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Abstract

Over the last decade, hidden Markov models (HMMs) have become increasingly pop-
ular in statistical ecology, where they constitute natural tools for studying animal
behavior based on complex sensor data. Corresponding analyses sometimes explicitly
focus on — and in any case need to take into account — periodic variation, for exam-
ple by quantifying the activity distribution over the daily cycle or seasonal variation
such as migratory behavior. For HMMs including periodic components, we establish
important mathematical properties that allow for comprehensive statistical inference
related to periodic variation, thereby also providing guidance for model building and
model checking. Specifically, we derive the periodically varying unconditional state
distribution as well as the time-varying and overall state dwell-time distributions —
all of which are of key interest when the inferential focus lies on the dynamics of
the state process. We use the associated novel inference and model-checking tools to
investigate changes in the diel activity patterns of fruit flies in response to changing
light conditions.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Inference on periodic variation in animal behavior

Over the last two decades, advances in biologging technology have revolutionized behav-

ioral ecology (Hussey et al., 2015; Kays et al., 2015). Complex sensor data, nowadays often

collected at very high resolution (e.g. 1 Hz), allow ecologists to more precisely identify

foraging and other movement maneuvers employed by animals, to reveal their interaction

with conspecifics and prey, and ultimately to infer how they cope with environmental and

anthropogenic change (Nathan et al., 2022). In particular, driven by these technological

advancements, periodic variation in animal behavior can now be studied under natural con-

ditions. This allows for comprehensive inference focused, for example, on the identification

of diurnal rhythms, the quantification of individual heterogeneity in diel variation, and the

prediction of seasonal patterns or events such as migratory behavior (Hertel et al., 2017;

Weegman et al., 2017; Jannetti et al., 2019; Beumer et al., 2020). Even if not of primary

interest, ignoring such periodic variation can invalidate statistical inference: standard er-

rors might be underestimated due to residual autocorrelation, and the model formulation

as guided by information criteria may be more complex than necessary to compensate for

the model misspecification (Li and Bolker, 2017; Pohle et al., 2017).

A statistical framework that naturally lends itself to inference on the dynamics of animal

behavior in general, and periodic variation therein in particular, is given by the class of hid-

den Markov models (HMMs). In HMMs, the movement metrics observed — for instance,

the step lengths and turning angles between successive GPS fixes, or the dynamic body

acceleration calculated from acceleration sensors — are regarded as noisy measurements

of the underlying, serially correlated behavioral process of the animal (Langrock et al.,

2



2012; Leos-Barajas et al., 2017; McClintock et al., 2020). Ecological inference then mostly

focuses on this unobserved behavioral state process, typically modeled as a finite-state

Markov chain. To account for periodic variation in animal behavior, the state-switching

probabilities are commonly modeled as functions of time, for example by specifying trigono-

metric base functions with the desired wavelength as covariates using a multinomial logistic

regression framework (Li and Bolker, 2017; Patterson et al., 2017; Feldmann et al., 2023).

For time-homogeneous Markov chains, implications of the estimated state-switching

probabilities for behavioral time budgets can conveniently be characterized by (i) the sta-

tionary distribution, that is the unconditional distribution of the states, and (ii) the state

dwell-time distributions. Regarding (i), when including periodic effects in the state pro-

cess, inference on temporal variation in state occupancy is hampered by the fact that an

inhomogeneous Markov chain does not have a stationary distribution. Instead, an ap-

proximate version has commonly been reported in the literature (Farhadinia et al., 2020;

Byrnes et al., 2021), which in general is biased as it ignores the inhomogeneous evolution

of the state process. Regarding (ii), as a consequence of the Markov property, the state

dwell times in homogeneous HMMs are geometrically distributed, implying that the most

likely duration of a stay within a state is one time unit, which is often biologically un-

realistic. Inhomogeneity in the state process, and in particular temporal variation, does

however affect the dwell-time distributions — yet to what extent this may alleviate the po-

tentially undesirable characteristics of homogeneous Markov state processes has not been

investigated.

