arXiv:2408.13642v1 [stat.AP] 24 Aug 2024

Change Point Detection in Pairwise
Comparison Data with Covariates

Yi Han*
Department of Statistics, University of California, Davis
and

Thomas C. M. Leef
Department of Statistics, University of California, Davis

August 27, 2024

Abstract

This paper introduces the novel piecewise stationary covariate-assisted ranking
estimation (PS-CARE) model for analyzing time-evolving pairwise comparison data,
enhancing item ranking accuracy through the integration of covariate information. By
partitioning the data into distinct, stationary segments, the PS-CARE model adeptly
detects temporal shifts in item rankings, known as change points, whose number and
positions are initially unknown. Leveraging the minimum description length (MDL)
principle, this paper establishes a statistically consistent model selection criterion to
estimate these unknowns. The practical optimization of this MDL criterion is done
with the pruned exact linear time (PELT) algorithm. Empirical evaluations reveal the
method’s promising performance in accurately locating change points across various
simulated scenarios. An application to an NBA dataset yielded meaningful insights
that aligned with significant historical events, highlighting the method’s practical
utility and the MDL criterion’s effectiveness in capturing temporal ranking changes.
To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this research pioneers change point detection
in pairwise comparison data with covariate information, representing a significant
leap forward in the field of dynamic ranking analysis.
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1 Introduction

The ranking problem has long held a pivotal role in numerous real-life applications, span-
ning diverse areas such as recommendation systems (Baltrunas et all, 2010), university ad-
missions (Strobl et all, 2011), sports analytics (Cattelan et all, 2013; McHale and Morton,
2011), election candidate evaluations (Plackett, 1975), and web search algorithms (Dwork et al.,
2001). These rankings not only offer insights into the comparative quality of entities but
also shape subsequent decisions, highlighting the problem’s significance. Over the years,
this has led to a collection of methods designed to tackle ranking problems, including
Huang et all (2006), Buyse (2010), and [Newman (2023).

Of all these, the Bradley-Terry-Luce (BTL) model, introduced by [Bradley and Terry
(1952) and later expanded upon by [Luce (1959), stands out due to its widespread adoption.
This model postulates an intrinsic score for each item being compared. Given n items
undergoing pairwise comparison, denoted by intrinsic scores {6;}! ;, the probability that

item ¢ ranks above item 7 is given by:
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P(item i beats item j) =

The comparison result is denoted as y € {0,1}. Several algorithms are also proposed
to solve the problem (Caron and Doucetl (2012). However, the classic BTL model assumes
static intrinsic scores, overlooking item-related covariates. Such oversight can lead to ineffi-
cient use of important information present in the data, especially when these covariates are
available and relevant. For instance, a movie recommendation system might benefit from
considering variables like genre and duration, just as a National Basketball Association
(NBA) match prediction could be improved by accounting for team-specific attributes such
as offensive and defensive capabilities.

Recognizing this limitation, [Fan et al. (2022) introduced the covariate-assisted ranking



estimation (CARE) model. This innovative approach incorporates covariate information

by assuming the intrinsic score for item ¢ is the sum of two components
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where z; € R? and B* € R? are, respectively, the observed covariate vector and the coef-
ficient vector for item i. Together, the term z/ 3" captures the effects of these covariates,
while o represents the information that cannot be explained by the covariates. Below are
more details about the CARE model. It has been shown that the CARE model performs
better than the classic BTL model in predictions and inferences when useful covariate
information is available.

Though CARE offers a significant advancement, many real-world applications involve
sequential comparisons, which means scores might evolve over time. While several methods
have been developed to address this by assuming smooth temporal transitions in the BTL
model (Bong et al., [2020; (Cattelan et al., 2013; |Glickman, 1999, 2001), they often do not
account for sudden shifts, such as an NBA team’s star player’s injury. A notable exception
is the recent work of [Li et al. (2022) that recognizes these abrupt changes. However, its
focus was limited to the traditional BTL model, neglecting the rich covariate data.

This paper introduces a systematic approach to detect abrupt changes while simulta-
neously accounting for covariate information. The core concept involves partitioning the
data temporally into distinct segments and fitting a separate CARE model to each. Con-
sequently, the junctions where adjacent CARE models converge signify abrupt changes.
These junctures are hereafter referred to as change points. Change point detection is
a problem that attracts enormous attention today (e.g., [HAN, 2024; [Han and Led, [2024;
Safikhani et al., [2022; [Wang|, 2024; Wang et all, 2024; Zhao and Yau, [2021). The task of es-
timating both the number and precise locations of these change points is non-trivial. To ad-

dress this, this paper employs the minimum description length (MDL) principle (Rissanen,



1998, 2007) as an estimator. Furthermore, the PELT algorithm (Killick et all, 2012) is
harnessed for the practical estimation process. Given the past successes of both MDL and
PELT in diverse change point detection challenges, it is not surprising that the proposed
method exhibits both compelling theoretical and empirical strengths.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section Pl introduces the model formula-
tion for the piecewise stationary covariate-assisted ranking estimation (PS-CARE) model.
Section [3] derives the MDL criterion for estimating the unknowns in the PS-CARE model.
It also studies the theoretical properties of the criterion. Section Ml develops a PELT algo-
rithm to minimize the MDL criterion. The empirical performance of the proposed method
is illustrated in Section [l via various numerical simulations and in Section [@] via an appli-
cation to some real NBA match data. Lastly, concluding remarks are offered in Section [7]

while technical details are provided in the appendix.

2 Model Formulation

This section provides the precise definition of the PS-CARE model for change point detec-

tion. We first describe the CARE model of [Fan et all (2022).

2.1 The CARE Model

Recall that in the CARE model, the intrinsic core for item ¢ is modeled as the sum of two
components (d): one component z; 3* captures the contributions of the covariates and the
other component a; captures the variations that cannot be explained by the covariates.

With this modification, the BTL score ([II) becomes:
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P(item 7 beats item j) = .
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Additional constraints are required to make the CARE model identifiable. Write a* =

(af,--+,ak) and Z = [z, ,2,]". These additional constraints are Y "  «f = 0 and
Z a*=0.

Furthermore, we collect all the parameters in & = (a*, 8*")7, and denote w; = [1, z;]"
and W = [wy,--- ,w,]". With these, the constrained parameter set is defined as ©,, =
{(a, B) : W'ax = 0}.

Efficient methods for parameter estimation and uncertainty quantification for the CARE

model are provided by [Fan et all (2022).

2.2 Piecewise Stationary CARE model

This subsection presents the PS-CARE model for change point detection for the ranking
problem, where the pairwise comparisons are done sequentially. Briefly, a PS-CARE model
is a concatenation of a sequence of different CARE models, where changes occur when one
model switches to a different one.

We need some notation to proceed. We assume T pairwise comparisons are performed
at T distinct time points ¢ = 1,--- , 7. For any positive integer N, we denote [N] as the set
{1,--+, N} containing all positive integers less than or equal to N. Thus, the comparisons
occurred at t € [T1.

Let £(t) denote the value of & at time ¢. We assume there are K' > 1 change points

{71, , 7Kk} such that the following conditions are satisfied:
o l=7g< << - <Tg<Tg1 =1,
e ,c{l,---  Ttforallk=1,--- K,
o £(t) A&t —1)ifte{n, - ,7x}, and

e E()=¢E(t—1)ift ¢ {m, -, Tk}



In other words, the K change points {7, - - - , T } partition the whole time span {1,--- , T}
into K + 1 segments, for which the value of £(¢) remaining within each segment. The values
of K and 7’s are unknown and need to be estimated.

We also denote the relative location of {7y, -+, 75} to be A = (A, , Ag), where
A, = 1/T for i = 1,--- | K, and naturally we set \g = 0 and Ax,; = 1. Assume that at

time point ¢ item ¢ and item j are compared and
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P(y; = 1) := P(item i beats item j at time ¢) = Ply, = 1|€(t)] = :
(ye=1) (item ¢ beats item j at time ?) [y 1£(2)] I BE 4 7 B

(2)
where (af,, ab,, -+, a2, B;) = &(t). We further denote ng) =&(t),Vte{me_1+1,--- , 7}
(if time ¢ belongs to the k-th segment).

