arXiv:2402.14019v1 [math.PR] 21 Feb 2024

Maxentropy completion and properties of some partially defined Stationary Markov chains

Pierre Collet^{(a)}, Servet Martínez^{(b)}

(a) CPHT, CNRS, Ecole Polytechnique, IP Paris, Palaiseau, France e-mail: pierre.collet@polytechnique.edu (b) Universidad de Chile, UMR 2071 UCHILE-CNRS Departamento de Ingeniería Matemática and Centro de Modelamiento Matemático Casilla 170-3 Correo 3, Santiago, Chile e-mail: smartine@dim.uchile.cl

February 22, 2024

Abstract

We consider a stationary Markovian evolution with values on a disjointly partitioned set space I ⊔ E. The evolution is visible (in the sense of knowing the transition probabilities) on the states in I but not for the states in E. One only knows some partial information on the transition probabilities on E, the input and output transition probabilities and some constraints of the transition probabilities on E. Under some conditions we supply the transition probabilities on E that satisfies the maximum entropy principle.

Keywords: Hidden states, maximal entropy principle, stationarity, incomplete Markov chain.

1 Introduction

Discrete time Markov chains on a finite state space are completely described by their matrix of transitions probabilities. We consider a situation where only a subset of the transition probabilities is known. More precisely we consider an evolution on a set of states I ⊔ E (disjoint union). The states in I are visible and the set E is called a labyrinth (composed of invisible states). In a first stage the states in E act as absorbing states but their persistence or reappearance lead to consider these states in a different way. The transition probabilities within the labyrinth are unknown. One only knows some basic relations: the input and output transition probabilities and eventually communication constraints in the labyrinth. The transition probabilities between the states in I are known and those between I and E also.

A natural question is to complete the description of the chain, i.e. to find the transition probabilities into the labyrinth so that the matrix of transition probabilities is Markovian. There are many possible solutions to this problem and we propose a maximum entropy approach.

This partially defined process is an extremely simplified model for some phenomena:

• Disease epidemics that emerge and disappear in time. A disease may emerge at some location due to human contact with a biological reservoir of some microorganism, diffuse in some geographical area, and when finished retreat unseen to some biological reservoir again. In this case the observable states represent the sizes of the healthy and infected populations in geographic areas while the labyrinth corresponds to the biological reservoirs of the microorganism. A transition from the labyrinth to an observable state is an outbreak;

• Underground rivers, that can disappear at some sinkholes, continues underground and reemerge further downstream. There can be a cave system having an underground water dynamics. At a first stage the caves can be considered absorbing states, but this does not describe the whole phenomenon because the river reemerges after an underground water evolution.

One can conceive many other concrete examples of partially defined Markov processes.

We assume a stationary behavior of the total process, not only on the visible states I but also for the evolution on the states E (which is unseen). Given the data (some transition probabilities associated with the states in I), we try to reconstruct the transition probabilities of the process in the unseen part by using the maximum entropy principle. Our problem falls quite naturally in this context. Some average quantities (probability of two successive states) are known and we asked for some other similar quantities. As described by Jaynes, ”...in making inference on the basis of partial information we must use that probability distribution which has the maximum entropy to whatever is known. This is the only unbiased assignment we can make...” [11] p.623. See also [12], and [16] Section 5.

Therefore, we assume we are given some transition probabilities and the proposal for the remaining unknown ones is based upon the maximum entropy principle. We emphasize that we do not assume sample paths of the Markov chain are available, in other words we do not consider observations of a process and no estimation is made. There is a large literature devoted to estimate a transition matrix that fits incomplete observation data, by using the maximum likelihood criterion, like in [8], or by some Bayesian approach, where there is a prior of the transition matrix and given the data one seeks to compute the posterior distribution, see [15].

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we describe the set of known transition probabilities and introduce some more hypothesis. We then derive the maximum entropy solution satisfying the Markovian constraints.

Section 3 is devoted to the more general case where a communication matrix inside the labyrinth is imposed. If all the states communicate the maximum entropy solution is Bernoulli. But the problem turns harder when the communication matrix is not trivial. In fact there could be no matrix that satisfies the constraints. In Section 3.2 the constraints are written in a linear way and in Section 3.3 we use Farka’s lemma to give a criterion for the existence of a solution. In Proposition 3.6 we give a simple sufficient condition for the existence of solution. In Section 3.4 we study the case when there are several labyrinths that are connected only by the visible states, and show that all the computations related to maximum entropy matrices are reduced to the case when there is a unique labyrinth.

In section 4 we relate our problem and hypothesis to the theory of quasi stationary distributions. We show that under our hypotheses the chain can be reconstructed only from the evolution on the visible states and in the labyrinth separately, using two families of independent geometric random variables that mark the times of restarting.

As explained above we assume only a subset of the transition probabilities is known and we look to complete these transitions probabilities by using the maximal entropy criterion. This makes part of the problem where the transition matrix is known to belong to some class of matrices, and one seeks the one that satisfies a certain optimization criterion. This is the case in [10], but the optimization is on an infinite horizon reward on all the states.

