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THE CALL

Illinois wins 52.0% — UConn wins 48.0%
Expected tilt: +0.1 point for Illinois · Median tilt: +0.3 point for Illinois · Total simulations: 2,000,000 ·

Unmapped rate: 4.7%

This is a real Illinois lean, but only just. A 52.0% to 48.0% split is the profile of a game where the

favorite is favored mostly because it owns slightly more clean ways to win, not because it is clearly

better. Illinois enters with the more favorable offensive baseline and the stronger free-throw

profile, but nearly every major game-shaping variable has a credible UConn counter. The result is

not a forecast of control. It is a forecast of narrow advantage in a game that can still flip on a few

structural branches.

That is why the simulation sits much closer to a true toss-up than to a confident semifinal pick.

Illinois’ edge comes from a cluster of modest advantages that can compound if the game is played

on its terms: extra possessions through offensive rebounding, a whistle that creates line value,

enough half-court organization to reach a structured finish. UConn’s case is different but equally

live. Its best paths are more disruptive and more punishing: bend Illinois’ offense out of shape,

turn pressure into live-ball damage, or simply drag the game into a slower, more tactical

geometry. In other words, this is not one game script with some noise around it. It is a contest

between competing geometries, and the favorite is only a favorite because its good scripts are a bit

more numerous than the underdog’s.
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4.7% of probability mass is unmapped (not attributed to any named scenario)

39.5% of simulations fall on the Illinois wins side of the market spread
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UConn close-game chaos edge Illinois perimeter-environment UConn control-through-prep a
Illinois volume-and-whistle contr

The horizontal axis runs from UConn margin on the left to Illinois margin on the right. The shape is broad rather than

sharply peaked, with substantial mass near pick'em and meaningful tails on both sides, which is exactly what you

would expect from a game with a tiny headline edge but several high-variance branches.

HOW THIS RESOLVES: 7 WORLDS

The game resolves through seven named worlds, and the striking thing is how dispersed the

outcome is. No single script dominates. The largest world accounts for just 21.3% of outcomes,

and the next six all carry meaningful weight, which is another way of saying that this semifinal is

less about one “true” matchup read than about which mechanism takes control first.



World Distribution  1,000 prior samples × 2,000 MC runs

UConn shell-and-pressure disruption Favors UConn wins

21.3%

Baseline knife-fight near the market number Favors Illinois wins

16.9%

Illinois offensive structure travels Favors Illinois wins

13.1%

UConn close-game chaos edge Favors UConn wins

12.7%

Illinois perimeter-environment break Favors Illinois wins

12.0%

UConn control-through-prep and structure Favors UConn wins

11.4%

Illinois volume-and-whistle control Favors Illinois wins

8.0%

The worlds are unusually spread out: the largest is only 21.3%, and six others sit between 8.0% and 16.9%, which is a

strong sign that this game is being decided by several comparable pathways rather than one overwhelmingly likely

script.

UConn turns the game into a pressure problem

21.3% of simulations · UConn by about 11.6 points at full strength

This is the single biggest world, and it is also UConn’s clearest path to winning outright. The

story is simple: Illinois never gets comfortable inside its half-court offense. UConn’s shell

defense keeps paint-touch creation from becoming the kickout-and-spacing machine Illinois

wants, the Illini guard chain gets bent out of shape, and the mistakes that follow are the

damaging kind — the live-ball kind that become runouts before Illinois can set its defense.

That matters because this is the one world where UConn attacks both efficiency and possession

quality at once. Illinois does not just miss shots; it loses rhythm. The simulation gives this

world the largest share because UConn dictating Illinois’ half-court possessions is one of the

strongest single drivers in the whole matchup, and it naturally interacts with pressure and



transition damage. When those pieces line up, the game can stop looking like a coin flip very

quickly.

The baseline knife-fight

16.9% of simulations · Illinois by about 2.8 points

This is the central close-game script: no avalanche either way, no extreme whistle, no wild

shooting outlier, no total schematic takeover. Tempo lands near the middle, Illinois gets some

but not easy half-court access, UConn applies pressure without blowing the game open, and the

finish stays in the range most people expect when they look at this matchup cold.

It is important that this world is large but not dominant. The simulation is effectively saying

that the “normal” version of this game is indeed close and slightly Illinois-leaning, but only one

out of every six or so outcome trees stays that cleanly centered. In that middle-state

environment, Illinois benefits from the better offensive baseline and free-throw profile, but not

enough to create separation.