In this contribution, we analytically derive the main properties of periodically inho-

mogeneous Markov state processes, namely (i) the time-varying unconditional distribution

of the states and (ii) the state dwell-time distribution (both overall and at fixed times).
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Regarding (i), we demonstrate that the approximate state distribution frequently used as

an important summary output in analyses of ecological systems can in fact be severely

biased. Regarding (ii), we find that the state dwell-time distributions implied by HMMs

with periodic components can deviate substantially from a geometric distribution. This

highlights that temporal covariates may to some extent compensate for biologically unre-

alistic consequences of the Markov property. Our results do in fact apply to periodically

inhomogeneous Markov chains in general — i.e. not only to those that form the state pro-

cess within an HMM — but we focus on their role specifically within ecological applications

of HMMs, as our research is motivated by the study of temporal niche mechanisms and,

more generally, periodic variation in animal behavior, as inferred from noisy sensor data.

1.2 Motivating data

We aim to study the influence of external conditions on the behavior of common fruit flies

(Drosophila melanogaster) and especially their circadian clock. Like the majority of animal

species, fruit flies restrict their behavioral activity to specific time periods during the 24-

hour cycle, a mechanism referred to as the temporal niche. In particular, synchronizing

their circadian clocks to the common light-dark (LD) cycles improves the flies’ fitness as

they anticipate daily environmental changes (Beaver et al., 2002; Bernhardt et al., 2020).

To investigate these diel activity patterns, 15 male wild-type fruit flies aged two to three

days were trained under a standard lighting schedule of twelve hours of light followed by

twelve hours of darkness (LD condition) for four days. Subsequently, the flies were exposed

to six consecutive days of uninterrupted darkness (DD condition). They were kept in

special tubes that tracked their locomotor activity by counting each time a fly passed an

infrared beam in the middle of the tube. We aggregated these counts into half-hour bins,
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Figure 1: Boxplots of activity counts for each half-hour bin, including all individuals

and all days but separated into LD and DD conditions. The thick blue line represents

the median activity for visual clarity.

leading to a total of 6840 observations ranging from 0-300. Boxplots of the activity counts

for the different times of day, separated into LD and DD conditions, are shown in Figure 1.

The strong diel activity pattern emerges from the flies’ anticipation of the light transitions

in the morning and evening in the LD condition. In constant darkness, the bimodality is

much less pronounced as the flies lose these reference points. We aim to precisely quantify

such behavioral differences between the two light conditions, in particular comprehensively

studying the state-switching dynamics leading to the bimodal activity pattern.
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2 Methods

2.1 Hidden Markov models — definition and notation

We consider an HMM comprising a state-dependent process {Xt}t∈N (where Xt can be

a vector) and a latent state process {St}t∈N, with St ∈ {1, . . . , N} selecting which of N

possible component distributions generates Xt. The state process {St} is assumed to be

a Markov chain of first order, characterized by its initial state distribution and the time-

varying transition probability matrix (t.p.m.)

Γ(t) = (γ
(t)
ij ), with γ

(t)
ij = Pr(St+1 = j|St = i), t ∈ N.

The observed variables Xt, t ∈ N, are assumed to be conditionally independent of each

other, given the states.

The methodological development of this contribution is generally applicable but was

motivated by ecological applications, where St could for example indicate the animal’s be-

havioral state at time t (e.g. resting, foraging, traveling), with Xt some noisy measurement

of that state (e.g. acceleration, movement speed, tortuosity of movement, as commonly

recorded by biologgers). In these settings it is often necessary to incorporate periodic vari-

ation in the state-switching process, for example to account for diurnal rhythms. Associated

models and their properties are discussed in the following two sections.

2.2 Time-varying state distribution in periodically inhomogeneous

Markov state processes

We consider a setting with periodically varying state-switching dynamics, such that

Γ(t) = Γ(t+L) (1)
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for t ∈ N, with L denoting the length of a cycle. For ease of notation, we restrict the index

t to {1, . . . , L} corresponding to the L unique matrices.

For hourly data and N = 2, we could for example model time-of-day variation (L = 24)

as

logit
(
γ
(t)
ij

)
= β

(ij)
0 + β

(ij)
1 sin

(2πt
24

)
+ β

(ij)
2 cos

(2πt
24

)
, for i ̸= j. (2)

The interpretation of such transition probabilities as functions of time can be tedious,

especially when N > 2. Therefore, it has become common practice to instead consider

a summary statistic, namely the periodically varying (unconditional) distribution of the

states. This distribution is usually approximated by the hypothetical stationary distribu-

tion that would emerge if the process followed transition dynamics specified by holding Γ(t)

constant over time (for given t), i.e. the solution to ρ(t) = ρ(t)Γ(t) for each t = 1, . . . , L, sub-

ject to
∑N

i=1 ρ
(t)
i = 1 (Patterson et al., 2009). The approximation will in general be biased

because it ignores the preceding process dynamics as implied by Γ(t−1),Γ(t−2), . . . ,Γ(t−L),

and instead pretends that the process has been following the dynamics as implied by a

constant Γ(t) for a considerable time.