Define z; = (e, 2/ )", where {e;}"_, represents the canonical basis vectors in R™. Let

zf = z; — z;j if items i, 5 € {1,2,--- ,n} are compared at time ¢ where ¢ belongs to the
k-th segment or 7,_1 + 1 < t < 73, then the log-likelihood function of observation y; can be

written as

L&Yy 27) = yezi €8 — log(1 + exp(2,T€R)). (3)

The log-likelihood of all data is then given by

K+1 Tk K+1 T
k * x ~(k * k
Le(y) =Y Y €W smnz) =D D yuzi€l) —log(1+exp(z,7€))). (4)
k=1 t=1_1+1 k=1 t=7,_1+1

The main goal is to estimate the number and locations of the change points as well as the
parameters related to the intrinsic scores for the items. In other words, we want to estimate
K, X and ng) for k = {1,2,--- , K + 1}. Thus, we can obtain the ranking of n items in
each segment and recover the PS-CARE model. In order to estimate all these parameters

simultaneously, the minimum description length criterion is applied.



3 Change Point Detection using MDL

The MDL principle is a popular and effective method for deriving effective selection criteria
for model selection problems. Instead of assuming the data is generated from a given
model, it views statistical modeling as a means of generating descriptions of the observed
data. Thus, it defines the best-fitting model as the one that compresses the data into the
shortest possible code length for storage, where the code length can be thought of as the
number of bits needed to store the observed data. The MDL principle was proposed by
Rissanen (1998, 2007) and has been successfully applied to solve various model selection
problems such as image segmentation (Leg, 2000), network constructions (Bouckaert, 1993),
and quantile and spline regression (Aue et all, [2014; [Led, [2002). There are various versions
of MDL criteria, and this paper focuses on the so-called “T'wo-Part MDL” (e.g., [Le€, 2001).

This section derives the corresponding MDL criterion for fitting a PS-CARE model.

3.1 Derivation of the MDL Criterion

To store the observed comparison results y = {y1,y2---,yr}, the data can be divided
into two parts: the first part is a fitted model and the second part is the corresponding
residuals that cannot be explained by the fitted model. If the fitted model describes the
data well, it will be more economical to store the data in this way. Denote CL(z) as the
code length required to store any object z; thus, we want to minimize CL(“observed data”).
Also, denote the whole class of PS-CARE models as M. Lastly, denote any model in M
as F € M, the estimated version of F as F , and its corresponding residuals as £. Then

we have

CL(“observed data”) = CL(“fitted model”) + CL( “residuals”)

— CL(F) + CL(&|F). (5)



Now, we need computable expressions for CL(F) and CL(£|F) and we first calculate

A

CL(F). Notice that in order to completely determine a model F for a PS-CARE model, the

parameters that we need to know including change points number K and their locations

T = {m, -+ ,7x}. In addition, for each segment £k = 1,..., K + 1, we need to know
the intrinsic score related parameters £¥) = (a1 g, Qok, "+, Ok, By), for the k-th segment.
Write €7 = (é(Tl), e ,é(TKH)). Then we have F = (K, T, €r), so the first part code length

for fitted model F can be represented as

CL(F) = CL(K) 4+ CL(7) + CL(ér). (6)

In general (Rissanen, [1998), it takes about log(/) bits to encode an unknown integer I,
and it takes log(1,) bits to encode it if we know that it has an upper bound I,. So the first

two terms on the RHS of (@) are

CL(K) = log(K + 1), (7)

CL(T) = (K+1)log(T), (8)

where the additional 1 in CL(K) is used to make the formula meaningful when there are
no change points, i.e., K = 0.

It remains to calculate the last term in (). To obtain CL(£r), we need to first estimate
&7 from model (@) and then encode the estimated values we calculated. For estimation, we
shall use the maximum likelihood method of [Fan et al. (2022), which has been proven to
possess excellent asymptotic properties. Meanwhile, for encoding the maximum likelihood
estimate we obtained, we shall use the result of Rissanen (1998) that any (scalar) maximum
likelihood estimate calculated from N observations can be effectively encoded with % log(N)
bits. The maximum likelihood estimate can be obtained by running a projected gradient

descent algorithm, and we shall denote the maximum likelihood estimator of &, by éT.



As mentioned before, to encode a scalar maximum likelihood estimate, the code length

is 1 log(N) if N observations were used for estimation. Therefore, for the PS-CARE model,

we have
K+1
A n+d—1
CL(&7) = Z 9 log(n), (9)
k=1

where ny = 7, — Tx_1 represents the length of k-th segment.
The second and last part in (B) that we need to calculate is CL(E]F), which is the
residuals of the fitted model F. It equals the negative log (base 2) of the likelihood of the

fitted model F (Rissanen, 1998). From (@) we have

K+1 Tk

5|f Z Z ( ytkthET + log <1+exp( Eg@)))logﬁ. (10)

k=1 t=1_1+1

Combining (7)), (8), (@) and (I0) and using logarithm base e instead of base 2, (H)

becomes

K+1

CL(“data”) = log(K + 1)+ (K +1)log(T Z ( nrd=l log(nk))

K-‘rl Tk

+Z Z ( ytkthéT + log (1+exp( fg@)))long

k=1 t=7,_1+1

.= MDL(K, T, &p). (11)

Thus, the MDL principle suggests that the best-fitting PS-CARE model for the observed

data y = {y1,y2- -+ ,yr}, is the one F € M that minimizes (1.

3.2 Theoretical Properties

Denote the true number of change points as K and the true locations of the change points as
7o = {70, -+, 7}, }- Define the true relative change points locations as Ao = {A{, -+, A%}
with 70 = |\T'] for k = 1,..., Ky, where |z| represents the greatest integer that is less

than or equal to z. Note that the theoretical results in this subsection will be presented in



terms of A instead of T since they are equivalent.

As suggested by Davis et all (2006), for each segment, a sufficient number of compar-
isons are required to estimate the corresponding CARE model parameters adequately. For
this reason, we impose the following constraint on the estimate of A. First, choose ¢\ > 0

sufficiently small enough that €y, < ming_1 ... ko+1(A% — A)_;). Then define

AE = {0, ) 0= M <A < < Ak < Agqn = 1,

)\k_)\k—lZe)nk:laQa"wK_l_l}a (12)

so we require the estimate of A to be an element of Ag . Under this constraint, the number
of change points is also bounded by M = [1/e)] + 1. As for coefficient &, its constraint
set is O, = {(a, B) : Wa = 0}, which guarantees the model identifiability.

To obtain the maximum likelihood estimator with desirable properties for the CARE

model, several other assumptions are required (Fan et al., [2022).

Assumption 1. Denote the projected matriz as Py = W (W W)"'W . Assume that

there exists a positive constant cq such that

[Pw 20 = HW (ww)" WTH2,OO < o/ (d+1)/n. (13)

Assumption [Ilis called the incoherence condition that guarantees the rows of Pw to be

nearly balanced and the row sum of squares all of order (d + 1)/n or smaller.

Assumption 2. Denote z; = (e} , 2] )", where {e;}, represents the canonical basis vec-

tors in R" and ¥ = 3, . (% — 2;) (2 — 2))". Assume there exists positive constants ¢,
and ¢y such that

Comn S >\min,J_(2> S ||2||op S c1n, (14>

10



where ||X||,, is the operator norm of ¥ and
Amin, 1 (2) := min {u | " Zu > |l for allu € ©,}. (15)

Assumption 2] constraints the covariance matrix X to be well-behaved in all directions
inside the parameter space ©,, by restricting its largest and smallest eigenvalues are both
of order n.

