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1. Introduction

Ranks are everywhere in our lives. We rank, we are ranked, and we sometimes
depend on ranks. We rank our interests (conscientiously or not), we rank friends
according our preferences, we rank colleagues, etc... At the same time, we are
ranked at high school, during the university carrier (and after). In addition, we
hope that our team will be well-ranked at the end of the season, and we contin-
uously reorder our priorities, based, also, on these ranks. A rank is essentially a
permutation of a group of thinks, and usually it is not totally predictable.

In statistics, permutation procedures are becoming more and more popular
for constructing sampling distributions, by reordering the observed data. Ba-
sically, random shuffles of the data are used to get the correct distribution of
a suitable test statistic under a given null hypothesis. It is usually much more
computationally intensive than standard statistical tests. Non-parametric tests
are often proposed for testing the homogeneity of two or more populations (see,
recently, [10]). For functional data, the importance of the permutation approach
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is discussed in, e.g., [2]. In [5], the method of nonparametric combination of de-
pendent permutation tests is reviewed together its main properties. A specific
permutation procedure is also used in variable selection (see, e.g., [7]).

The idea at the base of the classical permutation procedure is that all the
permutations are equally likely to be expressed, at least in principle. In other
words, exchangeable-like assumptions are assumed in the sample, under the null
hypothesis. Conversely, in this paper, we work with random permutations of a
set which are assumed to be biased by some “preference values”. Consequently,
the rank of each objects of the set is expected to be higher if its preference value
is higher, see [8]. This random procedure models, for example, the final rank of
a league, which is biased by the strength of each team at the beginning of the
season.

A similar idea may be found in the context of discrete choice model, where
under study is the process that leads to an agent’s choice among a set of possible
actions, see [9] for a recent book. The agent’s preferences may by inferred by a
researcher, by estimating its utility function. The final choice is based on these
preferences: the higher the preference is, more likely the corresponding action
will be chosen. This paper extends that idea, by considering not only the “final
choice” of the agent, but all the rank of the agent, as in the models given, for
example, in [8].

This framework of discrete choice model has recently inspired a new tech-
nique for random variable generation, see [1]. Here, we use also the idea at the
base of this technique for an exact efficient simulation of the whole process of
permutation with bias. Based on this result, a likelihood ratio test may be effi-
ciently defined to test whether the hypothesized preferences were exact or not,
or, in other words, If the final rank neglects the expectations. We then apply
this new theory to the data of two of the most known European soccer league:
the Spanish La Liga and the English Premier League, by comparing the final
tables of the last 25 years with the expectations at the beginning of each year.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the methodological
novelties of this paper. At the beginning, we define the model of permutations
with bias, then we introduce the (parametric) likelihood ratio test together with
the definition of the exact p-value of the test, and we conclude the section with
the description of the efficient Monte Carlo procedure to evaluate the p-value.
Section 3 deals with the application of the methodology. It starts by describing
the models that describes the link between the team ranking at the beginning
of the season, and the expected performance of that team at the end of the
season. These expected performances are used as biases in our model, and in
the second part of the section we perform the hypothesis test for each season and
for each league, and we present the results. In Section 4 we give the conclusions
of the paper, while in the appendix we derive the correctness of the Monte Carlo
procedure.
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2. Permutations with bias

In the sequel, the permutations of the set {1,...,n} are denoted with bold
Greek letters, so that = (m1,...,7,) is such that w; € {1,...,n} for any ¢ and
m; # m; if © # j. We use uppercase bold Greek letters, as II, to denote random
objects with value in the set of permutations. The vectors as ¢ = (q1,...,qn)
will be always defined with strictly positive elements, if not differently stated.
Accordingly, it is possible to evaluate the natural logarithm, denoted here by
log(-), to each of its elements.

At time t = 0, we assume to have n different objects, labelled with their
natural index {1,...,n}. In addition, the sequence ¢ = (q1,...,q,) of positive
preference values is associated to our objects.

We work with permutations with bias, that are particular ordered samplings
without replacement of our objects, where the selection probability depends
on the preference values. The result is a random permutation IT with law (1),
obtained with the follow procedure.

