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Abstract

For multivariate time series driven by underlying states, hidden Markov models

(HMMs) constitute a powerful framework which can be flexibly tailored to the

situation at hand. However, in practice it can be challenging to choose an ade-

quate emission distribution for multivariate observation vectors. For example,

the marginal data distribution may not immediately reveal the within-state

distributional form, and also the different data streams may operate on differ-

ent supports, rendering the common approach of using a multivariate normal

distribution inadequate. Here we explore a nonparametric estimation of the

emission distributions within a multivariate HMM based on tensor-product B-

splines. In two simulation studies, we show the feasibility of our modelling

approach and demonstrate potential pitfalls of inappropriate choices of para-

metric distributions. To illustrate the practical applicability, we present a case

study where we use an HMM to model the bivariate time series comprising

the lengths and angles of goalkeeper passes during the UEFA EURO 2020,

investigating the effect of match dynamics on the teams’ tactics.

Keywords— B-splines, nonparametric statistics, sports analytics, time series analysis

1 Introduction

The versatility of hidden Markov models (HMMs) makes them suitable for analysing var-

ious types of time series. In particular, it is conceptually straightforward to extend the
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basic model formulation — within which at each time point the state of an unobserved

Markov chain selects which of finitely many univariate distributions generates the obser-

vation at that time (Visser et al., 2002; Zucchini et al., 2016) — to address multivariate

time series, e.g. bivariate time series of step lengths and turning angles in animal movement

modelling (Beumer et al., 2020) or high-dimensional financial time series in portfolio man-

agement (Fiecas et al., 2017). In terms of the model formulation, this involves choosing an

appropriate multivariate emission distribution for the sequence of observation vectors.

The simplest and most common approach to deal with multivariate observation vectors

within HMMs is to assume contemporaneous conditional independence (see, e.g. Altman,

2007; DeRuiter et al., 2017; van Beest et al., 2019), i.e. that the elements of the observation

vector are conditionally independent of each other, given the states. In that case, the mul-

tivariate emission distribution reduces to a simple product of univariate distributions, such

that for each dimension a suitable univariate parametric family can be chosen. The obvi-

ous caveat of this approach is that potential within-state dependence of the different data

streams is neglected, which can be highly problematic for example when using HMMs for

forecasting in finance (as concentration risks would not be adequately captured). The stan-

dard way to avoid this strong assumption is to use the multivariate normal (see, e.g. Ailliot

et al., 2009; Spezia, 2010; Phillips et al., 2015; Punzo and Maruotti, 2016) or — very rarely

— other multivariate parametric distributions (see, e.g. Bulla et al., 2012; Orfanogiannaki

and Karlis, 2018; Ngô et al., 2019). For settings in which it cannot reasonably be assumed

that the marginal distributions of the different data streams come from the same distribu-

tional family, copulas can be used to flexibly model the within-state dependence structure

by stitching together univariate marginal distributions, possibly from different distribu-

tional families (Brunel and Pieczynski, 2005; Lanchantin et al., 2011; Härdle et al., 2015;

Ötting et al., 2021; Zimmerman et al., 2022).

The latter two approaches offer different ways to capture within-state dependence and

will in most applications suffice, however they share the caveat that assumptions on the

distributional form need to be made (for the copula-based approach, the copula also needs

to be chosen). Prior to modelling, there is however no way to conduct an exploratory

data analysis within states to explore their empirical distribution, rendering it challenging

to select an adequate distributional family. These difficulties exist also in the univariate

case (see, e.g. Langrock et al., 2015, 2018), but they are exacerbated in the multivariate

setting due to the additional challenge of how to model the dependence between the dif-

ferent data streams. To avoid the potential pitfalls associated with an unfortunate choice
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of the multivariate emission distribution — potentially poor fit, invalid inference on the

number of states, and imprecise state decoding, to name but a few — we here explore

an alternative nonparametric approach. Specifically, we discuss using multivariate tensor-

product B-splines to estimate multivariate emission distributions in a data-driven way, i.e.

without the need to make any distributional assumptions. This approach can relatively

easily be implemented and used to nonparametrically fit HMMs to 2– or 3–dimensional

time series, while for higher dimensions it will typically not be feasible due to the curse of

dimensionality.