In [3] the unknown is a transition matrix that satisfies some general order constraints on the coefficients and its stationary vector, which is unknown, maximizes some linear functional. But, in our case the set of constraints is more specific allowing to handle the optimization of the entropy.

In [14] the inverse problem for partially observed Markov chains with restart has been considered in a parametric setting for the unknown transition probabilities and with an objective (cost) function different from ours. More precisely, the chain can restart with some fixed probability according to some distribution and it can change the transition probabilities. The process is assumed to be ergodic and the authors look for for a stationary probability. This search is based upon the knowledge of the stationary vector up to a constant and the hitting probabilities prior to restart, in a fixed region. The optimization is made on the parameters guiding the evolution. There are some differences with our setting, a main one is that the optimization functions are different. Moreover, even if our setting can be thought as a restarting problem, in our case the probability of restarting is state dependent (it is not with a fixed probability), and there is a known restarting distribution when entering to the visible states and an unknown restarting distribution when exiting from them to enter to the labyrinth.

2 Partially defined Markov chains, hypothesis and Maxentropy.

Our starting point is an irreducible stationary Markov chain, X = (X_n : n ≥ Z) with values in the set I ⊔ E. Its transition matrix is denoted by P = (P (a, b) : a, b ∈ I ⊔ E) and π denotes stationary distribution, so π^tP = π^t. The irreducibility of P implies π > 0.

By vectors we always mean column vectors and we add the transposition superscript^t to denote the associated row vector. We also denote P_{J×K} = (P (a, b) : i ∈ J, k ∈ J) the restricted submatrix when J, K ⊆ I ⊔ E.

When the chain X takes values in I, this is visible. The states in the labyrinth E can be distinguished and visible only when there is a nonzero probability of emerging from E to I or when there is a nonzero probability of transition from some state in I to E. But once the chain is inside and before leaving the labyrinth this is not visible.

Remark 2.1. Let us see that the pair formed by the visible process O (defined below) and the Markov process X does not constitute a Hidden Markov chain.

For this purpose let e be a new state, that codes the states of the process that are in E but they are not seen during the process. With this notation, the visible process O = (O_n : n ∈ Z) is given by

O_n =

X_n if X_n ∈ I;

X_n if X_n ∈ E and X_{n−1} ∈ I or X_{n+1} ∈ I; e if X_n ∈ E and X_{n−1} ∈ E and X_{n+1} ∈ E.

A necessary condition in order that the pair (O, X) is a Hidden Markov chain is that: for all n ≥ 1, c ∈ I ⊔ E ⊔ {e}, a_k ∈ I ⊔ E, k = 0, .., n, one has:

P(O_n = c | X_k = a_k, k ≤ n) = P(O_n = c | X_n = a_n). (1)

But, this condition is not satisfied when c = e, a_{n−1} ∈ I, a_n ∈ E. In fact, since X_{n−1} = a_{n−1} ∈ I then the visible state at coordinate n is O_n = X_n = a_n ∈ E which is different from e, and so P(O_n = e|X_k = a_k, k ≤ n) = 0. But P(O_n = e|X_n = a_n) = P(X_{n−1} ∉ E, X_n ∉ E, X_{n+1} ∉ E|X_n = a_n) > 0. In [9], relation (1) in Section 2, the above condition (1) is part of the Partially Observed Markov Process (POMP) model. For the definition and applications of Hidden Markov models for discrete random sequences one can see Sections 13.1 and 13.2 in [2]. □

Let π_I = (π(i) : i ∈ I) and π_E = (π(d) : d ∈ E) denote the restrictions of π to I and E respectively.

Summarizing, we assume that the transition submatrices P_{I×I} , P_{I×E} and P_{E×I} are known. In particular P_{I×(I⊔E)} is known. We also assume that π_I is known. These are the only available data.

If a large number of observations of the dynamics of the chain is available, these data can be estimated by averaging using the Law of Large Numbers when the chain is in I and when it enters from I to E or emerges from E to I. We denote by π(a) the weight of a ∈ I ⊔ E and by π(A) = ∑ a∈A π(a) the weight of A ⊆ I ⊔ E.

We assume the existence of some states i ∈ I such that P (i, E) > 0 (where P (i, E) = ∑ d∈E P (i, d)), hence the restricted matrix P_{I×I} is a substochastic kernel.

The first assumption we make is the following one: when the chain emerges from the labyrinth E to the visible states I, it is always with the stationary law π_I , so we assume

(H1) P_{E×I} = 1_E π^t_I where 1_E is the unit vector of dimension the cardinal number |E|. This hypothesis means that the law of the outbreak on I has distribution π^t_I . In the case where a sample of the chain is available one could look for elaborating a test that permits to analyze if hypothesis (H1) is satisfied.

