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Updating Probabilities with Data and M oments'
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Abstract. We use the method of Maximum (relative) Entropy to procefggimation in the form of
observed data and moment constraints. The generic “caaldbficm of the posterior distribution
for the problem of simultaneous updating with data and mdmenobtained. We discuss the
general problem of non-commuting constraints, when th@ulshbe processed sequentially and
when simultaneously. As an illustration, the multinomighmple of die tosses is solved in detall
for two superficially similar but actually very differentgrlems.
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INTRODUCTION

The original method of Maximum Entropy, MaxEnt [1], was dged to assign proba-
bilities on the basis of information in the form of constttaint gradually evolved into a
more general method, the method of Maximum relative Ent(ajpypreviated ME) [2]-
[6], which allows one to update probabilities from arbiyraariors unlike the original
MaxEnt which is restricted to updates from a uniform backgmeasure.

The realization [5] that ME includes not just MaxEnt but aBayes’ rule as special
cases is highly significant. First, it implies that MEcapable of reproducing every as-
pect of orthodox Bayesian inferenard proves the complete compatibility of Bayesian
and entropy methods. Second, it opens the door to tacklioiglgms that could not be
addressed by either the MaxEnt or orthodox Bayesian metinddsdually. The main
goal of this paper is to explore this latter possibility: freblem of processing data plus
additional information in the form of expected valdes.

When using Bayes’ rule it is quite common to impose constsaon the prior distri-
bution. In some cases these constraints are also satisftbe ppsterior distribution, but
these are special cases. In general, constraints imposadons do not “propagate” to
the posteriors. Although Bayes’ rule can hansibeneconstraints, we seek a procedure
capable of enforcingny constraint on the posterior distributions.

After a brief review of how ME processes data and reproduasses rule, we de-
rive our main result, the general “canonical” form of the fgo®r distribution for the
problem of simultaneous updating with data and moment caings. The final result
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is deceivingly simple: Bayes’ rule is modified by a “canofiiexponential factor. Al-
though this result is very simple, it should be handled wahtmn: once we consider
several sources of information such as multiple conssai® must confront the prob-
lem of non-commuting constraints. We discuss the questiavhether they should be
processed simultaneously, or sequentially, and in whatrof@ur general conclusion is
that these different alternatives correspond to diffesgaiies of information and accord-
ingly we expect that they will lead to different inferences.

As an illustration, the multinomial example of die tossesab/ed in some detail for
two problems. They appear superficially similar but are ot fgery different. The first
die problem requires that the constraints be processecdestglly. This corresponds
to the familiar situation of using MaxEnt to derive a priordathen using Bayes to
process data. The second die problem, which requires teataifistraints be processed
simultaneously, provides a clear example that lies beybaddach of Bayes’ rule.

UPDATING WITH DATA USING THE ME METHOD

Our first concern when using the ME method to update from ar poica posterior

distribution is to define the space in which the search foptisterior will be conducted.
We wish to infer something about the value of a quanfity © on the basis of three
pieces of information: prior information aboét (the prior), the known relationship
betweenx and 6 (the model), and the observed values of the data.2".> Since we

are concerned with bothand 8, the relevant space is neith&f nor © but the product

2 x © and our attention must be focused on the joint distribuox ). The selected
joint posteriorPhen(X, 0) is that which maximizes the entropy,

P(x,0)

P, Pyig] = — [dxdB P(x,0)log ——— ,
S[ Old] f ( ) g Po|d(X, 9)

(1)
subject to the appropriate constraints. All prior informoats codified into thgoint prior
Poid(X, 8) = Poig(0)Poia(X|0). Both Pyg(8) (the familiar Bayesian prior distribution)
and Pyig(x|0) (the likelihood) contain prior informatioh The new information is the
observed data’, which in the ME framework must be expressed in the form of a
constraint on the allowed posteriors. The family of posterP(x, 8) that reflects the
fact thatx is now known to be( is such that

P(X) = [dO P(x,0) = d(x—X) . 2)

This amounts to amfinite number of constraints dR(x, 8): for each value ok there is
one constraint and one Lagrange multiphéK).

5 We use the concise notatidhandx to represent one or many unknown variab®ss (61, 6,...), and
one or multiple experimentg,= (x1,X2...).

