments with 32 teams and eight groups under seed-
ing and geographical restrictions. Their first method creates perfectly balanced groups
by listing all feasible solutions, however, its practical implementation remains challen-
ging. Their second method is a heuristic, which does not guarantee perfect balance but
provides good results for the 2014 FIFA World Cup draw. Cea et al. (2020) construct
a mixed integer linear programming model to generate group assignments satisfying geo-
graphical separation and ensuring balance between the strengths of the groups. Csató
(2023a) demonstrates that the 2022 FIFA World Cup draw has not balanced the groups
to the extent possible because the winners of the play-offs were assigned to the weakest
pot. Laliena and López (2025) start from the ideas of Laliena and López (2019) to de-
velop a more efficient algorithm for groups of three teams where the strength of a group
is constrained by exogenously given lower and upper bounds.

A further research area is analysing the bias of real-world draw mechanisms compared
to a uniform draw. Between the 2003/04 and the 2023/24 seasons, the UEFA Champi-
ons League Round of 16 draw matched eight group winners and eight runners-up such
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Table 1: The geographical composition of the seeding pots
in the 2025 IHF Men’s World Handball Championship draw

Confederation Pot 1 Pot 2 Pot 3 Pot 4 Sum

Africa 1 0 1 3 5
Asia 0 0 2 2 4
Europe 7 8 2 1 18
North America 0 0 1 1 2
South America 0 0 2 1 3

that teams from the same national association and the same group could not played
against each other. The draw was implemented by the so-called Drop mechanism. Kiesl
(2013) computes the distortion in the 2012/13 season and verifies the existence of a feas-
ible assignment by Hall’s marriage theorem (Hall, 1935). Both issues are discussed by
Wallace and Haigh (2013), too. Klößner and Becker (2013) prove that the Drop mech-
anism cannot be uniformly distributed in this setting and present the quite substantial
financial consequences of small probability differences. The algebraic structure of the
permutation describing the outcome of the draw is found to have a powerful impact on
its probability. Guyon and Meunier (2023) explain the calculation of exact draw prob-
abilities by using well-known maximum matching algorithms. Last but not least, the
Drop mechanism seems to be close to a constrained-best in the UEFA Champions League
Round of 16 draw according to the results of Boczoń and Wilson (2023).

UEFA has introduced an incomplete round-robin format for its club competitions from
the 2024/25 season (Gyimesi, 2024). The draw procedure of the new league phase of the
UEFA Champions League is examined by Guyon et al. (2024).

The distortion of the Skip mechanism has also been studied. Roberts and Rosenthal
(2024) discuss how it can be simulated and quantifies the bias of the 2022 FIFA World
Cup draw. In the 2018 FIFA World Cup draw, Csató (2025) uncovers the effect of the
draw order on the level of unfairness. Csató (2024a) explains the conclusions from these
numerical calculations in a theoretical framework. Csató (2024b) compares the perform-
ance of the Drop and Skip mechanisms for bipartite graphs, including those corresponding
to the historical seasons of the UEFA Champions League Round of 16.

The novelty of the current paper resides in our focus on two requirements for group
draws simultaneously: fairness (equal treatment) and geographic separation. We do not
know of any study that investigates multiple goals for draw procedures. In addition,
previous papers have always considered a given set of draw constraints, but they are
allowed to vary in the following according to the preferences of the organiser.

3 Methodology

The rules of the 2025 IHF World Men’s Handball Championship draw and some reasonable
geographical constraints are described in Section 3.1. Section 3.2 presents draw procedures
that can be used if further restrictions are imposed. Section 3.3 defines our measure to
quantify the extent to which the principle of equal treatment is violated.
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Table 2: Group composition in the preliminary round of
the 2025 IHF Men’s World Handball Championship

Confederation
Group

Sum
A B C D E F G H

Africa 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 5
Asia 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 3
Europe 4 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 18
North America 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3
South America 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3

Unattractive games 6 2 2 3 1 1 1 0 16

3.1 The 2025 IHF World Men’s Handball Championship draw

The 2025 IHF World Men’s Handball Championship has been contested by 32 teams. In
particular, five teams have arrived from Africa, four from Asia, 18 from Europe, two from
the North American and Caribbean Confederation (in the following, North America), and
three from the South and Central American Confederation (in the following, South Amer-
ica). Prior to the draw, the teams have been seeded into four pots, whose geographical
composition is shown in Table 1. Each group has contained one team from each pot.