At each time ¢ € {1,...,n}, an object is selected between the existing ones
with probability proportional to its preference value g;, independently on the
past. Its label m; is assigned to the t-th rank, and the object is discharged. At
the end, the random permutation w = (7,...,7,) of the first n numbers is
obtained with probability Py or likelihood L given by

Pyl = m) = [[ 5™ — = Llalm). M

Remark 1. We underline that (1) is not sensitive to multiplicative factors. In
fact, if r; = cq;, then

n n n
Tm Cqm, Grs
};[1 s 1;[1 S 1;[1 S

j=im; j=i Cdm; j=3 dm;

2.1. A likelihood ratio test

In a permutation with bias, it is possible to define the following likelihood ratio
test

HO - q = qy, (2>
Hy : q# qq,
where the likelihood ratio test statistic is
L(Q0|7")

A = S (Elan) - g e KT}

The likelihood ratio is small if the alternative model is better than the null
model and the likelihood ratio test provides the decision rule as follows:

Do not reject Hy if A > c*;
Reject Hy if A <c’;
Reject Hy with probability ¢ if A=c".
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By symmetry arguments, it is obvious that sup{L(q|m) : ¢ € R} } is a constant
function of 7r, and hence the critical region may be computed with L(gy|m)
(instead of A) with a constant ¢ (instead of ¢*). The values ¢, c¢*, g are usually
chosen to have the desired significance, in that

qPg, (A = ")+ Py, (A < ") = qPyq, (L = ¢)+Pq,(L < c) = Significance level of the test.

When ¢; = --- = q,, then all the objects are equally likely to be extracted,
and, as expected, we get Py —=..—q, (Il =7) = %, for any 7. As a consequence,
in this uniform case, we obtain a test which is independent on the observed .
This is not the case when the terms ¢; are different, that we will our case study.

Given the ordered sequence ¢y, < ¢y, < --- < ¢, Of g, even if the prob-
lem {m: L < ¢} is, in general, intractable, it is obvious that the sequence
(01,09, ...,0,) belongs to the critical region and the sequence (o, 0p—1,...,01)
to the acceptance one. In fact, for any permutation w and i = 1, ..., n, we have

Z?:i qo; > Z;l:l dr; > Z;L:z dn+1-o; and hence, by (1)a

L(ql(o1,09,...,0,)) = rglrln L(q|7*) < L(q|7) < max L(q|7*) = L(q|(on,0n—1, - -

However, in principle, once a certain 7w* is observed, it is possible to define the
p-value in the classical way

pralie= > Lgm = Y P=m), (3)

7: L(q|m)<L(g|m*) 7: L(q|m)<L(g|m*)

where g = g for the test given in (2).

2.2. Efficient simulation

To compute (3) for a given value of g and an observed sequence 7*, a Monte
Carlo procedure is used here to calculate an approximated empirical p-value in
the following way.

In the spirit of [8] and, more recently, [1], it is possible to generate a random
permutation 7 in the following way. A random vector X = (Xy,...,X,,) with
independent components is generated, where each X is distributed as an expo-
nential random variable with parameter ¢;. The random permutation is defined
as the indexes of the order statistics: (Xr,,..., Xz, ) = (Xq),..., X(n)). In the
Appendix, we show that this generation has the same law of (1) (as also given
in [8, Equation (4)] and in the reference therein):

Py(Xpy <o+ < Xp,) = Py(TL = 7). (4)

This result extends also that of [1], where it is shown that Py(II; = ) =
¢r/ ] qi- Note that, since we are interested only in the order of the indexes,
we may simulate Y; = log(X;), and we compare directly {Y;,i = 1,...,n}
(see, again, [8, Section 4]). To do so, we start with a table of independent
uniform random variables {U; ,,,,i =1,...,n,m =1,..., M}. Then we compute
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Yi(m) = log(—log(U;)) — log(q;), and we register the ordered indexes in w(m) =
{W(m),i =1,...,n,m=1,..., M}, so that

Y(ZLW,))<Y( ,)><'~-<Y(m) forany m=1,..., M.

m
(m (m)»
™ Ty T

The log-likelihood ¢, = ¢,.m) of each simulated sequence is hence registered
without the common additive factor Y, log(g;), in the following way'

n n
== 2108 (L am). foramym =1 M
i=1 j=i

The comparison of these latter with £x- = — 377" log(3_7_; ¢x:), that is com-
puted for the observed sequence 7*, gives

H#{m: by, < lps}
7 .

q= (5)

Summing up, we generate i.i.d. random permutations 7™ with common dis-
tribution IT (by (4)) and then we compute the sequence of {{,,,m = 1,..., M},
which are themselves realizations of i.i.d. random variables. Note that (5) gives
the empirical p-value, since

Py(m €IL: by < Un+) = Pg(w € II: L(q|w) < L(g|7™)) = Z Py(II = ).
7: L(q|w)<L(q|w*)

3. Premier League and La Liga: season results and expectations

In this section, we analyse two soccer national leagues from 1992-93 (first Pre-
mier League season) to 2016-17, to test whether the final tables were expectable
or not. For each season, we compute the a priori expectations of the probability
of winning each season for each team, and we compare it with the final obtained
ranks of the teams.

