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The field of complex networks studies a wide variety of interacting systems by representing them
as networks. To understand their properties and mutual relations, the randomisation of network
connections is a commonly used tool. However, information theoretic-based randomisation methods
with well-established foundations mostly provide a stationary description of these systems, while
stochastic randomisation methods that account for their dynamic nature lack such general founda-
tions and require extensive repetition of the stochastic process to measure statistical properties. In
this work, we extend the applicability of information-theoretic methods beyond stationary network
models. By using the information-theoretic principle of maximum caliber we construct dynamic
network ensemble distributions based on constraints representing statistical properties with known
values throughout the evolution. We focus on the particular cases of dynamics constrained by the
average number of connections of the whole network and each node, comparing each evolution to
simulations of stochastic randomisation that obey the same constraints. We find that ensemble
distributions estimated from simulations match those calculated with maximum caliber and that
the equilibrium distributions to which they converge agree with known results of maximum en-
tropy given the same constraints. Finally, we discuss further the connections to other maximum
entropy approaches to network dynamics and conclude by proposing some possible avenues of future
research.

I. INTRODUCTION

Complex networks is a growing field of research that
studies a wide variety of interacting systems, ranging
from molecular [1, 2] to socio-economic scales [3, 4]. Indi-
vidual components of the system (e.g. atoms, people, or
companies) are generally referred to as nodes while inter-
actions between pairs of nodes (e.g. forces, language, or
money) are called links. Although the theoretical foun-
dations to explain these systems may often be incom-
plete, statistical techniques offer a valuable alternative
to understanding their properties. One such technique
is network randomisation, the reconfiguration of which
and how different pairs of nodes are linked, used to bring
out relations between network properties beyond details
of particular case studies [5–7].

Statistical properties over an ensemble of networks ob-
tained by randomisation can be estimated from samples
of the ensemble. However, a network distribution, essen-
tially the probability of each network in an ensemble, is
useful both for analytically calculating statistical proper-
ties and for drawing samples from this distribution. The
introduction of techniques from information theory has
yielded a rigorous method for constructing network dis-
tributions based on properties of the network to be ran-
domised, establishing a formal framework for networks
analogous to statistical mechanics [8, 9]. Instead of es-
timating the distribution from networks where connec-
tions have been explicitly modified, it relies on analyt-
ically finding network distributions that maximise their
Shannon entropy given specified constraints, that is, av-
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erage values over the distribution. Constraints reflect
properties that are shared between the distribution on
average and the original network to be randomised, such
as the number of links in the whole network. Meanwhile,
the fact that these distributions maximise entropy allows
them to be interpreted as being maximally random, or
more precisely unbiased, with respect to properties that
are not specified. Samples drawn from this distribution
can then be understood as randomised networks which,
on average, retain the properties of the original network
specified by constraints, but are maximally random oth-
erwise. Applications are found in many areas, for ex-
ample network construction [10], reconstruction from in-
complete data [11, 12] and pattern detection [13] among
others. However, as maximum entropy distributions are
guaranteed to be unique, they cannot account for the
variability needed to describe evolving systems.

On the other hand, explicit network randomisation by
considering a stochastic process that modifies the net-
work configuration, i.e. which pairs of nodes are con-
nected and which are not, in steps naturally accounts
for evolution much more explicitly. For example, con-
sider a process that, at every step, randomly chooses a
connection in the network and places it between some
random disconnected pair of nodes. From any initial net-
work, the randomisation step can be successively applied,
defining a particular trajectory of a time-dependent net-
work. Network configurations obtained from the same
trajectory can then be interpreted as states that a dy-
namic network takes as it evolves. On the other hand,
network configurations from different trajectories after a
fixed number of steps correspond to samples of a ran-
domised network where the level of randomisation can
be tuned by the number of steps. In particular, it is
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known that distributions estimated from randomisation
processes at a large number of steps, i.e. when the dis-
tribution becomes stationary, match the maximally ran-
dom results from maximum entropy in some cases. Ex-
plicit randomisation has provided significant insight on
the structural properties of real-world networks. Some
examples include generating small-world networks [14],
the power-law degree distributions of preferential attach-
ment mechanisms [15] and the statistical analysis of social
networks [16–19].

While explicit randomisation has the advantage that it
can account for the fundamentally dynamic (due to their
interactions) nature of complex systems, the construction
of randomisation steps does not count on foundations as
rigorous and general as information theory. Additionally,
the need to carry out large numbers of realisations of the
process to obtain enough samples to measure statistical
properties can quickly become a problem, for example in
large networks. This is a problem that is easily avoided
when the distribution of these samples is available, as
is the direct result of maximum entropy-based methods.
On the other hand, the dynamic aspect is not covered by
most information theoretic applications to complex net-
works. This calls for an integrated information-theoretic
method that both contemplates dynamic distributions of
networks evolving by an underlying randomisation pro-
cess and leads to a maximum entropy distribution in the
stationary regime.

Maximum caliber is the main tool of information the-
ory to consider non-stationary processes [20–24]. Its main
foundation is maximising Shannon entropy given certain
constraints, giving the same interpretation of a distribu-
tion that is maximally unbiased with respect to proper-
ties that are not specified. While it is still guaranteed to
produce a unique distribution, it contemplates evolution
by studying probabilities of full trajectories in a dynamic
process as opposed to individual states. Constraints then
represent properties of the trajectories averaged over the
distribution, for example the average number of connec-
tions in the whole evolution. As such, it is a strong con-
tender for an information-theoretic method that captures
the dynamic aspect of complex networks. However, liter-
ature on the application of maximum caliber to dynamic
networks is not easy to find. Entropic dynamics [25–27]
might be considered as an exception, having been used in
the study of dynamic networks from an information the-
oretic perspective. Nevertheless, its version of entropy is
presented ad hoc and is therefore somewhat disconnected
from both the stationary results of maximum entropy and
the dynamic point of view of maximum caliber.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In
the next section, we introduce maximum caliber in the
context of networks and establish how to obtain dy-
namic network configuration distributions for generic
constraints. In appendix A we connect the formulation
to entropic dynamics and show that it can be stated
as a principle of maximum information entropy produc-
tion, analogous to the thermodynamic theory for non-

stationary processes [28, 29]. In the two sections that fol-
low we consider specific constraint choices and randomi-
sation steps, comparing the results of maximum caliber
to distributions estimated from stochastic simulations
to determine whether the information-theoretic method
captures the explicit randomisation process.