Groups A and B have played in Denmark, Groups E and F in Norway, and Groups
C, D, G, H in Croatia. Therefore, Denmark (Pot 1) has automatically been assigned
to Group B, Norway (Pot 1) to Group E, and Croatia (Pot 2) to Group H (IHF, 2025).
Furthermore, the hosts have had the right to choose one team for the other groups that
played in their country. The Danish Handball Association has placed Germany (Pot 1) in
Group A, while the Norwegian Handball Federation has placed Sweden in Group F. Due
to the decision of Croatia, Austria (Pot 2) has been assigned to Group C, Hungary (Pot
1) to Group D, and Slovenia (Pot 1) to Group G. No further draw constraints have been
applied. Table 2 reports the final group composition.

As we have argued in the Introduction, intra-confederation games are undesirable and
therefore called unattractive in the following. Their number could be reduced by draw
restrictions analogous to the ones used in the FIBA Basketball World Cup and the FIFA
World Cup. In particular, the following constraints are considered:

• Constraint A: two African teams cannot play in the same group;

• Constraint B: two Asian teams cannot play in the same group;

• Constraint C: two North American teams cannot play in the same group;

• Constraint D: two South American teams cannot play in the same group;

• Constraint E: each group should contain at least two and at most three European
teams.

The aim of Constraints A–D is straightforward. Regarding Constraint E, since there are
18 European teams for eight groups, the average number of European teams in a group
is between two and three. Thus, Constraint E minimises the number of matches between
two European teams because 1/2/3/4 teams from the same continent in a group results
in 0/1/3/6 unattractive matches, respectively.
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Table 3: Sets of possible draw constraints in the
2025 IHF Men’s World Handball Championship draw

Continent Africa Asia North America South America Europe
Teams in a group At most 1 At most 1 At most 1 At most 1 1 or 2
Scenario Constraint A Constraint B Constraint C Constraint D Constraint E

0 ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

1 ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✔

2 ✗ ✗ ✗ ✔ ✗

3 ✗ ✗ ✗ ✔ ✔

4 ✗ ✗ ✔ ✗ ✗

5 ✗ ✗ ✔ ✗ ✔

6 ✗ ✗ ✔ ✔ ✗

7 ✗ ✗ ✔ ✔ ✔

8 ✗ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗

9 ✗ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✔

10 ✗ ✔ ✗ ✔ ✗

11 ✗ ✔ ✗ ✔ ✔

12 ✗ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗

13 ✗ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✔

14 ✗ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗

15 ✗ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

16 ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

17 ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✔

18 ✔ ✗ ✗ ✔ ✗

19 ✔ ✗ ✗ ✔ ✔

20 ✔ ✗ ✔ ✗ ✗

21 ✔ ✗ ✔ ✗ ✔

22 ✔ ✗ ✔ ✔ ✗

23 ✔ ✗ ✔ ✔ ✔

24 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✗

25 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗ ✔

26 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✔ ✗

27 ✔ ✔ ✗ ✔ ✔

28 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✗

29 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ ✔

30 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗

31 ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

The five constraints imply 32 different scenarios, as each can be either imposed or
ignored. In the following, they are denoted by integers from 0 to 31, see Table 3.

3.2 The implementation of a draw with restrictions

If draw constraints exist, finding a valid assignment of the teams into groups is non-trivial.
A fair draw procedure should be uniformly distributed, that is, each valid assignment
should have the same probability of occurring (Guyon, 2015; Klößner and Becker, 2013).
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This will be called the Uniform mechanism in the following. Its simplest implementation
is provided by a rejection sampler (Roberts and Rosenthal, 2024, Section 2.1):

1. Select uniformly at random from the set of 6! × 2! × (8!)2
≈ 2.34 × 1012 possible

assignments, which is obvious;

2. If all draw constraints are satisfied, the chosen assignment is accepted;

3. If at least one draw constraint is violated, the chosen assignment is rejected, and
the procedure returns to Step 1.

According to Section 3.1, the number of valid assignments is already reduced by the
selection of the hosts since two teams from Pot 2 (Austria and Croatia) cannot play
against six teams from Pot 1 (Denmark, Germany, Hungary, Norway, Slovenia, Sweden).
In other words, Austria and Croatia should play against Egypt and France from Pot 1.
This restriction, imposed by the organiser, will not be examined in our study.