Now, we introduce a connected graph notion that describes the sampling scheme for
collecting comparison data over time. Following [Li et al. (2022), we consider a connected
comparison graph G = G([n|, F) with edge set £ C Epy = {(i,7) : 1 < i < j < n}.
At each time point ¢ € [T, an element (i;,j:) € [n] x [n] is randomly selected from the
edge set E to determine which two items are to be compared. This selection process is
independent over time. In our work, we do not require the graph to be fully connected.
That is, we do not require every item to be compared with every other item. For a specific
time interval Z, we define similarly a random comparison graph Gz(Vi, Ey) with vertex set
V :=[n] and edge set E7 := {(i,7) : i and j are compared in Z} C E. This graph notation
will be useful in studying the theoretical properties of the proposed method and will be

first used by Assumption B below.

Assumption 3. In each segment Iy, k = 1,--- | K+1, suppose L, i, represents the number
of times items g and h compared in segment Iy, g,h € {1,2,--- ' n}, thus Zg,hegk Lyni =ty
where ty, represents the time points of segment I, and Gy, represents the graph of segment I.
Let Lipin g = ming pep2(Lgnk). 1t is required Lipini < c1 - n® for any absolute constants
cr,co > 0. Also, it is required that n - 2zt > cplog(n) for some ¢, > 0 and d+ 1 < n,

tg

(d+1)log(n) <n- L”;—;""“, where the notation a, < b, denotes a,, = O(by,).

Assumption [ guarantees in each segment, the number of comparisons for every two

items should meet some lower bound related to the covariate dimensions and item numbers.

11



This assumption also guarantees the connectivity of graph Gy as well as the consistency of
the maximum likelihood estimator in each segment (Fan et al.; 2022).

Using this assumption and (1), the unknown parameters are given by

[k Ap. €} =  argmin 2MDL(K, X &), (16)

KgM,gTe@n,AeAgi

Theorem 1. For the PS-CARE model given by (), denote the true number of change
points as Ko and the true relative locations of change points as X°. The estimate A defined

by (14) satisfies
K- Ky, Ar 5 X (17)

Theorem [Il shows that the MDL criterion enjoys some desirable consistency properties.

The detailed proof of Theorem [I] can be found in the appendix.

4 Practical Optimization of MDL

Due to the huge search space, it is very challenging to locate the global minimum of
(Id). Here, we propose solving this optimization problem using the PELT algorithm of
Killick et al. (2012). It has been shown that, for a class of change point detection problems,
the PELT algorithm is an exact search algorithm with linear computational cost, which
makes it extremely appealing in practice.

The objective MDL criterion (1) can be rewritten as

K+1

> [Clmrsrin)] +1f(K), (18)

k=1

12



where

Tk

n+d—1
C(Y(rpr+1)m) = (# 1Og(”k))+ Z (—yenzr’ T ) +log(1+exp(z; " €5 7)) logy e

t:Tk,1+1

represents the cost function for a segment and vf(K) = log(T)(K + 1) is the remaining
penalty part.
In order to apply the PELT algorithm, one assumption needs to be satisfied: there is a

constant R such that, for all t < s < T,

C(Y(41):s) + C(Y(sr1)r) + R < C(Yr1yr)- (19)

In our case, we can choose R = %d_l log(%7). We refer the readers to Killick et al) (2012)
for the full description of the general version of the PELT algorithm, while the version that
is tailored for the current problem can be found in Algorithm [Il Following the notations
of [Killick et all (2012), in Algorithm [I] we use F'(s) to denote the minimization from (IS))
for data y;.5, cp(s) to denote the estimated change point set for time point {1 : s}, and Rj

to denote the time points that are possible to be the last change points prior to s.

5 Simulation Results

In this section, we report the numerical results of our proposed method in different sim-
ulation settings. We follow a similar convention as in |[Li et al. (2022). Suppose we have
K change points {7 }re[x] in the sequential comparison data, 79 = 1. Suppose the num-
ber of objects is n and the dimension of covariates is d. For each setting, we set the
comparison graph Gz(Vi, Ep) to be the complete graph and 7" = (K + 1)A with the true
change point located at 7; = iA for i € [K|. To generate the covariates Z and the

coefficients {a*} and B*, we follow the same idea as in [Fan et al. (2022). The covari-
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Algorithm 1 Optimize MDL criterion based on the PELT Algorithm
Input: A set of observed pairwise comparison data (y1,ys,- - ,yr), (25,25, , 25).

A prespecified constant R satisfied (19))
A minimum length L for each estimated segments.
1: Initialization: Set F'(0) = --- = F(L—1) = —v; F(i) = C(y14), Vi = L, L+1,--- ,20L—1;
Ri=Ry=---=Ry 1 ={0},Ry, ={0,L}.
2: for 7* =2L,--- . T do
3 Calculate F(7*) = mincg_. [F(7) + C(Y(rs1)r) +7]-
4: Let 7! = arg{min,ep, . [F(7) + C(yerr1yr) + 7]}
5
6
7

Set ep(7*) = [ep(Th), 7.
Set Ryt = {7 N{7 € Rev : F(7) + C(Y(ry1)rs) +v < F(77)} 1.
end for

Output: The change points recorded in ep(T).

ates are generated independently with (z;); ~ Uniform[—0.5,0.5] for all i € [n],j € [d].
For matrix Z = 21,29+ ,2,]" € R™9 column-wise normalization is applied and then
scale @; by x;/h so that maxicy ||@il|2/h = /(d+1)/n. Such initialization guaran-
tees the Assumptions [l and 2] are satisfied. For a*, its elements are generated uni-

formly from Uniform[—0.3,0.3]. For B%, it is generated uniformly from a hypersphere

{8,1|8|l2=0.5y/n/(d 4+ 1)}. Then we projected € onto the linear space ©,,.

5.1 Setting 1: Without Covariates

In the first simulation setting, we compare our methods to the DPLR method (Li et all,
2022) when d = 0, which means no covariates exist. We set K = 3, n = {10, 15, 20, 30,40, 50}
and A = {400,500,650}. Using the procedure described above, we simulate the pairwise
comparison data 100 times and apply both our proposed MDL method and DPLR method
to detect the number and locations of change points.

The results are summarized in Table [l When calculating the means and standard
errors of the estimated change points, we only consider the cases where the true number

of change points was estimated. From Table [Il, we can observe that for the non-covariate

14



Methods n A mean of 7 s.e. of T % of K = K

MDL 0 (400.0, 798.2,1200.0) (L2, 1.0, 0.9) 98%
DPLR (398.9, 799.2, 1199.8) (2.0, 3.2, 1.9) 85%
MDL . o (400.0, 798.0,1200.0) (L0, L0, 0.9) 99%
DPLR (402.3, 800.4, 1196.2) (2.3, 2.4, 2.4) 87%
MDL o (4015, 798.2,1200.3) (0.9, 1.3, L.7) 100%
DPLR (399.2, 797.5, 1199.3) (2.6, 3.3, 2.7) 80%
MDL .. . (3985, 8041, 1199.6) (0.8, 1.6, 0.9) 96%
DPLR (392.7, 801.9, 1201.8) (2.6, 2.4, 3.1) 69%
MDL . .0 (499.1,1000.1, 1500.1) (0.9, 1.0, 1.4) 99%
DPLR (501.1, 999.8, 1501.1) (2.5, 2.6, 2.6) 90%
MDL o (6490, 12986, 1950.5) (1.1, 15, 1.4) 99%
DPLR (646.1, 1294.3, 1951.1) (2.5, 2.6, 1.7) 93%

Table 1: Comparison of MDL and DPLR under different simulation settings without co-
variates.

settings, our proposed MDL method outperforms the DPLR method. The reason might be
that the DPLR method requires precise choices of some tuning parameters that might be

hard to obtain, especially when the sample size (A) is not large enough.

5.2 Setting 2: With Covariates

In this simulation setting, the parameters are n = {10,15,20,30,40,50}, d = 5, and
A = {700, 800, 1100, 1300, 1300,2000}. As before, we simulate the pairwise comparison
data 100 times and apply both the MDL and DPLR methods to detect the number and
locations of change points. Notice that the DPLR method was not designed to incorporate
covariate information, and hence no such information was fed to it.