3.1. Elo ratings and expected probability of winning the season

The World Football Elo Rating (ER) is becoming more and more popular due
to its significant power of prevision, see, e.g., [4]. ER is based on the Elo rating
system and includes modifications to take various soccer-specific variables into
account.

The difference in the ERs between two teams serves as a predictor of the
outcome of a match with a logistic model. In other words, the logarithm of the
winning probability of each match is essentially proportional to ER, up to a

1 Many softwares have the built-in function cumsum. It is more convenient to store (") in re-
verse order, i.e. P = (¢_(m);q_(m) »---,4_(m)), and to compute £, = -sum(log(cumsum(p))).
Tn Tn—1 1
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F1c 1. Comparison between ELO ratings and logarithm of expected winning probabilities based
on the odds of the principal online betting players. The ordinary least square linear fitting
(dashed line) is plotted together with a robust one (solid line).

factor for the advantage of the home team. Obviously, there is more uncertainty
in the result of a single game than in the averaged result of a season, and
hence we must recalibrate the ER based model. We show in a moment that the
expected winning probability of the season of each team, in logarithm scale, is
again proportional to its ER.

To achieve this task, we have downloaded the odds for the winner of the
Premiere League of all the big competitors in the UK online betting system at a
day of summer, a quiet period. We have computed the averaged expected prob-
ability of winning of each team, and we have compared with the correspondent
ELO rating. In Figure 1, the scatter plot shows a good linear model (Multiple
R-squared: 0.9026, Adjusted R-squared: 0.8972, p-value < 10~?). We have cali-
brated the model with a robust regression fitting (using an M estimator, see [3])
to reduce the contribution of the evident outlier. Note that the slope parameter
is the sole interesting one, as underlined also in Remark 1.

The expectation of the winning probability for each team is hence computed
considering its ER at the 1st of October of the corresponding season. In this way,
we think to have included the ELO adjustments due to the summer markets,
which are reflected in the initial part of the season. Summing up, we are assum-
ing that ERs of 1st of October are good predictions of the initial expectations
of the people for the teams of that season. The relative expected probabilities
of winning each season are shown in Table 1-2 and in Table 3-4 for the Premier
League and La Liga, respectively, together with the ranks obtained by the teams
at the end of the season.

3.2. Unbelievable seasons

To evaluate the unexpected results of the two national leagues, we have modelled
each final season ranks as a permutation with bias. The likelihood test (2)
is performed, with g, being the relative expected probabilities of winning. A
significant p-value (less than 0.05), computed as in (5), reveals that either the
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F1a 2. Surprisal of the seasons’ final tables, plotted as self-information of the p-values. A
surprisal of more than 3 correspond to a p-value less than 0.05.

expectations were wrong or that the result is highly surprising. In both cases,
from a personal perception, the lower is the p-value, the higher is felt strange the
final table. In information theory (see [6]), the fact that an event is informative
is measured thorough its self-information or surprisal, and computed as the
opposite of the natural logarithm of the probability of the event. The scale is
given in the natural unit of information (nat).

In Figure 2 it is plotted the time series of the surprisals of the p-values. As
known, the result of Leicester has made the 2014-15 season exceptional, the
third more unpredictable English season in the Premier League era. It should
be stressed that not only the winner, but all the teams contribute to the unpre-
dictability of the final table according to their initial strength and final ranks.
This is the case for the Spanish 2003-04 season, where the debates of both the
Celta de Vigo and the Real Sociedad (19th and 15th in the final rank, respec-
tively) made this season “unbelievable”.

4. Conclusions

In this paper, we have presented a new test for permutations with bias, that are
ordered samplings without replacement where the selection probability depends
on a preference value of each unit. Since the sample size is given by n! possible
permutations and analytic expressions are not given, we have provided a method
to compute Monte Carlo p-values in an efficient way.