However, no group draw uses a rejection sampler in practice because (1) it would be
boring and unsuitable for a streamed TV show; and (2) it would threaten transparency
as it is impossible to check for the public that the draw procedure is not manipulated for
the sake of certain teams (Tijms, 2015). Usually, the Skip mechanism is applied if the
number of groups exceeds two, such as in the FIBA Basketball World Cup and the FIFA
World Cup (Csató, 2024b).

The Skip mechanism is a sequential algorithm that works as follows:

• The draw starts with Pot 1 and continues with Pot 2 until Pot 4.

• Each pot is emptied before proceeding to the next pot.

• For each pot, the teams drawn are allocated in ascending alphabetical order from
Group A to Group H.

• If a draw condition applies or is anticipated to apply, the team drawn is allocated
to the next available group in alphabetical order as indicated by the computer.

The Skip mechanism always outputs a feasible allocation if it exists. However, be-
cause it is non-uniform, some valid assignments are more likely to occur (Csató, 2025;
Roberts and Rosenthal, 2024).

This draw procedure is not as simple as it might appear at first glance. In particular,
the number of options available to a team depends not only on its own attributes and
those of the teams already drawn, but also on the attributes of the teams still to be
drawn. Otherwise, a deadlock situation might arise when the teams still to be drawn
cannot be assigned to the remaining empty slots with satisfying all constraints. Let us
see an illustration.

Example 1. Assume that six teams 1–6 are drawn from Pots I (teams 1–3) and II (teams
4–6). The restrictions exclude two pairs of teams to play against each other: teams 1 and
4, teams 3 and 6. The teams are drawn according to their numerical order. Thus, when
the draw reaches Pot II, Group A contains team 1, Group B contains team 2, and Group
C contains team 3. Team 4 cannot be assigned to Group A because the pair (1,4) is
prohibited, it is placed in Group B. Since no constraint applies for team 5, its “natural”
place would be Group A. However, team 6 cannot be assigned to Group C because the
pair (3,6) is also prohibited. Consequently, team 2 should be assigned to Group C even
though Group A still contains an empty slot for a team drawn from Pot II.
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Although the definition of the Skip mechanism is simple, it is surprisingly challen-
ging to simulate with a computer program (Roberts and Rosenthal, 2024, p. 563). No
organiser provides a method for this purpose, however, appropriate backtracking al-
gorithms are presented in Csató (2025) and Roberts and Rosenthal (2024). A simu-
lator of the Skip mechanism for the 2018 and 2022 FIFA World Cups is available at
http://probability.ca/fdraw/.

The choice of the host nations, discussed in Section 3.1, can be easily added analogous
to Constraints A–E: two countries from the set of the eight particular nations (the three
hosts and the five teams chosen by them) cannot play in the same group. Then the
number of possible scenarios for the Skip mechanism—if group labels are ignored—is
(8!)3

≈ 6.55 × 1013 since the teams can be drawn in an arbitrary order from each pot.
The outcome of the Skip mechanism may depend on the order of the seeding pots

(Csató, 2025). This issue is not examined here, we always use the procedure with the
numerical order from Pot 1 to Pot 4, which is likely optimal with respect to the distortions
compared to the Uniform mechanism (Csató, 2024a).

Obviously, complete enumeration is excluded for both the Uniform and the Skip mech-
anisms due to the huge number of assignments: the probabilities are determined based
on one million random feasible assignments. For the Uniform mechanism, this requires
generating much more unconstrained assignments that are checked by a rejection sampler.
The running time is several hours for each set of draw constraints and for each draw
mechanism on a standard laptop.

3.3 The inequality of a group draw

The tournament organiser has two reasonable objective functions: maximising the number
of inter-continental (which is equivalent to minimising the number of unattractive games)
and minimising the inequality imposed by the draw constraints. The former can be
directly quantified. The level of inequality is measured as follows.

Denote the number of pots by m and the number of teams in a pot by n. The n × n
doubly stochastic matrix P(k,ℓ) =

[

p
(k,ℓ)
ij

]

contains the probability pij of assigning two teams
i and j drawn from two different Pots k and ℓ to the same group. The average Herfindahl–
Hirschman index (Herfindahl, 1950; Hirschman, 1945), a well-known measure of market
competition and competitive balance in sports (Owen and Owen, 2022; Owen et al., 2007),
for each row and each column of the m(m − 1)/2 doubly stochastic assignment matrices
is:

Î =
2

m(m − 1)

∑

1≤k,ℓ≤m

1

2n

∑

1≤i≤n

∑

1≤j≤n

(

p
(k,ℓ)
ij

)2
.