II. MAXIMUM CALIBER NETWORKS

A network is composed of a set of nodes, representing
the components of a system, and a set of links, repre-
senting their pairwise interactions. In some cases, inter-
actions are directed from a source to a target, so links
are associated with pairs in the set of all ordered pairs
of nodes. These are known as directed networks, and ex-
amples include forces by particles on others and messages
from people to their neighbours. In other cases, interac-
tions are undirected, associating links to pairs in the set
of unordered pairs of nodes. These are called undirected
networks and are the cases of the potential energy of pairs
of particles or telephone lines between pairs of houses.
The adjacency matrix of a network is a matrix W

where each value wij describes the link of the pair ij.
Note that if the network is undirected then wij = wji ∀ ij
as both wij and wji describe the same link, meaning that
the adjacency matrix is symmetric. For the results pre-
sented in sections III and IV we consider undirected and
directed networks respectively, but in both we will as-
sume links are only either present or absent, represented
by wij = 1 and wij = 0 respectively. These networks are
therefore known as binary. The choice underscores that
we will be describing the network structure, representing
for example the presence of a one or two-way commu-
nication channel, and not properties of the links such
as the capacity of the channel. However, networks have
found applications in describing both this binary struc-
ture and weighted connections [30] (e.g. when wij ∈ R≥0

or wij ∈ Z≥0), and the framework of maximum caliber
does not require specifying whether links are binary or
not, suggesting that future work could make use of the
methods presented here with weighted links.
An evolving network can be described by a dy-

namic adjacency matrix W (t), that is, one with time-
dependent links wij(t). A sequence of T steps in
the network trajectory is then denoted by WT =
(W (0),W (1),W (2), ... ,W (t), ... ,W (T )), and we aim to
calculate the probability of these trajectories P (WT ) us-
ing maximum caliber. To do so, two steps are needed.
The first is to specify constraints establishing desired av-
erage properties, which in our case represent average val-
ues over the distribution of network evolutions,∑

WT

Fn(WT )P (WT ) = fn . (1)

For example, the average number of links over the whole
evolution is established by choosing a constraint function
F1(WT ) =

∑
0≤t≤T

∑
ij wij(t) and a constraint value f1
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which represents the numerical value of the average. The
second step is to find, out of all trajectory distributions
which have these average values, the distribution that
maximises the functional

S[P ] = −
∑
WT

P (WT ) ln(P (WT )) . (2)

As discussed, the constraints in eq. (1) enforce certain
properties of the distribution, while maximisation of
eq. (2) ensures that it is maximally unbiased with respect
to properties that are not imposed. The distribution with
these properties can be found analytically by introducing
Lagrange multipliers λn for each of the constraints and
maximising the Lagrangian

L[P ] = S[P ] +
∑
n

λn

(
fn −

∑
WT

Fn(WT )P (WT )

)
. (3)

The introduction of the Lagrange multipliers allows one
to ignore any dependence between the values of P (WT )
for different WT in the maximisation. The distribution
that achieves the supremum can then be obtained by
deriving the Lagrangian with respect to a generic P (WT ),
equaling it to zero, and solving for P (WT ) as in standard
calculus.

∂L[P ]

∂P (WT )
= −1− ln(P (WT ))−

∑
n

λnFn(WT ) = 0

⇒ P (WT ) = exp

(
−1−

∑
n

λnFn(WT )

)
(4)

While the result depends on the Lagrange multipliers λn,
it can then be inserted into eq. (1) to solve for the depen-
dence of the multipliers on each of the constraint values
fm, namely∑

WT

Fm(WT ) exp

(
−1−

∑
n

λnFn(WT )

)
= fm . (5)

As there is one multiplier for each constraint, eq. (5)
constitutes a system of as many equations as unknowns.
However, the non-linear character of this equation often
calls for numerical or graphical methods to solve.

A. Transition probabilities

At this point, maximum caliber applications usually
introduce a particular constraint on the normalisation of
the probability distribution,

∑
WT

P (WT ) = 1 (note that

this is obtained with F0(WT ) = 1). Instead, consider the
history distribution P (WT−1) of the first T − 1 steps of
the network trajectory distribution WT . It is required
that marginalisation of P (WT ) over the last state W (T )
is such that

P (WT−1) =
∑
W (T )

P (WT ) . (6)

For a generic trajectory of T − 1 steps W ′
T−1 =

(W (0)′,W (1)′,W (2)′, ...,W (T − 1)′), i.e. not necessar-
ily the first T − 1 steps of WT , eq. (6) can be written as
a sum over all possible trajectories WT by introducing
δW ′

T−1,WT−1
= 1 if and only if W (t)′ = W (t) ∀ 0 ≤ t ≤

T − 1 and 0 otherwise,

P (W ′
T−1) =

∑
WT

δW ′
T−1,WT−1

P (WT ) . (7)

This means that the sum over all trajectories WT only
counts those where their history WT−1 matches a spe-
cific trajectory of T − 1 steps denoted by W ′

T−1. This
way, marginalisation takes the form of the constraints in
eq. (1), and there is one such constraint for each possible
T − 1 step trajectory W ′

T−1. While it may seem that
the history distribution P (W ′

T−1) should vary with the
T step trajectory distribution on maximisation, it is in
fact fixed and arbitrary. Consider two randomisation ex-
periments, one carried out for T − 1 steps and one for
T steps. As long as both are the same until T − 1, the
distribution measured at the T − 1-th step of the T step
experiment must be the same as measured at the end of
the T−1 step experiment, making the history fixed. This
is true regardless of which specific process is applied up
to T−1, allowing an arbitrary distribution. Additionally,
normalisation is no longer required as, if the history dis-
tribution P (W ′

T−1) is normalised, then so is the T step
trajectory distribution as can be seen by summing over
W ′

T−1 in eq. (7). Introducing marginalisation constraint
functions explicitly into eq. (4) along with corresponding
multipliers λW ′

T−1
, but leaving room for constraints that

are still unspecified, the distribution becomes

P (WT ) = exp

−1−
∑

W ′
T−1

λW ′
T−1

δW ′
T−1,WT−1


× exp

(
−
∑
n

λnFn(WT )

)

=exp

(
−1− λWT−1

−
∑
n

λnFn(WT )

)
.

(8)

In order to solve for λWT−1
we must combine eq. (8) with

eq. (7) as in eq. (5).