In two simulation studies, we demonstrate the feasibility of the suggested approach for

low-dimensional multivariate time series, and discuss in which type of scenarios it may be

worth to adopt such a nonparametric technique. We further illustrate our approach in a

real-data case study, modelling bivariate data on the length and angle of goalkeeper passes

during the UEFA European Football Championship 2020 (played in 2021). We find teams

to switch between different strategies in the build-up, and illustrate how the incorporation

of covariates into the state-switching probabilities can reveal potential tactical adjustments

by the team managers.

2 Multivariate hidden Markov models

2.1 Model formulation and dependence assumptions

An HMM comprises an unobserved first-order Markov chain {gt}Tt=1, with gt ∈ {1, . . . , N},
and a D-dimensional observable time series {yt}Tt=1, with yt = (yt1, . . . , ytD). The Markov

chain evolves according to the initial distribution δ =
(
Pr(g1 = 1), . . . ,Pr(g1 = N)

)
and

the transition probability matrix (t.p.m.) Γ = (γij), with γij = Pr(gt = j|gt−1 = i), i, j =

1, . . . , N . The distribution of the observed dependent variable yt is fully determined by the

underlying state at time t, i.e. it is assumed that

f(yt|g1, . . . , gT ,y1, . . . ,yt−1,yt+1, . . . ,yT ) = f(yt|gt),

with f either a density or a probability mass function depending on the type of data to be

modelled. In other words, the observation yt is assumed to be conditionally independent of

former states and observations, given gt. In the existing literature, the multivariate emission

distributions f(yt|gt), for gt = 1, . . . , N , a) are assumed to be the products of univariate

distributions (when assuming contemporaneous conditional independence), b) are taken
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from a parametric family of multivariate distributions (typically the multivariate normal),

or c) are built using copulas. In the next section, we propose a fourth option, namely the

nonparametric estimation of f(yt|gt), which is applicable only in case the observations in

each of the D dimensions are continuous-valued.

2.2 Spline-based construction of the multivariate distributions

We propose to use tensor-product B-splines to effectively nonparametrically construct the

multivariate emission distributions within an HMM. Tensor-product B-splines are simply

products of univariate B-splines, the latter being constructed by connecting low-order poly-

nomials, typically quadratic or cubic, at pre-defined knots (Eilers and Marx, 1996; Eilers

et al., 2006). Specifically, following Fahrmeir et al. (2013), we construct the emission dis-

tribution as

f(yt|gt = i) =

n1∑
j1=1

. . .

nD∑
jD=1

aj1,...,jD,iB
(1)
j1

(yt1) · · ·B(D)
jD

(ytD), i = 1, . . . , N, (1)

where nd, d = 1, . . . , D, denotes the number of basis functions in each dimension (equally

spaced in the respective support) and aj1,...,jD,i, jd = 1, . . . , nd are the coefficients to be es-

timated (a set of
∏D

i=1 ni coefficients for each of the N states). In particular, aj1,...,jD,i, jd =

1, . . . , nd, has a D-dimensional structure, e.g. a matrix structure in two dimensions. While

this model formulation still involves a finite-dimensional parameter space, the use of a rela-

tively large number of basis functions in each dimension implies effectively unlimited flexi-

bility. Moreover, the estimated coefficients aj1,...,jD,i are neither of interest nor interpretable

on their own, such that B-spline-based inference is typically classified as a nonparametric

approach (see, e.g., Ruppert et al., 2009). We would typically use cubic polynomials as

basis functions, since they are twice continuously differentiable and hence yield smooth

estimates (Eilers and Marx, 1996).

