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Abstract

The problem of estimating an unknown discrete distribution from its samples
is a fundamental tenet of statistical learning. Over the past decade, it attracted
significant research effort and has been solved for a variety of divergence measures.
Surprisingly, an equally important problem, estimating an unknown Markov chain
from its samples, is still far from understood. We consider two problems related to
the min-max risk (expected loss) of estimating an unknown k-state Markov chain
from its n sequential samples: predicting the conditional distribution of the next
sample with respect to the KL-divergence, and estimating the transition matrix with
respect to a natural loss induced by KL or a more general f-divergence measure.

For the first measure, we determine the min-max prediction risk to within a linear
factor in the alphabet size, showing it is Q(k loglog n/n) and O(k*loglogn/n).
For the second, if the transition probabilities can be arbitrarily small, then only
trivial uniform risk upper bounds can be derived. We therefore consider transi-
tion probabilities that are bounded away from zero, and resolve the problem for
essentially all sufficiently smooth f-divergences, including KL-, Lo-, Chi-squared,
Hellinger, and Alpha-divergences.

1 Introduction

Many natural phenomena are inherently probabilistic. With past observations at hand, probabilistic
models can therefore help us predict, estimate, and understand, future outcomes and trends. The two
most fundamental probabilistic models for sequential data are i.i.d. processes and Markov chains.
In an i.i.d. process, for each 7 > 1, a sample X is generated independently according to the same
underlying distribution. In Markov chains, for each ¢ > 2, the distribution of sample X; is determined
by just the value of X;_;.

Let us confine our discussion to random processes over finite alphabets, without loss of generality,
assumed to be [k] := {1,2,...,k}. An ii.d. process is defined by a single distribution p over [k],
while a Markov chain is characterized by a transition probability matrix M over [k] x [k]. We denote
the initial and stationary distributions of a Markov model by p and 7, respectively. For notational
consistency let P = (p) denote an i.i.d. model and P = (M) denote a Markov model.

Having observed a sample sequence X" := X1, ..., X,, from an unknown i.i.d. process or Markov
chain, a natural problem is to predict the next sample point X, ;. Since X,,y; is a random
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variable, this task is typically interpreted as estimating the conditional probability distribution
P :=Pr(X,4+1 = -|X"™ = z") of the next sample point X, ;.

Let [k]* denote the collection of all finite-length sequences over [k].

Therefore, conditioning on X™ = 2™, our first objective is to estimate the conditional distribution To
be more precise, we would like to find an estimator P, that associates with every sequence " € [k]*
a distribution P, over [k] that approximates P, in a suitable sense.

Perhaps a more classical problem is parameter estimation, which describes the underlying process.
An i.i.d. process is completely characterized by P,» = p, hence this problem coincides with the
previous one. For Markov chains, we seek to estimate the transition matrix M. Therefore, instead

of producing a probability distribution P, the estimator M maps every sequence " € [k]* to a
transition matrix My~ over [k] x [k].

For two distributions p and g over [k], let L(p, q) be the loss when p is approximated by ¢. For the
prediction problem, we measure the performance of an estimator P in terms of its prediction risk,

L D\ .__ D _ n »
pr(P.P):= B [L(Px« Px:)] = % P(z")L(Pyr, Pyr),
znek|™

the expected loss with respect to the sample sequence X", where P(z") := Pr(X" = z").
For the estimation problem, we quantify the performance of the estimator by estimation risk. We first
consider the expected loss of M with respect to a single state i € [k]:

Xﬂl]j](M)[L(M(i’ ), M (4, -))]-

We then define the estimation risk of M given sample sequence X" as the maximum expected loss
over all states,
L ~ . o .
e (M, M):=max T [L(M(,-), Mxn(2,-))].
RO = max B LM, ), N )]
While the process P we are trying to learn is unknown, it often belongs to a known collection Z.
The worst prediction risk of an estimator P over all distributions in & is

L Y . Lip P
P (P, P) = max Py (P, P).

The minimal possible worst-case prediction risk, or simply the minimax prediction risk, incurred by
any estimator is
pE(P) = mln pk(2, P) = min max p (P, P).
' p Per

The worst-case estimation risk e&(2, M) and the minimax estimation risk e&(2) are defined
similarly. Given &, our goals are to approximate the minimax prediction/estimation risk to a
universal constant-factor, and to devise estimators that achieve this performance.

An alternative definition of the estimation risk, considered in (1)) and mentioned by a reviewer, is

gL (M, M) M(i,-), Mxn(i,))].
ez’;]ﬂ-l X"N(M ( (Za )7 X (Z7 ))]

We denote the corresponding minimax estimation risk by ££(2).

Let o(1) represent a quantity that vanishes as n — oo. In the following, we use a < b to denote
a < b(l+o0(1)), and a < bto denote a < b(1+ o(1)) and b < a(1l + o(1)).

For the collection ITD* of all the i.i.d. processes over [k], the above two formulations coincide and
the problem is essentially the classical discrete distribution estimation problem. The problem of
determining p,LL (lHI]Dk) was introduced by (2) and studied in a sequence of papers (3} 14; 155 16} [7). For
fixed k£ and KL-divergence loss, as n goes to infinity, (7)) showed that

k—1

KL (") = T



KL-divergence and many other important similarity measures between two distributions can be
expressed as f-divergences (8). Let f be a convex function with f(1) = 0, the f-divergence between
two distributions p and ¢ over [k], whenever well-defined, is Df(p, q) := >,y 9(0) f(p(2)/q(i)).
Call an f-divergence ordinary if f is thrice continuously differentiable over (0, o), sub-exponential,
namely, lim, o |f(z)|/e®* = 0 for all ¢ > 0, and satisfies " (1) # 0.

Observe that all the following notable measures are ordinary f-divergences: Chi-squared diver-
gence (9) from f(x) = (x — 1), KL-divergence (10) from f(z) = x log =, Hellinger divergence (11}
from f(z) = (v/x — 1)2, and Alpha-divergence (12) from f,(z) := 4(1 — z(1®)/2) /(1 — o?),
where o # £1.

Related Work For any f-divergence, we denote the corresponding minimax prediction risk for
an n-element sample over set & by pf (). Researchers in (13) considered the problem of de-
termining p/ (]I]I]Dk) for the ordinary f-divergences. Except the above minimax formulation, re-
cently, researchers also considered formulations that are more adaptive to the underlying i.i.d.
processes (14) (15). Surprisingly, while the min-max risk of i.i.d. processes was addressed in a large
body of work, the risk of Markov chains, which frequently arise in practice, was not studied until
very recently.

Let IM* denote the collection of all the Markov chains over [k]. For prediction with KL-
divergence, (16) showed that pXL(IM¥) = Oy, (loglogn/n), but did not specify the dependence
on k. For estimation, (17) considered the class of Markov Chains whose pseudo-spectral gap is
bounded away from O and approximated the L; estimation risk to within a log n factor. Some of their
techniques, in particular the lower-bound construction in their displayed equation (4.3), are of similar

nature and were derived independently of results in Section[5]in our paper.

Our first main result determines the dependence of pX"(IM*) on both k and n, to within a factor of
roughly k:

Theorem 1. The minimax KL-prediction risk of Markov chains satisfies

k—1)loglogn
(k= Dloslogn  renet) <
en n

2
< 2k~ log logn.

Depending on M, some states may be observed very infrequently, or not at all. This does not

drastically affect the prediction problem as these states will be also have small impact on pXL(IM¥) in
the prediction risk pZ (P, P). For estimation, however, rare and unobserved states still need to be well

approximated, hence % (IM*) does not decrease with n, and for example eXI(IM*) = log k for all n.

We therefore parametrize the risk by the lowest probability in the transition matrix. For 6 > 0 let
M§ = {(M) : Mi,j > 57 VZ,]},

be the collection of Markov chains whose lowest transition probability exceeds J. Note that IM§ is
trivial if § > 1/k, we only consider 6 € (0,1/k). We characterize the minimax estimation risk of

IM% almost precisely.
Theorem 2. For all ordinary f-divergences and all 6 € (0,1/k),

£ ey < B VR

and
k—2)f"(1)

(1— ) = (k—-1f"(1)

S s 5

We can further refine the estimation-risk bounds by partitioning ]M’g based on the smallest probability
in the chain’s stationary distribution 7. Clearly, min;epym; < 1/k. For 0 < 7* < 1/k and
0<d<1/k,let

M5 . o= {(M): (M) € M} and Hébﬁﬂ'z =7"}

be the collection of all Markov chains in IM¥ whose lowest stationary probability is 7*. We determine
the minimax estimation risk over ]M’g - nearly precisely.