The minimum of Î, 1/n, is reached if all entries of all assignment matrices equal 1/n.
In this case, each team faces the highest uncertainty in the draw since they will play
against each possible opponent with an equal probability of 1/n.

The maximum of Î, 1, is reached if all doubly stochastic assignment matrices contain
only zeros and ones. In this case, the draw is fully deterministic and unexciting.

Î is transformed to the unit interval [0, 1] to get a measure of inequality:

I =
Î − 1/n

1 − 1/n
.

Example 2. Take the official unconstrained draw (Scenario 0) when Constraints A–E are
not imposed in the 2025 IHF Men’s Handball Championship. All entries of matrices P(1,3),
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Figure 1: The distribution of unattractive group matches without draw constraints

P(1,4), P(2,3), P(2,4), P(3,4) can be verified to equal 1/8. However, this does not hold for
the assignment matrix P(1,2). Here, six rows and six columns contain 1/6 six times, while
two rows and two columns (corresponding to Egypt, France, Austria, Croatia) contain
1/2 twice. Consequently,

1

2 · 8

∑

1≤i≤8

∑

1≤j≤8

(

p
(1,2)
ij

)2
=

1

16
·

[

12 · 6 · (1/6)2 + 4 · 2 · (1/2)2
]

=
1

16
· (2 + 2) =

1

4
.

This implies Î = 1/6 · (5 · 1/8 + 1/4) = 7/48 and I = (7/48 − 6/48) · 8/7 = 1/42.

According to our knowledge, only Boczoń and Wilson (2023) have quantified previ-
ously the violation of equal treatment in a group draw. Their measure is the average
absolute difference in the probabilities across all pairwise comparisons that are not dir-
ectly excluded by the constraints. However, this idea cannot be applied here because the
set of games with a non-zero probability depends on the set of draw constraints imposed,
which varies in our case study.

4 Results

Figure 1 shows the distribution of intra-continental matches in the absence of draw con-
straints (Scenario 0). European teams play at least 12 games against each other, which is
the minimum. The probability exceeds 25% for 14 and 15 unattractive matches, as well
as for at least 16. The chance that the number of these games is above 18 remains below
1%. According to Table 2, 16 intra-continental games have been played in the 2025 IHF
Men’s World Handball Championship, which could have been guaranteed to decrease by
25% with Constraints A–E.
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Figure 2: The effects of draw constraints and mechanisms:
the chance of feasibility and relative inequality distortion

Imposing draw constraints makes some assignments invalid as presented in Figure 2.
Constraint E, which appears in the set of constraints denoted by an odd number, is clearly
the most restrictive. Adding Constraint E excludes almost 70% of possible allocations,
while Constraint C is violated only in one case out of eight. Naturally, increasing the
number of constraints decreases the probability of a valid assignment. Constraints A–D
imply that only one out of eight allocations is feasible, however, this proportion remains
about 5% even if all of them are required. In contrast, the probability of a valid draw was
merely 1/161 and 1/560 in the 2018 (Csató, 2025) and the 2022 (Roberts and Rosenthal,
2024) FIFA World Cups, respectively. Thus, the low frequency of a feasible solution
cannot be an argument against using geographical restrictions in the 2025 Handball World
Championship.

Figure 2 also uncovers the extent to which the Skip mechanism increases the level
of inequality compared to the fair Uniform mechanism. The main challenge is posed by
Constraint E, which allows up to three European teams in a group. While Constraints
A–D can be guaranteed by some prohibited team pairs, this is not true if more than
one team from a given set (in our case, from Europe) can play in a group. Therefore, if
Constraint E is required, inequality is increased by at least 20% (30%) if Constraint A is
(not) imposed due to the imperfect draw procedure.

Figure 3 conveys the main message of our paper by showing 64 potential group draws—
implied by 32 different sets of constraints and two draw mechanisms—in the space determ-
ined by the two objective functions. The average number of unattractive matches can vary
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Figure 3: The trade-off between unattractive matches and the inequality of the draw

between 12 and 14.62, while the inequality lies between 1/42 ≈ 0.024 (see Example 2)
and 0.05. The trade-off can be summarised as follows:

• The most efficient curve is given by the eight combinations of Constraints B–D
that affect only the teams drawn from Pots 3 and 4. Along this line, the expected
number of intra-continental matches can be reduced by almost one with increasing
inequality by about 16%. The Skip mechanism is not worse than the Uniform.