Now we give a context for the next assumption. Since π is stationary one has π^t_I = π^t_I P_{I×I} + π^t_E P_{E×I} and by using (H1) one gets

π^t_I = π^t_I P_{I×I} + π^t_E 1_E π^t_I = π^t_I P_{I×I} + π(E)π^t_I .

(Recall π(E) = ∑ d∈E π(d), π(I) = ∑ i∈I π(i)). Since 1 − π(E) = π(I), then a consequence of (H1) is π^t_I P_{I×I} = π(I)π^t_I , (2)

and so π_I is the left Perron-Frobenius eigenvector of P_{I×I} with Perron- Frobenius eigenvalue π(I).

We have only partial information on the transition matrix P_{E×E} . First, one has that all sums of the rows of P_{E×E} are constant because P is Markov and so from (H1),

1_E = P_{E×I} 1_I + P_{E×E} 1_E = 1_E π^t_I 1_I + P_{E×E} 1_E = π(I)1_E + P_{E×E} 1_E .

Then, P_{E×E} 1_E = π(E)1_E . (3)

Therefore, a consequence of (H1) is that π(E)^{−1}P_{E×E} is a stochastic matrix. We have that π(E)^{−1}π_E is a probability vector. We assume the following property: π(E)^{−1}π_E is a stationary distribution for π(E)^{−1}P_{E×E} . This is equivalent to, (H2) π(E)π^t_E = π^t_E P_{E×E} . So, π_E is the left Perron-Frobenius eigenvector of P_{E×E} with Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue π(E).

Note that the hypothesis (H1) can be tested from observing the transitions from the labyrinth to the visible states, but this is not the case of (H2).

From (3) and (H2) we have π^t_E P_{E×E} 1_E = π(E)^2. The stationarity of π implies π^t_E = π^t_I P_{I×E} + π^t_E P_{E×E} and so from (H2) one gets

π^t_I P_{I×E} = π^t_E − π^t_E P_{E×E} = (1 − π(E))π_E = π(I)π_E .

and then π_E = π(I)^{−1}π^t_I P_{I×E} , (4) that is π(e) = π(I)^{−1} ∑ i∈I π(i)P (i, e) for e ∈ E. Hence, from hypotheses (H1) and (H2) one knows π_E . As said, we have π_I and P_{I×E} from the visible evolution. But, based upon observation of a sample, we cannot test that π(E)^{−1}π_E is the stationary distribution for π(E)^{−1}P_{E×E} , which gives the dynamics conditioned to be in E. This occurs even if (π_I , π_E ) is the stationary distribution for the dynamics on I ⊔ E. This is why the hypothesis (H2) cannot be tested.

The entropy of the stationary Markov chain X = (X_n) is given by, h(X) = − ∑ a∈I⊔E π(a) ∑ b∈I⊔E P (a, b) log P (a, b), so, h(X) = − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ a∈I⊔E π(a) log π(a) − ∑ i∈I π(i) ∑ b∈I⊔E P (i, b) log P (i, b) = − ∑ i∈I π(i) ∑ a∈I⊔E P (i, a) log P (i, a) − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ j∈I π(j) log π(j) − ∑ d∈E π_d ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log P (d, e). (5) According to Jaynes maximal entropy principle we look for maximizing h(X), with the following knowledge: π_I , P_{I×(I∪E)}, P_{E×I} . So, the first term of the (5) is fixed. Now, from assumptions (H1) and (H2) we also know π_E . So, the second term in (5) is also fixed. Hence, the maximization of h(X) is equivalent to maximize

H^′(P_{E×E} ) = − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log P (d, e), with π_E = π(I)^{−1}π^t_I P_{I×E} known. So, one seeks to maximize H^′(P_{E×E} ) with the matrix P_{E×E} subject to (3) and (H2).

3 Partially defined Makov chains with communication constraints.

This section will be mainly devoted to the case where there are some communications constraints among the states of the labyrinth. Firstly we will consider the case when there is no constraint of this type, in other words the states in E communicate among themselves.

3.1 When all states in the labyrinth communicate

Theorem 3.1. When the unique constraints are (3) and (H2), the maximum entropy completion of the chain is given by P_{E×E} = 1_E π^t_E , that is the transitions are Bernoulli: P (d, e) = π(e), d, e ∈ E.

Proof. When the unique constraints are (3) and (H2), the maximum of H^′(P_{E×E} ) is obtained with P_{E×E} = 1_E π^t_E . This is well-known and can be proved as follows,

H^′(P_{E×E} ) = ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log(π(e)/P (d, e))− ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log π(e). By using log(x) ≤ x − 1 and (3) we get, ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log(π(e)/P (d, e)) ≤ ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e)(π(e)/P (d, e) − 1) ≤ ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E π(e) − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) = π(E)^2 − π(E)^2 = 0.