P (W ′
T−1) =

∑
WT

δW ′
T−1,WT−1

P (WT )

=
∑

WT−1

∑
W (T )

δW ′
T−1,WT−1

P (WT−1,W (T ))

=
∑
W

∑
WT−1

δW ′
T−1,WT−1

P (WT−1,W )

=
∑
W

P (W ′
T−1,W )

= exp

(
−1− λW ′

T−1

)∑
W

exp

(
−
∑
n

λnFn(W
′
T−1,W )

)
(9)
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In the second line we have separated the sum over all
possible sequences WT into a sum over their histories
WT−1 and another over their final states W (T ). Ad-
ditionally, the notation of the distribution and con-
straint functions is modified to make this dependence ex-
plicit, namely P (WT ) = P (WT−1,W (T )) and Fn(WT ) =
Fn(WT−1,W (T )). In the third line, we use the fact
that summing over all possible trajectories WT implies
that any network configuration is possible at any step
of the sequence. In particular, the final state of the se-
quence W (T ) must cover all possible adjacency matrices
W , which in turn means we can also sum first over his-
tories WT−1 and then over W .
As the final result of eq. (9) is valid for any W ′

T−1 then
in particular for the history WT−1 in eq. (8)

exp
(
−1− λWT−1

)
=

P (WT−1)∑
W exp (−

∑
n λnFn(WT−1,W ))

.
(10)

When introduced into eq. (8), this yields

P (WT ) =
exp (−

∑
n λnFn(WT−1,W (T )))∑

W exp (−
∑

n λnFn(WT−1,W ))
P (WT−1) .

(11)
With eq. (11) we see that the conditional distribution of
network configurations at the final step given the history
results from a transition probability

MT : =
P (WT )

P (WT−1)
= P (WT |WT−1) = P (W (T )|WT−1)

=
exp (−

∑
n λnFn(WT−1,W (T )))∑

W exp (−
∑

n λnFn(WT−1,W ))
.

(12)
which depends only on the chosen constraints beyond
marginalisation. The network distribution at the last
step can then be obtained from said transitions and the
history distribution,

P (W (T )) =
∑

WT−1

MTP (WT−1) . (13)

As the history distribution P (WT−1) is the arbitrary
history imposed in eq. (7), we can assume that it too
is the maximum caliber trajectory distribution of T − 1
step trajectories. Repeating the same process applied
to P (WT ) to obtain P (WT−1) we see that the prob-
lem can be recursively reduced to the initial distribution
P (W0) = P (W (0)). Additionally, as eq. (13) is valid
for any T , we can consider P (W (T )) as a dynamic dis-
tribution on a network ensemble from which samples of
randomised networks can be drawn at different times T ,
with the dynamics of the distribution determined by the
choice of constraints beyond marginalisation. However,
before showing that this distribution matches distribu-
tions estimated from stochastic simulations if constraints
are chosen accordingly, we produce two useful results ob-
tained by requiring the constraint functions to obey cer-

tain additional properties and explain how the compari-
son between simulations and analytical results is carried
out.

B. Markov processes

While eq. (12) presents, in general, a non-Markovian
evolution of an ensemble distribution, the only depen-
dence in the full history WT−1 is through the constraint
functions Fn(WT ). This means that if all Fn(WT ) de-
pend on WT only through W (T ) and W (T − 1), then

P (W (T )) =
∑

WT−1

MTP (WT−1)

=
∑

W (T−1)

MT

∑
WT−2

P (WT−1)

=
∑

W (T−1)

MTP (W (T − 1)) ,

(14)

meaning that the dynamics becomes Markovian. Note
that if constraints depend on the full history WT−1 then
the sum over WT−2 in the second line cannot factor out
MT . In previous literature it has been established that
Markov processes emerge when constraints specify the
state of the system at individual instants in time [21, 31]
(essentially each Fn(WT ) depends on a single W (t) in
WT ), so this represents an extension of that condition.
This is discussed in greater detail in appendix B, where
it is shown how some constraints placed on the entire
sequence of states (as is common in maximum caliber)
can hide constraints that specify the state of the system
at each instant.

C. Independent links

Consider now the possibility that the constraint
functions in the transition matrix can be expressed
as a linear combination of functions, each depend-
ing on the sequence of states composing the tra-
jectory of a particular link in the network wT

ij :=
(wij(0), wij(1), wij(2), ..., wij(T )),∑

n

λnFn(WT ) =
∑
ij

∑
m

λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T
ij) . (15)

In this case, eq. (12) becomes

MT =
exp

(
−
∑

ij

∑
m λm

ijG
m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij(T ))

)
∑

W exp
(
−
∑

ij

∑
m λm

ijG
m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij)

)
=

∏
ij exp

(
−
∑

m λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij(T ))

)∑
kl

∑
wkl

∏
ij exp

(
−
∑

m λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij)

)
=

∏
ij exp

(
−
∑

m λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij(T ))

)∏
ij

∑
wij

exp
(
−
∑

m λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij)

) .
(16)
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The denominator of the second line of eq. (16) is ob-
tained by decomposing the sum over all networks W into
sums over the states wkl of each link kl. In the third the
denominator results from by carrying out the sum over
states of each link wij after factoring out the products
that correspond to all other links kl ̸= ij, just as would be
done to show that a distribution of independent events xi

is normalised
∑

i,xi

∏
j P (xj) =

∏
j

∑
xj

P (xj) =
∏

j 1 =

1. Note that in both the sum over links in eq. (15) and
the product over them in eq. (16), whether these corre-
spond to unordered or ordered pairs of nodes for undi-
rected and directed networks respectively must be taken
into account.

In eq. (16) the whole transition matrix can be written

as a product of transition probabilities Pij(wij(T )|wT−1
ij )

corresponding to the trajectory of each link,

Pij(wij(T )|wT−1
ij ) : =

exp
(
−
∑

m λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij(T ))

)∑
wij

exp
(
−
∑

m λm
ijG

m
ij (w

T−1
ij , wij)

)
MT =

∏
ij

Pij(wij(T )|wT−1
ij )

(17)
If the transition matrix takes the form of eq. (17) and

the distribution of network trajectories of length T − 1
is a product of independent link trajectory distributions
Pij(w

T−1
ij ), that is P (WT−1) =

∏
ij Pij(w

T−1
ij ) then so

will the distribution of trajectories of T steps P (WT ) =∏
ij Pij(wij(T )|wT−1

ij )Pij(w
T−1
ij ) =

∏
ij Pij(w

T
ij). Addi-

tionally, whenever the network trajectory distribution is
a product of independent link trajectory distributions,
then the network distribution P (W (T )) is a product of
individual link probabilities Pij(wij(T )) since, following
the same logic as the second and third lines of eq. (16),

P (W (T )) =
∑

WT−1

P (WT )

=
∑
kl

∑
wT−1

kl

∏
ij

Pij(w
T
ij)

=
∏
ij

∑
wT−1

ij

Pij(w
T
ij)

=
∏
ij

Pij(wij(T )) .

(18)

Due to the recursive nature of the results on link inde-
pendence, the ability to factorise network distributions
into independent link probabilities can be traced back to
the choice of initial network distribution P (W (0)).