For the construction as in (1) to meet the requirements of a multivariate distribution

function, we scale the B-spline basis functions B
(·)
· such that each of them integrates to

one, and constrain the coefficients aj1,...,jD,i such that
∑n1

j1=1 . . .
∑nD

jD=1 aj1,...,jD,i = 1 for

i = 1, . . . , N , and aj1,...,jD,i ≥ 0 for jd = 1, . . . , nd, d = 1, . . . , D, i = 1, . . . , N . To facilitate

meeting the latter two constraints, we consider a re-parameterisation using the multinomial

logit link,

aj1,...,jD,i =
exp(βj1,...,jD,i)∑n1

k1=1 . . .
∑nd

kD=1 exp(βk1,...,kD,i)
,
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for jd = 1, . . . , nd, d = 1, . . . , D, i = 1, . . . , N . We then estimate the unconstrained

parameters βj1,...,jD,i, fixing one of the D coefficients to 0 (reference category).

2.3 Maximum likelihood estimation

The model parameters can relatively straightforwardly be estimated using numerical like-

lihood maximisation. To calculate the likelihood function, we use the forward algorithm

(Zucchini et al., 2016), which is associated with a computational cost that is (only) linear

in T due to applying recursive computing. We first define the forward variables as

αt =
(
αt(1), . . . , αt(N)

)
, with αt(i) = f(y1, . . . ,yt, gt = i), i = 1, . . . , N, t = 1, . . . , T.

By construction, αt contains information on the likelihood of the data up to time t and

additionally on the state probabilities at time t. The forward variables can be updated

recursively,

α1 = δP1, αt = αt−1ΓPt, t = 2, . . . , T,

where Pt = diag
(
f(yt|gt = 1), . . . , f(yt|gt = N)

)
. The likelihood for the full HMM sequence

of a single time series is then obtained as

L = αT1′ = δP1ΓP2 · . . . · ΓPT1′, (2)

where 1 ∈ RN is an N -dimensional row vector of ones. In the following, we assume δ to

be the stationary distribution of the Markov chain, such that rather than estimating the

initial distribution, it is taken as the solution to δΓ = δ subject to
∑N

i=1 δi = 1 and δi ≥ 0,

i = 1, . . . , N .

When numerically optimising the likelihood in (2), a key challenge in practice is the

risk to miss the global maximum. The common strategy of trying many different starting

values in the optimisation is difficult to implement in our setting, as the specification of the

coefficients aj1,...,jD,i is not intuitive. Alternatively, the initial values can be chosen more

systematically, running k-means clustering (see, e.g., Fahrmeir et al., 2013), with k = N , on

the multivariate observation vectors, then separately fitting D-dimensional distributions to

the resulting clusters (using the same spline formulation as within the HMM). The resulting

estimates can serve as initial values for the optimisation of the HMM likelihood.
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2.4 Addressing the bias-variance trade-off

To arrive at a good balance between underfitting and overfitting, we could use very large

numbers of basis functions but then penalise wiggliness (Eilers et al., 2006), or alternatively

simply choose a moderate number of basis functions in each dimension, without wiggliness

penalty in the objective function. In the multivariate setting, both of these approaches

suffer from the curse of dimensionality — either the smoothing parameters or the numbers

of basis functions need to be chosen from a D–dimensional grid. However, with the penali-

sation approach there is a second curse of dimensionality in that the number of coefficients

to be estimated also increases exponentially in D, which given the numerical likelihood

optimisation is anything but ideal. Thus, in our simulations and the case study below,

we implemented the approach without penalisation, choosing appropriate numbers of basis

functions using cross-validation.

2.5 Cross-validation for time series data in HMMs

Celeux and Durand (2008) consider two different ways to implement cross-validation for a

single time series: two-fold half-sampling, where the observations with even (and then also

those with odd) indices in the original time series are used for training and the remaining

observations for testing, with the advantage that the Markov property is retained for the

subsampled data, or alternatively multi-fold random selection of the training data, then

treating the omitted observations as missing. In our simulations below, we implement the

latter. In applications involving multiple time series, e.g. the one considered in Section 4,

the splitting into training and test data can most conveniently be performed at the level

of the different sequences, i.e. using some of the time series for training and the others for

testing.