Hence, H^′(P_{E×E} ) ≤ − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log(π(e)) = − ∑ e∈E log(π(e)) ∑ d∈E π(d)P (d, e) = −π(E) ∑ e∈E π(e) log(π(e)), where (H2) was used to establish the last inequality. This inequality is an equality for the transitions P (d, e) = π(e) with d, e ∈ E. Hence, in the absence of other constraint the maximum of the entropy is realized with a Bernoulli.

Remark 3.2. The Bernoulli case was described in [13]. When I = ∅, one has π(E) = 1, hence the unique restriction (H2) on the matrix P_{E×E} implies it is a stochastic matrix. The maximum entropy matrix is the uniform one P (d, e) = 1/|E| for all d, e ∈ E.□ 3.2 Constraints on the communication matrix in the labyrinth.

Let us define ^π on I ⊔ E the normalized restrictions to I and E, by

^π_I = (π(I))^{−1}π_I and ^π_E = (π(E))^{−1}π_E , which are probability vectors on I and E respectively. We define ^P = (π(E))^{−1}P_{E×E} . From (3), this is a stochastic matrix of size |E| × |E|. We denote by Z a Markov shift with transition matrix ^P and stationary distribution ^π_E . Note that

H^′(P_{E×E} ) = − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log P (d, e) = −π(E)^2 ∑ d∈E ^π(d) ∑ e∈E ^P (d, e) log(π(E) ^P (d, e)) = −π(E)^2h(Z) + π(E)^2 log(π(E)).

Hence, the maximization of H^′(P_{E×E} ) such that π(E) is known and (3) and (H2) are satisfied, is equivalent to maximize the entropy h(Z) of the Markov shift Z, subject to the knowledge of its stationary distribution ^π_E . We will assume one also knows the communication matrix L = (L(e, d) : e, d ∈ E) in the labyrinth. This information is 0−1 valued: L(e, d) = 1 means the state d communicates with e in the labyrinth, and L(e, d) = 0 means this communication is forbidden. We assume the labyrinth is an irreducible network, namely is L is an irreducible matrix. In other words for all d, e there is a path d_0 = d, .., d_k = e such that L(d_i, d_{i+1}) = 1 for i = 0, .., k − 1. For d ∈ E we define, L_d = {e ∈ E : L(d, e) = 1} and L^d = {e ∈ E : L(e, d) = 1}, which are the set of states that follow d and the set of states that precede d, respectively. By definition, e ∈ L_d if and only if d ∈ L^e. We assume that the transition matrix ^P satisfies (H3) L(d, e) = 0 ⇒ ^P (d, e) = 0. So, we must maximize h(Z) = − ∑ d∈E ^π(d) ∑ e∈L_d ^P (d.e) log ^P (d, e),

subject to the set constraints ∀d ∈ E : ∑ e∈L_d ^P (d, e) = 1 ; (6) ∀e ∈ E : ∑ d∈L^e ^π(d) ^P (d, e) = ^π(e) . (7)

Theorem 3.3. Assuming that the constraints (6) and (7) are feasible, the maximum entropy completion of the chain satisfying hypothesis (H3) is given by ^P (d, e) = α(d)β(e)1(e ∈ L_d) , where ∀e ∈ E : β(e) = ^π(e) ∑ d∈L^e ^π(d) 1 ∑ c∈Ld β(c) , (8) and ∀d ∈ E : α(d) = 1 ∑ e∈L_d β(e) . (9)

Moreover, the condition ∀d ∈ E : L(d, d) = 1, (10) is sufficient in order that the constraints (6) and (7) are feasible, that is under (10) there always exists a nonnegative matrix ^P satisfying them.

Proof. By using Lagrange multipliers one gets that the maximum entropy is attained for transition probabilities of the form ^P (d, e) = α(d)β(e)1(e ∈ L_d). The functions α and β defined on E are nonnegative. Since the matrix ^P is stochastic one gets that α is strictly positive. If some β(e) = 0 one will obtain ^P (d, e) = 0 for all d ∈ L^e and (7) gives ^π(e) = 0, hence also π(e) = 0, which contradicts the irreducibility of P . Since the constraints are satisfied, one gets: (9) holds and ∀e ∈ E : ( ∑ d∈L^e ^π(d)α(d)) ) β(e) = ^π(e). (11) So, by using (9) one gets that β satisfies (8). From (9), α is determined by β. The last part of the theorem will be shown in Proposition 3.6 in the next Section.

Notice that one can always assume that certain β(e_0) = 1. In fact we can divide both sides of (8) by β(e_0) and we obtain analogous relations but with β(e)/β(e_0) instead of β(e). So, there are left |E| − 1 parameters to be determined.

We can see that in some cases there is no solution and this means that the restrictions given by matrix (L(d, e) : d, e ∈ E) are not the good ones or that the assumptions (H2) is not satisfied (this is the one that cannot be observed). Let us give an example that does not have a solution. Take E = {1, 2, 3} and assume the stationary measure ^π satisfies ^π(1) > ^π(2) + ^π(3). Then, one can check that for the 2−periodic irreducible matrix L given by L(d, e) = 0 if e = d and L(d, e) = 1 when e ≠ d, there is no transition matrix ^P = ( ^P (d, e) : d, e ∈ E) that satisfies ^P (d, e) = 0 when e = d and ^π_E is a stationary matrix of ^P .