D. Comparing stochastic simulations and
maximum caliber

To assess whether maximum caliber can capture the
dynamic distribution of an ensemble of networks un-
dergoing a stochastic process, we consider an ensem-
ble of R networks {W 1(0),W 2(0), ...,W r(0), ...,WR(0)}

drawn from a distribution P (W (0)). A network is sam-
pled from a binary network distribution with indepen-
dent links P (W (0)) =

∏
ij P (wij(0)), as is assumed to

be the case from here on, by starting with a fully discon-
nected network with the same nodes as the network dis-
tribution. A random number xij uniformly distributed
between 0 and 1 is then drawn for each different pair
ij, accounting for whether the network is directed or
not. The sample is then constructed by connecting ij if
xij < P (wij(0) = 1). The distribution P (W (0)) will be
used as the initial condition for maximum caliber while
networks in the ensemble are initial conditions for dif-
ferent realisations of the randomisation process. This
ensures that, at least initially, the distribution of maxi-
mum caliber represents the explicitly randomised ensem-
ble. Note that if the initial distribution is of the type
P (W (0)) = δW (0),V =

∏
ij δwij(0),vij , where vij is the en-

try ij in the adjacency matrix of a network V , then all
samples drawn from the distribution are V and there-
fore all randomisation trajectories start from the same
network.

Given the ensemble and the distribution it is drawn
from, we choose a set of constraints for maximum caliber
and a randomisation step for stochastic simulations. The
constraints of maximum caliber allow to calculate the
transitions of the initial probability distribution P (W (0))
to P (W (1)) while the randomisation step is applied to
each network W r(0) drawn from the initial distribution
of maximum caliber obtaining once-randomised samples
W r(1).

Once samples have been obtained by the first step of
explicit randomisation, we can estimate their distribu-
tion and compare it to the one updated by maximum
caliber to find out whether they are the same. Both for
the estimation and comparison of binary networks dis-
tributions of independent links it is useful to define a
probability matrix P with values pij := Pij(wij = 1)
that describe the probability that each pair ij of a net-
work distribution is connected. The probability matrix
is enough to fully capture distributions of the networks
considered as connected pairs of nodes have probabil-
ity Pij(wij = 1) = pij by definition and disconnected
ones have probability Pij(wij = 0) = 1 − pij because
of normalisation. Thus they facilitate the estimation of
sample distributions as it is easy to estimate the sam-
ple probability matrix directly. From network samples
W r, the estimated probability that a given link ij is con-
nected is the average value of connections in that link
pij =

∑
r w

r
ij/R and therefore the estimated probabil-

ity matrix is simply the average adjacency matrix of the
samples P =

∑
r W

r/R. The values of the probability
matrix corresponding to maximum caliber result from
the network distribution by definition.

After the probability matrices have been obtained by
each method at the first step, the transitions of maximum
caliber once again update the maximum caliber distribu-
tion, and a randomisation step is applied to each once-
rewired network sampleW r(1), obtaining a twice rewired
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W r(2). The estimation and calculation of the probability
matrices is repeated, allowing for a new iteration. After
T repetitions, the methods are compared by examining if
the estimated and calculated probability matrices are the
same at each time up to T . This concludes the descrip-
tion of the procedure to test whether maximum caliber
distributions can capture stochastic network evolution,
represented graphically in fig. 1.

FIG. 1. On the right side, an initial distribution is evolved
by maximum caliber for T steps. On the left side, networks
drawn from the initial distribution used by maximum caliber
are evolved according to a stochastic randomisation simula-
tion for T steps. At each step, maximum caliber produces a
probability matrix and the network simulations estimate one,
which are the same if the processes agree.

Throughout the cases considered in the following sec-
tions, we consider eight initial conditions, each one defin-
ing an initial distribution for maximum caliber and there-
fore to draw samples from for realisations of explicit ran-
domisation. The first four of these are what we refer to
as ensemble-like initial conditions, shown as heatmaps of
their probability matrices in the first column from left to
right of fig. 2, and consist of

ER - 10 node Erdös-Rényi: the maximum entropy net-
work ensemble distribution resulting from con-
straining the total amount of connections, in this
case 10, in a binary undirected network of 10 nodes.
The connection probability of any unordered pair
is the same value 2/9.

RG - 25 node regular grid: neighbouring nodes on a two-
dimensional 5×5 grid are connected with probabil-
ity 1 and otherwise are connected with probability
0.

BM - 40 node block model: two blocks of 10 and 30 nodes
with uniform probabilities of 0.8 and 0.3 between
pairs of nodes in each block respectively and a con-
nection probability of 0 for pairs of nodes belonging
to different blocks.

CM - 100 node binary undirected configuration model:
the maximum entropy network ensemble distri-
bution resulting from constraining the degree se-
quence of a network, the number of connections of
each node. The resulting probability of any par-
ticular node pair is pij = 1/(1 + exp(λi + λj)). In
this case, the values of λ were drawn independently
from a uniform distribution between 0 and 3 in-
stead of resulting from a particular degree sequence
for simplicity.

The other four initial conditions are determined by draw-
ing a network V from each of the aforementioned network
distributions and defining the distributions δW (0),V for
each one. We refer to these as sample-like initial con-
ditions, and note that the probability matrices of these
distributions, shown in the second column of fig. 2, are
equal to the adjacency matrices of the networks V that
give rise to them. The graph of each is shown in the
third column of the same figure. For each initial condi-
tion, the number of nodes N in the network determines
the total of steps in the evolution, which is 20N in all
cases, and the number of realisations to estimate explic-
itly randomised distributions, 10N except for the config-
uration model ensemble and sample like initial condition,
for which N samples are used.

FIG. 2. Initial conditions for comparison between analytical
results from maximum caliber and stochastic simulations. In
each row, from left to right: Ensemble-like initial probability
matrices, sample-like initial probability matrices, and graph
representations of the samples. From top to bottom, an Erdös
Rényi network ensemble distribution (ER), a 2-dimensional
regular grid (RG), a block model (BM), and a configuration
model (CM).
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In the next two sections, we consider particular cases
of randomisation steps and maximum caliber constrained
dynamics. In section III these are Watts-Strogatz
rewiring [14] and the conservation of the number of links,
along with some variations. In section IV they are degree-
preserving rewiring [16–19] and the conservation of the
degree sequence. From the initial conditions described,
we compare the distribution of each method over time,
showing that maximum caliber dynamics captures the
evolving distribution of explicitly randomised network
ensembles.