The results are summarized in Table As expected, given that the proposed MDL
method takes the covariate information into account, it produces superior performance

when compared to the DPLR method.
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Methods n d A mean of 7 s.e. of T % of K = K

MDL o 0 (6992, 1400.6,2099.2) (0.6, 0.7, 0.4) 96%
DPLR (697.9, 1398.6, 2096.2) (1.3, 1.5, 1.6) 60%
MDL o o (799.0,1600.4, 2399.4) (0.9, 0.5, 0.5) 97%
DPLR (798.3, 1602.4, 2402.2) (1.9, 1.3, 1.4) 66%
MDL 0 o o (L100.0,2200.2,3300.3) (0.8, 0.7, 0.6) 97%
DPLR (1099.2, 2198.5, 3205.3) (1.1, 1.2, 2.2) 84%
MDL .0 o 0 (12998, 2509.7,3001.0) (0.5, 0.5, 0.6) 96%
DPLR (1299.0, 2599.0, 3898.3) (1.1, 1.2, 1.4) 89%
MDL . o 00 (1299.5,2509.8, 3899.8) (0.6, 0.5, 0.6) 98%
DPLR (1301.2, 2601.6, 3903.9) (1.5, 1.4, 1.4) 94%
MDL . o o0 (2000.8,3999.5,5098.1) (0.8, 0.8, 0.7) 97%
DPLR (2001.1, 4000.3, 6000.1) (1.7, 1.8, 1.8) 95%

Table 2: Comparison of MDL and DPLR under different simulation settings with covariates.

6 Real Data Analysis

In this section, we study the game records of the NBA data as in |[Li et al. (2022). The
NBA season starts in October and ends in April the next year. One season is usually
referred to as a two-year span. We focus on the same time range as in |Li et all (2022),
which contains records from season 1980-1981 to season 2015-2016 with 24 teams that were
founded before 1990. It has been shown in |[Li et al. (2022) that the data is non-stationary
and contains multiple change points. We utilize the overall mean salary, the mean 3-point
shoot percentage, and the mean rebound number of each team over the selected period as
exogenous covariates. These 3 covariates respectively represent, to a certain extent, the
investment, attack ability, and defense ability of each team.

We then apply the MDL method to detect the number and locations of change points.
We utilize the even-time point matches as the training dataset and the odd-time point
matches as the test dataset. The results are summarized in Table [3

Our methods detect 9 different change points, which divide the whole history into 10

time periods. The NBA facts can explain these 9 change points. To be more specific, the
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S1980-S1985

S1986-S1989

S1990-51994

S1995-S1997

S1998-S2003

Celtics 1.0921
T6ers 0.9512
Lakers 0.7574
Bucks 0.7534
Nuggets 0.0798
Trail Blazers 0.0626
Suns 0.0551
Spurs 0.0536
Nets 0.0311
Pistons -0.033
Knicks -0.1204
Rockets -0.1816
Jazz -0.2818
Bulls -0.2942
Mavericks -0.2974
Kings -0.2989
‘Warriors -0.4193
Pacers -0.5259
Clippers -0.6087
Cavaliers -0.7531
Heat NA
Hornets NA
Magic NA

Timberwolves NA

Lakers 1.2076
Pistons 0.9508
Celtics 0.8223
Trail Blazers 0.6566
Bulls 0.5303
Jazz 0.4991
Bucks 0.3841
Mavericks 0.3534
T6ers 0.3311
Suns 0.2723
Rockets 0.2544
Cavaliers 0.1816
Nuggets 0.1209
Knicks 0.0379
Pacers -0.0352
Spurs -0.0702
‘Warriors -0.0789
Kings -0.7207
Nets -0.8198
Timberwolves -0.9295
Clippers -0.9662
Magic -0.9875
Hornets -1.0816
Heat -1.1920

Bulls
Spurs
Suns

Jazz
Knicks
Rockets
Trail Blazers
Cavaliers
Pacers
Lakers
Magic
Warriors
Celtics
Hornets
Nets

Heat
Pistons
Nuggets
Clippers
Kings
Bucks
T6ers
Mavericks
Timberwolves

0.8809
0.6787
0.6489
0.6255
0.5510
0.5184
0.4513
0.3044
0.1609
0.1603
0.1531
0.0203
-0.0237
-0.1150
-0.2435
-0.25397
-0.28443
-0.32888
-0.39468
-0.41518
-0.58409
-0.80124
-0.96357
-0.98895

Jazz 1.1172
Bulls 0.9546
Heat 0.8756
Lakers 0.8113
Trail Blazers 0.5792
Hornets 0.4965
Pacers 0.4329
Knicks 0.4063
Rockets 0.3865
Cavaliers 0.3706
Magic 0.2291
Pistons 0.2100
Suns 0.2063
Timberwolves 0.0199
Spurs -0.0685
Bucks -0.1756
Nets -0.4655
T6ers -0.6068
Kings -0.6594
‘Warriors -0.7487
Celtics -0.8135
Clippers -0.8698
Mavericks -1.1372
Nuggets -1.5718

Spurs 0.8749
Lakers 0.8284
Kings 0.6981
Mavericks 0.5416

Timberwolves 0.4022
Trail Blazers 0.3938

Jazz 0.3569

Pacers 0.2981

Suns 0.1213

T6ers 0.0730

Hornets 0.0625

Pistons -0.0058
Bucks -0.0401
Rockets -0.0841
Heat -0.1403
Knicks -0.1477
Nets -0.1539
Magic -0.2635
Celtics -0.2675
Nuggets -0.4180
Clippers -0.5736
Cavaliers -0.6686
‘Warriors -0.7081
Bulls -1.1913

S2004-S2006

S2007-S2009

S2010-S2011m

S2011m-S2013

S2014-S2015

Spurs 0.9037
Mavericks 0.8443
Suns 0.8190
Pistons 0.7526
Rockets 0.2473
Heat 0.1795
Cavaliers 0.1540
Nuggets 0.1502
Nets 0.0460
Bulls 0.0219
Kings -0.0057
Lakers -0.0220
Clippers -0.0649
Jazz -0.0926
Pacers -0.1213
Timberwolves -0.1568
Warriors -0.1936
Magic -0.2521
T6ers -0.2864
Hornets -0.4496
Celtics -0.4546
Bucks -0.5658
Knicks -0.7506

Trail Blazers -0.8684

Lakers 0.9619
Celtics 0.8124
Cavaliers 0.7386
Magic 0.7017
Spurs 0.5872
Mavericks 0.5297
Jazz 0.4169
Suns 0.4024
Nuggets 0.3997
Trail Blazers 0.3177
Rockets 0.2942
Hornets 0.2866
Bulls -0.0684
Pistons -0.2101
Heat -0.2717
‘Warriors -0.3373
T6ers -0.3645
Pacers -0.3706
Bucks -0.5188
Kings -0.7237
Knicks -0.8034
Nets -0.9115
Timberwolves -1.0381
Clippers -1.1249

Bulls
Spurs
Heat
Lakers
Mavericks
Celtics
Magic
Nuggets
Trail Blazers
Rockets
T6ers
Pacers
Knicks
Suns

Jazz
Clippers
Hornets
Warriors
Bucks
Pistons
Kings
Timberwolves
Nets
Cavaliers

1.0465
0.8086
0.6899
0.6330
0.5353
0.4928
0.4406
0.3650
0.0628
0.0303
0.0296
0.0008
-0.0209
-0.0213
-0.0385
-0.0771
-0.3269
-0.3615
-0.3695
-0.6596
-0.6985
-0.7597
-0.9547
-1.0610

Spurs 0.9457
Clippers 0.8324
Heat 0.7754
Pacers 0.5711
Rockets 0.5179
‘Warriors 0.4497
Nuggets 0.4091
Bulls 0.3619
Knicks 0.2510
Mavericks 0.2371
Trail Blazers 0.1987
Nets 0.1871
Lakers -0.1328
Timberwolves -0.1340
Suns -0.2172
Jazz -0.2758
Celtics -0.4300
Kings -0.5275
Hornets -0.5792
Pistons -0.6031
Bucks -0.6512
Cavaliers -0.7121
T6ers -0.7279
Magic -0.9004