Remark 3.4. When I = ∅, we have π(E) = 1 so ^P = P and the unique restriction on the matrix P_{E×E} is given by (6). The maximum entropy matrix is given by the Markov chain defined by Parry distribution [5], let us describe it. Let φ and ν be the right and left Perron-Frobenius eigenvectors associated to L with eigenvalue λ and normalized by ∑ d∈E ν(d)φ(d) = 1. The stochastic matrix ^P (d, e) = λ^{−1}φ(e)/φ(d) has stationary distribution (ν(d)φ(d) : d ∈ E). Its entropy is log λ, which is the topological entropy. It is known to maximize the entropy of all the Markov chains whose transition matrices ^P satisfy (H3). (But also of all stationary distributions of the topological Markov shift defined by L, see [5] Chapter 17). □

3.3 Associated linear problem

The hypothesis (H3) and constraints (6), (7), can be put in the following form for the matrix ^P ≥ 0, ∀d ∈ E : ∑ e∈E ^P (d, e) = 1 ; (12) ∀e ∈ E : ∑ d∈E ^π(d) ^P (d, e) = ^π(e) ; (13) ∀d, e ∈ E : L(d, e) = 0 ⇒ ^P (d, e) = 0. (14) Let us put the whole problem, in particular these constraints, in a vector form. Let ℓ = |E|. We assume E = {1, . . . , ℓ} and so ^P = { ^P (i, j) : i, j = 1, . . . , ℓ). We define a column vector ⃗p = (p(k); k = 1, · · · , ℓ^2) representing the matrix ^P . We set p(i + (j − 1)ℓ) = ^P (i, j), i, j = 1, . . . , ℓ, so we group sequentially the columns of ^P , in fact (p(i + (j − 1)ℓ) : i = 1, · · · , ℓ) is the j−the column of ^P . Since ^P ≥ 0 one has ⃗p ≥ 0. We also write ^π_E = (^π(i) : i = 1, . . . , ℓ). Consider the function δ(a, b) = { 1 if a = b ; 0 if a ≠ b. Define the following three matrices A, B, C, of dimension ℓ × ℓ^2. For r, s, t ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ} set, A(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ) = δ(t, r); B(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ) = ^π(t)δ(s, r); C(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ) = (1 − L(t, r))δ(s, r). We have ℓ∑ t=1 ℓ∑ s=1 A(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ)p(t + (s − 1)ℓ) = ℓ∑ s=1 p(r + (s − 1)ℓ) = ℓ∑ s=1 ^P (r, s).

Then, the restriction ^P 1_E = 1_E (12), is equivalent to A⃗p = 1 with 1 the unit vector of size ℓ. On the other hand ℓ∑ t=1 ℓ∑ s=1 B(r, t+(s−1)ℓ)p(t+(s−1)ℓ) = ℓ∑ t=1 ^π(t)p(t+(s−1)ℓ) = ℓ∑ t=1 ^π(t) ^P (t, s).

Then, the restriction ^π^t ^P = ^π^t (13) is equivalent to B⃗p = ^π. Finally, since L(·, ·) is 0 − 1 valued we get, ℓ∑ t=1 ℓ∑ s=1 C(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ)p(t + (s − 1)ℓ) = ℓ∑ t=1 (1 − L(t, r))p(t + (r − 1)ℓ)

= ℓ∑ t=1 (1 − L(t, r)) ^P (t, r) = ∑ t∈{1,..,ℓ}:L(t,r)=0 ^P (t, r).

Since the restriction (14) is equivalent to L(t, r) = 0 implies ^P (t, r) = 0 for all t, r, then it is equivalent to C⃗p = 0, the zero vector of size ℓ. We have proven that there exists ^P ≥ 0 such that the conditions (12), (13), (14), are fulfilled if and only if we have, D⃗p = ⃗b, ⃗p ≥ 0, where D = (D(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ) : r = 1, .., 3ℓ, t, s = 1, .., ℓ) is a 3ℓ × ℓ^2 matrix whose coefficients are given by

D(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ) = A(r, t + (s − 1)ℓ) if 1 ≤ r ≤ ℓ, B(r − ℓ, t + (s − 1)ℓ) if ℓ + 1 ≤ r ≤ 2ℓ, C(r − 2ℓ, t + (s − 1)ℓ) if 2ℓ + 1 ≤ r ≤ 3ℓ ;

and ⃗b is a 3ℓ− dimensional vector given by

b(r) = 1 if 1 ≤ r ≤ ℓ, ^π(r − ℓ) if ℓ + 1 ≤ r ≤ 2ℓ, 0 if 2ℓ + 1 ≤ r ≤ 3ℓ .