Theorem 3. For all ordinary f-divergences,

(k= 2kf"(1) _

(1 - ﬂ-*) m ~ é‘n(IMfiﬂ.*) S m
and " "

2nm*

For Ls-distance corresponding to the squared Euclidean norm, we prove the following risk bounds.
Theorem 4. Forall 6 € (0,1/k),

k—1
L2 (MEY <
gn( 5) n
and
Sl = WP S
1-06)— <e2(Mi) < .
Theorem 5. Forall 6 € (0,1/k) and n* € (0,1/k],
k— 5 k—1
1— *\ 2 k—1 < zLo Mk <
( 7T) n N(C:TL( 67r)N n
and
217ﬁ L k 1_%
1—7x* — < e2(M5 . .
(1 —mP— L el (M) S —

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2]introduces add-constant estimators and
additional definitions and notation for Markov chains. Note that each of the above results consists
of a lower bound and an upper bound. We prove the lower bound by constructing a suitable prior
distribution over the relevant collection of processes. Section[3|and [5]describe these prior distributions
for the prediction and estimation problems, respectively. The upper bounds are derived via simple
variants of the standard add-constant estimators. Sectiondl and [6] describe the estimators for the
prediction and estimation bounds, respectively. For space considerations, we relegate all the proofs to
Section[to

2 Definitions and Notation

2.1 Add-constant estimators

Given a sample sequence X" from an i.i.d. process (p), let N/ denote the number of times symbol 4
appears in X". The classical empirical estimator estimates p by

!’

L N; .
Pxn (i) = — Vi € [k].

The empirical estimator performs poorly for loss measures such as KL-divergence. For example, if p
assigns a tiny probability to a symbol so that it is unlikely to appear in X", then with high probability
the KL-divergence between p and px» will be infinity.

A common solution applies the Laplace smoothing technique (18]) that assigns to each symbol ¢ a
probability proportional to N/ 4+ 3, where 8 > 0 is a fixed constant. The resulting add-/3 estimator,
is denoted by 1. Due to their simplicity and effectiveness, add-/3 estimators are widely used in
various machine learning algorithms such as naive Bayes classifiers (19). As shown in (7)), for the

i.i.d. processes, a variant of the add-3/4 estimator achieves the minimax estimation risk pEL(]HI]Dk).

Analogously, given a sample sequence X" generated by a Markov chain, let N;; denote the number
of times symbol j appears right after symbol 7 in X, and let /N; denote the number of times that
symbol i appears in X"~ . We define the add-3 estimator M7 as

B Ni; + 8
MG, j) = 2

=N 1 kB Vi, j € [k].
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2.2 More on Markov chains

Adopting notation in (20), let Aj, denote the collection of discrete distributions over [k]. Let [k]°
and [k]° be the collection of even and odd integers in [k], respectively. By convention, for a Markov
chain over [k], we call each symbol ¢ € [k] a state. Given a Markov chain, the hitting time 7(j) is the
first time the chain reaches state j. We denote by Pr;(7(j) = t) the probability that starting from i,
the hitting time of j is exactly ¢. For a Markov chain (M), we denote by P? the distribution of X
if we draw X* ~ (M). Additionally, for a fixed Markov chain (M), the mixing time t,;, denotes
the smallest index ¢ such that L, (P?,7) < 1/2. Finally, for notational convenience, we write M,;
instead of M (7, j) whenever appropriate.

3 Minimax prediction: lower bound

A standard lower-bound argument for minimax prediction risk uses the fact that

KL — i KL(D PY> mi KL p 7
pn (2) = min max p,,"(P, P) A,Hgn}j@HU%L(fﬂfﬂ]

for any prior distribution IT over &?. One advantage of this approach is that the optimal estimator that
minimizes E pp[pXL (P, P)] can often be computed explicitly.

Perhaps the simplest prior is the uniform distribution U (Zg) over a subset Pg C Z. Let P* be
the optimal estimator minimizing Epi7( ) [pk"(P, P)]. Computing P* for all the possible sample
sequences =™ may be unrealistic. Instead, let /%, be an arbitrary subset of [k]™, we can lower bound

pXY(P,P) = & [Dxi(Pxn,Pxn)]

Xn~P
by
pXE(P, P; ) = XWENP[DKL(PXH , Pxn)lxres,]
Hence,

KL(#)>min E KL(p P;.,)].
AAP) 2 min | B PP

The key to applying the above arguments is to find a proper pair (Xg, #,).

Without loss of generality, assume that k is even. Let a := % andb:=1— kn;Q and define

b—a a a a a a
P2 b—p2 a a a a
a a b—a a a a
M7L(p2ap4a"'7pk‘) = @ “ Pa b_p4 “ “
a a a a b—a a
| @ a a a Pk b—pr;

In addition, let

1 1
Mﬁ:{ : :teNmm1<t<(¥n},
log"n 2loglogn

and let uy, denote the uniform distribution over [k]. Finally, given n, define
Ps ={(M) e MF: =y, and M = M,,(p2,pa, - - ., pr), where p; € V,,,Vi € [k]°}.

Next, let #;, be the collection of sequences z™ € [k]™ whose last appearing state didn’t transition to
any other state. For example, 3132, or 31322, but not 21323. In other words, for any state 7 € [k], let
i represent an arbitrary state in [k] \ {¢}, then

Ji/n:{xne[k:}"::z:":{"%ie:ie[k],n—lZle}.



4 Minimax prediction: upper bound

For the ./Z;, defined in the last section,
PRUP P ty) = > P(a")Dku(Pon, Pon).
T EHy,

We denote the partial minimax prediction risk over J, by

PR P ) = min mex ot (P, P; ).

Let 7, = [k]" \ #,. Define pX\(P, P; #,) and pK“(2; 7¢,) in the same manner. As the
consequence of P being a function from [k]™ to Ay, we have the following triangle inequality,

pXH (D) < pRH (2 ) + PR (25 ).

Turning back to Markov chains, let P2 denote the estimator that maps X™ ~ (M) to M2 (X,,,-),
one can show that

KL k. KL A+ L. 1
pKE(MF; 27,) < max pfM(P, Ptz 07,) < Op (1).

Recall the following lower bound

loglogn
pRHD) = 0 (FECET ).

This together with the above upper bound on pXl“(IM¥; %) and the triangle inequality shows that an
upper bound on pXt(IM*: #;,) also suffices to bound the leading term of pX-(IM¥). The following
construction yields such an upper bound.

We partition #;, according to the last appearing state and the number of times it transitions to itself,
Hp = UK (7)), where Ko(i) == {2 € [k]" : 2" = "4t}

For any 2" € %, there is a unique K, (¢) such that ™ € K,(i). Consider the following estimator

. 1 1 /< n
Pyn (i) := { {log" - Z
-3 (>3
and R
A . 1 Pwn 7
Py = 2 e g g,
we can show that
. 2k2log1l
PRU(MF; ) < max pKU(P P ) < 0000
PeMk n

The upper-bound proof applies the following lemma that uniformly bounds the hitting probability of
any k-state Markov chain.

Lemma 1. (21) For any Markov chain over [k] and any two states i,j € [k], if n > k, then
k

Pri(t(j) =n) < —

5 Minimax estimation: lower bound

Analogous to Section 3] we use the following standard argument to lower bound the minimax risk

eb(#) =min max eL(M,M)>min E  [eE(M, M),
M (M)ed M (M)~U(AMs)

where .#s C .# and U(.#s) is the uniform distribution over .#s. Setting .# = M* (5, 7*), we
outline the construction of .# as follows.



Let uy_1 be the uniform distribution over [k — 1]. As in (13)), denote the L, ball of radius r around
Uk—1 by
By—1(r) :=={p € Ap-1: Leo(p,u—1) <7},

where Lo (-, ) is the L, distance between two distributions. Define

I
p = (pl»p% ~~-7Pk—1)7
* — % — %
. T T T N
P\t k=1 k=107 )
and
T* T* 7* *
=1 k-1 =1 7
T I T *
E—1 k-1 E—1 ™
’ . ) .
My (p') = : : e
7* 7* a* *
E—1 k-1 E—1 ™
— % — % — % *
Tp1 TP2 T Prk—1 T

where 7* = 1 — 7* and Z::ll p; = 1.
Givennand e € (0,1), let ' := (n(1 + €)7*)/>. We set
Ms = {(M) € M*(5,7*) : p = p* and M = M, (p'), where p’ € By_1(1/n')}.

Noting that the uniform distribution over .Zs, U(#s), is induced by U(Bx—_1(1/n')), the uniform
distribution over By_1(1/n’) and thus is well-defined.