‘Warriors 1.6399
Spurs 1.2530
Clippers 0.8556
Cavaliers 0.7377
Rockets 0.4701
Mavericks 0.4178
Trail Blazers 0.3920
Heat 0.1986
Bulls 0.1531
Pacers 0.1095
Jazz 0.0933
Celtics 0.0752
Pistons 0.0251
Hornets 0.0007
Bucks -0.0649
Kings -0.3145
Suns -0.3763
Magic -0.3995
Nuggets -0.4144
Nets -0.5219
Knicks -0.9580
Timberwolves -1.0322
Lakers -1.0736
T6ers -1.4612

Table 3: Fitted scores for 24 selected teams in the seasons S1980-S2016 of NBA. It is
divided into 10 time periods based on the 9 estimated change points. Within each period,
the teams are ranked based on their fitted scores.
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first and second periods, S1980-S1985 and S1986-S1989, represent the times that Larry
Bird in the Celtics and Michael Johnson in the Lakers ruled this era together. In the third
period, S1990-S1994, Michael Jordan in the Bulls won the triple crown. However, in S1994,
Michael Jordan retired for the first time, and the Rockets won 2 champions. In S1995,
Michael Jordan came back, and the Bulls achieved another triple crown. In S1998, Michael
Jordan retired again, and Shaq and Kobe helped the Lakers dominate the period S1998-
S2003. In S2004-S2006, the “Big 3” in Spurs emerged. In S2007-S2009, Kobe helped the
Lakers win another 2 champions. In S2010-S2011, Derk in the Mawvericks defeated the “Big
3”7 in the Heat, but in S2011-S2013, the Heat dominated the scene. Lastly, in S2014-S2015,
Stephen Curry helped the Warriors take the lead.

When comparing our results with those in [Li et all (2022), our method detected some
important events like Michael Jordan retiring for the first time in S1994 and the Mavericks
defeated Heat in S2011, while the DPLR method |[Li et al. (2022) failed to detect them.
Also, the MDL method has, in terms of minus log-likelihood value, a smaller loss: the loss
for DPLR is approximately 8880 while the MDL’s loss is approximately 8000, which is a

10% decrease.

7 Concluding Remarks

This paper addresses the challenge of detecting change points within sequential pairwise
comparison data, incorporating covariate information for enhanced accuracy. At its core,
this paper introduced the piecewise stationary covariate-assisted ranking estimation (PS-
CARE) model, an innovative extension of the CARE model designed to handle these data
complexities.

We developed a comprehensive methodology for accurately estimating the PS-CARE
model’s unknown parameters, including both the number and precise locations of change

points. Central to our approach is the application of the minimum description length
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(MDL) principle, which facilitated the derivation of an objective criterion for parameter
estimation. It has been shown the MDL estimates are statistically consistent.

The practical optimization of the MDL criterion was achieved using the PELT algorithm.
Our extensive simulation experiments underscored the excellent empirical performance of
our proposed methodology. When applied to an NBA dataset, our methodology not only
identified meaningful results but also correlated these findings with significant historical
events within the dataset’s timeline, showcasing the practical relevance of our approach.

In conclusion, this paper contributes significantly to the field of dynamic ranking sys-
tems by presenting the PS-CARE model as a powerful tool for change point detection
in sequential pairwise comparison data, especially when covariate information is available.
The demonstrated success of the PS-CARE model, with its proven methodological rigor
and empirical validation, paves the way for future research and offers valuable insights for

practitioners and researchers alike.

Appendices

A Proof and Technical Details

This appendix presents technical details and the proof for Theorem [Il We will first define

some notations and introduce several lemmas.

A.1 Lemmas

The k-th segment of {Y;} is modeled by a stationary time series &y = {1 }tez such that
Y = T4—g,_pforall iy +1<t<mand T =7 — 74—y for k=1,--- , K + 1.
Define li(ég); Tig, Z5|Tsk, S < i) as the conditional log-likelihood function at time i for

observations in the k-th segment, given all the past observations. And the conditional
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log-likelihood of k-th segment, @y, = {x¢s,t = 1,2, -+, T;} given all the past observations

is
éT ; Tk) Zl pa 7xlk,zﬂx5,k,s<i).
However, it is impossible to observe all the past observations {x;}i<o in practice. De-
note Yk = (Y1, ,Yr,_,+i—1) as the observed past in practice. Thus, the observed likeli-

hood for the k-th segment is given by
Ty,
= (k) o (k k «
LPEP ze) =Y L&Y w0k, 21 i)
i=1

Now, for estimating the parameters of ([I6]), consider the situation where only a portion
of the data in the k-th segment is chosen to perform the parameter estimation. Define
A, A € [0,1] and A < Ay, Ay — A > €y, where €, is defined in (I2)). To simplify the
notation, we write

sup = sup
ALAu ALAUE[0,1], A=A >en

Next, define the true and observed log-likelihood function based on a portion of the

data in the k-th segment as follows:

TiAu

LOER Az = > L€ v 2w, s <), (A.1)
i=[TpA(]+1
TiAu

EPED Modiz) = > L& min 2 lyik). (A2)
i=[Tp\]+1

In practice, we can only use (A2) instead of (A); thus, our first lemma controls the

quality of the approximation.

Lemma 1. Foranyk =1,--- , K+1, the first and second derivatives L/n(k), E;L(k) and L;;(k),
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L) with respect to Egpk) of the function defined in (A.3) and (A1) satisfy

1 1-
sup sup TLgft) ( gfz),)\l,ku,xk) — TLS?) <£¥),)\l,)\u,xk> =o0(1), (A.3)
)\l’)\u gélc)E@n
1 1~/
sup sup TL’_ZSk) <€’_(Z{€)a )\la )\uaxk> - TL’_ZSk) <£’_(Z{€)a )\la )\uaxk> =0 (1) ) (A4)
1 " 1 ~ 11
sup sup TLT(k) <€§Fk),)\l,)\u,xk> — TLT(k) <§§Fk),)\l,)\u,xk> =o0(l). (A.5)
M g eo,

Proof. We shall only prove (A.3]), while (A.4) and (A.5) can be proved using similar argu-

ments. For the PS-CARE model defined in (2), we have

Ty Au

L¥>(5§?>,Al,Au,xk): S LB a2 s < 1)
i=[T\]+1
T u

* 2(k,1) * (k1)
= E (Ii,kZinT —log(1 + exp(2z; € )))
=T N]+1

and

TiAu

L (67 20 o) = 0 e #ilwan)
=T N]+1
TiAu

o7 2(k,2) o7 2(k,2)
= Z <Ii,kZiT€T _log(1+eXp(ziT€T )))a
i=[T M| +1

(k1 ~(k,2 . N :
where ép ) and ép : are the maximum likelihood estimators based on true past and

observed past in the j — th segment respectively.
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So, we have

1 1 -
TLg—‘k) ( g"k)7>\l7>\uvxk) - TLg"k) (ﬁ/glf),)\l,AU,Xk>

sup sup
>\l7>\u€r(1—]?)€@n
T'>\u A(k72) A(kvl)
1 J (K, A(k, >g<T o >'»<T
<spr Y <xk zszﬁ“)—z;fTséf”’\+1g<1+eXp<zz i ”( ejfé)(z;) s )
P A +exp(2z]” &k 1
Z—[Tk)\l]-i-l ? ’
T «T 2(k,2) T 2(k,1)
1 o7 2(k,1) o 2(k,2) exp(z;' €& — exp I3
Sswz (sxi,knzﬁsT — TE g 14 | SRELEr D OPE & )y ).
Ao =T N]+1 1+ eXp( : éT ))

(A.6)