As an example, we have studied the results of the Spanish La Liga and of the
English Premier League, since the foundation of the latter. By analysing Elo
ranks of the teams at the beginning of each season, we could find the rational
expectations for the different seasons. We have tested whether the final tables
were in accordance with the expectations, and we found that more than 30% of
the seasons had unpredictable results, in both the Spanish and English league.
That’s soccer!
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Appendix A: Mathematical derivation of (4)

In this Appendix, we give the mathematical proof of the accuracy of our Monte
Carlo procedure. We begin with a lemma.

Lemma A.1. For w = (mq,...,m,), let gx : (0,1) x {1,...,n} — Ry be the
function so defined:

(u, k) = S amv g (v, + )dv if k<.
’ Iy, v v if k =n.

Then .
- n 9
i=k Z]:’L Qﬂ'j
and, in particular, gr(1,1) =[], Z,Lq%iq.
Jj=i 475

Proof. For k =n, it is a standard computation. For k < n, by backward induc-
tion,

a7
ml) = [ anm H o
0

i= k+1 =i Ir;

| "
— T i=k ;1 / qu"k71+Zz‘:k+1 qr; d’U
Hi=k+1 Zj:i qr;

I ¥ R mtietaiadd I
H?:kJrl Z;L:z qr; Z?:k dr;
_ H:L:k qmuzyrzk i _ f[ %riuqm’ |
H?:k Z;L:z r; & Z;L:z dr; .

The desired result is a consequence of the previous lemma, as shown below.

Proof of (4). We recall that, given a geometric random variable X with param-
eter ¢, the random variable U = exp(—¢X) is uniformly distributed on (0, 1).
Accordingly, if we transform the random vector X, we obtain so that

log(Ux log (U, L —_—
_P()(ﬂ_1 < e <X7l'n) :P(_% < _Og;">) :P(Uﬂ_ll S>> Uﬂ_:n)7
where (Ur,,...,Us,) is a vector of i.i.d. random variables uniformly distributed
1 1
n (0,1). As a consequence, the random vector (Us; ", -+, Uz ") has density

- -1
f(u17°"7un) :quU? ‘ ]]-(O,l)(ui)v
=1
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and hence, by Lemma A.1,

1 u1 uz
P(Xp <+ < Xg)= / qmuz”_1</ qmug"z_l(/ ~~dU3)duz)du1
0 0 0

=gx(1,1) = P,(II = 7). O
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TABLE 1. Premier League: relative probabilities of the expectation of winning and final ranks (seasons from 2004-05 to 2016-17). At bottom: p-value

of the test (2).