An important property of the above construction is that for a sample sequence X" ~ (M) € s,
Ny, the number of times that state k appears in X", is a binomial random variable with parameters n
and 7*. Therefore, by the following lemma, N}, is highly concentrated around its mean nw*.

Lemma 2. (22)) Let Y be a binomial random variable with parameters m € N and p € [0,1], then
forany e € (0,1),
Pr(Y > (1+ e)mp) < exp (—€*mp/3) .

In order to prove the lower bound on é,{(]M’gJ* ), we only need to modify the above construction
as follows. Instead of drawing the last row of the transition matrix M, (p’) uniformly from the
distribution induced by U (By_1(1/n’)), we draw all rows independently in the same fashion. The
proof is omitted due to similarity.

6 Minimax estimation: upper bound

The proof of the upper bound relies on a concentration inequality for Markov chains in ]M’g, which
can be informally expressed as

Pr(IN; — (n — 1)m(i)| > £) < Oy (exp(O5(—12/n))).
Note that this inequality is very similar to the Hoeffding’s inequality for i.i.d. processes.

The difficulty in analyzing the performance of the original add-£ estimator is that the chain’s initial
distribution could be far away from its stationary distribution and finding a simple expression for
E[N;] and E[N;;] could be hard. To overcome this difficulty, we ignore the first few sample points
and construct a new add-/3 estimator based on the remaining sample points. Specifically, let X"
be a length-n sample sequence drawn from the Markov chain (). Removing the first m sample
points, X | := X;,41,..., X, can be viewed as a length-(n—m) sample sequence drawn from
(M) whose initial distribution p' satisfies

Li(y,7) <2(1—8)™ L

Let m = y/n. For sufficiently large n, L1 (¢, 7) < 1/n? and \/n < n. Hence without loss of
generality, we assume that the original initial distribution y already satisfies L1 (u, ) < 1/n?. If not,
we can simply replace X™ by X % 41



To prove the desired upper bound for ordinary f-divergences, it suffices to use the add-£ estimator

~ L. N+ p
M, ) = 2

AL Vi, j € [k].

For the Lo-distance, instead of an add-constant estimator, we apply an add-v/N; /k estimator

~ k. Ni; +VNiJk . .
NEE/RIRG ) ]iw\/ﬁ/ Vi, j € [k].

7 Experiments

We augment the theory with experiments that demonstrate the efficacy of our proposed estimators
and validate the functional form of the derived bounds.

We briefly describe the experimental setup. For the first three figures, k¥ = 6, § = 0.05, and
10,000 < n < 100,000. For the last figure, 6 = 0.01, n = 100,000, and 4 < k < 36. In all
the experiments, the initial distribution p of the Markov chain is drawn from the k-Dirichlet(1)
distribution. For the transition matrix M, we first construct a transition matrix M’ where each row is
drawn independently from the k-Dirichlet(1) distribution. To ensure that each element of M is at
least 4, let Jj, represent the k x k all-ones matrix, and set M = M’(1 — kd) + 0.J,.. We generate a
new Markov chain for each curve in the plots. And each data point on the curve shows the average
loss of 100 independent restarts of the same Markov chain.

The plots use the following abbreviations: Theo for theoretical minimax-risk values; Real for real
experimental results: using the estimators described in Sections @ and[6} Pre for average prediction
loss and Est for average estimation loss; Const for add-constant estimator; Prop for proposed
add-v/N; /k estimator described in Section E]; Hell, Chi, and Alpha(c) for Hellinger divergence,
Chi-squared divergence, and Alpha-divergence with parameter c. In all three graphs, the theoretical
min-max curves are precisely the upper bounds in the corresponding theorems, except that in the
prediction curve in Figure|la|the constant factor 2 in the upper bound is adjusted to 1/2 to better fit
the experiments. Note the excellent fit between the theoretical bounds and experimental results.

Figure |1a] shows the decay of the experimental and theoretical KL-prediction and KL-estimation
losses with the sample size n. Figure[Tb|compares the Lo-estimation losses of our proposed estimator
and the add-one estimator, and the theoretical minimax values. Figure [Ic|compares the experimental
estimation losses and the theoretical minimax-risk values for different loss measures. Finally, figure[Id]
presents an experiment on KL-learning losses that scales & up while n is fixed. All the four plots
demonstrate that our theoretical results are accurate and can be used to estimate the loss incurred
in learning Markov chains. Additionally, Figure shows that our proposed add-/N; /k estimator
is uniformly better than the traditional add-one estimator for different values of sample size n. We
have also considered add-constant estimators with different constants varying from 2 to 10 and our
proposed estimator outperformed all of them.

8 Conclusions

We studied the problem of learning an unknown k-state Markov chain from its n sequential sample
points. We considered two formulations: prediction and estimation. For prediction, we determined
the minimax risk up to a multiplicative factor of k. For estimation, when the transition probabilities
are bounded away from zero, we obtained nearly matching lower and upper bounds on the minimax
risk for Ly and ordinary f-divergences. The effectiveness of our proposed estimators was verified
through experimental simulations. Future directions include closing the gap in the prediction problem
in Section[I] extending the results on the min-max estimation problem to other classes of Markov
chains, and extending the work from the classical setting k < n, to general k and n.
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9 Minimax prediction: lower bound

A standard argument for lower bounding the minimax prediction risk is

pKL(2) = min max piH(P, I:’) > minEp [pKH (P, P)],
p P 2

where I is a prior distribution over &?. The advantage of this approach is that the optimal estimator
that minimizes IE p.11[pX" (P, P)] can often be computed explicitly.
Perhaps the simplest prior is the uniform distribution over some subset of &, Consider the uniform
distribution over #g C &, say U(ZPs), the following lemma shows an explicit way of computing
the optimal estimator for Ep_i( ) [pX"(P, P)] when P is finite.

Lemma 3. Let P* be the optimal estimator that minimizes PrU(P5) [pKL(P, 15)] then for any
x" € [k]"™ and any symbol i € [k],
L P(z™) .
Px*n (Z) = —nPIn (Z)
PEZWS ZPleys Pr(azn)

Clearly, computing P~ for all the possible sample sequences 2™ may be unrealistic. Instead, let 7,
be an arbitrary subset of [k]", we can lower bound

pEL(P, P) = EX"NP[DKL(PX”7PX“)]

by
pEL(P, p, %) = EX"~P[DKL(PX”; PX"’)]IXWG.)K,L]-
This yields
pn(P) 2 minEpey () lon (P, i )],

The key to apply the above arguments is to find a proper pair (¥g, #;,). The rest of this section
is organized as follows. In Subsection we present our construction of &g and ;. In Sub-
section we find the exact form of the optimal estimator using Lemma[3] Then we analyze its
prediction risk over %, in Subsection where we further partition %, into smaller subsets K(%),
and lower bound the KL-divergence over K;(¢) and the probability P(X"™ € K,(7)) in Lemmaé]
and[’_g respectively. Finally, we consolidate all the previous results and prove the desired lower bound
on py-(2).

9.1 Prior construction

Without loss of generality, we assume that & is an even integer. For notational convenience, we denote
by uy the uniform distribution over [k] and define

(b—a «a a a a a ]
P2 b—po a a a a
a a b—a a a a
Mn(p2ap47 cee 7pk) = a a P4 b_p4 T a a y
a a a a .. b—a a
| a a a a pr bpi]

k

where a := % andb:=1— ;2. In addition, let

t =

1 1
Vo = :te]Nand1§t<& .
log'n 2loglogn

Given n, we set

Ps={(M) € MF ;= wuy and M = M, (p2,pa, -, pk), Where p; € V,,, Vi € [k]°}.

11



Then, we choose ., to be the collection of sequences =" € [k]™ whose last appearing state didn’t
transition to any other symbol. In other words, for any state ¢ € [k], let ¢ represent an arbitrary state
other than ¢, then

Sy ={z" e[k a" =" ie k],n—1>¢>1}

According to both the last appearing state and the number of times it transitions to itself, we can
partition 7, as

Hp = UITL K (i), where Ko(i) == {2 € [k]" : 2" = "4},
9.2 The optimal estimator

Let P* denote the optimal estimator that minimizes |E P (25) [Pn- (P, P; #,)]. The following
lemma presents the exact form of P,

Lemma 4. For any ©™ € %}, there exists a unique K (i) that contains it. Consider P., we have:
1. Ifi € [k]°, then
a j>torj<i—1

PI*”( ) ZUEV ( ) /ZUEV (b - U)f ! Jj=1
Svev, b= 0) 0/ Y ey (b—v)t j=i—1

2. Ifi € [k]°, then
Prn(j)

a j>torj<i
b—a j=1

Proof. Given (M) € Pg, consider X™ ~ (M

~—

s

Pr(x =) = ¢ ] H

lle[k] Jj1€lk

By Lemma for any 2" € K,(i) and j € [k], P*

xmn

>, My 1 HMu;i“

(M)E]S 116[ ]Jle[k]

>, I H M

(M)Egs 116[/6]]16

(j) evaluates to

Pr.(j) =

Noting that 2™ € K,(¢) implies N;; = ¢ — 1 and N;; = 0,Vj # i. Besides, for any j; € [k] and
i1 € (k] \ {j1, 71 + 1}, M;,j, is uniquely determined by ¢; and j; for all (M) € Ps.