By Farkas’ Lemma (see Proposition 3.2.1 p. 170 in [1]) there exists ⃗p ≥ 0 satisfying D⃗p = ⃗b or there exists some y ∈ R^{3ℓ} satisfying D^ty ≥ 0 and b^ty < 0. Let us set y^t = (u^t, v^t, w^t) with u, v, w be ℓ−dimensional vector. Then we have, b^ty = ℓ∑ r=1 ( u(r) + v(r)^π(r) )

and so the condition b^ty < 0 is equivalent to ℓ∑ r=1 (u(r) + ^π(r)v(r)) < 0. (15)

We have that, (y^tD)(t + (s − 1)ℓ) = u(t) + v(s)^π(t) + w(s)(1 − L(t, s)). Then, the condition D^ty ≥ 0 is equivalent to ∀t, s = 1, . . . , ℓ : u(t) + v(s)^π(t) + w(s)(1 − L(t, s)) ≥ 0. (16)

Proposition 3.5. The conditions (15) and (16) are equivalent to (15) and (17), with

∀t, s such that L(t, s) = 1 : u(t) + v(s)^π(t) ≥ 0. (17)

Proof. If (17) is fulfilled then the choice w(s) ≥ max{|u(t)| + |v(s)|^π(t) : t = 1, . . . , ℓ}, s = 1, . . . , ℓ, implies that (16) is satisfied and (15) is not modified.

Proposition 3.6. If L(i, i) = 1 for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ then there always exists a matrix ^P ≥ 0 satisfying (12), (13) and (14).

Proof. From the condition L(i, i) = 1 and (16) we get u(i) + v(i)^π(i) ≥ 0 for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ. Then, (15) cannot be satisfied. Hence, there exists ⃗p ≥ 0 satisfying D⃗p = ⃗b.

Hence, the last part of Theorem 3.3 is proven.

3.4 Non-connected labyrinths

When there is a set of disjoint labyrinths that are only connected through the states in I the analysis is analogous. Let us briefly sketch it. As before, X is an irreducible stationary Markov chain, with values in the set I ⊔E with E = ⨆ m∈M E_m (disjoint union). The transitions among the labyrinths satisfy P_{Em×Em′} = 0 when m ≠ m^′. Since the chain is irreducible, E_m and E_m′ are only connected through I. So, for all m ∈ M there exists some state i_m ∈ I such that P (i_m, E_m) > 0.

Let π_I = (π(i) : i ∈ I) and π_{Em} = (π(d) : d ∈ E_m) denote the restrictions of π to I and E_m respectively, for m ∈ M. We assume that the transition submatrices P_{I×I} , P_{I×E} , P_{E×I} and the vector π_I are known.

The assumption (H1) now reads: P_{Em×I} = 1_{Em} π^t_I for all m ∈ M, so from all the labyrinths the law of the outbreak on I has distribution π^t_I .

Equation (2), π^t_I P_{I×I} = π(I)π^t is also deduced from (H1). From (H1) we also get,

1_{Em} = P_{Em×I} 1_I + ∑ m^′≠m P_{Em×Em′} 1_{Em′} + P_{Em×Em} 1_{Em} = π(I)1_{Em} + P_{Em×Em} 1_{Em} .

Since π(E) = 1 − π(I), (3) becomes, P_{Em×Em} 1_{Em} = π(E)1_{Em} . We assume that π(E_m)^{−1}π_{Em} is a stationary distribution for π(E)^{−1}P_{E×E} . So (H2) becomes π(E)π^t_{Em} = π^t_{Em} P_{Em×Em} for all m ∈ M. The same arguments show that (4) can be written π_{Em} = π(I)^{−1}π^t_I P_{I×Em} for all m ∈ M. Hence, all the vectors π_{Em} are known. The entropy of the stationary Markov chain X is, h(X) = − ∑ i∈I π(i) ∑ a∈I⊔E P (i, a) log P (i, a) − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ j∈I π(j) log π(j) − ∑ d∈E π_d ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log P (d, e). Since all π_{Em} = π(I)^{−1}π^t_I P_{I×Em} are known, the maximization of h(X) is equivalent to maximize H^′(P_{E×E} ) = − ∑ d∈E π(d) ∑ e∈E P (d, e) log P (d, e). Since P_{Em×Em′} = 0 when m ≠ m^′, H^′(P_{E×E} ) = − ∑ m∈M ( ∑ d∈E_m π(d) ∑ e∈E_m P (d, e) log P (d, e) ) . So, it is equivalent to maximize H^′(P_{Em×Em} ) with P_{Em×Em} subject to P_{Em×Em} 1_{Em} = π(E)1_{Em} and π_{Em} =π(I)^{−1}π^t_I P_{I×Em} for m ∈ M. Then, the analysis is the same as before, but for each one of the matrices P_{Em×Em} .