However, for periodically inhomogeneous Markov chains as defined in Equation (1),

there is in fact no need for such an approximation. To see this, consider for fixed t the

thinned Markov chain {St+kL}k∈N, which is homogeneous with constant t.p.m.

Γ̃t = Γ(t)Γ(t+1) . . .Γ(t+L−1).

Visual intuition for the homogeneity of Γ̃t is given in Figure 2.

Provided that this thinned Markov chain is irreducible, it has a unique stationary

distribution δ(t), which is the solution to

δ(t) = δ(t)Γ̃t (3)
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. . .
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Figure 2: Example visualization of periodic stationarity with L = 3. The thinned

Markov chain St, St+3, St+6, . . . has constant t.p.m. Γ̃(t).

(Ge et al., 2006; Kargapolova and Ogorodnikov, 2012; Touron, 2019). For large N or large

L, it will typically be most convenient to calculate δ(t) recursively for t = 1, . . . , L (see

Appendix A.1). Assuming that the Markov chain starts in its stationary distribution, δ(t)

is the state distribution at any time t of interest, and we refer to such a process {St}t∈N

as a periodically stationary Markov chain. Otherwise, provided aperiodicity, the solution

to Equation (3) will typically be a good approximation to the unconditional distribution

of states, as each of the L thinned Markov chains — i.e. {St+kL}k∈N for t = 1, . . . , L —

converges to its respective stationary distribution δ(t). Therefore, we interchangeably use

the terms (periodically) stationary distribution and unconditional state distribution.

2.3 State dwell-time distribution of periodically inhomogeneous

Markov chains

In this section we derive the distribution of the state dwell times implied by a periodically

stationary Markov chain. We first focus on the time-varying state dwell-time distribution,

i.e. the distribution of the duration of a stay in state i beginning at time t, for each

t = 1, . . . , L and each i = 1, . . . , N .

Proposition 2.1. Consider a periodically inhomogeneous Markov chain defined by Γ(t),

t = 1, . . . , L. For this Markov chain, the probability mass function of the time-varying
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state dwell-time distribution of a stay in state i beginning at time t is

d
(t)
i (r) =

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii , r ∈ N. (4)

Equation (4) appears similar to the homogeneous case with geometric dwell-time dis-

tributions. However, in this case the transition probabilities evolve over time, and as a

consequence the probability mass function of this dwell-time distribution is not necessarily

monotonously decreasing (cf. Figure 6). A proof of Proposition 2.1 is given in Appendix A.2.

The time-varying state dwell-time distributions provide comprehensive information on

the state dynamics within a cycle. However, visualization and interpretation of L time-

varying distributions for each state i can be tedious (see Appendix A.3). As an alternative,

the means of these distributions may provide a useful summary statistic.

Proposition 2.2. In the setting of Proposition 2.1, let R
(t)
i denote the dwell time in state i

beginning at time t. Then

ER(t)
i =

L+
∑L

r=1 rd
(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

− L.

A proof of this proposition is provided in Appendix A.2. Computing the expected dwell

time for each state i = 1, . . . , N and each time point t = 1, . . . , L, the variation in the mean

dwell times over the course of a cycle can be concisely visualized (see Figure 3).

In practical applications, it may be cumbersome to interpret the time-varying dwell-

time distributions, especially when the temporal resolution of the data is high (for example,

with minute-by-minute data and diel variation, there would be 1440 such distributions for

each state). In addition, the focus of the inference with respect to state dynamics will

often be on the overall distribution of the durations in the different states, not explicitly

conditioning on the start time of the stay. We obtain such a distribution as a mixture of

the time-varying dwell-time distributions.
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Figure 3: Means of the time-varying state dwell times of an example 2-state HMM

with trigonometric modeling of periodic variation (see Appendix A.4 for the precise

model configuration).