Thus, for s = 0 or 1, we can rewrite M;;* [T, ey I1, o Miy 1" a8

2
C’(:z:",k:)ij H [J\/[t(t—l)}l\[t(tfl> [My)Nee,

t=2
t even

where C'(z™, k) is a constant that only depends on z™ and k.

Hence, for any 2" € K(i),

Sty T o]

* . (M)eZs t e'uen
Pa:" (.]) = &

> 11 [Mt(t—l)]Nt(t_l) [My) Ve

(]\/I)E.@s t=2

even

12



Below we show how to evaluate P*

Tmn

(j) for j =i € [k]°, and other cases can be derived similarly.
Combining M;; Nii with M ;j; in the nominator,

k

Nige— tt
Z [sza] H [Mt(tfl)] e [Mtt]N‘
(M)ePs tteizn
D* (5 t#7
Pr.(j) = : -
Z (M5 H [My—n)] " (M) e
(]\/1)6335 ti&jzn
t#£j
k
Z (b — ’U/)é H 'UNf(t—l) (b — /U)Ntt
U/EVn tt:2
Ve i)
o k
ST =) T Moo — v
vEV, =2
vEn i+
k
[ZU’GV (b— U/)Z} Z H UNt“*l)(b — U)N”
vEV, t=2
t even
_ t#]
B k
[Zv/ev (b— v’)“} ST Mo (b - v)Ne
vEV, t=2
t even
t#j
_ Z’UEV,L (b - /U)é
ZUEVn (b - U)Z_l
This completes the proof. O

9.3 Analysis
Next, for any 2" € K (i), we lower bound Dy (Pyn, P%,) in terms of M;(;—1) and P (i—1).

Lemma 5. Forany (M) € Ps and ™ € K,(i),

DKL(Pxnyp;n) Z Mi(i—l) -1+ log M .
Pl — 1)

Proof. By the previous lemma,

0 Pru(i—1)
Noting that 35 < log(z + 1) forall z > —1,
M;;log AM“' = M;;log <M”A_ P;n () + 1)
P (i) Pr(i)
> My — Pp(i)
= (b— M—1)) — (b — P (i - 1))

> =M.

A Mn
DKL(Pz", P* ) = M“ log + Mi(i—l) log

xn

This completes the proof. O
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Let Vi = {{gny |t €N 1<t < 413)‘;%;;”} be a subset of V;, whose size is §|V},|. For

M;;—1y € V,,, we further lower bound Mi(i_l)/]:’;n (¢ — 1) in terms of n.

Let /1 (M) := qu<t_1> oglogn and £2(M) = Mii_l) log log n, we have

Lemma 6. For any (M) € P, a" € Ky(i) where i € [k]°, M;_1) =
sufficiently large n, if

1
W S V,,/L, and

(M) <l <{ly(M),

then,
M1y > logn

Pr.(i—1) ~ 8loglogn

(1—o(1)).

e V!, where m € [1 k’i].

Proof. Consider M;(;_1) = ) Thog log 7t

1
(logn)™

Note that for 2™ € K,(i), the value of P, (i — 1) only depends on ¢, we can define

M;i_
Fpi=—"—"— -1
Pr(i—1)
‘We have 4 x o
F, > Sttt G
By + Xy + Dy
where

E—2 1 ¢
Xe:=11- —
‘ ( n <1ogn>m) ’

m—1 14
Ay = (1 _ g _ 1) ,
— n (logn)?

2loglogn £
k—2 1
Cpi= (1 . ) :
D
m—1 J4
k—2 1 )
By = E 1—— — - | (1 mee
14 s n (IOg n)‘) ( 0og 7’1) )

log n
2loglogn L
k—2 1 .
dDy:= E l—-—— ] ( mTe,
e < n <1ogn>z> Hosr)

We have the following bounds on these quantities.

Bounds for X,
k—2 1 ¢
0<Xp=1(1- — <1.
n (logn)™
Bounds for A,
m—1 4
k—2 1
0< 4, = <1__,> .
; n (logn)?
Bounds for D,

log n

2Tog log n £
k—2 1 1 1
0<D, < 1-— — - = C
=7t = Z ( n (logn)l) logn logn ¢

i=m-+1

14



Bounds for C,

Note that | .
(logn)™ _,

< (1 Mlogl
loglogn — < (logn)™ loglogn

and

(logn)™ < \/n.

Consider a single term of Cy, we have

1 k—2 1 £ > (1 k—2 1 (logn)™ log log n
n (logn)t ) — n (logn)?

G R L (k52 ) o) st
N n (logn)?
RIS = ot
>|(1-2—=2— — ) " TGt
|5 )
1 (k—2)\l/<%glogn+lolgulgoin
> (=
()
1
1\?2 1
> (=) =2,
—\4
where we use the inequality ¢ > m + 1 and (1 — %)I > % for x > 2.
Hence,
log n ¢ logn
3Tog log o 3Tog log n
logn _ logn -}SCgZ Z 1_k 2 1 ) < Z 1< logn '
8loglogn  4loglogn 2 = n  (logn)? = 2loglogn
Bounds for B,
Similarly, consider a single term of B, without the factor (logn)™ ¢,
Y (logn)™
k-2 1 k—2 1 Toelsn
12 ) <(1-1==_ ,
n (logn)? n (logn)?
co ko2 1 Y e
- n (logn)?
—2) (logm)™
k . 2 1 ﬁ ((lolg)'i +¥) ltglog n
<|(1-21==- ) G T
<[5 )
(logn)™—"*

(log n)™—i-1
log log n

3

IN
/\/\'—|/:\

where we use the inequality (1 — %)"E < % for z > 2.
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Hence,

¢
i 1)Z> (logn)™™"

n (logn

og n)ym—i—1

m=l q e ,

<Y (= (log )™~
N n

(log n)™—i-1 2(log n)™—i-1

1 " 3loglogn /1 3loglogn
_ 1 m=—i(
) (o)™ (+)

(1Ogn)1n—i71 2(1()%“)1%71'—1

L m—2 P T AL A—— 2Uogn) = =
loglogn 1 3loglogn . 1 3loglogn
logn + Z (n> (logn)™~* (n)
1 m—2 logn 2logn
Toglog n 1) 3loglogn 1\ 3loglogn

logllogn m—2 1 313%% log n 1 31201;712{0271
) logn + Z (n> (log n)Tloglogn (n>

n

1 logn 2logn
Toglogn log n 1) 3loglogn log n 1) 3loglogn
logn + - (log n)4log logn —
n

4loglogn

1

log n. 2logn
loglogn 1 3loglogn log n 1 3loglogn
T +1
logn + () (logn) Testosn T —
n

n

1 log n. 2logn
1 loglogn log n 3loglogn 1 3loglogn
- elog log n + -
n n n

— log n+(log log n)?2 1

e log logn + —

n

_ 2(loglog n)2+(loglog n)?
e log logn

_ 1
e loglogn 4+ =
n

1
n

IN

2
<
~ logn

9

where we use the inequality x — 2(log x)? > 0 for x > 1.

Putting everything together:

logn
= AZ+XZ+CZ 0+810gg10gn - IOgn
By+Xy+ Dy — $+1+7210g110gn 8loglogn’
This completes the proof. O

Another quantity that will be appear later is Pr(X™ € K,(i)) where X" ~ (M) € 5. We need
the following lower bound.

Lemma 7. For X" ~ (M) € Psandi € [k]°,

. o k—11 k—2 1

Proof. By our construction of Pg, for X" ~ (M) € Ps and i € [k]°, we have the following
observations.

1. The probability that the initial state is not ¢ is %

16



2. The probability of transitioning from some state j # i to some state that is not 7 is 1 — %

3. The probability of transitioning from some state j # i to state ¢ is %

4. The probability of transitioning from state ¢ to itself is 1 — k;Q — M;i—1)-

Therefore,
n—_{—1 -1
n k—1 1 1 k—2
Pr(X™ € Ky(i)) % (1 - n) - (1 e Mz(z—l))
n -1
k—1 1 1 k—2
> —(1—-—=) —(1-— — M
= L ( n) n( n i(i 1)>
_k=11( k-2 ot
T ek n n W=

This completes the proof.