4 Restart and quasi-stationarity

We shall use the quasi-stationary theory, see [4], to show that we can retrieve the chain X given by the matrix P that satisfies the maximum entropy criterion, by knowing the evolution of the chain in the sets I and E separately and by restarting the evolution into the other region after some geometric time.

Firstly, by iterating (2) (which is a consequence of (H1)) we get ^π^t_I P^n_{I×I} = π(I)^n^π^t_I , and so P_{^π} (X_k ∈ I ∀k ≤ n) = π(I)^n. Let τ_E = inf{n > 0 : X_n ∈ E} be the hitting time of E. Hence, the above equalities can be written P_{^π} (τ_E > n) = π(I)^n and P_{^πI} (X_n = j | τ_E > n) = ^π_I (j), j ∈ I, n ≥ 0. Therefore ^π_I is a quasi-stationary distribution (q.s.d.) of the Markov chain X^{(I)} = (X_n : n < τ_E ) with states in I and killed at τ_E . Notice that, when starting from ^π_I the sojourn time at I is geometrically distributed (This was firstly shown in [6]), τ_I ∼Geometric(π(E)), and we recover the previous relation P_{^πI} (τ_E > n) = π(I)^n.

Starting with ^π_I the exit distribution from I is given by ∀d∈E : P_{^πI} (X_{τE} =d)= ∑ n≥1 P(X_n = d, τ_E =n)= ∑ n≥1 P_{^πI} (X_n = d, τ_E >n−1) = ∑ n≥1 P(X_n = d|τ_E >n − 1)P_{^πI} (τ_E >n−1)= ∑ n≥1 ( ∑ i∈I ^π(i)P (i, d))π(I)^{n−1}.

From (4) we get π(d)= ∑ i∈I ^π(i)P (i, d), and so P_{^πI} (X_E =d)=π(d)(1−π(I))^{−1}. We have shown that the exit law from I is ^π_E : ∀d ∈ E : P_{^πI} (X_{τE} = d) = ^π(d). (18) Moreover, the variables X_{τE} and τ_E are independent when starting from ^π_I . In fact, the same argument gives, ∀d ∈ E, n ≥ 1 : P_{^πI} (X_{τE} = d, τ_E = n) = ^π(d)P_{^πI} (τ_E = n). (19) Similarly, let τ_I = inf{n > 0 : X_n ∈ I} be the hitting time of I. Then, in a similar way one shows that the hypothesis (H2) implies that ^π_E is a q.s.d. of the Markov chain X^{(E)} = (X_n : n < τ_I ) with states in E and killed at τ_I , that is P_{^πE} (X_n = d | τ_I > n) = ^π_E (d), d ∈ E, n ≥ 0, and τ_I ∼Geometric(π(I)), namely P_{^πE} (τ_I > n) = π(E)^n. When starting with ^π_E the exit distribution from E is ^π_I . In fact, ∀i∈I : P_{^πE} (X_{τI} =i)= ∑ n≥1 P_{^πE} (X_n = i|τ_I >n−1)P^π_E (τ_I >n−1) = ∑ n≥1 π(E)^n( ∑ i∈I ^π(e)P (e, i)).

From (H1) we have P (e, i) = π(i) and so P_{^πE} (X_{τI} = i) = π(i)(1 − π(E))^{−1}, then the exit law from E is ^π_I : ∀i ∈ I : P_{^πE} (X_{τI} = i) = ^π(i). (20) Also we get that X_{τI} and τ_I are independent when starting from ^π_E , ∀i ∈ I, n ≥ 1 : P_{^πE} (X_{τI} = i, τ_I = n) = ^π(i)P_{^πE} (τ_I = n). (21) Consider the matrix Q = (Q(i, j) : i, j ∈ I) given by Q(i, j) = P (i, j) + P (i, E)^π(j), namely Q = P_{I×I} + P_{I×E} 1_E ^π^t_I . (22)

This matrix is stochastic and one can check that ^π_I is its stationary distribution. Let Y^0 = (Y^0_n : n ∈ Z) be a Markov chain with transition matrix Q and stationary distribution ^π_I . Then Y^0 gives the trajectories of the original chain X but starting from ^π_I , when one only marks the states in I. In fact, a transition from i to j can be made directly with a jump in P , plus an entrance to the labyrinth E and then reemerging from E to I. This uses (18) and (20). As it is known, the evolution of the reversed chain (Y^0_{−n} : n ∈ Z) is given by the transition matrix Q^∗ = (Q^∗(i, j) = Q(j, i)^π(j)/^π(i) : i, j ∈ I) (The matrix Q was introduced in [7]).