3 Simulation study

In the following, we demonstrate the feasibility of the nonparametric estimation of mul-

tivariate HMMs in two simulation studies, and explore and showcase situations in which

either approach — parametric or nonparametric — can be preferable. In the first simulation

experiment, we consider a situation where standard parametric approaches are not able to

capture a given complex distributional shape, such that the nonparametric approach will

lead, inter alia, to improved state decoding. In the second experiment, we then explore
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the relative performance of the nonparametric approach in a setting where the parametric

model coincides with the data-generating process, such that the additional flexibility pro-

vided by the nonparametric approach is in fact no needed. This is done in order to provide

an idea of the possible costs associated with applying the more flexible approach.

3.1 Bivariate correlated gamma emission distribution

We first consider a setting with relatively complex bivariate emission distributions. The

states of the Markov chain were generated using a 2× 2 t.p.m. with both diagonal entries

equal to 0.97, resulting in high persistence in both states. Conditional on either state, we

simulated the bivariate observations from a distribution constructed based on two gamma-

distributed marginals, stitched together using a Gaussian copula (Figure 1). Due to the

overlap of the two emission distributions, neither the shape nor the dependence structure

within states will be evident based on exploratory data analysis. Indeed, a standard bi-

variate Gaussian HMM might be considered to be an adequate model for such data. Using

100 simulations runs with T = 2000 observations per run, we explore the consequences of

indeed using a bivariate Gaussian HMM for such data, and compare the results to those

obtained using the more flexible nonparametric approach.

For the nonparametric approach, we determined the optimal number of basis functions

from n1 = n2 ∈ {7, . . . , 15} by cross-validation. To ease the computational burden, we

selected the same number of basis functions in both dimensions, which in the given setting

is adequate as the one-dimensional marginal distributions are identical. We used ten cross-

validation partitions per simulation run and the out-of-sample likelihood of the test set (10%

of the data) to assess the fit. In more than two thirds of all simulation runs, this cross-

validation led to the choice of n1 = n2 ∈ {9, 10, 11}. The mean estimates of the diagonal

entries of the t.p.m. were γ̂11 = 0.9696 and γ̂22 = 0.9695, respectively. Figure 2 gives a visual

illustration of the performance with respect to the estimation of the emission distributions,

displaying the mean estimate of the overall mixture distribution resulting from the two

emission distributions (averaged over all simulation runs; left panel), and additionally the

corresponding differences to the true mixture distribution of the data-generating process

(again the average over all runs; right panel). As expected for our nonparametric approach,

areas with negative curvature (peaks) are slightly underestimated (negative bias), while

areas with positive curvature (troughs) are slightly overestimated (positive bias). The bias

would decrease for increasing n1, n2, at the cost of an increased variance.

To compare these results to the simple parametric benchmark represented by an HMM
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Figure 1: Contour plots of the true emission distributions (top left =̂ state 1, top
right =̂ state 2) and the corresponding mixture distribution (bottom plot).
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Figure 2: The left plot displays the estimated mixture distribution averaged over all
simulation runs. The right plot shows the associated differences to the true mixture
distribution.

with bivariate Gaussian emission distributions, we further calculated the Kullback-Leibler

divergences (KLD) between estimated (nonparametric and parametric, respectively) and
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true emission distributions. The left panel in Figure 3 shows boxplots of the KLDs obtained

in the 100 simulation runs, which confirm the expected inferior performance of the para-

metric approach in the given setting. We additionally consider the most likely trajectory of

states under the fitted models, using the Viterbi algorithm (see, e.g., Zucchini et al. 2016)

to find

(g?1, . . . , g
?
T ) = argmax

g1,...,gT

Pr(g1, . . . , gT |y1, . . . ,yT ).

The right panel in Figure 3 gives a comparison of the state-decoding performance under

the nonparametric and the parametric model, respectively. The nonparametric model de-

livers a proportion of 97.5% of correctly decoded states on average, compared to only 94.8%

as obtained under the parametric model. The superior performance of the nonparametric

approach is no surprise in the given setting, nevertheless it does clearly point out the poten-

tial pitfalls associated with an unfortunate choice of a parametric model specification. Put

differently, in situations with complex emission distributions the nonparametric approach

can substantially improve the performance, in particular with respect to state-decoding

accuracy.