III. MAXIMUM ENTROPY WATTS-STROGATZ
REWIRING

A single Watts-Strogatz rewiring step consists of
choosing, uniformly and at random, one among L connec-
tions of a binary undirected network and, with a replace-
ment probability p, placing it among the N(N−1)/2−L
disconnected pairs of nodes, also uniformly at random
(with probability 1−p, no change is made). Note that, on
average, a given value of p requires 1/p times the number
of steps to achieve the same randomisation. Similarly, di-
rected networks where the link ij is considered different
from ji require randomising twice the number of con-
nections. We will therefore focus on the case where the
replacement probability is p = 1 and undirected links.
By construction, Watts-Strogatz rewiring conserves

the number of connections L in a network throughout its
application. As constraints capture characteristic traits
of the network trajectory evolution and due to the recur-
sive nature of maximum caliber, we impose the conserva-
tion of the average number of connections in the ensemble
with respect to the previous step,∑

WT

∑
i,j>i

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))P (WT ) = 0 . (19)

Note that, as the network is undirected, the sum over
unordered pairs ij is carried out by summing only the
upper triangular adjacency matrix i, j > i.
Additionally, another constraint is needed. Watts-

Strogatz rewiring as described defines a single step by
making exactly two changes in the configuration of con-
nections in the network, one pair of nodes being dis-
connected and another connected. The number of such
changes can be measured by counting the pairs of nodes
that change states, regardless of whether they change
from wij(T − 1) = 0 to wij(T ) = 1 or wij(T − 1) = 1 to
wij(T ) = 0. For this the constraint is∑

WT

∑
i,j>i

|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|P (WT ) = 2 . (20)

Note that the process defined by these constraints is
Markov as both depend only on the two last states
W (T − 1) and W (T ) in the network trajectory. Also,

introducing multipliers α and β for eq. (19) and eq. (20)
respectively, we have

∑
n

λnFn(WT )

=
∑
i,j>i

α (wij(T )− wij(T − 1)) + β|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|

(21)
meaning that eq. (15) is valid with λ0

ij = α, λ1
ij = β,

G0
ij(w

T
ij) = wij(T )−wij(T −1) and G1

ij(w
T
ij) = |wij(T )−

wij(T − 1)|. By the results from section II the network
transition matrixMT is a product of independent Marko-
vian link transitions,

Pij(wij(T )|wT−1
ij ) = Pij(wij(T )|wij(T − 1))

=
exp (−α (wij(T )− wij(T − 1))− β|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|)∑

wij
exp (−α (wij − wij(T − 1))− β|wij − wij(T − 1)|)

(22)
As the network links are binary, the link transitions de-
fine the annihilation probabilities

aij : = Pij(wij(T ) = 0|wij(T − 1) = 1)

=
exp (α− β)∑1

wij=0 exp (−α (wij − 1)− β|wij − 1|)

=
1

1 + exp (−α+ β)

(23)

and creation probabilities

cij : = Pij(wij(T ) = 1|wij(T − 1) = 0)

=
exp (−α− β)∑1

wij=0 exp (−αwij − β|wij |)

=
1

1 + exp (α+ β)
.

(24)

The link transitions can define link-specific transition
matrices

mij : = Pij(wij(T )|wij(T − 1))

=

(
1− cij aij
cij 1− aij

)
=

(
1

1+exp(−α−β))
1

1+exp(−α+β)
1

1+exp(α+β)
1

1+exp(α−β))

) (25)

where the entries with values 1−cij and 1−aij result from
marginalisation. As the multipliers are independent of
each specific link ij, we find that the link transition ma-
trix is the same for each link in the network, that is cij =
c = 1/(1+exp(α+β)) and aij = a = 1/(1+exp(−α+β))
for all ij. The values of these probabilities can be found
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analytically by imposing constraints eqs. (19) and (20),

0 =
∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))P (WT )

=
∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))
∏
i,j>i

Pij(w
T
ij)

=
∑
i,j>i

∑
wij(T )

wij(T−1)

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))mijPij(wij(T − 1))

=
∑
i,j>i

c(1− pij(T − 1))− apij(T − 1)

= (N(N − 1)/2− L)c− aL
(26)

and

2 =
∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|P (WT )

=
∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|
∏
i,j>i

Pij(w
T
ij)

=
∑
i,j>i

∑
wij(T )

wij(T−1)

|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|mijPij(wij(T − 1))

=
∑
i,j>i

c(1− pij(T − 1)) + apij(T − 1)

= (N(N − 1)/2− L)c+ aL .
(27)

In both cases, the second line is obtained by expand-
ing the network trajectory distribution into a product of
independent link trajectory distributions. The third re-
sults from summing over the trajectories of all links in
the product that are not multiplied by the correspond-
ing Gm

ij (wij), all of which are normalised. The last line
explicitly introduces the value L =

∑
i,j>i pij(T − 1) of

the average number of links of the network distribution
P (W (T−1)). The creation and annihilation probabilities
thus result in

c =
1

N(N − 1)/2− L
a =

1

L
(28)

Having described the explicit randomisation process
and obtained the transition probabilities according to
maximum caliber, we will now compare the evolution of
the resulting network distributions from the different ini-
tial conditions represented in fig. 2. For this, we choose a
set of links ij for each initial condition and show the evo-
lution of their connection probabilities according to the
value of their respective entries in the probability matrix
of explicit randomisation and maximum caliber. In fig. 3
we show the evolution of connection probabilities start-
ing from sample-like initial conditions while fig. 4 are
from ensemble-like initial conditions. Values obtained
from explicit randomisation are shown in circular mark-
ers at regular intervals of 15 and 10 time steps for sam-
ple and ensemble-like initial conditions respectively, while
full lines represent maximum caliber.

FIG. 3. Probability of an initially connected link (starting
from a probability of 1) and an initially disconnected one
(starting with a probability of 0) according to simulations
in circular markers and maximum entropy in full lines. Initial
conditions correspond to sample-like initial conditions, shown
in the second and third columns (from left to right) of fig. 2.