Name 2016-17| 2015-16] 2014-15] 2013-14| 2012-13[ 2011-12] 2010-11] 2009-10] 2008-09] 2007-08| 2006-07] 2005-06] 2004-05
AFC Bournemouth 1.9109] 1.66[16]
Arsenal 206.01057 | 136.80(2 | 303.7013] | 1174.44[41|224.95[4 | 109.150B1| 290.47(41| 979.44B1| 622.93M4]| 781.49031| 591.200
Aston Villa 1.000201 | 4.00007 | 27.740051| 5200151 17.230161| 17.97091| 39.59(6]| 54.64061| 36.04[61| 12.86/11]
Birmingham City 3.44018] 2.3809] 3.20019]
Blackburn Rovers 479019 10.62[151 | 10.320101| 20.49[15] |  46.12[7| 28.74[10]
Blackpool 1.01[19]
Bolton Wanderers 3.020181| 340014 | 6.88[141| 5590131 11.71(16]| 32.30[7]
Burnley 2.66[16] 1.81[191 2.04[18]
Cardiff City 5.07(201
Charlton Athletic 3.120191| 7670131 | 14.23011]
Chelsea 47.28111 [ 250.541101 | 1447.59(11 | 1246.6503] | 443.52031 | 436.86(6] | 1565.41(2] | 3252.79[1] | 3013.48[3] | 1048.44[2] | 1694.72(2] | 1609.4911] | 821.25[!]
Crystal Palace 3.480141 | 8560151 | 4.000101| 1.00011] 1.00(18]
Derby County 1.00(20]
Everton 11.6617 | 29.570111| 126.12[111 | 293.7705] 34137 27.32071| 1275008 | 44.6151| 57.1500| 16.61[6]
Fulham 13.36[19] 17.8391| 17.1581| 2230012 3.897  6.030171| 10.08[16]
Hull City 1.31018] 1.98[16] 1.00091 | 1.77017]
Leicester City 57.86[12]
Liverpool 91.2414] 278.662] 61.43081 | 109.64161 | 1722.73(71 | 1230.04[21 | 613.46[4]| 203.9903]
Manchester City 321.2703] 1134.8411 160.041 | 74.74B1|  51.2401] 13.320101| 16.15097| 6.81014
Manchester United 48.2116] 1567.63(7] 1899.65[2) | 1286.50011 | 5887.56[2] | 2642.63[1] | 1686.9001] | 517.62(1]
Middlesbrough 1.00(19] 7.220091| 10.52(131| 10.50012]
Newcastle United 3.160151 | 18.40[10] 16.55[51 | 7.93012] 5.810181 | 19.82012] | 24.51[13]
Norwich City 14.68(18] 1.00112]
Portsmouth 3.13[201 | 24200141 | 30.54[8] 9.06091 | 1.54[17]
Queens Park Rangers 1.00[201 1.21017]
Reading 11.70018] 8.92[8]
Sheffield United 1.00018]
Southampton 35.94[8] 16.2718] 8.17[20]
Stoke City 2.62[13] 14.78[°] 13.530141 | 5.020131|  6.01021| 1.00012!
Sunderland 1.81[20] 5.99(14] 47601311 4320001 4 400131 3420161 | 3 62(15] 1.29(20]
Swansea City 4.42(15] 46.29112] 1.46111]
Tottenham Hotspur 87.42[2] 624.44[61 | 108.38 84.8204 62.78M41 | 12.59[8| 50.70011 | 22.64[5]
Watford 2.59117] 1.13[20]
West Bromwich Albion 3.12010] 26.310171| 17.008]| 3.75[101| 4. 40011] 1.90(20] 1.000197 | 1.34017]
West Ham United 3.73111] 14.08[131| 6.30[10] 2.470201| 14.600171| 10.47091| g8.400101| 2.69[15] 1.48!9]
Wigan Athletic 6.08181| 2900231 1.00(16]| 10.23061| 6.97011| 3.6204| 3.9207| 1.53[10]
Wolverhampton Wanderers 2.32(2011 155071 1.61[15]
p-value 0.29344] 0.01701| 0.61163| 0.02428] 0.25546| 0.04817| 0.85973| 0.02364| 0.2249| 0.93661 0.837] 0.39563| 0.10245
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TABLE 2. Premier League: relative probabilities of the expectation of winning and final ranks (seasons from the foundation

p-value of the test (2).

to 2003-04). At bottom:

Name 2003-04] 2002-03[ 2001-02] 2000-01] 1999-00] 1998-99] 1997-98] 1996-97| 1995-96] 1994-95] 1993-94| 1992-93
AFC Bournemouth

Arsenal 315.86[11 | 870.38[21 | 84.03[11|317.63121 | 505.03[2)| 58.22[21| 205.46[11| 39.95[31| 39.25051|80.241121| 67.7804] | 76.23[10]

Aston Villa 5.94061 | 5100161 | 15.08(81| 21.14[81| 17.87[61| 23.62[61| 48.46[71| 14.86151| 22.98M1| 9.90[!8]|108.29[10]| 13.17[2]

Barnsley 1.00(19]

Birmingham City 9.13[101 | 1,00(13]
Blackburn Rovers 13.520151 | 7.70[61 | 2.03[10] 2.27191| 5513061 [ 14270131 | 475007 | 79.77011| 3261021 1.7104
Bolton Wanderers 1.53[171 | 92.12[16] 15.15[18] 1.00[20]
Bradford City 1.061201 | 1.60017]
Charlton Athletic 3.20121 | 3.99014] | 2 .3509] 1.85(18]

Chelsea 53.38041 | 52.29[61| 286661 | 184.24051| 22.050B1| 91.65M14]| 10.14[61| 15.9011| 16.48[111| 20.55[14]
Coventry City 1.910191|  6.380141| 2780151 | 13171111 | 1720071 | 5040161 5710161 12.87[11]

Crystal Palace 5.34[20] 2.84[19]
Derby County 1.280191 | 2.000171| 4700161 4,058 13.79197| 1.60['2]

Everton 3.12[7] 3.630151| 4.960161| 13.91(131| 1.520141| 9920171 | 17.98[15] 9.3661 | 1.650151| 18.43017]

Fulham 5.100141 | 2.07013]

Ipswich Town 8.920181| 5 07051 1.73[221|  6.55(19]