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

nonparametric 
  state 1

multivariate normal 
  state 1

nonparametric 
  state 2

multivariate normal 
  state 2

Kullback−Leibler divergence (KLD)

100

200

nonparametric multivariate normal

Number of false−decoded states

Figure 3: On the left side, the boxplot diagrams summarise the Kullback-Leibler
divergences of the nonparametric and parametric model of every simulation run for
each state. On the right side, the number of false-decoded states by either approach
are shown.

3.2 Bivariate Gaussian emission distribution

In the second simulation experiment, we replaced the emission distributions used above by

simple bivariate Gaussian distributions — all other specifications are unchanged. The point
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of this exercise is to give an idea of the costs associated with using the flexible nonparamet-

ric approach when it is in fact not required. The left panel in Figure 4, showing boxplots

of the KLDs obtained under the nonparametric and the parametric approach, respectively,

illustrates the (expected) superior performance of the parametric approach with respect

to estimation accuracy (here of the emission distributions). The higher KLDs of the non-

parametrically estimated emission distributions result from an increased variance as well

as a small but systematic bias in areas of non-zero curvature. However, remarkably, there

is no notable difference in the proportion of false-decoded states between the parametric

and nonparametric approach (right panel in Figure 4). Therefore, with respect to state-

decoding accuracy the cost associated with using the nonparametric approach instead of the

correctly specified parametric model here is negligible. Of course it also needs to be taken

into account that the computational cost is much higher when using the nonparametric

approach.

0.00

0.03

0.06

0.09

0.12

nonparametric
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nonparametric
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multivariate normal
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30

nonparametric multivariate normal

Number of false−decoded states

Figure 4: On the left side, the boxplot diagrams summarise the Kullback-Leibler
divergences of the nonparametric and parametric model of every simulation run for
each state. On the right side, the number of false-decoded states by either approach
are shown.

Overall, our simulations show the potential of the nonparametric approach to substan-

tially outperform misspecified parametric models, and indicate that when compared to

correctly specified parametric models the associated cost with respect to a loss of state-

decoding accuracy can be negligible. Therefore, the nonparametric approach represents a

potentially valuable tool for fitting HMMs to multivariate time series with complex depen-

dence structures, or generally such where exploratory data analysis does not readily reveal

an adequate candidate distribution for parametric modelling.
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4 Case study: modelling goalkeeper passes in football

In the following case study, we demonstrate the potential practical use of the nonparametric

estimation approach. Specifically, we model the lengths and angles of goalkeeper passes

during the UEFA European Football Championship 2020, with the aim of linking the HMM

states to a team’s tactical decisions. A simple dichotomy of the diverse tactics to getting

close to the opponent’s goal (and ideally scoring a goal) is the following: either a team

tries to combine their way across the field by controlled passing, or they start an attack by

a long and relatively uncontrolled kick forward. Which of the two strategies is currently

predominantly employed by a team can be inferred from the actions on the pitch. To this

end, an HMM can be used to link observable metrics such as pass lengths to underlying

tactics (see, e.g., Ötting et al., 2021; Ötting and Karlis, 2022). In general, studies trying

to infer and interpret different tactics have seen a steady rise in recent years, driven by

an increasing amount of event- and tracking data in football becoming available (see, e.g.,

Decroos et al., 2018; Robberechts, 2019; Decroos and Davis, 2019; Decroos et al., 2020;

Bauer and Anzer, 2021).

4.1 Data

We consider an event data set which was made publicly available by the company Stats-

Bomb, one of the largest data providers of football data. The data set is accessible via

the ‘StatsBombR’ package (see StatsBomb, 2020). It comprises all players’ actions (e.g.

passes, shots, tackles) during the UEFA European Football Championship 2020 (played

in 2021). Goalkeepers are often the first to initiate an organised attacking sequence; for

a simple illustration of our methodology, we thus make the simplifying assumption that

the attacking tactics of a team can be inferred from the goalkeeper’s actions. We focus on

passes played by each team’s goalkeeper, specifically the length and angle of those passes

(comprising in-play passes, free kicks, and goal kicks). Overall, N = 3353 goalkeeper passes

were played in the 51 matches of the tournament. As each match involves two teams, the

data set is given by M = 102 different time series. The most passes in one match (58) were

played by Switzerland’s Yann Sommer in the quarter-final against Spain, the least (11) by

Kasper Schmeichel in the group-stage match between Denmark and Finland.