From sample-like initial conditions as those shown in
fig. 3, connection probability values all start at 1 or 0,
expected as the initial probability matrix matches the
adjacency matrix of each sample. We therefore show the
evolution of two links, an initially connected one start-
ing with a connection probability of 1 and an initially
disconnected one starting with a connection probability
of 0. We have verified that other links present the same
evolution (for each initial condition), as expected by the
creation and annihilation probabilities not depending on
specific ij pairs. Additionally, the evolution of all en-
tries converges to the same probability at long times (for
each network), matching the equilibrium distribution of
Watts-Strogatz rewiring. This corresponds to the Erdös-
Rényi distribution, the maximum entropy distribution
constrained by the number of connections in the network.
Evolution from ensemble-like initial conditions are pre-

sented in fig. 4. In Erdös-Rényi initial conditions (ER)
all links have the same initial probability of being con-
nected, and therefore the evolution of a single entry in the
probability matrix is representative of the whole network
ensemble. Additionally, because the Erdös-Rényi ran-
dom graph is the equilibrium state of the rewiring process
and the maximum entropy distribution, the network dis-
tribution is unchanged by the rewiring process. For the
regular grid (RG), neighbouring nodes have a probability
of 1 of being connected while all others have probability
0, so the observed evolution is identical to the one in
fig. 3. The block model (BM) takes three possible con-
nection probabilities corresponding to connections within
the small block, large block, or between them, resulting
in three different evolutions from the three possible ini-
tial probability values. Finally, the configuration model
(CM) practically takes a continuum of initial probabil-
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FIG. 4. From the ensemble-like initial conditions shown in
fig. 2, each figure shows the probability of specific pairs of
nodes being connected over time. Results from explicit ran-
domisation in circular markers maximum caliber in full lines.

ity values, so we have chosen 7 links with approximately
evenly spaced initial probabilities to compare their be-
haviour over time.

In both the case of sample-like and ensemble-like initial
conditions, the evolution according to maximum caliber
matches that of explicit randomisation with high accu-
racy. The constraints that define the analytic dynamics
reflect properties of the underlying randomisation pro-
cess and the constraints of the equilibrium maximum en-
tropy distribution. This indicates that the method is well
suited to replace realisations of dynamical processes on
networks, yielding the distribution of trajectories based
on constraints and an initial condition, deriving the evo-
lution analogously to how traditional maximum entropy
methods yield the distribution of equilibrium states.

A. Variation of the average number of links

The conservation of the average number of links in
eq. (19) can be extended to a more general case. No-
tice that the constraint function on the left-hand side of
the equation establishes what property of the dynamics
is imposed, in this case the change in the average num-
ber of links between time T − 1 and T , while the con-
straint value on the right-hand side sets the numerical
value of said property. In the particular case presented,
this value is 0 for all T , reflecting the conservation of the
average number of links throughout the evolution. If, on
the other hand, the value is different from 0, the con-
straint function still represents the change in the average
number of links, but the value no longer indicates a con-
servation law. Nevertheless, no mention of the constraint
values is made until the Lagrange multipliers are found
by setting the functional form of transitions MT into the
constraints. The only difference between a conservation

law of a certain property and the case where the change
of the same property is specified but non-zero is in this
last step.
To test maximum caliber constraints beyond conser-

vation laws, we consider two variations of the results al-
ready presented in this section. The first considers an
explicit randomisation process identical to the described
Watts-Strogatz rewiring with the modification that, in
addition to the replacement of a connected link, every τ
steps a connection is created between a randomly chosen
disconnected pair of nodes. For maximum caliber, the
change of the average number of connections can be de-
scribed by ∆c(T ) = 1 if T mod τ = 0 and ∆c(T ) = 0
otherwise, converting eq. (19) to∑

WT

∑
i,j>i

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))P (WT ) = ∆c(T ) , (29)

and the number of changes made in the network config-
uration, eq. (20), becomes∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

|wij(T )−wij(T −1)|P (WT ) = 2+∆c(T ) . (30)

Because the constraint functions are still the same, the
network trajectory transition matrix MT is a product
of independent link transition matrices mij with anni-
hilation and creation probabilities aij = a and cij = c
that are the same for every pair of nodes in the network.
Their values can be found by introducing the transitions
into eqs. (29) and (30). Following the same steps as in
eqs. (26) and (27) we have

∆c(T ) = (N(N − 1)/2− L)c− aL

2 + ∆c(T ) = (N(N − 1)/2− L)c+ aL
(31)

which results in

c =
1 +∆c(T )

N(N − 1)/2− L
a =

1

L
. (32)

In fig. 5 we show the evolution of the same probability
matrix values presented in fig. 4 starting from ensemble-
like initial conditions with varying average number of
connections according to simulations and maximum cal-
iber. The values of τ are τER = 6, τRG = 2, τBM = 2 and
τCM = 1 for the Erdös-Rényi, regular grid, block model,
and configuration model initial conditions respectively.
As in the case of conserved average number of links, prob-
abilities obtained from maximum caliber and simulations
are found to match.
The second scenario with varying average number

of connections considers a sinusoidal signal S(t) :=
K sin(ωt) which, when positive, indicates links are added
and when negative, indicates links are removed. In ex-
plicit randomisation by simulations, the amount of added
or removed connections at each step T is an integer drawn
from a binomial distribution of the same amount of tri-
als as disconnected or connected links respectively and



10

FIG. 5. Evolution of link probabilities between selected pairs
of nodes under the linear increase of the average number of
links from ensemble-like initial conditions. Circular markers
show results from explicit randomisation while full lines show
the evolution according to maximum caliber.

average |S(T )|. For maximum caliber applications, the
number of added nodes, on average over simulations is
∆c(T ) = |S(T )| if S(T ) > 0 and ∆c(T ) = 0 other-
wise. The number of removed nodes is ∆a(T ) = |S(T )|
if S(T ) < 0 and ∆a(T ) = 0 otherwise. Therefore the
constraint on the average change in the number of con-
nections can be written as∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))P (WT ) = ∆c(T )−∆a(T ) ,

(33)
and the number of changes made in the network config-
uration becomes∑
WT

∑
i,j>i

|wij(T )−wij(T−1)|P (WT ) = 2+∆c(T )+∆a(T ) .

(34)
Following the same steps as before, the transitions are
translated into annihilation and creation probabilities
that are the same for every pair of nodes in the network,
with values that can be found by introducing them ex-
plicitly into eqs. (33) and (34). This results in the system
of equations

∆c(T )−∆a(T ) = (N(N − 1)/2− L)c− aL

2 + ∆c(T ) + ∆a(T ) = (N(N − 1)/2− L)c+ aL
(35)

which yields

c =
1 +∆c(T )

N(N − 1)/2− L
a =

1 +∆a(T )

L
. (36)

In fig. 6 we show the evolution of selected probability
matrix values starting from ensemble-like initial condi-
tions with a sinusoidal variation of the average number
of connections according to simulations and maximum

caliber. The values of K are half of the initial average
number of links of each ensemble-like initial condition
and ω = 2π/70 in all cases. We show the evolution up
to a maximum of 500 steps as the long-term behaviour
of all connection probabilities being the same, but oscil-
lating in time is already reached by then. As in the first
case of varying average number of links, probabilities ob-
tained from maximum caliber and simulations are found
to match.

FIG. 6. Evolution of link probabilities between selected pairs
of nodes under an oscillating number of links from ensemble-
like initial conditions. Circular markers show results from
explicit randomisation while lines show the evolution accord-
ing to maximum caliber.