Illinois’ offense travels cleanly

13.1% of simulations · Illinois by about 9.2 points at full strength

This is Illinois’ best non-chaotic win condition: not brute force, but offensive integrity. The

Illini solve enough of UConn’s shell to keep generating paint touches, kickouts, screening

actions, and second-side offense. Just as important, their guards stay organized against

pressure, which prevents UConn from converting disruption into an identity-changing

defensive edge.

When this world shows up, Illinois looks like the more stable offensive team, not merely the

slightly favored one. It gets the game into the kind of structured late branch it prefers, where

clean possessions and foul-game competence matter more than scramble plays. The probability

here is meaningful because Illinois does not need everything to break perfectly; it only needs its

offensive architecture to remain intact against the best part of UConn’s defense.

UConn steals the ending

12.7% of simulations · UConn by about 7.2 points at full strength



This world is different from the full disruption script. Most of the game stays competitive. The

margin comes from the closing branch. A close game gets pushed into the kind of scramble-

and-pressure finish UConn prefers, with defensive pressure, reactive shot creation, and late-

possession disorder outweighing the cleaner late-game structure Illinois would rather have.

That makes this world especially relevant because the overall score distribution is already tight:

42% of outcomes are decided by 1 to 4 points and another 12% go to overtime. In a game with

that many close endings, the team that prefers chaos gets a real avenue to outperform its

baseline. UConn does not need to control all 40 minutes if it can control the final four.

Illinois wins the shooting environment

12.0% of simulations · Illinois by about 8.4 points at full strength

Lucas Oil is modeled as a variance widener, and this is the Illinois-friendly version of that

uncertainty. Either Illinois calibrates more quickly from three, or the venue-cold effect hits

UConn’s slightly more perimeter-dependent shot mix harder. In a game this close by baseline,

that kind of early separation matters disproportionately because it changes how each team

must attack the middle possessions.

This world is not just “Illinois gets hot.” It also assumes Illinois keeps enough interior structure

intact that the shooting edge can stick. If UConn were simultaneously winning the interior

tradeoffs, the value of perimeter variance would shrink. Instead, this world says the

environment branch and the structural branch lean in the same direction, and that is enough to

produce a comfortable Illinois win without requiring domination in every other phase.

UConn controls the geometry

11.4% of simulations · UConn by about 8.8 points at full strength

This is the methodical UConn win rather than the violent one. The Huskies slow the game

down, keep Illinois from cashing in its size advantage on the glass, and stack smaller edges

through preparation, counters, and bench stability. Illinois is never fully overwhelmed, but it

never gets to the possession-rich version of the game where its offense and rebounding scale

best.

That distinction matters. UConn has two materially different win paths in the forecast: one

built on pressure damage, the other built on restraint and structure. This is the second one. It



exists because Illinois’ edge is closely tied to game shape. If UConn keeps the game in the high-

50s to low-60s and avoids foul pressure, the contest becomes much more hospitable to tactical

depth and adjustment quality — areas where UConn carries a slight structural edge.

Illinois stacks pace, glass, and whistle

8.0% of simulations · Illinois by about 12.0 points at full strength

This is Illinois’ clearest ceiling outcome, and it is the least common of the major worlds because

it asks for multiple major levers to align at once. The game gets into Illinois’ preferred higher-

possession band, Illinois turns raw size into actual offensive rebounds and second chances, and

the whistle creates line value instead of allowing a fully physical UConn defensive game.

When those ingredients stack, Illinois can produce the biggest margin in the forecast because it

is not relying on one hot stretch. It is manufacturing extra possessions, extra fouls, and extra

scoring pressure over and over. But because that script requires pace, rebounding, and whistle

support all to move in the same direction, it is less common than the more modest Illinois

worlds where only one or two of those mechanisms fully fire.

WHAT DECIDES THIS

These factors are ranked by their measured influence in the simulation: how much the forecast

moves when each assumption is stressed.

Whether Illinois can function normally in the half court

The single biggest driver is the shell battle: can Illinois generate paint touches, kickout threes, and

second-side offense against UConn’s defense, or does it get pushed into late-clock, low-rhythm

possessions? That is the hinge between Illinois looking like a slight favorite and UConn looking

like the stronger team. If Illinois solves the shell, the game tends to move toward orderly Illinois

wins. If UConn dictates those possessions, the forecast swings harder and faster than almost any

other single factor.