Proposition 2.3. For a periodically stationary Markov chain defined by Γ(t), t = 1, . . . , L,

the probability mass function of the overall (unconditional) dwell-time distribution in state

i is

di(r) =
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i d

(t)
i (r), r ∈ N, (5)

with the mixture weights defined as

w
(t)
i =

∑
l∈S\i δ

(t−1)
l γ

(t−1)
li∑L

t=1

∑
l∈S\i δ

(t−1)
l γ

(t−1)
li

, t = 1, . . . , L,

where S = {1, . . . , N}, Γ(0) = Γ(L), δ(0) = δ(L) and δ(t) as in Equation (3). Letting Ri

denote the overall dwell time in state i, we further have that

ERi =
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i ER(t)

i =
L∑

t=1

(
w

(t)
i

L+
∑L

r=1 rd
(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

)
− L.

The proof of Proposition 2.3 is given in Appendix A.2. For homogeneous Markov

chains, i.e. when γ
(t)
ij = γij for all t and all i, j ∈ S, the state dwell-time distribution given
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in Equation (5) simplifies to the geometric case. To see this, we first note that

d
(t)
i (r) =

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii = (1− γii)γ

r−1
ii

is constant in time. Thus,

di(r) =
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i (1− γii)γ

r−1
ii = (1− γii)γ

r−1
ii

L∑
t=1

w
(t)
i = (1− γii)γ

r−1
ii ,

as the sum of the weights w
(t)
i equals one.

If, however, the Markov chain is not homogeneous, then the distribution in Equa-

tion (5) can deviate rather substantially from a geometric distribution, and may even be

multimodal. To illustrate this, Figure 4 displays an example overall state dwell-time dis-

tribution implied by an HMM with trigonometric modeling of the periodic variation in the

state transition probabilities (see Appendix A.4 for the model parameters leading to this

outcome). To verify our theoretical results, we further complemented the exact probability

mass function derived in Proposition 2.3 by an approximation using Monte Carlo simu-

lations. While the latter can always easily be obtained, the exact theoretical result is of

course advantageous with respect to both accuracy and computational cost.

The time-varying and the overall state dwell-time distributions can provide valuable

insights into the dynamics of the state process. In addition, these results can be used to

devise comprehensive model-checking tools for HMMs with periodic variation. For example,

the model-implied dwell-time distributions can be compared against the empirical state

dwell times obtained from the Viterbi-decoded state sequence.

3 Application: Activity of Drosophila melanogaster

To investigate diel activity patterns in the motivating fruit fly data from Section 1.2, we

model the half-hourly activity counts (cf. Figure 1) using a 2-state HMM with negative
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Figure 4: Overall state dwell-time distribution (state 2) of an example 2-state HMM

with trigonometric modeling of periodic variation (see Appendix A.4 for the precise

model configuration). Analytical distribution (blue bars) compared to Monte-Carlo-

simulated state dwell times (black dots) for different chain lengths.

binomial state-dependent distributions, as was previously done in Feldmann et al. (2023).

To allow for individual-specific differences in the flies’ activity levels, we model the state-

dependent means as gamma-distributed random effects, while the dispersion parameters

of the negative binomial distributions are fixed across individuals. The state transition

probabilities are modeled as functions of the time of day, ensuring sufficient flexibility for

capturing multiple activity peaks throughout the day via the use of trigonometric functions

with wavelengths of 24, 12, and 8 hours, i.e.

logit
(
γ
(t)
ij

)
= β

(ij)
0 +

3∑
k=1

β
(ij)
1k sin

(2πkt
48

)
+

3∑
k=1

β
(ij)
2k cos

(2πkt
48

)
, for i ̸= j.

As we are interested in behavioral differences between the lighting schedules, we estimate

separate state-process parameters for the LD and DD conditions, respectively. To esti-

mate the model parameters, we numerically maximize the joint likelihood computed as the

product of the different individuals’ likelihoods. The random effects were marginalized out
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using numerical integration (Schliehe-Diecks et al., 2012). All models were implemented

and fitted in R (R Core Team, 2023) using a parallelized numerical optimization procedure

(Gerber and Furrer, 2019) to speed up the estimation.