Note that while samples drawn from an ensemble of
networks with a constant average number of connections
allow for a certain variation in the number of links of
each sample, these are random fluctuations. By changing
constraint values, on the other hand, we can control the
dynamics of the ensemble average beyond conservation
laws, leading to changes in the number of links of samples
due to this dynamic control and fluctuations.

IV. MAXIMUM ENTROPY
DEGREE-PRESERVING REWIRING

Consider now a rewiring process such that the degree
sequence, that is the number of connections of each node,
is conserved. For simplicity of both the explicit randomi-
sation and maximum caliber, as well as the flexibility
thereof, we will now consider directed networks where
the link ij is considered different from ji. A single step
of explicit randomisation consists of selecting a group of
two pairs of connected nodes ij and kl in the network
such that all nodes in the group are different and both il
and kj are disconnected. Then the connections between
ij and kl are removed while il and kj are connected.
From the perspective of maximum caliber, the conser-

vation of the number of connections of each node requires
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a constraint for each node j defining the change of its in
degree,∑

WT

∑
i

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))P (WT ) = 0 , (37)

and one constraint for each node i establishing the change
in its out degree∑

WT

∑
j

(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))P (WT ) = 0 . (38)

The number of changes in the network configuration in
a single step of the randomisation is now 4 instead of 2
as two connections are removed and two are added. The
corresponding constraint is∑

WT

∑
i,j

|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|P (WT ) = 4 . (39)

Just as for Watts-Strogatz rewiring, the constraints
produce Markov transitions as the constraint functions
depend only on the two last network configurations. In-
troducing Lagrange multipliers αin

j for eq. (37), αout
i for

eq. (38) and β for eq. (39), we have∑
n

λnFn(WT )

=
∑
i,j

(αin
j + αout

i )(wij(T )− wij(T − 1))

+ β|wij(T )− wij(T − 1)|

(40)

meaning that eq. (15) is valid with λ0
ij = αout

i + αin
j ,

λ1
ij = β, G0

ij(w
T
ij) = wij(T )−wij(T − 1) and G1

ij(w
T
ij) =

|wij(T ) − wij(T − 1)|. By the results from section II
the network transition matrix MT is a product of inde-
pendent Markovian link transitions which, following the
same steps as in section III, results in link transition ma-
trices

mij : = Pij(wij(T )|wij(T − 1))

=

(
1− cij aij
cij 1− aij

)
=

( 1
1+exp(−αout

i −αin
j −β))

1
1+exp(−αout

i −αin
j +β)

1
1+exp(αout

i +αin
j +β)

1
1+exp(αout

i +αin
j −β))

)
(41)

Differently from the Watts-Strogatz rewiring process,
the transition matrix of each link is different. This makes
the imposed constraints’ preservation extremely difficult
to solve analytically to obtain a relation between the an-
nihilation and creation probabilities and the imposed av-
erage values. However, as in the binary configuration
model, that is the equilibrium case of imposing the de-
gree of each node, eq. (41) gives a functional form of the
annihilation and creation probabilities in terms of the
Lagrange multipliers which can be adjusted numerically
by imposing the constraints of eqs. (37) to (39)

In fig. 7 we show the evolution of connection probabil-
ities over time according to explicit randomisation simu-
lations, in circular markers, and maximum caliber, in full
lines, for 5 pairs of nodes from sample-like initial condi-
tions The most notable difference between this case and

FIG. 7. Probability of 5 different pairs of nodes of being
connected as a function of time (number of steps) comparing
results from simulations and maximum entropy.

Watts-Strogatz rewiring is that, as the link transition
matrices are different for each pair of nodes, trajectories
can start from the same point and still behave differently.
There is also a larger difference (due to the number of
realisations required) between the simulation and maxi-
mum caliber results. We have verified that the stationary
connection probability values achieved by individual links
(the asymptotic values of fig. 7) agree with the distribu-
tion expected by the directed binary configuration model,
peqij = (1 + exp(λout

i + λin
j ))−1 such that

∑
i p

eq
ij = kinj is

the in degree of node j and
∑

j p
eq
ij = kouti the out de-

gree of node i obtained from the initial network. This
again shows that the distributions resulting from tradi-
tional entropy maximisation correspond to equilibrium
distributions of a dynamic process defined by the analo-
gous conservation constraints in the context of maximum
caliber.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have applied the principle of maxi-
mum caliber of Jaynes to construct the evolution of ran-
dom network configuration probabilities from constraints
representing statistical properties of the evolution. The
method is an approach to constructing dynamic processes
in the same way that stationary network distributions
are obtained by maximising Shannon entropy. The main
difference between the method presented here and other
applications of maximum caliber is that it obtains indi-
vidual transition probabilities at different times in the
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evolution instead of probabilities of entire trajectories.
The transition probabilities can then be used to obtain
the evolution of a dynamic distribution from desired ini-
tial conditions.

In section II we show how to obtain such transitions
from maximum caliber by replacing the requirement of
probability normalisation with a marginalisation, essen-
tially imposing the history of the network evolution at its
inception. This only requires that other constraints are
average values of the trajectory distribution, in principle
allowing for memory-dependent processes. We then high-
light specific conditions under which the constraints re-
sult in Markov processes and the transitions of the whole
network can be described by those of individual links.
In appendix B we extend the conditions for Markov pro-
cesses, and in appendix A we also show that this for-
mulation of maximum caliber can be interpreted as an
analogous in information theory to the maximum entropy
production principle in the field of thermodynamics, and
can be used to strengthen the theoretical basis of the
method of entropic dynamics. Next, we focus on par-
ticular choices of constraints under which conditions for
Markov processes and evolution by individual links apply.
In section III we start with the conservation of the av-
erage number of connections in a network, showing that
the dynamic distributions that result predict the same
connection probabilities as estimated from repetitions of
explicit simulations the rewiring process of Watts and
Strogatz. We then modify the constraints in order to
represent a controlled variation of the average number of
connections, obtaining the same results from simulations
of modified Watts-Strogatz randomisation which produce
the same average variation. This leads us to conclude
that constraints control the evolution of imposed prop-
erties rather generally, with conservation resulting as a
particular case. In section IV we apply the same proce-
dure to the conservation of the number of connections of
each node in a network, comparing to explicit simulations
implementing the same process and once again showing
that connection probabilities match.