6 The notion that the likelihood function contains prior infation may sound unfamiliar from the point
of view of standard Bayesian practice. It should be cleatr tima likelihood isprior information in the
sense that its functional form is knowseforethe actual data is known, or at least before it can be
processed.



Maximizing S, (1), subject to the constraints (2) plus normalization,
O {S+a[[dxdd P(x,0) — 1]+ [dxA(x) [[d6 P(x,0) —5(x—X)]} =0, (3)
yields the joint posterior,

(%)
Prew(X, 8) = Poid(X, 8) 62‘? ) (4)

wherezis a normalization constant, aidx) is determined from (2),

A () A )

/d6 Pyg(x, 0) - = Pyig(X = 5(X—X/) . (5)
The final expression for the joint posterior is
Poig(X,0) 0(Xx—X
Prew(X, 0) = (%, 6) 0(x=X) _ 5(x—X)Poig(6]x) , (6)
Pold(x)
and the marginal posterior distribution férs
Prew(8) = [ dXRew(X, 8) = Pold(e‘xl) ) (7)

which is the familiar Bayes’ conditionalization rule.

To summarizePyq(X, 6) = Poid(X)Poig(O|X) is updated t&hew(X, ) = Prew(X) Prew( 0|X)
with Phew(X) = d(x— X)) fixed by the observed data whifgew(0|x) = Pyig(6]X) remains
unchanged. We see that in accordance with the minimal upglptiilosophy that drives
the ME methodne only updates those aspects of one’s beliefs for whigkcore new
evidence (in this case, the data) has been supplied

SIMULTANEOUSUPDATING WITH MOMENTSAND DATA

Here we generalize the previous section to include additimfiormation abou® in the
form of a constraint on the expected value of some functigh,

[dxdoP(x,8)f(8) = (f(8)) =F . (8)

We emphasize that constraints imposed at the level of tloe peied not be satisfied by
the posterior. What we do here differs from the standard Biayepractice in that we
requirethe constraint to be satisfied by the posterior distribution

Maximizing the entropy (1) subject to normalization, theéadeonstraint (2), and the
moment constraint (8) yields the joint posterior,

e (X)+Bf(6)
Prew(X, 8) = Poig(x,0) = —— | ©)

wherezis a normalization constant,

z= [dxdee* W+ O)p, 4(x,0). (10)



The Lagrange multipliera (x) are determined from the data constraint, (2),

™ F(x—x)
z  ZRy(X)

where Z(B,X) = [doefT @Ry 4(0|X) , (11)

so that the joint posterior becomes

eBf(6)
> -

The remaining Lagrange multiplig8 is determined by imposing that the posterior

Prew(X, 0) satisfy (8). This yields an implicit equation ffr,

Prew(X, 8) = &(x— X )Poia(8|X) (12)

dlogZ
T =F. (13)

Note that sinc& = Z(3,X) the resultan will depend on the observed data Finally,
the new marginal distribution fd is

eP (o) Poid(X|0) e f(6)
= Poia(6) oid( |, )
Z Pold(x> Z

Pnew(e) = Pold(e‘xl)

(14)

For B = 0 (ho moment constraint) we recover Bayes’ rule. Bo# 0 Bayes’ rule is
modified by a “canonical” exponential factor.

COMMUTING AND NON-COMMUTING CONSTRAINTS

The ME method allows one to process information in the forraarfstraints. When we
are confronted with several constraints we must be paatityutautious. In what order
should they be processed? Or should they be processed antigetisne? The answer
depends on the nature of the constraints and the questing asked.

We refer to constraints asommutingwvhen it makes no difference whether they are
handled simultaneously or sequentially. The most commamgie is that of Bayesian
updating on the basis of data collected in multiple expenistefor the purpose of
inferring 6 it is well-known that the order in which the observed deta: {x},X5, ...}
is processed does not matter. The proof that ME is completatypatible with Bayes’
rule implies that data constraints implemented throddhnctions, as in (2), commute.

It is useful to see how this comes about.