The fitted HMM distinguishes a low- and a high-activity state for all flies, while allowing

for individual differences in their mean activity levels (cf. Figure 9 in the Appendix). To

investigate the temporal variation in the state dynamics as well as the state dwell times, we

apply the inferential tools developed in Section 2. The time-dependent unconditional state

distributions as well as their approximations under the LD and the DD condition are shown

in Figure 5. For both light conditions, the observed activity patterns (cf. Figure 1) are

adequately reflected by the true stationary distribution of the inhomogeneous Markov chain,

with the activity peaking shortly after the light transitions experienced by the flies in the

LD setup. While the morning peak in activity is more pronounced under the LD condition,

in constant darkness (DD) the flies are active for a longer period of time in the evening

hours. In contrast to the true distribution δ(t), the high-activity peaks of the approximation

ρ(t) differ in shape and, more importantly, are shifted in time, falsely indicating activity to

peak about 1-3 hours earlier (cf. also the empirical activity distribution shown in Figure 1).

Therefore, the approximate version would inevitably result in erroneous conclusions when

interested in the exact time and length of flies’ activity peaks.

To further characterize the state dynamics within a cycle, the time-varying dwell-time

distributions as derived in Proposition 2.1 can provide temporally fine-grained insights.

Due to the model accounting for periodic variation in the state-switching dynamics, the

model-implied dwell times differ substantially from a geometric distribution, as illustrated

in Figure 6. Specifically for the morning times when the light was just switched on, the

distribution’s mode is clearly distinct from one — in other words, the flies’ response to the

13
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Figure 5: Periodic stationary distribution as a function of the time of day, for LD

and DD condition. True stationary distribution (light blue) compared to biased ap-

proximation (yellow). Pointwise confidence intervals were obtained via Monte Carlo

simulation from the approximate normal distribution of the maximum likelihood es-

timator.

environmental change is not only to become active, but also to remain active for an extended

period of time. During noon and in the early afternoon, activity bouts are more likely to

be short. Overall, the time-varying dwell-time distributions thus reflect and complement

the information gained from the stationary distribution (cf. Figure 5). However, since it

is tedious and hardly feasible to look at all time-dependent dwell-time distributions for

both states in the LD and DD condition (48 × 2 × 2 = 192 in total), it can be useful

to instead plot the time-varying means of the distributions as derived in Proposition 2.2

(cf. Figure 10 in the Appendix). These mean dwell times summarize the distinct patterns

of varying durations in the high- and low-activity state over a day and stress differences
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Figure 6: Estimated time-varying dwell-time distributions when initiating high-

activity bouts between 8 am and 3 pm under LD condition

between both light conditions. Solely focusing on the mean can however be accompanied

by a substantial loss of information, as the time-varying dwell-time distributions can be

multimodal (cf. Figure 6).

As an alternative way of looking into the dwell times implied by the model — not reduc-

ing the distributional information but instead averaging over time — the overall dwell-time

distributions as derived in Proposition 2.3 are shown in Figure 7. These unconditional

dwell-time distributions in the active state emphasize overall differences in the state dy-

namics between the lighting schedules, specifically showing activity patterns that differ in

peak lengths (cf. Figure 5). In particular, the morning and evening activity peaks in the

LD condition are relatively short and about equally long, which is reflected by dwell times

mostly below five hours. In contrast, the DD condition is characterized by relatively short

activity bouts in the morning and notably longer bouts in the evening, leading to a bimodal

dwell-time distribution, with considerable mass on lengths of 6–7 hours. These ecologically
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Figure 7: Overall dwell-time distribution of the high-activity state for LD and DD

condition, analytically (blue bars) and empirically (gray dots) derived from the fitted

HMM.

interesting differences cannot be uncovered when considering only the distributional means,

which are fairly similar in both conditions (LD: 2.7 hours; DD: 2.3 hours).

In addition to its inferential use, the unconditional dwell-time distribution constitutes

a valuable model-checking tool, as it allows for the comparison of the model-implied dwell

times to the empirical ones obtained from the locally decoded state sequence. In the LD

condition, we observe a minor lack of fit between the model-implied and the empirical

dwell-time distributions, and a very good fit in the DD condition. Compared to the model

without temporal variation, which restricts the dwell-time distributions to be geometric,

the model fit is substantially improved, especially under the DD condition (see Figure 11

in the Appendix).

To summarize, using periodically inhomogeneous HMMs, we showed that fruit flies

exhibit a strong diel pattern in activity under a regular light-dark cycle, which does not
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vanish but becomes more concentrated on the evening hours when subsequently faced with

constant darkness. Based on the inferred state dwell-time distributions, the analysis further

revealed that dwell times of up to five hours were most likely in the LD condition, whereas

dwell times follow a bimodal distribution with mainly very short (< 2 hours) or long (6–7

hours) durations in the DD condition. These results on common fruit flies’ diel patterns

and their adaptations to different lighting schedules will serve as a basis for future research

to study variation in genetically mutated flies and their temporal niche mechanisms.