The histograms of both empirical one-dimensional marginal distributions and a con-

tour plot of the empirical joint distribution of pass length and pass angle are displayed in

Figure 5. Both pass length and pass angle were standardised to have zero mean and unit
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Figure 5: The contour plot shows the joint empirical distribution of the standardised
lengths and angles of the goalkeeper passes. The histogram to the top displays the
empirical distribution of the standardised pass lengths and the histogram to the right
displays the empirical distribution of the standardised pass angles.

variance. For the pass length, we observe a bimodal structure with passes either short (likely

controlled passes to a defender) or long (predominantly relatively uncontrolled long kicks).

For the pass angle, we find three modes in the empirical distribution, one for either side

(left or right) and one for the centre of the pitch. Considering the fairly complex structure

of the bivariate empirical distribution of pass lengths and pass angles, it is clearly difficult

to conceive a suitable parametric HMM formulation. Arguably, a 3-state Gaussian HMM

might be adequate in terms of the goodness-of-fit, however such a model would differentiate

between short passes to left and right defenders, respectively, which is not desirable.

4.2 Model formulation and inference

In view of our aim to distinguish the two dominant strategies for initiating an attack —

short passes or long kicks — we fitted a 2-state HMM to the bivariate times series of pass
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lengths and pass angles, estimating the bivariate emission distributions nonparametrically

using tensor-product B-splines as described above. We numerically maximise the joint log-

likelihood of the M = 102 time series, which assuming independence across matches and

goalkeepers is given by

logL =

102∑
m=1

log
(
δP

(m)
1 ΓP

(m)
2 · . . . · ΓP

(m)
T 1′

)
.

To calculate the logarithm of the matrix product, a scaling strategy as described in Zucchini

et al. (2016) is used. The number of basis functions is again specified to be identical for the

two dimensions, and using 5-fold cross-validation — holding out ∼10% of the time series

in each fold for testing — was selected as n1 = n2 = 9.

4.3 Results

The estimated nonparametric emission distributions of the 2-state HMM are displayed in

Figure 6. State 1 is associated with predominantly long kicks to the centre of the pitch,

whereas state 2 implies shorter passes, to defenders on both sides as well as to defensive

midfielders. Both states allow for occasional deviations from the overall tactics associated

with the state. While the states do indicate the expected main tactics for attacks, it needs

to be kept in mind that the states will merely be proxies for the actual tactics due to

the unsupervised training of the model. The t.p.m. of the underlying Markov chain was

estimated as

Γ̂ =

0.948 0.052

0.034 0.966

 ,

i.e. we find high persistence in the states. This seems plausible as match tactics would be

expected to change only a few times within match, if at all.

To further illustrate and interpret the fitted model, we used the Viterbi algorithm to

decode the states underlying the bivariate observations. In Figure 7, we display the lengths

and angles of the passes mady by England’s goalkeeper, Jordan Pickford, during the final

against Italy, colour-coded according to the Viterbi-decoded states. According to the model

and the decoded states, England set out at the beginning of the match building attacks by

mostly controlled passing. Likely as a consequence of their early lead, this changed about

15 minutes into the match, with England now mostly resorting to long goal kicks (kick-and-

rush), presumably to reduce the risk of losing the ball close to their own goal. After Italy’s
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Figure 6: Contour plots showing the estimated emission distributions of the 2-state
nonparametric HMM.

equaliser in the 67th minute, England returned to more controlled build-up play, trying to

regain control of the match, before again resorting to long goal kicks (and thereby lowering

the risk) during the extra time. Despite obvious limitations of the relatively simplistic model

applied (e.g. states only being proxies of actual tactics, two-state dichotomy of what likely

is a more complex data-generating process), this decoded state sequence is in accordance

with media reports of the match.