• This is followed by the eight combinations of Constraints B–D added to Con-
straint A. Along the line, the expected number of intra-continental matches can
be reduced by almost two with increasing inequality by about 38%. The Skip
mechanism remains competitive with the Uniform.

• The eight sets of restrictions containing Constraint E without Constraint A are
essentially dominated by the second curve as the reduction in the number of unat-
tractive matches is minimal for a higher value of inequality. The Skip mechanism
increases I by approximately 0.011, which is roughly equivalent to the half of the
original level of inequality, caused by the selection of the three hosts.

• The last curve is established by the eight combinations of Constraints B–D ad-
ded to Constraints A and E. Even though this line provides the lowest number
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Table 4: Assignment probabilities in the 2025 IHF World Men’s Handball
Championship draw with all geographical Constraints A–E
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Denmark 16.7 X X 16.6 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 9.7 9.7 13.1 13.3 13.3 13.4 13.2 14.2 12.2 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.3 14.3 12.7 7.5

France X 50 50 X X X X X 9.6 9.7 13.1 13.4 13.4 13.4 13.1 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.3 14.2 12.6 7.5

Sweden 16.6 X X 16.7 16.6 16.7 16.7 16.7 9.7 9.7 13.1 13.4 13.4 13.3 13.2 14.2 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.2 14.3 12.6 7.5

Germany 16.7 X X 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.6 9.7 9.7 13.1 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.2 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.3 14.3 12.7 7.6

Hungary 16.7 X X 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.6 16.7 9.7 9.7 13.2 13.3 13.3 13.4 13.1 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.3 14.3 12.7 7.5

Slovenia 16.7 X X 16.7 16.7 16.6 16.7 16.7 9.6 9.7 13.2 13.3 13.4 13.4 13.1 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.3 14.3 12.6 7.6

Norway 16.7 X X 16.6 16.6 16.7 16.7 16.7 9.6 9.7 13.2 13.4 13.4 13.3 13.2 14.3 12.3 14.2 12.4 12.3 14.2 14.3 12.6 7.6

Egypt X 50 50 X X X X X 32.3 32.1 7.9 6.6 6.6 6.5 7.9 X 14.1 X 13.2 14 X X 11.5 47.1

Portugal X X X X X X X X 9.6 9.7 13.2 13.3 13.3 13.4 13.2 14.3 12.2 14.2 12.4 12.4 14.3 14.3 12.6 7.5

Croatia X X X X X X X X 21 20.9 10.5 10 10 10 10.5 7.1 13.1 7.1 12.8 13.2 7.2 7.1 12.1 27.3

Austria X X X X X X X X 20.9 21 10.5 10 9.9 9.9 10.6 7.2 13.2 7.2 12.8 13.1 7.1 7.1 12.1 27.4

Iceland X X X X X X X X 9.7 9.6 13.2 13.4 13.4 13.4 13.1 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.2 14.3 14.3 12.6 7.6

Netherlands X X X X X X X X 9.7 9.7 13.2 13.3 13.4 13.3 13.2 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.2 14.3 14.2 12.7 7.5

Spain X X X X X X X X 9.8 9.6 13.2 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.2 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.2 14.3 12.6 7.6

Italy X X X X X X X X 9.7 9.8 13.2 13.4 13.3 13.3 13.2 14.3 12.3 14.3 12.4 12.3 14.3 14.3 12.6 7.6

Czechia X X X X X X X X 9.7 9.7 13.1 13.3 13.4 13.4 13.1 14.2 12.3 14.2 12.4 12.2 14.3 14.3 12.6 7.5

Poland 9.6 21 20.9 9.7 9.7 9.8 9.7 9.7 X X X X X X X X 17 9.9 16.3 17 10 10 14.2 5.8

Macedonia 9.7 20.9 21 9.6 9.7 9.6 9.8 9.7 X X X X X X X X 16.9 10 16.2 17 10 10 14.2 5.8

Qatar 13.2 10.5 10.5 13.2 13.2 13.2 13.2 13.1 X X X X X X X X X 17.8 15.9 X 17.7 17.7 14 16.9