When an experiment is repeated it is common to refer to theevafx in the first
experiment and the value afin the second experiment. This is a dangerous practice
because it obscures the fact that we are actually talkingtalam separate variables.
We do not deal with a singl& but with a compositex = (x1,%2) and the relevant
space is21 x 2> x ©. After the first experiment yields the valug, represented by
the constraint; : P(x1) = 6(x; —X; ), we can perform a second experiment that yields
X, and is represented by a second constrgintP(x) = 6(x2 —X5). These constraints
c1 andc, commute because they referddferentvariablesx; andx,. An experiment,
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FIGURE 1. lllustrating the difference between processing two caiists C; and C, sequentially
(Poig — PL — P& and simultaneouslyg — Piow or Pog — P — Pig).

once performed and its outcome observed, cannahbgerformedand its result cannot
be un-observedy a second experiment. Thus, imposing one constraint datasply
a revision of the other.

In general constraints need not commute and when this isatbeetbe order in which
they are processed is critical. For example, suppose tloe isrP,q and we receive
information in the form of a constrain;. To update we maximize the entroP, Py4
subject taC, leading to the posterid?, as shown in Figure 1. Next we receive a second
piece of information described by the constraiiat At this point we can proceed in
essentially two different ways:

(8) Sequential updating. Having processef;, we useP; as the current prior and

maximizeS P, P;| subject to the new constrai@p. This leads us to the posteriaﬁg\),v.
(b) Simultaneous updating. Use the original prioPyq and maximizeS|P, Pyg] subject

to both constraint€; andC, simultaneously. This leads to the postemé%?,v.7

To decide which path (a) or (b) is appropriate, we must ber dbaut how the ME
method treats constraints. The ME machinery interpretsnstcaint such ag€; in a
very mechanical way: all distributions satisfyi@j are in principle allowed and all
distributions violatingC; are ruled out.

Updating to a posterioP; consists precisely in revising those aspects of the prior
Poig that disagree with the new constra@it However, there is nothing final about the
distributionPy. It is just the best we can do in our current state of knowlealyd we
fully expect that future information may require us to revis further. Indeed, when
new informationC, is received we must reconsider whether the origldakemains

valid or not. Areall distributions satisfying the ne@, really allowed, even those that

violateC;? If this is the case then the n€ takes over and we update frdPpto P,Sf;‘%v

The constrain€; may still retain some lingering effect on the posteﬁ@wthroughPl,

7 At first sight it might appear that there exists a third paisjtof simultaneous updating: (c) usg as
the current prior and maximizZg{P, P;] subject to both constrain® andC, simultaneously. Fortunately,
and this is a valuable check for the consistency of the ME otktlt is easy to show that case (c) is

equivalent to case (b). Whether we update fieyig or from Py the selected posterior R,(g\),\,



but in generaC; has now become obsolete.
Alternatively, we may decide that the old constr&@atetains its validity. The neW,
is not meant to revis€; but to provide an additional refinement of the family of alkxv
posteriors. In this case the constraint that correctly ceflthe new information is n@;
but the more restrictiv€; AC,. The two constraints should be processed simultaneously

to arrive at the correct posteriﬁﬁge,\,.

To summarize: sequential updating is appropriate whenandtcaints become obso-
lete and are superseded by new information; simultanecdestung is appropriate when
old constraints remain valid. The two cases refer to diffestates of information and
thereforewe expecthat they will result in different inferences. These comisesre
meant to underscore the importance of understanding wkaimation is being pro-
cessed; failure to do so will lead to errors that do not refeshortcoming of the ME
method but rather a misapplication of it.

SEQUENTIAL UPDATING: A LOADED DIE EXAMPLE

This is a loaded die example illustrating the approprisgengf sequential updating.
The background information is the following: A certain faigt makes loaded dice.
Unfortunately because of poor quality control, the dice rapeidentical and it is not
known how each die is loaded. It is known, however, that tloe giroduced by this
factory are such that face 2 is on the average twice as liketpme up as face number
5.