Assume B*T be the true parameter vector of j-th segment. According to Theorem 3.1

in [Fan et al) (2022), as long as Assumptions [I] to 3] are satisfied, we have

ki) ~ o~ % _
126" — ZBrllw = O(L,Y2), fori=1,2,
|7 — 3|
—1/2 .
— O(me ), fori=1,2.
=
And we have
* 2(k,1) * 2( * «T &% * 2(k,2) «T &%
|z T€ - Z'T€T oo < |2 TET - ziTETHOO + HziT€T - ZiTETHom
o1 2(k,2) o7 gA1)
exp(2;7€r ")) —exp(z;7€r ")) Ak pas a2 s
L ) <exp(||z;7€r " — 2T Erlloo) Fexp(l|27 € — 27 Ep|loo)-
1+ exp(z *TE ) oo
Thus ([A.0) = o(1) is satisfied. O

Lemma 2. Fork=1,--- , K + 1, there exists an € > 0 such that

€
< 00,

sup E ‘lk <§$);z17k | 15,1 < 1)
¢Meo,

€
< 00,

sup E ‘l;€ <€§£€);LL’171€ | SL’UCJ < 1)

Meo,

sup F ‘l; <£¥);x17k | 21, < 1)‘ < 0.
eeo,
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Proof. Since [, (Egpk);:vm | 21k, < 1) = xl,szTégf) — log(1 + eXp(ijégf))), which is the

probability of one item beating another item, and hence within (0,1). Thus,

proved.

Lemma 3. For each k=1,--- K +1,

1 a.s
sup TL;"“) (ng)’xk) — L (Eé’f)) sy
(k)

Meo,

L ! a.s
sup TLT(k) <5gf>;xk) ~ L (#)) KENY
® g,

T
L " a.s
sup —LT(’f) <£¥€),Xk) — L, <€§£€)> AN
*) cg T
T n
where
L;( g—‘k) :E(l;ﬁ (ﬁg—‘k)’x17k|l’l7k,l<1)>7

E (z; (gg@;m | 2l < 1)) .

Lemma [2 is

O

(A.8)

(A.9)

Proof. Here we only prove (A9), as (A7) and (A.8) can be proved using similar arguments.

Since {xy} is a stationary ergodic process, we only need to prove

1 [TAx]
T <
i=1

Z li(ng);:)st,zﬂxs,k,s < Z) 2) )\kE (lk (55{6);1'1,;@ | ZL’Lk,l < 1)) .

This can be proved by the ergodic theorem. Let Qo) be the set of rational numbers in

[O, 1]. For )\j S @[071},

[T A]

1 % N a.s

? Z li(égﬁ);l’@k, Zt|l'8,k, s < Z) — )\kE <lk (Eg«g);l’Lk | l’l,k,l < 1)) .
i=1

(A.10)

If By is the set of w’s for which (A.I0) holds, then set B = Ny cq,, Bxr and P(B) = 1.
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Moreover, for w € B and any s € [0, 1], choose A1, Ay € Qo1 such that A\; < A < Ao, hence

[T>\k] [T>\1]

Zl éT STk, 2 | Ts g, S < 1) ——Zl éT STk 24 | Ts g, S < 1)

[T'A\2

<= Z (EF 2 2|k s < )| — (Ao — ADE L&Y 214, 25| wan, s < 1)

By making A\ — A; arbitrarily small, it follows from the ergodic theorem that

(T k]
1 . , . _
T Z li(fgg);xi7k, Zi|Ts g, s < i) — )\kE(li(égg);xl,k,ztms,k, s <1)).
i=1

To establish convergence on D0, 1], it is suffice to show that for any w € B, we have
[T)‘k

Z Li( T ,xlk, zZi|Ts g, s < 1) — )xkE(li(égfz);ka, z{|Tsk, s < 1)) uniformly on [0,1].

Since € > 0, we can choose A, A, -+, Ag € Qo) such that 0 = X\g < Ay < -+ <

>\K+1 = 1, with A; — \;_; < e. Then for any AL € [O, 1], Aic1 < A < \; and

[T)‘k
Z (&R w25 |wag s < 1) — ME(L(EY w10, 2|70k, 5 < 1))

1 [T (Thi_1]
<|\7 ; LY g, 25w, s < 1) — 7 ; L(EW: 21, 23 2o s < )
1 [TAi-1]
k i} _ . * |
+ T Z li(sgr);l'i,k,ZJl’&k, s <1i)— )\i_lE(li(ng);I17k,Zt|£L's,k, s <))

i=1

+ >\i—1E(li(€§fz);xl,mzﬂl’s,k, 5 <)) — AkE(li(€¥)§x1,ka Z{ e, s < 1)),
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where the first term is bounded by

1 [T'X]
Z (€S i, 27|y s < 0)| — (N = A1) E

k . .
li(E’EF);xl,ka Zi|Ts g, s < Z)’

i=[TAi_1]
k .
LEW: 24, 20 wg, s < )

< el

ll(€¥)7 xl,k7 z:|xs7k7 s < 7/) fOI'

Let T be large enough so that this term is less than e

1=1,---, K. So it follows that

[T Ax]
1 . ) . _
D L&Y ik 25 |Taks s < 1) = ME(L(ER 21k, 2|70k s < 1)

T 4
i=1

< eE\li(égﬂ);ka, zZi|Tsk, s < i) +e+ €E|li(€¥);$17k, zZ{| Tk, s < 1)l

Since € can be arbitrarily small, (A7) is proved, and (A.8) and (A9) can be proved in a

similar manner. O
Lemma 4. For the PS-CARE model defined above, we have
1 F a.s.
sup sup ngi“ (ggif’, N, )\u;xk) (=) L (ggff’) ), (A.11)
)\l7)\u {gﬂe)e@n
1~/ ' a.s.
sup sup TLT('“) (ggif’, N, )\u;xk) — (=) L (ggf“’) LEN (A.12)
)\l7)\u 555)6@11
1 ~n 7 a.s.
sup sup —LT(k) <§§Fk), Al )\u;xk) — (A=) Ly, <£§Fk)> — 0. (A.13)
>\l7>\u gélc) G@n

Proof. Here only prove ([(ATI]), as (A.12) and (AI3) can be proved in a similar manner.
From Lemma (I), we only need to prove Lgﬁ) <£¥), AL A xk) instead of f)gﬁ) <£¥), Al A xk) .

Let Qo,1) be a set of rational numbers in [0, 1]. Then Vry,ry € Qo) with 71 < 79, by (@),
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we have

1
sup TLgf) ( gf),)\z,Au;XO — (ra —r1) L, (55{6))‘
Egc)E@n
[Tr2)
= sup |ry 1 i i( g);xi,k,zﬂxs,k,s <i) — Ly ( g@) (A.14)
[Tr1]

1 a.s.

el Ko Li( gfg);xi,k,z:|xs7k,s<i)——llk( §fz)) | — 0.
T1

=1

Let B,, ,, be the probability one set of w's for which (A.14]) holds. Set

B =0, €Qro,1] By, s

It is well-known that P(B) = 1. Moreover for any w € B and any A € [0, 1], we can choose

71,7y € Qo) such that r; < A < r,. So we have

[T [Tr]

1 . , » ,
sup | D L€y ik 2w s <0) = 5 D W€D wun, Zlwasy s <)
Weo, |* =1 i=1

1 (Tru]
< sup = Z ‘li(égﬁ);xm,zﬂx&k, s < z)‘

¥)€®7l =[Tr;]+1

— (ry—m) sup E li(£¥);x1,k,zf|xs7k,s <1)|.