Our results allow us to conclude that maximum cal-
iber can serve as a useful tool to obtain the evolution of
network ensembles undergoing randomisation processes
without requiring explicit simulations. It establishes the
evolution on the statistical basis of information theory,
allowing for the flexibility given by imposing arbitrary
constraints that represent properties required of the net-
work evolution. As for future work, three unexplored
topics take the spotlight. Firstly, the method as pre-
sented here is discrete in time, a limitation that needs
to be overcome for the method to be applied to sys-
tems continuous in time. Second, in terms of weighted
networks, it has been shown that equilibrium maximum
entropy networks are better reconstructed by imposing
constraints on binary and weighted properties simulta-
neously. Such constraints in a dynamic context might be
applied to the interplay between the network structure
of dynamical systems and the dynamics on that struc-

ture. Lastly, in terms of memory dependence, the fact
that the method naturally incorporates non-Markov pro-
cesses suggests that it is worthwhile to take a closer look
at the perspective provided, especially in the context of
complex systems where such effects are paramount. Ad-
dressing these challenges would allow for the method to
be applied to the study of many real-world complex net-
works.
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Appendix A: Connection to maximum entropy
production and entropic dynamics

In section II transitions WT−1 → WT which essentially
update the configuration of the network W (T ) were es-
tablished by maximising the Shannon entropy of the tra-
jectory distribution

S = −
∑
WT

P (WT ) ln(P (WT )) (A1)

subject to constraints∑
WT

Fn(WT )P (WT ) = fn (A2)

of which one is marginalisation∑
WT

δW ′
T−1,WT−1

P (WT ) = P (W ′
T−1). Although

the constraint value P (W ′
T−1) is the trajectory distribu-

tion at the previous number of steps, it is also arbitrary
and for all purposes of the maximisation, fixed. One can
then also maximise the entropy production

∆ST =−
∑
WT

P (WT ) ln(P (WT ))

+
∑

WT−1

P (WT−1) ln(P (WT−1))

=−
∑

W (T ),WT−1

P (W (T ),WT−1) ln(P (W (T ),WT−1))

+
∑

W (T ),WT−1

P (W (T ),WT−1) ln(P (WT−1))

=−
∑

W,WT−1

P (W |WT−1)P (WT−1) ln(P (W |WT−1)) .

(A3)
As P (W (T )|WT−1) holds P (WT−1) fixed, we can max-

imise the entropy production with respect to the tran-
sition probability instead of the trajectory distribution,
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writing the constraints as∑
W,WT−1

P (W |WT−1)Fn(W,WT−1)P (WT−1) = fn∑
W,WT−1

δW ′
T−1,WT−1

P (W |WT−1) =
∑
W

P (W |W ′
T−1) = 1 .

(A4)
This defines a Lagrangian

L = −
∑

W,WT−1

P (W |WT−1)P (WT−1) ln(P (W |WT−1))

+
∑

WT−1

λWT−1

(
1−

∑
W

P (W |WT−1)

)

+
∑
n

λn

fn −
∑
W

WT−1

P (W |WT−1)Fn(W,WT−1)P (WT−1)


(A5)

maximised by finding the roots of

∂L
∂P (W |WT−1)

= −λWT−1

− P (WT−1)

[
ln(P (W |WT−1) + 1 +

∑
n

λnFn(W,WT−1)

]
(A6)

in terms of P (W |WT−1). This yields

P (W |WT−1) =

exp

(
−

[
λWT−1

/P (WT−1) + 1 +
∑
n

λnFn(W,WT−1)

])
.

(A7)
Imposing marginalisation

∑
W P (W |WT−1) = 1,

exp
(
λWT−1

/P (WT−1) + 1
)
=∑

W

exp

(
−
∑
n

λnFn(W,WT−1)

)

⇒P (W |WT−1) =
exp (−

∑
n λnFn(W,WT−1))∑

W ′ exp (−
∑

n λnFn(W ′,WT−1))
(A8)

As eq. (A8) matches the result obtained in eq. (12),
maximum caliber in combination with marginalisation
constraints is equivalent to maximisation of the entropy
production defined in eq. (A3). Moreover, the same func-
tional form is reached if the ”entropy production” is ar-
bitrarily defined as

−
∑

W,WT−1

P (W |WT−1) ln(P (W |WT−1)) (A9)

with constraints∑
W,WT−1

P (W |WT−1)Fn(W,WT−1) = gn (A10)

independently of the constraint values gn. We also know
that there must exist constraint values gn such that the
resulting transition probabilities, and not just the func-
tional form, are the same as derived from maximum cal-
iber. These can be constructed by combining the func-
tional form of the transitions, which is independent of
the method used, with the Lagrange multipliers resulting
from maximum caliber. This fully defines the transition
probabilities on the left-hand side of eq. (A10), which
allows the construction of the constraint values on the
right-hand side.
Note that for the case of Markov processes, we can

write P (W (T )|WT−1) = P (W (T )|W (T − 1)). In partic-
ular eqs. (A9) and (A10) under this condition result in
the formulation used in entropic dynamics. This shows
that the latter method yields the correct results, and sets
it on the more solid foundations of Maximum caliber.

Appendix B: Maximum caliber and Markov
processes

We have established in section II that when constraint
functions depend only on two successive states W (T −1)
and W (T ) of the network, the resulting transitions MT

define a Markov process. However, this condition can be
somewhat loosened by considering linear combinations
of constraints. For example, consider a more typical con-
straint of maximum caliber defining the average number
of connections C(T ) over a trajectory

C(T ) =
∑
WT

∑
ij

∑
0≤t≤T

wij(t)P (WT ) . (B1)

For trajectories one step shorter, the same constraint is

C(T − 1) =
∑

WT−1

∑
ij

∑
0≤t≤T−1

wij(t)P (WT−1)

=
∑
WT

∑
ij

∑
0≤t≤T−1

wij(t)P (WT ) .
(B2)

which can be subtracted from eq. (B1) to yield the aver-
age number of connections L(T ) at time T

C(T )−C(T −1) =
∑
WT

∑
ij

wij(T )P (WT ) = L(T ) . (B3)

Considering eq. (B3) for T − 1 and T , these can also be
subtracted, obtaining the constraints used for section III

L(T )−L(T − 1) =
∑
WT

∑
ij

(wij(T )−wij(T − 1))P (WT ) .

(B4)
On the other hand, consider the case where constraints
over trajectories include coefficients that depend on the
length of the trajectory, for example

∑
WT

∑
ij

(
T∑

t=0

AT e
−twij(t)

)
P (WT ) = C(T ) . (B5)
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When we attempt to construct the instantaneous con-
straint by difference of two successive times, we find that
the result again depends on the whole trajectory, C(T )− C(T − 1) =∑

WT

∑
ij

[
AT e

−Twij(T )+

+

T−1∑
t=0

(AT −AT−1)e
−twij(t)

]
P (WT ) ,

(B6)
and the same is true for higher-order differences, suggest-
ing that the resulting process is not Markov.
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