Leeds United 41.210151 1 162.14051 | 48.46[41 | 128.36131| 7.40M1| 19.34051| 2.230111|157.99(131| 55.2751| 28.36!5]
Leicester City 1.00[201| 9.38[131| 16.05[81| 3.011101| 20.860101| 1.000] 1.00[21]

Liverpool 273.92051 | 157.13[21 | 38.34031| 35.24M1| 32.11[7| 195.77[31|133.63[41| 88.34[31| 27.54[41| 32568l
Manchester City 3.9809] 1.00[18] 2.591181 | 10.350171 | 26.55[16]
Manchester United 368.21111 | 206.47(31 | 642.74[11 | 1507.9001 | 119.75[11 | 862.18[2 | 305.69[11 | 335.75011 | 320.33[21 | 639.1901]
Middlesbrough 7.94011 1 3120121 7070141 | 6700121 2,06 2.020191] 53812
Newcastle United 24.0803) | 8.45[41| 12.330111 | 4.94011] | 7530131 | 349.18[13] | 87.90[2]| 88.20[2]|139.16[C]

Norwich City 9.31[20]

Nottingham Forest 1.93[20] 7.69[201 | 8782091 1128031
Oldham Athletic
Portsmouth 2.49013]
Queens Park Rangers 17.08[19] 8.83[8]
Sheffield United
Sheffield Wednesday 2.09191| 2550121 10.85[16]| 3.25[71| 11.8715]|23.59(13]
Southampton 11.970021| 453081 3.470111| 24300011 6370151 100007 5770121} 2260161 906171 | 5.06[10]
Sunderland 2.401201 | 11.8107 | 10.06[7| 45.99(7] 1.59(18]
Swindon Town
Tottenham Hotspur 2730141 | 621101 | 4.24[91| 5730121 1271001 | 1790111 | 18.08014]|14.831101| 29.58[81| 3.55[7]
Watford 1.00[20]
West Bromwich Albion 1.27119]
West Ham United 4.361181| 251071 6.45051| 1928091 5.16051| 19.23[81| 4.07(141| 8530101 49240141 4 57013]
Wimbledon 2.270181 | 3.440161| 20.56[151| 9.50[8]| 12.53[141| 23.28[91| 39.03[61| 6.92(12]
Wolverhampton Wanderers 1.00(20]
p-value 0.25083| 0.02022] 0.16761| 0.92963| 0.99817| 0.76497| 0.01572| 0.03854| 0.0628| 0.12783| 0.45384| 0.00309
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TABLE 3. La Liga: relative probabilities of the expectation of winning and final ranks (seasons from 2004-05 to 2016-17). At bottom: p-value of the