4 Discussion

We established several properties of periodically inhomogeneous Markov chains (and hence

also corresponding HMMs), specifically the time-varying (unconditional) state distribution,

the time-varying and overall state dwell-time distributions, and a model-checking procedure

based on the latter. Knowledge of these properties and tools has welcome implications for

applied work using corresponding model formulations.

First, the state distribution as a function of covariates, as displayed for example in

Figure 5, is often a key output of interest in empirical analyses based on HMMs. For

settings in which the covariate dependence is periodic, for example when modeling diel

variation or seasonality, we provide an exact solution to the time-varying state distribution,

thus avoiding the need to resort to the approximate solution commonly considered in the

literature (Farhadinia et al., 2020; Byrnes et al., 2021).

Second, our results concerning the state dwell-time distributions provide practitioners

with a valuable new inferential tool. In many HMM-based analyses, the stochastic dynamics

of the latent state process are of main interest (Jackson et al., 2003; McClintock et al.,

2020). In this regard, our results allow users for the first time to consider and report as
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an important analysis outcome the true model-implied distribution of time spent in the

different states, either at fixed times or as a global summary. This can reveal insights

that would otherwise have been missed, for example the second mode of the dwell-time

distribution in the flies’ high-activity state when in constant darkness (Figure 7).

As a consequence of our findings related to the state dwell-time distributions, we were

able to demonstrate that a common criticism expressed towards basic (homogeneous)

HMMs, namely that the implied geometric dwell times are often unrealistic, can to a large

extent be remedied by inhomogeneous modeling of the state-switching dynamics. However,

substantial deviations from geometric dwell-time distributions will arise only when the data

exhibit considerable periodic variation. If a process to be analyzed involves non-geometric

dwell-time distributions that can not be explained via periodic variation (or in fact any co-

variates), then the more flexible class of hidden semi-Markov models, in which an additional

distribution on the positive integers is specified to model the dwell times (Guédon, 2003;

Yu, 2010), is the natural alternative. We suggest the latter approach, in which the unex-

plained variation in the dwell times is translated into additional model complexity, to be

explored only if modeling via inhomogeneous HMMs is not an option or simply insufficient.

Finally, our results allow us to devise a new approach to checking the goodness-of-fit of

HMMs involving periodic variation. Established tools for checking the fit of HMMs have fo-

cused primarily on the adequacy of the state-dependent process, assessed for example using

pseudo-residuals (Buckby et al., 2020). In contrast, an inspection of the state dwell-time

distributions corresponds to a check whether the system’s state process is being adequately

modeled. We thus fill a gaping hole in the HMM toolbox, as the latter should in fact be

the central focus of a goodness-of-fit check if the state dynamics are indeed of key interest.
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A Appendix

A.1 Recursive calculation of the periodically stationary distribu-

tion

Given a time-varying state distribution δ(t), for any t ∈ {1, . . . , L}, as defined in Equa-

tion (3), the remaining L− 1 stationary distributions can be calculated recursively. More

formally, let δ(t) be the solution to δ(t)Γ̃t = δ(t). Then

δ(t+1) = δ(t)Γ(t) (6)

is the solution to

δ(t+1)Γ̃t+1 = δ(t+1),

since

δ(t+1)Γ̃t+1 = δ(t+1)Γ(t+1)Γ(t+2) . . .Γ(t+L)

= δ(t)Γ(t)Γ(t+1)Γ(t+2) . . .Γ(t+L−1)Γ(t+L)

= δ(t)Γ̃tΓ
(t+L) = δ(t)Γ(t+L)

= δ(t)Γ(t) = δ(t+1).
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A.2 Proofs

Proof of Proposition 2.1.

Pr(St+r ̸= i, St+r−1 = i, . . . , St+1 = i | St = i, St−1 ̸= i)

= Pr(St+r ̸= i, St+r−1 = i, . . . , St+1 = i | St = i)

= Pr(St+r ̸= i | St+r−1 = i) Pr(St+r−1 = i | St+r−2 = i) . . .Pr(St+1 = i | St = i)

= (1− γ
(t+r−1)
ii )

r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

It is evident that the time-varying distribution is identical when the chain has just

transitioned into state i or when only conditioning on the chain currently being in state i.