The mathematical representation of this situation is devi@. The fact that we deal
with dice is modelled in terms of multinomial distributiorfi$he probability that casting
ak-sided dien times yieldsm; instances for thé" face is

n!
P0|d(m\9) = P0|d(m1...m<\91...9k, n) = WQTl...QLn( , (15)

wherem = (my,...,my) with K m =n, and@ = (61,...,6¢) with T¥ ;8 = 1. The
generic problem is to infer the parametérsn the basis of information about moments
of 6 and datar'. The additional information about how the dice are loadedpsesented
by the constrain{f,) = 2(0s). Note that this piece of information refers to the factory
as a whole and not to any individual die. The constraint ihefgeneral form of (8)

Ci:(f(8))=F where f(8)=75Kf0;. (16)

For this particular factoryF = 0, and allf; = 0 except forf, = 1 andfs = —2. Now that
the background information has been given, here is our fishgle.
We purchase a die. On the basis of our general knowledge efxkcare led to write
down a joint prior
Poid(m, 8) = Poig(8)Poia(m|0) . (17)

(The particular form 0Py 4(0) is not important for our current purpose so for the sake
of definiteness we can choose it flat.) At this point the onfgrimation we have is that
we have a die and it came from a factory describe€hyAccordingly, we use ME to



update to a new joint distribution. This is shownRisn Figure 1. The relevant entropy

is
P(x, 6)
PPogl=—5Y [dO P(x,0)log ———— , 18
S[ 0|d] %f ( ) g Pold(X, 9) ( )
where
n
= 3 O(K,m-n) and [d6=[dB;...dBS(TK 6—1),
m  m..me=1
Maximizing S subject to normalization ar@; gives theP; posterior
e f(6)
Pl(m7 9) = P0|d(m7 9) ) (19)

where the normalization constafitand the Lagrange multiplier are determined from

Z, = [doe ()P, 4(8) and 0!3321 =F. (20)
The joint distributionP;(m, 8) = Py (0)P1(m|6) can be rewritten as

A (6)
Z

To find out more about this particular die we toss itimes and obtain datal =
(m},...,m,) which we represent as a new constraint

Co:P(m)=d(m—n). (22)

Our goal is to infer thed that apply to our particular die. The original constraiit
applies to the whole factory while the new constrdiatrefers to the actual die of
interest and thus takes precedence @gerAs n — o we expectC; to become less
and less relevant. Therefore the two constraints shoulddmepsed sequentially.
Using ME, that is (6), we impos&, and update fronf?,(m, 8) to a new joint distri-

bution (shown a®\&,in Figure 1)

Pi(m, 8) = P(0)Pog(m|@) where Py(6) = Pyq4(0) (21)

Riew(m, 6) = &(m—n)Py(8]m) . (23)
Marginalizing overm and using (21) the final posterior féris
P (|6 1
PISu(0) = Pr(0lm) = Pr(0) O _ L tOp, o)pyg(nile) . (24)
P(m) 2
where
Zo = [d6 €& "OPya(6)Poa(n|6) . (25)

The readers will undoubtedly recognize that (24) is prégigee result obtained by
using MaxEnt to obtain a prior, in this caBg(6) given in (21), and then using Bayes’
theorem to take the data into account. This familiar resat been derived in some
detail for two reasons: first, to reassure the readers thatld#s reproduce the standard
solutions to standard problems and second, to establismtaasbd with the example
discussed next.



SIMULTANEOUSUPDATING: A LOADED DIE EXAMPLE

Here is a different problem illustrating the appropriatenef simultaneous updating.
The background information is the same as in the previousipla The difference is
that the factory now hires a quality control engineer whotwémlearn as much as he can
about the factory. His initial knowledge is described by shene prioPg(m, 8), (17).
After some inquiries he is told that the only available imf@tion isC; : (62) = 2(65).
Not satisfied with this limited information he decides toleot data that reflect the
production of the whole factory. Randomly chosen dice assddn times yielding data
m = (m,...,m,) which is represented as a constraint,

Co:P(m)=d6(m—m). (26)

The apparent resemblance with (22) may be misleading: é€2@)sto a single die, while
(26) now refers to the whole factory. The goal here is to itifierdistribution off that
describes the overall population of dice produced by thiafgcThe new constrair@,
is information in addition to, rather than instead of, th&®]: the two constraints should
be processed simultaneously. From (12) the joint postefor

Phew(m. 8) = &(m-— )Py (6] emz(e) . 27)
Marginalizing ovemm the posterior fol is
Plew(8) = Pold(e‘m)g = %eﬁf(e)Pold(e)Pold(nﬂe) , (28)
where the new normalization constant is
7 = [dOef 0P, (6)Pyg(nf|6) and ‘9";’2( ~F. (29)