The reason is structural. Illinois’ baseline edge is offensive, but it is not invulnerable. UConn’s best

trait lines up directly against the mechanism Illinois needs most. This is why the November



meeting, in which Illinois scored 61 and shot 6-for-29 from three, remains relevant even if not

dispositive: it showed the exact failure mode that still defines UConn’s upside.

Pressure on Illinois’ guard chain — and whether it becomes runouts

Not all turnovers matter equally here. The simulation sharply distinguishes between ordinary ball

loss and live-ball damage. UConn’s pressure only becomes truly dangerous when it distorts

Illinois’ creators and then converts that distortion into transition points. When that branch opens,

UConn gets the easiest offense in the game and simultaneously keeps Illinois from playing in

structure.

That is why guard stability and turnover conversion belong together. Illinois can survive pressure

if it stays organized and the mistakes are mostly dead-ball. It becomes vulnerable when entry

passes, sped-up dribbles, or late-clock scrambles turn into immediate layups or open threes the

other way. This is the cleanest UConn path to outperforming the spread-sized baseline.

Who owns the possession count

The game’s possession band is another major lever because the two teams prefer different

environments. Illinois benefits when the game gets into the mid-to-high 60s or above, where its

three-point volume and second-chance profile can compound. UConn benefits when the game

stays slower and more controlled, in the high-50s to low-60s, where the Illini’s volume edge is

muted.

This is not just about pace in the abstract. Rebounding retention, transition suppression, and live-

ball mistakes are what actually create the environment. That is why rebounding and turnover type

keep reappearing across the major worlds: they are not side stories. They are the mechanics that

decide whether this game becomes Illinois’ kind of possession economy or UConn’s.

The whistle is a major directional lever

A normal whistle is the baseline, but the forecast remains highly sensitive to whether the game

tightens. Illinois gets to the line more often and shoots much better there, with a 78.0% team free-

throw rate against UConn’s 70.3%. In a tight game, that difference is not cosmetic; it changes both

direct scoring value and lineup stress, especially if UConn’s interior defenders pick up early fouls.

The uncertainty here is real because the officiating crew was unresolved as of March 31. That

leaves one of the game’s strongest directional levers partly unobserved before tip. If the whistle



stays sparse, UConn’s physical defense becomes easier to sustain. If bonus pressure arrives early,

Illinois’ narrow edge can widen quickly.

Lucas Oil can widen the result without changing the baseline

The building does not point neatly to one team, but it does widen the band of outcomes. Both

teams rely heavily on the three, and UConn is slightly more exposed by shot-share. That creates

two distinct possibilities: either one side calibrates first and opens daylight, or both teams shoot

cold early and the scoreboard becomes noisy without necessarily revealing the true game state.

This matters because the matchup is too close to absorb a strong venue-shooting swing as mere

variance. A favorable perimeter environment is one of Illinois’ named win worlds, but a venue-

cold start can also help the more structurally stable defense survive an uneven first half. In either

direction, it is a variance amplifier more than a baseline mover.

WHAT TO WATCH

Opening 8 to 12 minutes

Watch Illinois’ first wave of paint-touch creation. If UConn holds the Illini below normal

kickout and second-side creation through the first 10 minutes, the game is moving toward the

disruptive UConn script.

Track live-ball steals, not just turnovers. Multiple early UConn steals converted into points are

a much stronger signal than a modest turnover edge by itself.

Pay attention to the first 8 to 10 threes and the miss quality. If both teams are open but

missing long or short, that is likely a venue-calibration issue rather than a true offensive

collapse.

First half structural signals

Rebounding is the cleanest Illinois force multiplier. If Illinois wins offensive rebounds clearly

in the first half, its edge should move up because that usually pushes the game toward a

higher-possession environment.

Monitor team-foul pace and bonus timing. If Illinois reaches the bonus early and UConn’s

main interior defenders reach two fouls, the game shifts materially toward Illinois.



Frontcourt foul trouble matters less as a raw availability story than as a geometry story. If Reed

or Tomislav Ivišić reaches two early fouls, expect lineup shape and rim-versus-spacing

tradeoffs to change.

Bench and adjustment phases

The first substitution cycle is worth more than it usually is in a game this tight. If UConn’s first

bench wave preserves rebounding and spacing, that supports its methodical control world.

Use post-timeout possessions as a coaching read. If UConn repeatedly improves possession

quality after dead balls or halftime, its prep edge is showing up in the most important place.