Peo,

lz( (k)

From Lemma[2] we have SUP, (1) g E T Tiky 21 | Ts gy S < z)‘ < o00. Soletr,—r <e
T n

where € can be arbitrarily small, we have Lgpk ) ( gf ), 0, \; xk) L3 \Ly (Egpk )> uniformly in

£¥f) € 0©,. With the same idea, we have

1 a.s.
sup | LY (g?,xl,xu;xk) “ (=) Lk< g@) @5y ) (A.15)
£¥)66n

for any A; and A, in [0, 1] with A; < A,. The next step is to show the convergence in (A.15])
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is uniform in A\;, A, with A\, — \; > €,. For any fixed positive € < €, choose a large K; such
that with ro,--- ,rg, € Q1) such that 0 =79 <7r; <--- <7rg, =1 and max;—; .. g, <e.
Then for any A\, A, € [0,1], we can find g and h such that g < h and 7,1 < N < 7,

Th-1 < Ay < 7. Thus we have

1
‘?Lék) ( Sllf)a)\b)\u;Xk) — (N = M) Ly (érk)))
Loy (o) . L) [ p0) .
S TLT ( T 7)\l>)\uaxk) - TLT (ET ,Tg_l,'r'}uxk)
1
+ '?Lgﬂk) ( g"k)urg—larh;xk> - (Th - Tg—l) Lk <€¥€))'

g =) L (68) = u =) 1 (€89).

Let T be large enough and the third term is almost surely bounded by

k )
li(sg“);l’l,kazﬂxs,kgs < Z) .

sup
6%“ Jco,

(rg —rn—1) Lg ( glf)) + (N — M) Ly (E?)’ <2 sup F
£¥)66n

By (A:14)), the second term is bounded by e for sufficiently large T It follows that

I ORI k
sup sup ngp) (ép), AL, )\u;xk> — (N = Ay) Ly, ( §p)>
>\l7)\u £¥)€®7l
<2 sup F li(égfz);xl,k, zZi|Tsp, s <i)| +€+2€ sup E li(égfz);xl,k, zi| Tk, s < 1),
(P Meo
T n T n

for sufficiently large T, a.s. And since € can be arbitrarily small, and independent of A\;, A,

thus (A1) is proved. O
Lemma 5. Lemmal4 also holds if we substitute sup,, , by sup. Where sup = sup
7 A A Aw 7h"§Al<A’\“<1+k”
— — u—A;>ey

for any pre-specified sequence h, and k, which are converging to 0 as n — co.

Proof. First define ), = max (0, \;), A, = min (0, \;), A, = min (1, A,) and X, = max (1, \,).
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Then we have

L (€9 0 hxe) = O = M) L (€89)

T
1 NN N N
=L (60 i) = (= M) L (€)= (= 1= )L ()
k
Tk_1
1 A.16
+ T > " L(EX) w2 |k, 5 < 0) (4.16)
i=Tp—1+[Tk(A)]+1
1 [T (N)w—1)] i
+ T Z li(é(T);xi,kH, 2i|Ts py1, 8 < 1)
koo

Since 0 <\ < )\, < 1, the sum of the first two terms in (A.I6]) converges to 0 a.s by
Lemma (4l And for any 6 > 0, max(|5\l, |)\u — 1|) < 0 for sufficiently large enough 7. Thus

the third term in (A.I6) is bounded by 24| Ly (52“) |. The fourth term is bounded by

Thk—1
1 : N\ k :
a Z li(f(T);SL’i,k—hZI Ts k1,8 < 1) = 5E|li(€§“)§xi,k—laz: Tsk-1,8 < 1)].
k 1=Ty_1—[T}0]

The last term in ([A.16) can be bounded similarly. And since 0 can be arbitrarily small, so

(A16) converges to 0 uniformly in A;, . O

Lemma 6. Let BZ be the true model parameter. Define

SkAAG) alk =
(T the) _ 5;)()\l>)\u) = arg max, Lgf) < §’f),>\l,/\u;x;§> ;

¢Peo,

&), = argmax Ly <€§Fk)> )

Meo,

We have

1 ~ (kA A | a.s
—® <§(T l ),)\Z,Au;xk> S =MD Le €] 0 (A.17)

sup
Al 7Xu

and

(A.18)

sup €7 (i, A — €9 5
A
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2k A, )

Proof. By the definition of ET , we have

LP (&7 3 i) > L (61, 2, i)
for all A\;, Ay, T. Combined with Lemma [I] and Lemma [3, we have

=) { L (€0) — L (877) )

1

(= A0) L (6) = L™ (61, M i )

5\
+% 7 kA (57? At Au) )\[,)\u;xk> (Aw — N) Ly (égpk Al )\u))}

1
= su { <>\u — >\l) Lk <£Z) - TLgf’)\l’)\U) <£Z7 >\l7 )‘u§ Xk)
Ad>A

1 2 .
+ TL&’W“ (gg’f ) )\l,)\u;xk) _ </\ _ Al)Lk <§§’f A ’) } +o(1)

Liw (ggff’, AL )\u;xk> ~ (M= N) L ( g@) ‘ +o(1) %3 0.

<

/—/%

P’m

< 2sup sup

And since L (&) is the maximum value for all &, it follows that

(k >‘l )\u

Lu(& ™) — Lugn)| o,

Thus, using Lemma B, (A.I7)) is proved. Due to the identifiability of MLE for the CARE

model, (A1) is also proved.

Lemma 7. Lety = {y;;t =1,--- ,T} be the observations from a PS-CARE model specified

by the vector (Ko, A°, £°2). Assume the number of change points Ky is known. The estimator

(S\T, éT) is defined by

~ o~ 2
{AT7€T} = a‘rgmin ?MDL(K()aATvﬁT)a
ET€0, ATEALD
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where AKX is defined in (I3). Under Assumptions[d to[3, for sufficiently large T we have
>\T — A

Proof. Let B be the probability one set in which Lemma [5] and Lemma [l hold. And we will
show that Vw € B, we have Ay — A and éT — &,. We will prove this by contradiction.
Here we assume Ay — A° # A’ along a subsequence {T}}. Also, we further assume
éT — &" # £,. To simplify the future notation, we replace T} with T". For sufficiently large

T, we have

K41
2 1 k) (k) % 3
?MDL(KO,)\T,éT) =cr— kz:; L) (gT ,)\k_h)\k;y) ;

where cr is of order O(log(T)/T). Here we simplify the notation of é;ﬂ )(5\1, Au) to ég ) when
there are no misunderstandings.

For each estimated interval, its limiting I;(A\;_;,A\;),k = 1,---, K + 1, there are two
possible cases. The first case is when I} is totally contained in one true interval (A?_;, A?).
The second case is when I} covers m-+2(m > 0) true intervals (A)_;, D), -+ (M) A2 ).
We consider the two cases individually.

Case 1: TE XY | < Xi | < A3 < )V in particular, we only consider the inequality case.
Then if Af = A0 or A, = A% |, as Aey — A2, and A, — A, the estimated segment can
only include a decreasing proportion of observations from the adkacent segments. Then
max (A, — A%,0) and max(A\?_, — Ay_1,0) play the role of h, and k, in Lemma Bl So we

have from Lemma [ that

1 2(k) % N a.s. * *
TLgf) <€T s k-1, )\k;Y) = (M = Mo L (5?) .

Case 2: TEX]_ | < N_p <A < ... <AV, < AL < A9y, for some m > 0. Then, for

sufficiently large T', the estimated stationary process is thus non-stationary so that we can
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partition the likelihood by the true segment change point as below:

1

R 1 ) <
TLgﬁ) (ET a)\k—b)\k;y) = TLgﬁ) (ET 7)\19—17)\?;Y> +

1i+m1 1

= > (5T ALy )+TL(’“ (éT ,Mk,kk;y» (A.19)

=1

Each of the likelihood functions in (A.19) involves observations from one of the station-
ary segments. From Lemma @ and L; (£]) > L; (&;) for all | =4,i+ 1/cdots,i+m+ 1, we

have

hm TL(k (fT ,)\k 1,)\(-];}’) < ()‘ZO - >‘1:—1) L; (5?)7
1
hm TL (ET,)\ l+17 ) < ( 41— )\?) Ly (€?+1)>

71511 TL(k <€T ) 7,+m7)\k Y) < ()‘* )‘?er) Z+m+1( ?+m+1)'

Note that the strict inequalities hold for at least one of the above equations since &
cannot be correctly specified for all the different segments. Thus we have
N YA RN (N {
lim TL%) (€T a)\k—la)\k§Y>

T—o00
i+m—1

< ()‘zo - AZ—l) L; (5?) + Z (>‘?+1 - A?) L (ﬁ?) + ( >\?+m) Litmi (€g+m+1) :
I=i
(A.20)
Now, as the number of estimated segments is the same as the true number of segments

and \* # X0 there is at least one segment in which case 2 applies. Thus, for T’ large enough,

we have
2
TMDL(KOa AT) ET)
K41
__Z )\0 )\? 1 (é ) ?MDL(K%AO €0> > TMDL(K(]vATuéT)
which is a contradiction. Hence A, £ X for all w € B. Thus, the lemma is proved. O
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Lemma 8. Under the conditions of Lemma[7, if the number of change points is unknown

and is estimated from the data using {I8), then

A. The number of change points cannot be underestimated, which means that K < Ko for

T is large enough almost surely.