Lemma A.1. Let Γ(t) be the periodically varying t.p.m of a Markov chain {St} as defined

in Equation (1). Then

L∑
r=1

d
(t)
i (r) =

L∑
r=1

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii = 1−

L∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii

for all L ∈ N.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we set t = 1. We prove the above via induction. For

L = 1, it holds that

1− γ
(1)
ii = 1− γ

(1)
ii

due to the empty product on the left side. If the equality holds for L, then it also holds
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for L+ 1 for every L ∈ N since

L+1∑
r=1

(
1− γ

(r)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii

=
(
1− γ

(L+1)
ii

) (L+1)−1∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii +

L∑
r=1

(
1− γ

(r)
ii

) k−1∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii

=
(
1− γ

(L+1)
ii

) L∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii +

(
1−

L∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii

)
= 1−

L∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii

(
− 1 + γ

(L+1)
ii + 1

)
= 1−

L∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii γ

(L+1)
ii

= 1−
L+1∏
j=1

γ
(j)
ii .

We use the induction condition in the second step, the remaining calculations are straight-

forward.

Proof of Proposition 2.1.

∞∑
r=1

rd
(t)
i (r) =

∞∑
r=1

r
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

We can split up the infinite sum into partial sums for each period of length L, which gives

∞∑
k=0

kL+L∑
r=kL+1

r
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii .

Then we see that for each k > 0, i.e. r > L, because of Equation (1), at least one full-

length product
∏L

j=1 γ
(j)
ii is contained in each summand. More specifically, a summand with

kL < r ≤ (k + 1)L contains k full-length products, i.e. (
∏L

j=1 γ
(j)
ii )k which is independent

of r. Therefore we obtain

∞∑
k=0

( L∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)k kL+L∑
r=kL+1

r
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=kL+1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii .
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Now, we see that again by virtue of Equation (1) the remaining product does not depend

on the number of periods the chain stays in state i. Thus, by changing the indices, we

arrive at

∞∑
k=0

( L∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)k L∑
r=1

(kL+ r)
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii .

Multiplying out, we obtain

∞∑
k=0

( L∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)k(
kL

L∑
r=1

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii +

L∑
r=1

r
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)
=
( L∑

r=1

r
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

) ∞∑
k=0

( L∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)k
+ L

( L∑
r=1

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

) ∞∑
k=0

k
( L∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)k
.

Assuming γ
(t)
ii < 1 for all t we can use the geometric sum and its derivative to calculate the

infinite sums, which gives∑L
r=1 r

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

)∏r−1
j=1 γ

(t+j−1)
ii

1−
∏L

j=1 γ
(t+j−1)
ii

+ L
( L∑

r=1

(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

) r−1∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

) ∏L
j=1 γ

(t+j−1)
ii(

1−
∏L

j=1 γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)2 .
Now we employ Lemma A.1 in the second summand to obtain∑L

r=1 r
(
1− γ

(t+r−1)
ii

)∏r−1
j=1 γ

(t+j−1)
ii

1−
∏L

j=1 γ
(t+j−1)
ii

+ L
(
1−

L∏
j=1

γ
(t+j−1)
ii

) ∏L
j=1 γ

(t+j−1)
ii(

1−
∏L

j=1 γ
(t+j−1)
ii

)2
=

∑L
r=1 rd

(t)
i (r) + L

∏L
j=1 γ

(t+j−1)
ii

1−
∏L

j=1 γ
(t+j−1)
ii

.

We employ Lemma A.1 a second time in the numerator and denominator yielding∑L
r=1 rd

(t)
i (r) + L

(
1−

∑L
r=1 d

(t)
i (r)

)∑L
r=1 d

(t)
i (r)

=

∑L
r=1 rd

(t)
i (r) + L− L

∑L
r=1 d

(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

=
L+

∑L
r=1 rd

(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

− L.
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Proof of Proposition 2.3. We need to obtain the overall dwell-time distribution as a mixture

of the time-varying dwell-time distributions. For the weighting, we need to consider a

random variable τ on the support {1, . . . , L} that is uniformly distributed with Pr(τ =

t) = 1
L
for all t = 1, . . . , L. The realization of τ gives rise to every time point t ∈ {1, . . . , L}

considered in the mixture as a starting time for a dwell time. Then we can rewrite the

time-varying dwell-time distributions as

d
(t)
i (r) = Pr(Sτ+r ̸= i, Sτ+r−1 = i, . . . , Sτ+1 = i | Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t).