If Illinois solves those first counters quickly and keeps its spacing intact, the game is less likely

to drift into UConn’s preferred tactical script.

Closing minutes

If the game enters the final 4 minutes within 4 points with Illinois’ best free-throw shooters

available, the ending is bending toward Illinois’ preferred structured finish.

If the final 2 minutes become one-possession basketball with UConn generating pressure

possessions instead of clean set endings, that is UConn’s best late-game branch.

Because 12% of outcomes reach overtime, do not treat a dead-even late game as randomness

alone. The closing script itself is part of the matchup.

MESH VS. MARKET

The market is a little more bullish on Illinois than this forecast is. The disagreement is not dramatic
on the moneyline, but it becomes sharper on the spread: the model sees a game that lands near
pick'em much more often than a market pricing of Illinois by 1.5 suggests. The core difference is
that this forecast gives more respect to UConn’s disruption pathways, especially the shell-

pressure branch that can flatten Illinois’ offensive edge.

MESH POLYMARKET EDGE

Illinois wins 52.0% 55.5% −3.5pp

UConn wins 48.0% 44.5% +3.5pp



Mesh spread: Illinois wins by 0.3 point · Market spread: Illinois wins by 1.5 point · Spread edge: −1.2 point to UConn

wins · Mesh ML: Illinois wins −108 / UConn wins +108 · Market ML: Illinois wins −125 / UConn wins +125

Polymarket prices as of Apr 3, 2026, 12:27 PM ET

That disagreement translates into the following edges against current market pricing.

BET MARKET PRICE MESH EDGE SIGNAL

Illinois wins ML −125 52.0% −3.5pp Avoid

UConn wins ML +125 48.0% +3.5pp Lean

Illinois wins −1.5 −111 41.5% −11.0pp Avoid

UConn wins +1.5 +111 58.5% +11.0pp Strong

Signal: >6pp edge = Strong · 3–6pp = Lean · <3pp or negative = Avoid.

HOW THIS WORKS

This analysis is produced in two stages. First, a network of AI agents with varied domain expertise

independently researches the matchup, publishes views, and challenges one another through

structured debate; a synthesis agent then turns that discussion into a unified analytical

assessment. Second, a many-worlds simulation breaks that assessment into independent

structural dimensions, assigns probability distributions to each dimension, models interactions

between them, and runs Monte Carlo draws to generate an outcome distribution. The named

worlds in this report are recurring causal patterns that emerge from those draws rather than

standalone opinions. Sensitivity rankings come from systematically stressing each dimension’s

assumptions and measuring how much the forecast moves. The result is a structural

decomposition of the game, not a single-point pick pretending to be certainty.

UNCERTAINTY AND LIMITATIONS

This forecast is necessarily bounded by what was observable as of 2026-03-31. Both teams were

treated as entering with publicly stable primary rotations, but public stability is not the same thing

as perfect playability. In a game like this, subtle limits matter: a handler who is technically active

but not fully explosive, or a big who can play but becomes foul-sensitive earlier than usual, can

change the matchup even if no late injury news appears. The officiating crew was also unresolved



by the as-of date, which leaves one of the most important directional levers — whistle texture —

genuinely unsettled before tip.

The probabilities here are not empirical frequencies from a giant archive of directly comparable

Final Four games. They are structural estimates grounded in matchup logic: possession bands,

turnover type, rebounding retention, whistle leverage, coaching counters, and late-game branch

quality. That makes the forecast useful for explaining how the game can break, but it also means

the numbers should be read as model-based causal estimates, not as historical laws. A national

semifinal at Lucas Oil is precisely the kind of setting where environment and pressure can widen

the gap between clean pregame structure and what happens on the floor.

The 4.7% unmapped rate matters as well. That portion of simulation mass was not cleanly

attributed to any named world, which usually means some combinations of conditions fell into

mixed or less legible territory rather than a clear narrative bucket. In practical terms, that is a

reminder that not every game resolves as a tidy script. Some outcomes come from messy overlap:

a partly cold shooting game with a partly favorable whistle, or a mostly normal contest with one

brief but decisive disruption burst.

So this report should be read as a map of the matchup, not as a claim of foresight. It identifies the

major branches, estimates how often they appear, and shows why Illinois is a slight favorite

without pretending the margin is secure. In a forecast with a 52.0% to 48.0% split, the right

conclusion is not that the winner is known. It is that the decisive questions are known — and that

whichever team answers them first will probably win the semifinal.
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