test (2).
Name 2016-17] 2015-16] 2014-15] 2013-14] 2012-13] 2011-12] 2010-11] 2009-10] 2008-09] 2007-08] 2006-07| 2005-06] 2004-05
Alavés 2.170] 1.00018]
Albacete 2.55[20]
Almeria 6.08(191 | 1.51017] 2.42[201 | 3.410131| 14.230111 | 1.63(8]
Athletic Bilbao 80.11[7| 17.39051|  48.23[7] 4574 5640121  12.89[10] 5.1116] 4.16081 [ 10.72031 | 3,001 | 4.720071| 6.91(12]| 15.58[°]
Atlético Madrid 2378.0931 | 365.54[31|1410.15031 | 209.95011 | 99.25[3] 36.11051 | 14.24[7|  25.4407| 96.75M41| 24.96[4]| 19.50(71| 5.33[101| 171 71(11]
Barcelona 5620.24[2] | 4580.26[11 | 3869.101 | 5419.42(2] | 5380.00(11 | 11483.46[2] | 1928.98[11 | 1315.49(11 | 237.27(11| 431.44[3] | 787.60[2! | 195.00[1] | 185.73[1]
Betis 9.97(13] 9.360181| 3.170131| 5.11[26]|21.37(14]| 10.30[4]
Celta de Vigo 21.740131 | 3201061 26.99[8] 1.48091 | 2.64017] 13.58018] | 5.34[6]
Cédiz 1.82[19]
Cérdoba 1.00(20]
Deportivo La Corunia | 3.740161| 3.35[15]1| 1.90[16] 5.41[19] 1.65081 | 9.080101| 17.42(7| 3.11[97|10.04[*3]| 10.69[8]| 32.49(8]
Eibar 4.010101| 1400141 92.64[18]
Elche 3.200131 1 1.00[26]
Espanyol 4.23811 703031 668101 50514 | 1.47[13] 5.08[14] 4.41811 722011 | 7.90[10]1] 13 54121 2910111 | 11.15[15]| 10.04[5]
Getafe 1.430191|  6.200151 | 3.96[13]| 3.17[10] 4.390111 1 g 5816] 5.08061 [ 21.720171| 6.08[14]| 12.29[91| 6.17[91| 1.00[13]
Gimnastic 1.00[20]
Granada 2.25(200 | 1.00016]| 4.800171| 2.76[15]| 1.00015] 1.00017]
Hércules 2.77019]
Las Palmas 9.28014] 1.87(t1]
Leganés 2.34017]
Levante 1.731201|  g.58[141| 4.22[10]| 4 23[11] 10.42061|  1.00014] 1.001200 | 1.91[15] 2.76[18]
Mallorca 12.24[18] 5.26081 | 14.910071| 22.18051| 56.1391| 6.1917| 4.670121| 25913 55617
Murcia 1.00[19]
Milaga 8.91[11] 43181 17.20091| 19.44011] 22.60[6] 16.5914 | 333011 2.960171| 1.00(8! 8.41[201 | g,08(10]
Numancia 1.74019] 1.45[19]
Osasuna 1.00[19] 1.41018]|  4.61016] 12.1707 2.6391| 5.110021 9.35[15]| 10,2217 | 10.57014] | 2.70M] | 9.25[15]
Racing Santander 5.420201 | 9.29[12]| 5500161 | 15860121 | 4.37161| 2000101 | 2.99[17]| 92 41[16]
Rayo Vallecano 3.210181| g1t | 1.63012 1.3508] 2.60[15]
Real Betis 6.69[15]|  3.93[10] 9.01[20] 4.13I7]
Real Madrid 6628.361] | 3882.49[2] | 7037.55[21 | 2306.0703) | 3352.33[2] | 3274.69[1)| 652.95[2| 186.16[2 | 595.32[2] | 251.50(1) | 133.10() | 107.57(2] | 43.03[2]
Real Sociedad 16.07(6] 7.4609 | 28.130121| 24777 3.7214] 3.7901211 1 05015] 2.26[191 | 3.80016]1 | g 05[14]
Recreativo 6.73[201 | 8 95[16]| 3 908l
Sevilla 672341 81.79[71| 143.24[5] 09.33051 | 14.15[9] 34.39091|  16.85[51| 111.10M1 |244.40831| 61.80[5]|119.42[3]1| 11.26[51| 28.54[6]
Sporting Gijén 4800181 310017 414091 1,010001 | 1.040151| 1.08014]
Tenerife 1.77[19]
Valencia 9.951211 92030121 957541 2952181 250701 1135701 61.40B1| 16.98131| 33.03[6]|59.19[10]| 127.03[4] | 34.23[3]|333.74[7]
Valladolid 1.970191 | 4.61014] 1.880181 | 7360161 | 1 76[15]
Villarreal 44,5401 | 29.28[4]|  39.35[0] 8.48l6] 26.770181 | 13.0941|  19.90(7 |325.93051 | 62.77[2)| 27.58[5]| 42.58[7| 11.24[3]
Xerez 1.00[20]
Zaragoza 2.66[201 6.82[161 | 2300131 | 6.17(14] 13.830181|  5.98[61| 6.810111| ¢.91[12]
p-value 0.66473 0.0013] 0.93225| 0.00616] 0.06318| 0.03868| 0.06037| 0.94837| 0.09938] 0.03276| 0.37931| 0.10886| 0.15635
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TABLE 4. La Liga: relative probabilities of the

ezpectation of winning and final ranks (seasons from 1992-93 to 2003-04). At bottom: p-value of the

test (2).

Name 2003-04 [ 2002-03] 2001-02] 2000-01] 1999-00] 1998-99] 1997-98] 1996-97| 1995-96] 1994-95] 1993-94] 1992-93

Alavés 8751197 18.91177{ 19.87110T [ 3.84[6T| 2.00Mt®]

Albacete 1.00014 14.59[200 | 4990171 | 43701311 3 30[17]
Athletic Bilbao 20.2401 | 3.20(71| 8.34[97| 19.72[121 | 31.91011] | 30.87[81| 25.36021| 31.29[61|69.50(15] | 19.13[8]| 14.2005] 6.1408]
Atlético Madrid 3.55(71| 4.50012] 12.420191 | 63.44(131 | 37.45[71| 590.17[5]| 86.98[11|10.14[141 | 55.44[121 | 165.056]