This looks like the sequential case, (24), but there is ai@rddference:3 # A and{ #
Z». In the sequential updating case, the multiphes chosen so that the intermedi&te

satisfie€C; while the posterioPr(,Z\)Nonly satisfie<,. In the simultaneous updating case

the multiplier is chosen so that the posterlaf:g%v satisfies botlC; andC, or C; ACo.
Ultimately, the two distribution$,en(0) are different because they refer to different

problems:Pr(,ZQN(e) refers to a single die, whi|a$23v(e) applies to all the dice produced
by the factory’

8 As mentioned in the previous footnote, whether we updaten flgy or from P, we obtain the same

posteriorPr(,gav.
9 For the sake of completeness, we note that, because of thigpities of d functions, had the constraints
been processed sequentially but in the opposite order tliestataC,, and then the momeid;, the

resulting posterior would be the same as for simultaneodauenoPéS\)N.



SUMMARY AND FINAL REMARKS

The realization that the ME method incorporates Bayes’ adea special case has
allowed us to go beyond Bayes' rule to process both data gomekcéed value constraints
simultaneously. To put it bluntly, anything one can do wityBs can also be done with
ME with the additional ability to include information thatas inaccessible to Bayes
alone. This raises several questions and we have offered arfsewers.

First, itis not uncommon to claim that the non-commutapditconstraints represents
a problemfor the ME method. Processing constraints in different maeight lead to
different inferences and this is said to be unacceptablehsve argued that, on the
contrary, the information conveyed by a particular seqaeofcconstraints is not the
same information conveyed by the same constraints in difteorder. Since different
informational states should in general lead to differefgnences, the way ME handles
non-commuting constraints should not be regarded akamtcomingbut rather as a
featureof the method.

Second, we are capable of processing both data and mometiss kind of infor-
mation of purely academic interest or is it something we magicounter in real life?
At this early stage our answer must be tentative: we havengiis one example — the
die factory — which we think is fairly realistic. However, ieel| that other applications
(e.g. in econometrics and ecology) can be handled in thisasayell.[7, 8]

Finally, is it really true that this type of problem lies beybthe reach of Bayesian
methods? After all, we can always interpret an expectedevatia sample average in
a sufficiently large number of trials. True. We can alwaysstarct a large imaginary
ensemble of experiments. Entropy methods then become niiple superfluousall
we need is probability. The problem with inventimgaginary ensembles to do away
with entropy in favor of mere probabilities, or to do away hvjgrobabilities in favor
of more intuitive frequencies, is that the ensembles are wisat they are claimed
to be, imaginary. They are purely artificial constructiongeinted for the purpose of
handling incomplete information. It seems to us that a sa#grto proceed is to handle
the available information directly as given (i.e., as expdcvalues) without making
additional assumptions about an imagined reality.
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APPENDIX: MORE ON THE MULTINOMIAL PROBLEM

Here we pursue the calculation of the posterior (28) in mataid To be specific we
choose a flat priol4(60) = constant. Then, dropping the superscript (b),

PneMe)—Zle <Z i—1)i[k|leﬁfiei9{'*. (30)

where( differs from in (29) only by a combinatorial coefficient,
/5 56— 1) ndeeﬁfele”‘ (31)

andp is determined from (13) which in terms §f now reads’log{./d = F. A brute
force calculation giveg . as a nested hypergeometric series,

{o=€PM(In(... (k1)) (32)
where each is written as a sum df functions,

[ee]

(bl+q1>q1"

The index] takes all values from 1 tb— 1 and the other symbols are defined as follows:
tj =B (f-j - f). 8 =m_; +1,and

i1 with le=1. (33)

_ -1 k—j-1
b,-:n+1+1+_zoqi— _zo m , (34)
i= i=

with gg = ng, = 0. The terms that have indices0 are equal to zero (i.ép =qo =0
etc.). A few technical details are worth mentioning: Fiste can have singular points
whent; = 0. In these cases the sum must be evaluated as the limita®. Second,
sincea; andbj are positive integers the gamma functions involve no sagfigs. Lastly,
the sums converge becauge> bj. The normalization for the first die example, (25), can
be calculated in a similar way. Currently, for small valuék @ess than 10) it is feasible
to evaluate the nested sums numerically; for larger valfiésitds best to evaluate the
integral for {, using sampling methods. A more detailed version of the maoiftiial
example is worked out in [7].