Now we turn back to pXl(2?). According to the previous derivations,

p(P) > mgHEPNU(Qs)[PI;L(Pa P; )

Xn~P
ne,

=Ep~v(2s) [ > Pr (X" =a")Diw(Ppn, Pr)

Z ZZ Z [Xva n:xn)DKL(Px”ap;n)]

(M)E:@S I=14i€k] zn €K, (i)
£2(M)
)]

Z > 2 X [XEEP(X"=:£”)DKL(PW P,

(M)eﬁ”s =01 (M) i€[k]e " €K (3)

Noting that all 2™ € K,(4) have the same P~ and P; thus, the last formula can be written as

£5(M)
Z 3 Z[ Pr (X" € Ko(i)) Diu(Pon, Poni 2™ € Kol ))}

(M YEPs b=ty (M) i€k

By Lemma 5|and|[6} for £1 (M) < ¢ < (5(M) and M;(;_1y € V,,,

M)
DKL(Pzn Pxn,x EK[( )) ZMZ(’L—l) _].“v‘IOgAi
Pr(i—1)

logn
> Moo -1 4100 [ 228"
< AV 1)( + log (810g10gn>>

= M;(;—1)loglogn.

By Lemmal[7]

. k=11 k—2 -t

17



Therefore,
Lo (M)

>y ¥ [ Pr (X" € Ky(i))Dx(Pyn, Plsa™ € Ky(i ))}

nNP
M)GBZS {=01 (M) 'Le[k]e

KL
pn( 7|=@S|

£5(M)

S (k—1)loglogn Z 1 Z Z 1_ M 67;4_ _
=~ enk 2 |=@S‘ i(i—1) i(i—1)

(M)eZs {=01 (M)
and M;; 1)€V

1 + loglogn

(k 1oglognZ Z Z <1_kn2_”)£_1”’

veEV,) =1

v Toglog n log n

where the last step follows by symmetry

Next, we show that for any v = (log n)m S
L joglogn —1
v k—2
T, = 1— — > 1.
Zl ( n v) v

=1

v Toglogn
Noting that 77, is simply the summation of a geometric sequence, we can compute it as follows

_ 1 (logn)gfglogn , k9 1 -1
" (logn)m n (logn)™

g Qogm)™
~ loglogn

(ogm)™ 4 (logn)™ loglog n
(1_’(}72 1 ) loglog n _ (1_]‘;72 1 )

1 n  (logn)™ n  (logn)™

~ (logn)™ 1— (1_%_%)

logn)™

(log n)™ 1

_ 1 1 k _ 2 1 loglogn
I DN ~n (logn)™

n

E_2 1 (log n)™ log log n
—(1- - .
n (logn)™

To provide a lower bound for 7T;,,, we use the following inequalities:

1 o 1 _ 1 =1
e R e )

n

(1+(1\3—2)(L08 = ) logllogn

Qogm)™ _ 4

_ N T
1 k—2 1 loglogn > 1 k—2 1 Wﬁ»%
n  (logn)™ n  (logn)™

1\ S s 1\ 2erben
= (3) =(3)

( kE_2 1 (log n)™ log log n
1 )

\%

and

n  (logn)™
1 (w+1) loglog n

_ 1 k—2 1 %er
n  (logn)™

IN
7N\
Q| =
N~
3
]
o
[l
3
5}
0 | =
3
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Consolidating these three inequalities, the sum 7},, can be lower bounded by

1
) =<1
logn

Tm 2 1(1 —

Finally,
k—1) 1 1
B2 S S S -

Vi veV,
(k—1)loglogn k: |V,{|
enk 2|V,
_ (k—1)loglogn

4den
10 Minimax prediction: upper bound

The proof makes use of the following lemma, which provides a uniform upper bound for the hitting
probability of any k-state Markov chain.

Lemma 8. (21) For any Markov chain over [k] and any two states i, j € [k], if n > k, then
k

Pri(7(j) =n) < e

Let %7, be the same as is in the previous section. Recall that
NP, Ps o) = > P(2")Dki(Pon, Pan),
T EHn

we denote the partial minimax prediction risk over %, by

pXH(2: ;) := min max pKU(P, P; 74,).
p Pe»

Let %, := [k]" \ . we define pKL(P, P; ) and pXU(2; 4;,) in the same manner. As the
consequence of P being a function from [k]™ to Ag, we have the following triangle inequality,

P (P) < PR (D5 ) + pr (P ).
Turning back to Markov chains, the next lemma upper bounds pX(IM*; 7;,).
Lemma 9. Let Ptz denote the estimator that maps X™ ~ (M) to Mtz (X,,,-), then

max pX (PP+2 Jf/)<(9k<1)
PeMF n

which implies

pRE(MF; 2,) < Oy (111)

Proof. The proof of this lemma is essentially a combination of the upper bounds’ proofs in (16) and
in Section Instead of using the fact that M;; are bounded away from 0 (see Section [12), we

partition %, into different subsets according to how close the counts are to their expected values, the
number of times that the last appearing state transitioning to itself, and the number of times that the
last appearing state transitioning to other states. Then, we bound the estimator’s expected loss over
each set of the partition by Oy (1/n). We omit the proof for the sake of brevity. O

Recall the following lower bound,
log logn
n
ThlS together with Lemma [5] and the triangle inequality above shows that an upper bound on

pKL(IM*; #;,) also suffices to bound the leading term of pX-(IM*). The following lemma provides
such an upper bound. Recall that for any i € [k], K,(i) is defined as {2™ € [k]" : 2™ = i" i’}
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Lemma 10. For any 2" € ., there exists a unique pair ({,7) such that x™ € K,(i). Consider the
following estimator

. 1— - ¢<n
-3 (>3
and
L 1= Pun(i) . ,
Pon() = 2 e g g,
then we have
2k2 log1
pXE(MF; 24,) < max pXH(P, P oA, < w.
PeMFk n

Proof. Leti € [k] be an arbitrary state. For simplicity of illustration, we use the following notation:

for any 2" = i" i, denote p; := Pyn; for any (M) € IM*, denote p; := M(i,-); for any £ < n,
denote h; ; := Pr(r ( ) =1{). By Lemma | the hitting probability h; , is upper bounded by k/¢ for
all ¢ > k. We can write

PP L%/ Z thn Epl 1DKL(p7;7ﬁ€)'

i€[k] £=1

Now, we break the right hand side into two sums according to whether ¢ is greater than n/2 or not.
For ¢ > n/2, we have

Z Z_: Rin—e(pi (1))~ Dxi(ps, Pe)
1€[k] =5 +1
<> Z him—e(pi(i)"" | pi(i) log < _Z)1>+sz 1og<w>
i€[k] =241 4 i (=Y
N 1o 1 B o B o
<Z§]Z;l Rim—e(pi(3 (1 g <1 — %) (1 —p;(i))log (£(k — 1)(1 — pi( ))))
<Z Z h;rb sz 1<1f1+(1—pt(z))2€(k—1)>
i€ k]57"+1 ;
<> Z hin— z( +(p ())4‘1(1—pi(z’))2é(k—1>>
i k]f—"-i-l
1
<z§]£;1hzn i< (£+1) é(k—1)>
2k
< Z Z hzn f( )
i€lk] =5 +1
= %Pr(f(i) € [l,n/2—1]) < %
i€ k]
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Similarly, for £ < n/2, we have

Z Z hin—e(pi (i) Dxo(pi, Be)
‘€lk] (=1

<Y hime(pi(i)) ! <log (1_11> + (1 = pi(@)) log (¢(k — 1)(1 — pi(i)) log ”))
i€[k] £=1 Llogn

n

< Z Z %(pi(i))#l <€102gn + (1 —pi(i)*0(k — 1) + (1 — p;(i)) log log n)

i€[k] £=1

vl
w3
[NE

2
llogn

<y

- + L) T 1= pi(@)* (k= 1)+ Y (i) 7 (1 = pi(i)) loglog n
i€[K] =1

=1 (=1
< Z %(2 + (k= 1) 4 loglog n)
i€[k] "
_ 2k2loglogn
X —
This completes the proof. O

11 Minimax estimation: lower bound

The proof of the lower bound makes use of the following concentration inequality, which upper
bounds the probability that a binomial random variable exceeds its mean.

Lemma 11. (22) Let Y be a binomial random variable with parameters m € IN and p € [0, 1], then
forany e € (0,1),
Pr(Y > (1+ ¢)mp) < exp (fEQmp/S) .