Brazil 13.3 10 10 13.4 13.3 13.3 13.4 13.3 X X X X X X X X 14.3 15 X 14.2 14.9 15 12.2 14.4

Argentina 13.3 10 9.9 13.4 13.4 13.3 13.3 13.4 X X X X X X X X 14.2 15 X 14.2 15 15 12.2 14.5

Cuba 13.4 10 9.9 13.4 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.4 X X X X X X X X 14.1 14.7 13.6 14 14.7 14.8 X 14.2

Japan 13.2 10.5 10.6 13.1 13.2 13.2 13.2 13.1 X X X X X X X X X 17.8 15.9 X 17.7 17.6 14.1 17

Algeria 14.3 7.1 7.2 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.2 X X X X X X X X 23.6 X 22.1 23.7 X X 19.1 11.5

(b) Skip mechanism (draw order 1-2-3-4)

P
o

r
t
u

g
a

l

C
r
o

a
t
ia

A
u

s
t
r
ia

Ic
e
la

n
d

N
e
t
h

e
r
la

n
d

s

S
p

a
in

It
a

ly

C
z
e
c
h

ia

P
o

la
n

d

M
a

c
e
d

o
n

ia

Q
a

t
a

r

B
r
a

z
il

A
r
g

e
n

t
in

a

C
u

b
a

J
a

p
a

n

A
lg

e
r
ia

B
a

h
r
a

in

T
u

n
is

ia

C
h

il
e

K
u

w
a

it

C
a

p
e

V
e
r
d

e

G
u

in
e
a

U
n

it
e
d

S
t
a

t
e
s

S
w

it
z
e
r
la

n
d

Denmark 16.6 X X 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.6 16.7 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 14.3 13.5 14.2 13.5 13.3 14.3 14.3 13.6 3.3

France X 49.9 50.1 X X X X X 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.5 13.5 14.3 14.3 13.5 3.3

Sweden 16.7 X X 16.6 16.7 16.6 16.7 16.6 12.3 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.3 12.2 12.2 14.2 13.4 14.3 13.5 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.5 3.3

Germany 16.7 X X 16.6 16.7 16.6 16.7 16.6 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.4 13.4 14.2 14.3 13.5 3.3

Hungary 16.6 X X 16.7 16.6 16.7 16.7 16.7 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.4 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.6 3.3

Slovenia 16.7 X X 16.7 16.6 16.7 16.7 16.7 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.5 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.5 3.3

Norway 16.6 X X 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 12.2 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.3 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.5 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.5 3.3

Egypt X 50.1 49.9 X X X X X 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.2 14.3 14.3 14.3 X 6.1 X 5.9 6.1 X X 5.2 76.7

Portugal X X X X X X X X 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.4 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.6 3.3

Croatia X X X X X X X X 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.2 13.2 13.3 13.3 7.1 9.7 7.1 9.6 9.8 7.1 7.2 9.4 40.1

Austria X X X X X X X X 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.2 13.3 13.2 13.3 7.1 9.8 7.2 9.7 9.8 7.2 7.1 9.4 39.9

Iceland X X X X X X X X 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.3 12.3 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.4 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.6 3.4

Netherlands X X X X X X X X 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.3 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.5 13.4 14.2 14.2 13.6 3.3

Spain X X X X X X X X 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.2 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.4 13.4 13.4 14.2 14.3 13.5 3.3

Italy X X X X X X X X 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.3 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.3 13.4 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.5 3.3

Czechia X X X X X X X X 12.2 12.3 12.2 12.3 12.2 12.3 12.2 14.3 13.4 14.2 13.5 13.4 14.3 14.3 13.5 3.3

Poland 12.2 13.3 13.3 12.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 X X X X X X X X 16.2 12.1 15.3 16.3 12.2 12.2 13.1 2.6

Macedonia 12.3 13.3 13.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.2 12.3 X X X X X X X X 16.2 12.2 15.3 16.2 12.2 12.2 13 2.6

Qatar 12.3 13.3 13.3 12.2 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.2 X X X X X X X X X 16.9 16.3 X 17 17 14.5 18.3

Brazil 12.2 13.2 13.2 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.3 12.3 X X X X X X X X 14.3 14 X 14.3 14 14 11.9 17.6

Argentina 12.2 13.2 13.3 12.3 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 X X X X X X X X 14.3 14.1 X 14.2 14 13.9 11.8 17.6