Barcelona 89.35[21 [ 105.44[61 | 79.95[41 | 88.26[4 | 365.60[21 | 84.32[1] | 485.47[11 | 1218.84[2] | 485.30[3] | 903.52[4] | 567.63[1] | 1634.99[1]

Betis 19.69091| 31.53[81| 6.16[0] 6.470181 [ 1127111 | 35.8308]| 118.98[41|125.68[8 | 5.28[3]
Celta de Vigo 30.651191 | 54.20M4] | 64.620)| 56.76[61| 55.26[71| 14.13051| 8.63061| 33.16[16]|13.12(11| 7.050131| 2640151 3.17[11]

Compostela 6.58171 | 18710111 | 16.52(101| 1.00[16]

Cédiz 2.93[19]

Deportivo La Corufia |120.79831| 89.6181| 88.91[21[112.62[21| 36.69[11 | 15.44[6] | 36.64[12] | 346.88[3]|448.59(97|313.07[2] | 64.34[2]| 10.1403]

Espanyol 5.131161 | 56901171 | 7.98014]| 19.99097| 49.00(*4)| 13.65[71| 8.26[10] | 208.69012] | 103.75M4]| 9.55[6] 4.3108]
Extremadura 1.90(17] 1.00(19]

Hércules 3.56[21]

Las Palmas 3.13(18]| 1.55(11]

Lleida 1.99[19]

Logrofiés 7.09(22] 5.52(201| 3.21016]| 4 .86[15]

Mallorca 6.64111 | 577091 | 45.48(161 | 19.49[3]| 29.71[101| 18.82[3]| 3.04[5]

Murcia 2.17120]

Malaga 8.43[101 | 28.20[13] | 10.45[101 | 10.70[8]| 1.48[12]

Meérida 1.00(19] 8.50[21]

Numancia 3.101201 | 1.00017]

Osasuna 10.89[131| 2.910111 | 267171 | 1.00[15] 3.41[201 | 10.98[10]

Oviedo 4.720181| 3.090161| 2.88014]1| 3.340181| 30.91[171|47.18[141| g8.33[91| 3.93[9| 927016
Racing Santander 4120077 3.44[16] 0.84[1911 4150151 | 4390151 | 3160141 | 19.970131|13.311071| 4.871121| 1.0008!

Rayo Vallecano 11.520201 | 2480111 | g.38014]| 17709 11.22018] | 7.45[19] 1.820071 | 1.00014]
Real Burgos 6.10[20]
Real Madrid 303.7241 | 314.39011 | 137.65[3] | 205.37(11 | 105.98(5] | 212.02(2] | 260.964] | 551.17[11 | 414.2761 | 210.53[1) | 140.98[4] | 395.07[2]
Real Sociedad 87711151 | 2252021 | 4.91[13]| 15.52(13] | 23 37[13] | 36.02[101 | 13.89131 | 132.98[8)| 30.54[7| 5.44111| 8340111 ] 12.75[13]

Recreativo 1.00[18]

Salamanca 5.620201 | 2.61[15] 1.00[22]

Sevilla 14.56161 | 10.94[101 | 2 54[8] 1.12[20] 31.51[201 | 91.02(121| 32.94[5]1| 12.77(6] 9.33[7]
Sporting Gijén 1.56[201 | 15.51015]| 5.34018]| 3.38[18]| 3.58[14]| 18.63[12l

Tenerife 1.00[19] 7.850191 1 13.130161 | 193.01[97| 19.54[5] | 13.85[15] | 17.78[10] 8.5605]

Valencia 101.3111 [ 345.94051 | 108.68[1) | 324.54[51 | 29.22[31| 22.12[41| 8.81091|589.22[101| 61.41[2]| 48.70(101 | 116.95(71 | 66.93[4]

Valladolid 8.231181 | 8491141 | 50910121 | 17.97[16]| 9.43([81| 12.38[121| 6.60(11 | 33.91171| 2.57[16]| 2520191 3 opl18]

Villarreal 9.35081 | 4.45015]| 14770151  1.8717] 1.00018]

Zaragoza 1.39(12] 8.481201 | 46.120071 | 25.12M1 | 11.76091| 5.46[13]| 36.400141 | 78.37(131| 51.10(7| 3.22B1| 17.42[

p-value 0.00031] 0.0308] 0.02556| 0.00962| 0.00973| 0.114] 0.2829 0.1186] 0.10968| 0.1226| 0.04398 0.2296
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