11.1 Prior construction

Again we use the following standard argument to lower bound the minimax risk,

L . L ~ . L ~
e/ (M) =min max & (M, M) > minlE . eq (M, M)],
n(A) in, max n( ) = in ) U(ts)lEn ( )]
where .#s C # and U(.#s) is the uniform distribution over .#s. Setting .# = ]M’g)ﬂ* , we outline
the construction of .#Zg as follows.
We adopt the notation in (13) and denote the L, ball of radius r around w1, the uniform distribution
over [k — 1], by

Br_1(r) :={p € Ap_1: Loc(p,up—1) <7},
where Lo (-, ) is the Lo, distance between two distributions. For simplicity, define

/
p = (pl» b2, .-, pkfl)v
— % — % — %
. T T T N
P=\e 11 k10" )
and . . B
v T s *
k=1 k-1 k-1 ™
s T s *
E—1 k-1 E—1 ™
/
My (p') = | : : .
T* T* 7* *
E—1 k-1 E—1 ™
=% — % Tk *
Tp1 TP2 T Prk—1 T

where 7 = 1 — 7* and Zi:ll pi =1



Givenn and € € (0,1), letn/ := (n(1 + €)7*)/5. We set

Ms ={(M) €M . : p=p*and M = M,(p), where p’ € Bi_1(1/n/)}.
Noting that the uniform distribution over .#Zs, U(#s), is induced by U(Bx—_1(1/n')), the uniform
distribution over By_1(1/n’) and thus is well-defined.

An important property of the above construction is that for a sample sequence X" ~ (M) € s,
Ny, the number of times that state k appears in X", is a binomial random variable with parameters n
and 7*. Therefore, Lemma[TT|implies that N}, is highly concentrated around its mean nm*.

11.2 Ls-divergence lower bound

Let us first consider thf: Lo-distance. Similar to Lemma M *, the estimator that minimizes
E ()t (as) €52 (M, M)], can be computed exactly. In particular, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 12. There exists an estimator M* with
NIz G,) = p*, Vi € [k — 1],
and A
Mo (k, k) =77,
such that M* minimizes Ey~uas)lel? (M, M)
Based on the above lemma, we can relate the minimax estimation risk of Markov chains to the

minimax prediction risk of i.i.d. processes. For simplicity, denote %, ;4 := {(p) € ImD*':pe
Byj,_1(1/n’)}. The following lemma holds.

Lemma 13. For any ™ € [k]|", let I(x™) be the collection of indexes j € [n| such that x; = k.
Then,

E ()~ (ats) Bxnman [La(M (K, ), Ma (k, ) Ly —1, ]

= C(Iy, 7, p*,n) min Ep~u (@005 (P P,

where 1y is an arbitrary non-empty subset of [n] and C(Ly, n*, p*, n) is a constant whose value only
depends on Ly, 7*, p*, and n.

Proof. We first consider the inner expectation on the left-hand side of the equality. For any (M) €
M s, we have

EXnN(M)[LQ(M(k")7M;("(k7'))‘ﬂ]1(xn):ﬂﬂ]
= > P@@")Lo(M(k,-), M (k, )

zn:I(z™)=Io

n—1
= S e [T M) La(M(E, ), N (K, ).
zn:I(z™)=I, t=1

Let us partition Iy into two parts: the collection of indexes m € Iy N [n — 1] such that m € I and

m+ 1 ¢& Iy, say {m1,..., ms}, and the remaining elements in I. By the construction of .#s, we
have
n—1
ST ) [ M(@eswesn) La(M(k, ), N2 (K, )
zm:I(z™ )=l t=1

* n—s—|Io| s .
=<w*>“°( ) ST T M 20 Ea(M B, ), N2 (K, ).

k-1 zn:d(z™)=Ip t=1

For any z™, let 2™ \ I denote the subsequence x;,, . .. g —s such that j1 < j2... < Jp_j1y|—s>
je € Tgand j; — 1 &€ {my,...,ms},Vt. We can further partition the last summation according to
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a™ \ I as follows.

S TL MO ) oMy, 3T G, )

zn:l(z™)=Ip t=1

S
= Z Z HM(k’mmt-H)L?(M(kv')7M;”(k7'))
yn—Ilol=sg[k—1]n—Ilol—s a™ixj=kVijcly t=1
and a:"’\]I():ynfwo"S
Fixing y"~ITol=s ¢ [k — 1]*~IMl=5  there is a bijective mapping from S(Iy, y"~ITol=%) .= {z"
x; = k,¥j € Iy and 2™\l = y"~Tol=} to [k—1]*, say g(-). Furthermore, we have M*(k, k) = 7
Hence, we can denote q;(zn) = W for 2™ € S(Iy,y™ Tol=%) and treat it as a mapping
from [k —1]° to Ag_1. Also, (M) € .#s implies that M (k, [k —1]) = p’ for some p’ € Bj,_1(1/n').

Thus, R
LQ(M(k’ ), M;”(kv )) = (ﬁ*>2L2(p/, q;(:z:"'))7
[T Mk, 2 ) La(M k), M (R, ) = T2 (@, 40) 7 Lo (b, @),
t=1 t=1
and

> T MGz ) La(M R, ), M (R, )

mnes(ﬂo)yn—\lo\—s) t=1

D DI | EUCHC o SRy

x"ES(]Io yn—\ﬂo\—s) t=1

= > Hp (z0)(7*)*La(p', ¢3-)
zs€lk—1]s t=1
= EZSN(P') [(7’7*)2[/2(])” qE-"‘)L
where (p’) is an i.i.d. process whose underlying distribution is p’.

By definition, M/* minimizes E vy u (s leh? (M, M) and for each 2" € [k]", its value M*,
is completely determined by z". Besides, {S(Io,y™ "oI=%) : Iy C [n]and y" Tol=5 € [k —
1]~ IMol=5Y forms a partition of [k]™. Therefore, by the linearity of expectation and the definition
of ¢*, the estimator ¢* also minimizes B, v (5, _, (1/n)[Ez:~p [(7*)*L2(p', qz-)]], where the
minimization is over all the possible mappings ¢ from [k — 1]° to Aj_1. Equivalently, we have

EP'NU(Bk—l(l/n'))[EZ”N(Z)’)[(ﬁ*)zlﬂ(p/)q}")” - m;nEPNU( ”d)( )Q[pSLZ (P7 P)]

This immediately yields the lemma. O

For any (M) € .#s, denote by Ni((M), n) the number of times that state k appears in X™ ~ (M),
which is a random variable induced by (M) and n. Lemma we can deduce that

Lemma 14.

mj\}n ]E(M)NU(//ZS)[ (M M)] > E(M)NU(.//ZS) (7}*)2 mﬁi)n ]EP/NU(%LM,)[pii((M)’n) (P/’P)] .

By Lemmal|l 1|and our construction of .#s, the probability that Ni,((M),n) > (14 €)nm* is at most
exp(—e2nn*/3) for any (M) € .#s and € € (0,1). This together with Lemmanand
1— L
. o(D P =)
m}%H EP~U(§€,:,1[1.)[IO£n (P, P)]Z WNm < (1 +¢e)nm
from (13) yields

Lemma 15. Foralle € (0,1),

(1- )0 —7)?
L2 — L2 k > k—1
€n (%) €n (M(S,ﬂ'*) ~ 7’L7T*(1 + 6)
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11.3 Lower bound for ordinary f-divergences

Now we proceed from the Ly-distance to ordinary f-divergences. The following lemma from (13))
shows that D (p, ¢) decreases if we move ¢ closer to p.

Lemma 16. For py > q1, p2 < q2 and d < min{p; — q1,q2 — p2},

P1 D2 D1 D2
qlf(q) +q2f<q2> > (@1 +d)f(q1 +d) + (a2 d)f(q2 _d).

Based on the above lemma, we show that for any 2™ € [k]™, the value of the optimal estimator is
always close to (ug_17*, 7).

Let p*, := MZ. (k,-). Forany 2" € [k}" we claim that either pin (j) > (715 — &)7*, Vj € [k—1]
and pin (k) > 7 OR pin (j) < (25 + )7, V) € [k— 1] andpzn( ) < 7. Otherw1se Lemma.
implies that we can reduce the estimation risk by moving p.. closer to (ug_17*, 7%).

If 95 () > (i — &) Vi € [k — 1] and ph (k) > 7*, then §5.(j) < (giy + £-2)7",
Vj € [k — 1] and pin (k) < 7 + E=2a* Similarly, if pZ. () < (75 + n,) ,Vi€[k— 1] and

Pan (k) < 7, then p. (j) = (ﬁ )T, V) € [k — 1] and P (k) > holye

n’

Now we relate D¢ (p, p*) to La(p, p*). For simplicity, denote p := M (k, -) and drop =™ from p,..
Lemma 17. For sufficiently large n,

D7) = E 1),

Proof. By the previous lemma, p%.. () = (727 & £52)7%,Vj € [k — 1] and pi. (k) = m* £ E=L7x,

Therefore,

1 _k
n gn—i—

,Vi € [k].