Cuba 12.3 13.3 13.2 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.3 12.3 X X X X X X X X 14.1 13.7 13.3 14 13.7 13.7 X 17.6

Japan 12.2 13.3 13.3 12.3 12.3 12.2 12.2 12.2 X X X X X X X X X 17 16.2 X 17 17 14.5 18.4

Algeria 14.3 7.1 7.1 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 X X X X X X X X 25 X 23.5 25 X X 21.2 5.2

Abbreviations: Czechia = Czech Republic; Macedonia = North Macedonia.
X represents a pair of teams that cannot play in the preliminary group stage.
The numbers show percentages rounded to one decimal place.
Green (Red) colour means that the draw procedure implies a higher (lower) probability than the equal probability of 1/8 = 12.5%.
Darker colour indicates a higher distortion.

of intra-continental matches, the price is substantial, especially if the Skip mech-
anism is used. Fixing the number of unattractive matches at 12 means that
inequality is more than doubled. Furthermore, imposing only Constraints A and
E is inefficient as Constraints A–D ensure fewer unattractive games, however, the
level of inequality is reduced by 14% (Uniform mechanism) or even by 30% (Skip
mechanism).

• For both the Skip and the Uniform mechanisms, eight sets of draw constraints (1,
3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, and 17 in Table 3) are dominated by the set of Constraints A–D
(scenario 30) as the latter implies fewer unattractive games and a lower level of
inequality.

Last but not least, Table 4 compares the assignment probabilities under the Skip
and the Uniform mechanisms if—similar to basketball and football—all geographical con-
straints are imposed on the group draw. The two draw procedures are equivalent for
matching the teams in the two strongest Pots 1 and 2. The Skip mechanism essentially
provides equal treatment for Pots 1–3, where Constraint E still has no effect. The only
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exception is in the relation of Algeria and Austria/Croatia since one of these European
teams should play in the group of Egypt due to the choice of the hosts, hence, they have
a smaller chance to play against the only African team drawn from Pot 3. However, the
Skip mechanism is strongly distorted for Switzerland, the only European team drawn
from Pot 4. For instance, it plays against Egypt with a probability of 47.1% and against
one of the seven European teams drawn from Pot 1 with a probability of about 7.6% in
a fair draw but the corresponding values are 76.7% and 3.3%, respectively, if the Skip
mechanism is used. Analogously, the opponent of Austria/Croatia from Pot 4 is chosen
with a remarkably higher bias by the Skip mechanism.

Table 4 suggests that the Skip mechanism can provide equal treatment in a group draw
for more pairs of pots even if it remains more distorted for the teams drawn at the end.
According to our knowledge, this potential advantage has never been recognised before.
The issue requires further investigation because it can provide an argument for preferring
the Skip mechanism to a Uniform draw, which contradicts the standard definition of
fairness in previous studies.

5 Conclusions

First in the literature, this paper has identified and explored an interesting trade-off in a
group draw of a sports tournament between the number of games played by teams from the
same geographic zone and the extent of violating equal treatment. A metric based on the
Herfindahl–Hirschman index, a popular measure of market concentration and competitive
balance, has been suggested to quantify the level of inequality. The trade-off is governed
by the constraints imposed on the draw.

For the 2025 IHF Men’s World Handball Championship draw, 64 different scenarios
given by 32 reasonable sets of geographic restrictions and two draw procedures have been
simulated 1 million times to compute the value of both objective functions. The Pareto
frontier is shown to consist of roughly three lines for both the Skip and the Uniform
mechanisms. Eight combinations of constraints turn out to be suboptimal. Similar cal-
culations are worth conducting before the draw of major sports competitions to inform
decision-makers about the effects of draw constraints.

Our research can be continued in several directions. We have examined only one
particular tournament with a given distribution of teams in the pots. The recent FIBA
World Cups and FIFA World Cups, where, in contrast to our case study in handball, the
organisers have imposed all possible geographical restrictions, may also be investigated.
The role of the order in which the pots are drawn has not been studied. Finally, the Skip
mechanism is not necessarily worse than the Uniform mechanism with respect to equal
treatment according to Table 4.
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László Csató), who has helped to code the simulations in Python.
The research was supported by the National Research, Development and Innovation Office
under Grants FK 145838 and PD 146055, by the János Bolyai Research Scholarship of the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, and by the EKÖP-24 University Research Scholarship
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