The probability we are interested in as the overall dwell-time distribution is

Pr(S•+r ̸= i, S•+r−1 = i, . . . , S•+1 = i | S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i).

The dot notation is used to emphasize that this probability for the Markov chain to tran-

sition to state i from any other state and to then stay in state i r times is unconditional

of the time point in the cycle. We condition on the event that the transition ¬i → i has

happened at some arbitrary time point in the cycle, prior to the stay. Then, we can obtain

the overall dwell-time distribution as

di(r) = Pr(S•+r ̸= i, S•+r−1 = i, . . . , S•+1 = i | S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i)

=
Pr(S•+r ̸= i, S•+r−1 = i, . . . , S•+1 = i, S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i)

Pr(S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i)

=

∑L
t=1 Pr(Sτ+r ̸= i, Sτ+r−1 = i, . . . , Sτ+1 = i, Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t)

Pr(S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i)

=
L∑

t=1

Pr(Sτ+r ̸= i, Sτ+r−1 = i, . . . , Sτ+1 = i | Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t)

Pr(Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t)

Pr(S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i)

=
L∑

t=1

d
(t)
i (r)w

(t)
i .

We now need to show that we can calculate the mixture weights explicitly to arrive at the
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mixture weights w
(t)
i as defined before, precisely that

w
(t)
i =

Pr(Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t)

Pr(S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i)

=

∑
l∈S\i δ

(t−1)
l γ

(t−1)
li∑L

t=1

∑
l∈S\i δ

(t−1)
l γ

(t−1)
li

,

where S = {1, . . . , N}. We therefore consider the numerator and denominator separately.

For the numerator, we need to consider all possible paths of the Markov chain from all

states l ̸= i to state i:

Pr(Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t) =
∑
l∈S\i

Pr(Sτ = i | Sτ−1 = l, τ = t) Pr(Sτ−1 = l | τ = t) Pr(τ = t)

=
∑
l∈S\i

δ
(t−1)
l γ

(t−1)
li

1

L
.

For the denominator, we obtain

Pr(S• = i, S•−1 ̸= i) =
L∑

t=1

Pr(Sτ = i, Sτ−1 ̸= i, τ = t)

=
1

L

L∑
t=1

∑
l∈S\i

δ
(t−1)
l γ

(t−1)
li .
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Furthermore, we can calculate the mean of the distribution as

ERi =
∞∑
r=1

rdi(r)

=
∞∑
r=1

r
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i d

(t)
i (r)

=
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i

∞∑
r=1

rd
(t)
i (r)

=
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i ER(t)

i

=
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i

(
L+

∑L
r=1 rd

(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

− L

)

=
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i

L+
∑L

r=1 rd
(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

− L
L∑

t=1

w
(t)
i

=
L∑

t=1

(
w

(t)
i

L+
∑L

r=1 rd
(t)
i (r)∑L

r=1 d
(t)
i (r)

)
− L,

where the third equality is justified by the Fubini-Tonelli-theorem.
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A.3 Additional figures
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Figure 8: Time-varying dwell-time distribution (state 2) of an example 2-state HMM

with trigonometric modeling of periodic variation (see Appendix A.4 for the precise

model configuration).
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Figure 10: Mean dwell times as a function of the time of day, for LD and DD

condition. Pointwise confidence intervals where obtained via Monte Carlo simulation

from the approximate normal distribution of the maximum likelihood estimator.
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Figure 11: Overall dwell-time distribution of the high-activity state for LD and DD

condition, analytically (blue bars) and empirically (gray dots) derived from the fitted

homogeneous HMM.
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A.4 Parameters used for Figures 3, 4 and 8

Figures 3, 4 and 8 were generated based on 2-state HMMs with the entries of the t.p.m.

modeled as specified in Equation (2). The parameter values used for Figure 3 are

β(12) = (−1.2, 0.85, 0.15) and β(21) = (−1.5,−0.7,−1.3),

those for Figures 4 and 8 are

β(12) = (−3, 1.5,−0.9) and β(21) = (−3, 1.2,−1.1).
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