Let us denote the interval on the right hand side by .

For sufficiently large n, we can apply the second-order Taylor expansion to f at point 1.

Di(p.p") = Y 0*(0)f (f%)

i€lk]
-5 (ol - 2 (g )
iﬁ*éi) ;((% -1 Srggflf”’(ZN)
_ g{;} (ﬁ;(z) (5((% - 1>2f”(1) + E, ( ﬁ((ll)) - 1>2r§g;<|f"'( )I)
< Z o)
S

Lemma 7] together with Lemma T3] yields
Lemma 18. For sufficiently large n,

) 2 (1B

2nm*
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12 Minimax estimation: upper bound

12.1 Concentration of the counts

The proof of the upper bound relies on the following concentration inequality, which shows that for
any Markov chain in M¥ and any state i € [k], with high probability N; stays close to (n — 1)m;, for
sufficiently large n.

Lemma 19. Given a sample sequence X™ from any Markov chain (M) € ]M’g, let N; denote the
number of times that symbol i appears in X"~ L. Then for any t > 0,

2 —t*/C(9)
Pr(IN; — (n— 1)m;| > t) < \/;exp (4((n —1)+2C(8)) + 40t) ’

where  is the stationary distribution of (M) and

C(5) = {‘m(lilis) + 1}.

Proof. Given (M) € IM¥, recall that P"*! denotes the distribution of X,, ;1 if we draw X"+ ~
(M). First, we show that

Dy, (P 7)) <2(1 —6)™.

Let IT be the k x k matrix such that II(, -) = = for all ¢ € [k]. Noting that M (4, j) > 611(4, j), we
can define

M — 611
Ms = ————
5 1-35 )
which is also a valid transition matrix.
By induction, we can show
M"=(1-(1-=68"IT+(1—-0)"Mjg.
Let us rearrange the terms:
M"—TI=(1-0)"(My —T1I).

Hence, let | - | denote the L; norm, we have

Dy, (P™* 1) = (M = T0)] = |(1 = §)" (M — TD)| < 2(1 - §)".

This implies that we can upper bound ¢, by C(0).

The remaining proof follows from Proposition 3.4, Theorem 3.4, and Proposition 3.10 of (23)) and is
omitted here for the sake of brevity. O
Noting that Pr(|N; — (n — 1)m;| > (n — 1)) = 0, we have

2 —t
Pr(|N; — (n = 1)m;| > ) < \/;eXp (40(5)(11(n —1)+ 20(5))> '

Informally, we can express the above inequality as

Pr(|N; — (n = 1)mi| > t) < ©5(exp(O5(~t*/n))),

which is very similar to the Hoeffding’s inequality for the i.i.d. processes. As an important implication,
the following lemma bounds the moments of |N; — (n — 1)m]|.

Lemma 20. For N; defined in Lemma and any m € 7+,

E[|N; — (n — 1)m|m] < TE0/2)

n— m/2.
SNGT; (4C(6)(11(n — 1) +2C(9)))
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Proof. The statement follows from

E[N; — (n—=1)m|™] = [ Pr(|NV; — (n — D)m;|™ > t) dt

o0
_ /Pr(|Ni —(n=Dm| > ™) de

0
< \/?O/exp (40(5 11t;/r20(5))>

m n m/2 Ooe y, m/2—1

m(llC((S)(ll +2C(6 O/ Yy dy
_ mI'(m/2) " /2
=5 (4C () (11n +2C(9)))

12.2 A modified add-/ estimator

The difficulty with analyzing the performance of the original add-3 estimator is that the chain’s initial
distribution could be far away from its stationary distribution and finding a simple expression for
E[N;] and E[N;;] could be hard. To overcome such difficulty, we ignore the first few sample points
and construct a new add- estimator based on the remaining sample points. To be more specific, let
X™ be a length-n sample sequence drawn from the Markov chain (). Removing the first m sample
points, X | := Xy,41,..., X, can be viewed as a length-(n—m) sample sequence drawn from
(M) whose 1n1t1al distribution 4 satisfies

Li(y,7) <2(1—9)™ L
Setting m = \/n, we have Lq (1, 7) < 1/n?. Noting that /n < n for sufficiently large n, without

loss of generality, we assume that the original distribution y already satisfies Ly (1, 7) < 1/n2. If
not, we can simply replace X" by X", Uit

To prove the upper bound, we consider the following (modified) add-/3 estimator:

+B

M+ﬁ( ) . kﬁ

Vi, j € [k],

where 8 > 0 is a fixed constant.

We can compute the expected values of these counts as

E[N;] = n—lm—i—z [Lx,=i] —mi)

=(n-Dm+ 0(1/(n 9))

and

E[Ny;] = (n — 1)miM;; + Z(E[]lxt:ﬂxm:j] — i Mij)

( ﬂzM1]+Z ]]-Xf 1 - Z)Mij
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12.3 Analysis

For notational convenience, let us re-denote n/ :=n — 1.

By Lemma([T9]
Pr(|N; — n'm| > t) < Os(exp(O5(—t*/n)))

and
PI'(|N7;j - n/mMij| > t) é 65(exp(@5(—t2/n))).

The second inequality follows from the fact that IV;; can be viewed as the sum of counts from the
following two Markov chains over [k] x [k] whose transition probabilities are greater than §2:

(X13X2)7 (X37X4)7 tee

and
(X27X3)7 (X4,X5), e

In other words, N; and V;; are highly concentrated around n’m; and n'm; M;;, respectively. Let A;
denote the event that N; = n'm;(1 £ §/2) and N;; = n'm;M;;(1+6/2), V5 € [k]. Let AS denote
the event that A; does not happen. Applying the union bound, we have

E[l 4] = Pr(Af) < O5(exp(05(—n))).

Now consider

Di(p,g) =Y Q(i)f<§8>,

i€ k]
the corresponding estimation risk of M8 overa particular sate ¢ € [k] can be decomposed as
E[Ds(M(i, ), M7 (i, ))La,] + E[Dg (MG, -), M (i) se).
Noting that
N, )

_ Nij+ 5 c P4
N; + kg3 n+ kB’
and M;; € [6, 1], we have

PEDL max ().

Dy(M(i,-), My (0, ) < k- '
| Dy (M (i), My (i, )] < kB yeldk+n/B)

Hence, we can bound the second term as

3
+
ISy

N KT (VL e . B e
B[, (M) MG ) g < P52 max  f(0) - Bl

; yE[gr/l:fi/B] f(y) : Gé(eXp(@é(—n)))

o(1)

)
n

3
sy

IN

where the last step follows from our assumption that f is sub-exponential.

By the definition of D and M5,

. . , Nij + 8 M,
E |:Df(M(7’7)7M;§(Z7))]lA1:| =E Z N,j_|_ k/@f<Nij‘:B>]lAi
jelk] " N;+kp

Let h(z) := f (ﬁ), then A is thrice continuously differentiable around some neighborhood of

@) = h(i - 1).
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We apply Taylor expansion to & at point 0 and rewrite the expectation on the right-hand side as

i

N+ k3" \ Nuth N; + kB M;;(N; + k)

jJE[k] N;+kp
Nij + 8 (Nij — Mi;N;) + B(1 — kM)
— E J h/ 0 J J J
I e

By N +5f< ij >]1qu —EY Nij+5h<(Nij—Mz‘jNi)Jrﬁ(l—kMij))]lA

E

L 1(0) <(Nij NG+ B(L — ka)>

i (Ni + k)
3
]ﬂAi7

=

i Vi) + B(1 — kM)
M;;(N; + EkB)

=
N
z
E

where by our definition of A;, we set

Now, we bound individual terms. Taking out 2’ (0), the first term evaluates to:

Nij + B (Nij — My;N;) + B(1 — kM;;)

E 14,
et N; + kf M;;(N; + kB) A
N;; — MlNl) + ﬂ(l — kM, )
=K TL7TZ i TLl’iTiMZ"-i- ( J J J 1y,
jez[k ]) ( J ﬁ)) Mz](Nz‘Fkﬂ)Q A;
—n ﬂiMij) Nij — n'mMij) + (Tl/ﬂ'l‘Mij — MijNi) + ﬁ(l — k‘MlJ)
=E Z 2 La
et Mij (Ni + kB)
o (n'miMi; + B) (Niyj — My Ni) + B(1 — kM) 14
Mij (N1 + k5)2 ¢
—F Z n’mMij) (Nij — n’mMij) (Nij — n’mMij)(n’m — Nl)
= M,-j (N; + kB)? (N; +kB)?
) (Nij — MiNyi) + B(1 — EM;;) | o(1)
+n'm; (N, + kB)? + "
- _E (Nz - ’I’L/7Ti)2 +E 1 (N” - n’m—Mij)Q @
(Ni + kﬂ)Q 'G[k] Mij (Nz + k,@)Q n
(N; —n'm;)* ;)2 —n'mM;;)?  o(1)
(n'm; + k)2 ZM nm—i—kﬂ) + n
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Taking out h”(0)/2, the second term evaluates to:

i

Nij + B ((Nyj — My Ny) + B — kM) \
B ( M;;(N; + k) ) !