B. When K > Ky, A° must be a subset of the limit points of Xy, which means for any
given w € B, w > 0 and \} € XY, there exists a N € Ar such that IAD — 5\Z| < € for

sufficiently large T

Proof. Notice that in the proof of Lemma [7, the assumption of known Kj is only used to
guarantee that case 2 is applied at least once. No matter how many segments A* contains,

contradiction (A.20]) arises whenever case 2 applies. So this lemma is proved. O

Lemma 9. Denote A° = (\), A3, -+, \% ) as the true change points. Then with (K, Ar, ér)
defined in (I6), for each k =1,2,--- | Ky, there exists a 5\% € Ar, 1 < i, < K such that for
any 6 > 0

‘)\2 ~ | = 0,1,

Proof. From Lemma [§] we can assume that K > K, and for each A} there exists a 5\%

such that ‘)\2 — 5\% = o(1) a.s., where 1 < i < iy < +++ < Gy, < K. By construction,

for every m =0, - - - ,K' — 1, we have ‘XKH — XK‘ > A, SO S\Zk is the estimated location
of change-point closets to A for sufficiently large 7. We only need to prove that, for any
0 > 0, there exists a ¢ > 0 such that

P (31, A= A,

> cT5—1> 0.

Define Ay = {A1, Ag, - -+, A, 5‘i1+1> -+, Ak}, where |)\?—5\il| > ¢I°~!. By the definition

of (K, S\T,éT), it is suffice to show that

P(MDL((K, Az, ér)) < MDL((K, Az, &r)), 3L, |\ — A;)| > ¢T°71) = 0.
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As the number of change points is bounded, it is sufficient to show that, for each fixed [,

we have

P(MDL((K, Ar,€r)) < MDL((K, Az, €r)), |\ — Ay | > ¢T°7Y) — 0.

Given that [\ — X; | > ¢T°!, the difference MDL((K, Ar, 7)) — MDL((K, Ar, €r)) is

either
T
> (ln (& Tots 2 1Y) — L1 (€403 Tt zﬂyk,l))
k=T, —[T(A)—X;,)]+1
or

(ln+1(§il+1; Tty 21 [ Yrt) — iy (€5 Tt Zﬂyk,t)) :

And from Lemma [I, we have the difference is either

5 (1 (€ it 20 0) — b s, 2l + Op(1) (A21)

or
> (lil+1(éil+1; Thgs 25| Ykt) — by (€5 200, z:|yk,l)> + O,(1), (A.22)
where >/ = 37 and Y = (70, =X By Lemmal6land the ergodic theorem
T k=TT =X+ = Lik=1 - DY g ;

we have for case (A.22) is positive and of order no less than O(T?) a.s. For (A2I]), the
ergodic theorem as well as the stationarity in each segment together guarantees the positive
of this term and is of order O(T°). Therefore, both the quantities (A21]) and (A22) are

positive with probability going to 1, and hence, the lemma is proved. O

Lemma 10. If {X;} is a sequence of stationary, zero-mean strongly mizing process with
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geometric rate, and E(|X1|""¢) < oo for some 2 < r < oo and € > 0, then

-
a.s 1 a.s
— E Xy = p and —= g Xy —=u
T) &= 9(T) t

for any sequence g(T') ., for integers that satisfies g(T') > cT?" for some ¢ > 0 when T is

sufficiently large. Moreover,

(1) T
Y Xy=0(T) and > X, =0(T%")
t=1

t=T—s(T)+1
a.s., for any sequence {s(T)}rs1 satisfying s(T) = O(T?*").
Proof. This lemma is taken from Davis and Yau (2013), from which the proof is given. [

Lemma 11. Recall épk)()\l,)\ ) = argmaxg, cq, L (fk,Al,)\ka) We have
~K) A .
&' Owh) - € =0(T7%)  as,

where & is the true parameter vector in k-th segment.

Proof. Denote (As_1, Ae) by (A, Ay) for simplicity. Let L (€k, Al Ay; X ) and L (Ek, Al A X)
be the first and second partial derivatives of L (&1, A\i, Au; Xg ), respectively. Apply Taylor

expansion to L (E 1» Al Au; X5, ) around the true parameter vector value &, we have

where }ék €k} < ’Ek Ek‘ By definition of Sk, we have L (fk,)\l,)\mxk) = 0. There-

fore, ([A.23) is equivalent to
L™ (& M A i) (€ — €0) = =L (€0 M, M xi) - (A.24)
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So combining Lemma [I, Lemma [0 and Lemma [I0] we have

Ly (& 2 dui ) = Li' (€00 i) +O(T)

T
= Z l;f (Eg, l'i,k|xl,k>l < ’l) + Op(Té)
i=[TN]+1
[TAu] [TXd]
= Z l;€ (527 :L'i7k|:l:'17k,l < Z) - Z l;€ (527 :L'i7k|£El,k,l < Z) + Op(T(S),
i=1 i=1

where )\, = max (0, \;) and A, = min (1, \,). Since E (l,’,f (Eg;xi7k|xl7k,l < z)) = 0, so the

sequence {1}, (&); zi x|zip, | < 0) }} is a stationary ergodic zero-mean martingale difference

€[N

sequence with finite second moment. Thus, from [Pauly (2011)

)] [T)d)
> b (€ wiklwie L <i) and YL (& miklwig < i)
i=1 i=1

are of order O,(T'?). Thus, we have f)lT(k) (€0, M, A xi) = Op(1) and Ly (&) is positive
definite. Together with Lemma [l and [&f — &€} — O,(1), %E;(k) (&5, M, Ay %) (€, — &)

is positive definite. Combining all the above, the lemma is proved. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem (1

We are now ready to prove Theorem [II

Proof. From Lemma [Tl we have égf”(ﬂk_l, M) — 52‘ =0 (T‘%> a.s. Following Lemma [§]
and Lemma [9] it is suffice to prove that for any integer d = 1,--- , M — Ky, any 6 > 0 and

any sequence Ap = (Aq, - -+, Ag) such that [A) — Xg| = O(T°) for k=1,--- | K,

2 9 .
arg min [—MDL(KO +d, )\,5)] — ZMDL(Ky, Ar, &%) (A.25)
gacalfotd T

XpCA
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is positive with a probability approaching 1. Denote

- . . 2
>\T = ()\1,"' 7>\K0+d+1> = argmin —MDL(K0+CZ, )\,f) .
g,AeAEf‘)*d)
Aca

First note that Ay C Ap by construction. Using Taylor expansion on the likelihood

function, (A-25)) can be rewritten as

(A23) = C, - Gy
1 (& o (0 v s N B
tr ZLT <€2>>\k—1>>\k;}’)— Z Ly <€T ,)\1—1,>\1;Y> (A.26)
=1

s L\ LR ()
- Y (& &) S (er ey (&) -€).

=1

where C7 — Cy is positive and of order O(log}T)) and }Ez — 52} < }ék — 52}.

The third part of [(A.20]) is 0 and since ‘é{)(j\k_l, Ar) — f?‘ =0 <T‘%>. As the fourth
part is of order O,(T~!), C; — Cy is the dominant part in (A26). Thus (A25) is positive

with probability approaching 1. So, the theorem is proved. O
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