4.4 Inclusion of covariates of interest

To illustrate the potential of the approach in particular for sports analytics, we consider the

inclusion of covariates as an extension of the model presented above. Specifically, we include

covariates in the state transition probabilities, thereby trying to account for changes in the

match tactics driven by match dynamics. The now time-varying transition probabilities

γ
(t)
ij , i, j = 1, . . . , N , are modelled depending on the covariate vector x(t) = (x

(t)
1 , . . . , x

(t)
P )

using the multinomial logit link,

γ
(t)
ij =

exp(ν
(t)
ij )∑N

k=1 exp(ν
(t)
ik )

, (3)
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colour-coded according to the Viterbi-decoded states. The vertical dotted lines indi-
cate the goals scored by England (red) and Italy (green), respectively, as well as half
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with

ν
(t)
ij =

ω
(ij)
0 +

∑P
l=1 ω

(ij)
l x

(t)
l if i 6= j,

0 otherwise.

As example covariates, we consider the current match time, the current score, and their

interaction, i.e.

x(t) = (minute(t), score(t),minute(t) · score(t)).

The two emission distributions are again estimated nonparametrically. Figure 8 displays

the steady-state probability of state 1 as a function of the match time and the current score

(these are obtained from the stationary distribution the Markov chain would converge to
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Figure 8: The plot displays the steady-state probability of England being in state 1
as a function of match time and the current score.

when fixing the entries of the t.p.m. at the respectice combination of match time and current

score; cf. Patterson et al., 2009). Teams that are currently trailing are more likely to play

constructive build-up football, whereas teams in the lead tend to resort to lower-risk long

goal kicks. Towards the end of the match, goalkeepers in any case are more likely to play

longer balls, which for teams that are trailing can be explained by their time running out.

This very simple example analysis showcases how inference (and predictions) on tactical

decisions can be made without time-consuming video analysis. In actual sports analytics

practice, more complex HMMs, in particular such that include more covariates related to the

match dynamics, would typically be built in order to generate insights into an opponent’s

tactical considerations.

5 Discussion

This contribution explores a nonparametric approach for modelling the emission distribu-

tions within multivariate HMMs without the need to select a parametric family. The sim-

ulation experiments and the case study illustrate potential settings in which the approach

can be useful, namely such with complex shapes of the emission distributions, potentially

exacerbated by an overlap of the different states’ distributions, which renders it particularly
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difficult to decide on a parametric family based on exploratory data analysis. Realistically,

the methodology as it stands is applicable only to low-dimensional multivariate time series

(D = 2, 3) due to the curse of dimensionality. In general, due to its increased complex-

ity compared to simple parametric modelling the approach will be advantageous only in

situations when no good parametric model formulation is evident. The nonparametric ap-

proach can in any case serve as a tool for exploratory data analysis, as it can be used

to fit a multivariate HMM without distributional assumption, the results of which may

indicate potentially adequate parametric families. Promising areas of application of the

proposed approach include ecology (modelling multiple behavioural measures of an animal,

see DeRuiter et al., 2017), finance (modelling concentration risks in portfolios with cor-

related stocks, see Maruotti et al., 2019), and medicine (modelling multiple signals from

electronic health records, see Alaa and Van Der Schaar, 2018).

Regarding the methodology, a challenge not addressed in the present contribution is the

selection of the smoothing parameter(s) when estimating the nonparametric HMM using

optimisation of a likelihood penalised for wiggliness (i.e. P-spline modelling as in Eilers and

Marx, 1996). This can for example be achieved using information criteria, estimating the

effective degrees of freedom based on the Fisher information (Langrock et al., 2018). Instead

of constructing the multivariate emission distributions using B-splines, alternative smooth-

ing approaches like kernel density methods (see, e.g., Piccardi and Pérez, 2007; De Gooijer

et al., 2022) could also be used. Model extensions concerning the state process — e.g.

continuous-time formulations (Jackson et al., 2003), semi-Markovian processes (Langrock

and Zucchini, 2011), and coupled state processes (Pohle et al., 2021) — are straightforward

and do not lead to additional technical challenges.
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