((Nij — My;N;) + B(1 — kMy))

=E %%((Nz’j — M;jN;) + (M;;N; + B)) MZ(N; + kB)? 14,
J
((Nij = Mi;Ny) + B(1 — kM;y))*
_E ~ My;N;) 1,
%;1 ’ MZ(N; + kB)® .
J

((Nij — My;Ny) + B(1 — kM;;))°

M. N 14,
((Nij — Mi;N;) + B(1 — kMij))Z o(1)
:EZ(MijNi+/B) 2 3 =
jem) My (Ve + k) !
:Ezij—JQJrzEz (Mi;N; + B) 5 2+
J€lk] Mij— (Ni + kB) j€lk] M” (N +kB) "
]_ (N” — Tl/Mij’/Tl’ + TL/Mij’]Ti — MZJNZ)z 0(1)
=k 4. (N; + kp)? T
jelk) ' !
B E(N n' 71'1 —n ]\41]71'1)2 n o(1)
R G AR M N + kB)2 n
(Nz —-n 71'1-)2 1 (N” — n/mMij)2 0(1)
= 7]E7 ]E — -
(n'm; + k)2 + Z M;;  (n'm +kp)? * n

j€lk]

Finally, taking out M (9)/6, the last term can be bounded as

N’Lj +B ( MZJN)—i_ﬁ( kMZ]) ’
N; + kB M;;(N; + kB)

E
JE(k]
<4 Z ]E|N'LJ M13N| + |ﬂ( kM’L])|3
M (n/mi(1—8/2) + kB)3

14,

i

T4,

AR |N;; — Myn'm| —|—4Mi3jIE|n’7Ti—Ni\g—l—\,@(l—kMij)F’]l
M (n'mi(1— 6/2) + kB)? Ai

where we have used the ineuqality (a + b)® < 4(|a|? + [b|?) twice.
By the definition of h(+), we have

and

h//(o) B




Hence, consolidating all the previous results,

E[Ds(M(i,-), M2 (i, )]

f"(0) I_\2 1 ! 2 o(1)
=5 k| (Vi —nm ——— (Nyj —n'm; M;; —
Sims + KB)? ( n'm;) +ZMM( g —n'mM)* |+ .
jelk]
f"(0) 2 2 o(1)
=~ —|-EN+ ) —EN} |+
= 2 i — Y
2(n/m; + kB) i M n
It remains to analyze EN; and EN7.
For EN?, we have
2
EN? = E(Z ]lXt_i>
t<n
= E(Z 1)@—;‘) +2]E< Z Ilth—iIlth—z)
t<n t1<t2<n
=Y Pr(Xy=i)+2 Y Pr(X, =i)Pr(Xy, =i|X;, =)
t<n t1<ta<n

1
t1<ta<n
=n'm+O01)+2m Y Pr(Xey, =i|X;, =)
t1<ta<n
=n'm+O0()+2m Y Y Pr(Xy, =i|Xy 1 = j)Pr(Xe, 41 = j| Xy, =)

t1<t2<n je[k]

=n'm+O0(1)+2m Y Y Pr(Xy, =i|Xy 41 = j) My

jE[k] t1<t2<n

For ]ENizj, we have

2
ENZ =E <Z ]1Xt_inxt+1_j>

t<n
= E(Zﬂxt—i]]'xt+l—j> +2E< > ﬂxtl_ﬂlxtlﬂ—ﬂlXQ_i]lxml—j)
t<n t1<ta<n
=M ;Y Pr(Xy=i)+2 Y Pr(Xy, =1i)M;;Pr(Xy, = i| Xy, 11 = ) M;;
t<n t1<ta<n
1
=Mn'm+0(1)+2 Y <m + O<2)> Pr(Xy, = i| Xy, 11 = j) M7
t1<ta<n n
=M n'mi+O(1) +2mM} Y Pr(Xy, =i|X;, 41 = j).
t1<ta<n
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Thus, the desired quantity evaluates to

~ENZ +

JE[K]

1 . .
M, ENY =) (n/m +O(1) +2mMy; Y Pr(Xy, =i Xy, 1 :J)>

J€E[K] t1<ta<n

—[wm+oM) +2m > > Pr(Xe, =il Xy, 41 = )M

jE[K] t1<t2a<n

(k — 1)n'm; + O(k).

IN

The above inequality yields
E[Dy(M(i, ), Myl(i, )

B 7(0) o I o(1)
N WE —(Ni —n 771)2 + ]%;] M (Ni; —n'm; M; )2 + n
< (k= 1F(O)

2nm;

This completes our proof for ordinary f-divergences.

12.4 [L--divergence upper bound

Finally, we consider the Ly-divergence. Again, we assume that the sample sequence X™ ~ (M) and
L satisfies

1
DL1 (7T7 /’1’) < ﬁ .
Instead of using an add-constant estimator, we use the following add-v/N; /k estimator:

. Ny; + VN /k
NG ) = B YIE
i i

Now, consider the expected loss for a particular state ¢ € [k].

EJ%;] (Mij - \/E/k)2 B ]Ez[k] E<(MijNi B 1/k)>2

Vi, j € [k] x [k].

NV NV
B M;;N; — Ny 2 VN; (M — 1/k) ?
_J%;]E< ve) (S
+ ZE(MijNi — Nij)(V/Ni(M;; — l/k)).
(N; + V7))

We first show that the last term is negligible. Noting that

By (MijN; — Nij)(v/Ni(M;; — 1/k)) By (M;N; — Nij) M;;
JE[K]

(N; + V) etk VNI (VN +1)°

we can apply Taylor expansion to the function

1
o= aEre

at point z = E[V;] and set z = N;:
f(z) = FBING]) + f'(N])(N; — E[Ni]),

31



where N/ € [E[V;], N;]. Hence,
o Z (M;; N; — Ni;)M;;

oy N+ VN (VN £ 1)

=E Y (fEIN]) + f(N]))(Ni = B[N;]))(M;; N; — Nij) M

jeli

(Mi;N; N”)Mm —3 /N —1

=E , a7z (Vi = BINi]) (Mi; Ni — Nij) M

]%;] E[N:](v/E[N;] + (/NI + 1)3(N!)3/

1 —3v/Ni -1 g o 1)2 N — N2

< EJ%%O(WQ T 1)3(N{)3/2M”\/E(NZ E[N;])2E(M;;N; — Ny;)

where the last step follows from Lemma[20] It remains to consider
E(MZ]NZ _Nij>2 _ E(MijNi —Nij)Q 0(1)
Ni + /Ny

(nm; + y/nm;)? e

According to the previous derivations, for M »2»IE)Ni2, we have

MZEN? = M7y Pr(X, =) +2M7 Y Pr(Xy, =i)Pr(Xy, =i|Xy, =1).
t<n t1<ta<n
For ]ENEJ, we have
ENj = My ) Pr(Xe=i) +2M5 ) Pr(Xe, =) Pr(Xe, = i Xe, 11 = ).
t<n t1<ta<n

For 2M;;IEN;; N;, we have

M EN;; N; = 2M,;E <Z ]1Xt_i11XH1_j> <Z 11Xt_i>

t<n t<n
= QMUE<Z ]le,—i]lXt-H—j) + QMZJE< Z ]lth_iILth_H_j]lXQ_i)
t<n t1<ta<n
+2MijE< Z ]lth—z]lXt1+1—J]1Xt2—l>
ta<ti<n
=2M7Y Pr(X; =i)+2M% Y Pr(Xy, =i|Xy 41 = j) Pr(Xy, =)
t<n t1<ta<n
+ 2ij Z Pr(X:, = i|Xy, = 1) Pr(Xy, = 1).
to<ti<n
Therefore,
2 _ o(1)
E(M,]Nz — N”) = Mw(l — Mi]‘)nﬂ'i + n .
Finally,
- Z 1_1/]@) ? _o(1) n _%E[Ni] + E[Ni] Zje[k] M’L2j
jem » VitV n (nm; + y/nmi)? '
We have

e (-S4 - (- o

This completes our proof for the Lo-divergence.
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