Similarly, consider the matrix R = (R(d, e) : d, e ∈ E) given by

R = P_{E×E} + P_{E×I} 1_I ^π^t_E . (23)

This matrix is stochastic and ^π_E is its stationary distribution. Let Y^1 = (Y^1_n : n ∈ Z) be a Markov chain with transition matrix R and stationary distribution ^π_E . Then Y^1 gives the trajectories of the original chain X starting from ^π_E , when one only marks the states in E. A transition from d to e is made directly with a jump given by the maximum entropy transition matrix P plus an entrance to I and then reemerging from I to E. This uses (20) and (18). The evolution of the reversed chain (Y^1_{−n} : n ∈ Z) is given by R^∗ = (R^∗(d, e) = R(e, d)^π(e)/^π(d) : d, e ∈ E) To construct of a copy of X it is useful to refer to region 0 for states in I and to region 1 for states in E. For region k, the region k + 1 will be the 1 region if k = 0 and the region 0 when k = 1. In general, for n ∈ Z the region k + n is taken mod(2): it is k when n is even and it is k + 1 if n is odd.

For choosing the starting region at time 0, one introduce a Bernoulli random variable B with

P(B = 0) = π(I) and P(B = 1) = π(E).

Let T^0 = (τ^0_n : n ∈ Z) and T^1 = (τ^1_n : n ∈ Z) be two independent sequences of independent times with τ^0_n ∼Geometric(π(E)) and τ^1_n ∼Geometric(π(I)). Then, the evolution in the regions of type k are killed at times τ^k_n , for k = 0, 1.

Now we construct the alternated sequence of times (T^n : n ∈ Z) with T^0 = τ^B_0 and T^m = τ^{B+m}_m for m ∈ Z. So, this sequence alternates the killing times of the two regions. The set of integers Z is partitioned into the regions Z = ⨆ m∈Z[T^m, T^{m+1}). We define the process (W_n : n ∈ Z) by:

(W_n : n ∈ [T^m, T^{m+1})) = (Y^{B+m}_n : n ∈ [T^m, T^{m+1})), m ∈ Z.

Theorem 4.1. The process W and the stationary chain X, have the same law.

Proof. This follows at once from the above construction of the process W and the relations (18), (19), (20), (21), (22) and (23).

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the Center for Mathematical Modeling ANID Basal Project FB210005. The authors thank Prof. Jean-René Chazottes from CNRS for his interest in their work.

References

[1] D. P. Bertsekas, A. Nedic, A. E. Ozdaglar. Convex Analysis and Optimization. Athena Scientific, Belmont, Mass. (2003).

[2] C. M. Bishop. Pattern recognition and machine learning. Information Science and Statistics. Springer-Verlag, New York (2006).

[3] J.Blanc, D. den Hartog. On Markov Chains with Uncertain Data (2008).

CentER Discussion Paper Vol. 2008-50. Operations research.

[4] P. Collet, S. Martínez, J. San Martín. Quasi-stationary distributions.

Markov chains, diffusions and dynamical systems. Probability and its Applications (New York). Springer, Heidelberg (2013).

[5] M. Denker, C. Grillenberg, K. Sigmund. Ergodic theory on compact spaces. Lect. Notes in Math. 527, Springer (1976).

[6] P. A. Ferrari, S. Martínez, and P. Picco. Existence of Non-Trivial Quasi- Stationary Distributions in the Birth-Death Chain. Appl. Probability 24 (1992), 795–813.

[7] P.A. Ferrari, H. Kesten, S. Martínez, P. Picco. Existence of quasistationary distributions. A renewal dynamical approach. Ann. Probab. 23 (1995), No. 2, 501-521.

[8] Y.S. Kharin, O.V. Dernakova. On statistical estimation for transition probabilities matrix for Markov chain under uncomplete observations. Computer data analysis and modeling. pp. 176–182. Proceedings of the Twelfth International Conference Minsk (2019).

[9] A.A. King, D. Nguyen, E.L. Ionides, (2016). Statistical Inference for Partially Observed Markov Processes via the R Package pomp. Journal of Statistical Software 69 (2016), 12, pp. 1–43. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v069.i12

[10] J.Goh. M. Bayati, S.A. Zeniois, S. Singh, D. Moore. Data Uncertainty in Markov Chains: Application to Cost-effectiveness Analyses of Medical Innovations. Operations Research 66(3):697-715 (2018) https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.2017.1685

[11] E. T. Jaynes. Information theory and statistical mechanics. The Physical Review 106 (1957), No. 4, 620-630.

[12] Jaynes, E.T. Foundations of probability theory and statistical mechanics. In Delaware seminar in foundations of physics (ed. M. Bunge). Springer–Verlag, Berlin (1963).

[13] S. Martínez. Entropy of killed-resurrected stationary Markov chains. J.

Appl. Probab. 58 (2021), No.1, 177-196.

[14] T. Morimura, T. Osogami, T. Idé. Solving inverse problem of Markov chain with partial observations. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 26 NIPS 2013 (2013).

[15] A. Pasanini, S. Fu, N. Bousquet. Estimating Discrete Markov Models From Various Incomplete Data Schemes. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis (2012) 56, Issue 9, pp. 2609-2625

[16] D. Sivia, J. Skilling. Data Analysis, A Bayesian Tutorial. Oxford University Press 2006.