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Abstract— We consider the problem of identifying parame-
ters of a particular class of Markov chains, called Bernoulli
Autoregressive (BAR) processes. The structure of any BAR
model is encoded by a directed graph. Incoming edges to a node
in the graph indicate that the state of the node at a particular
time instant is influenced by the states of the corresponding
parental nodes in the previous time instant. The associated
edge weights determine the corresponding level of influence
from each parental node. In the simplest setup, the Bernoulli
parameter of a particular node’s state variable is a convex
combination of the parental node states in the previous time
instant and an additional Bernoulli noise random variable. This
paper focuses on the problem of edge weight identification using
Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation and proves that the ML
estimator is strongly consistent for two variants of the BAR
model. We additionally derive closed-form estimators for the
aforementioned two variants and prove their strong consistency.

I. INTRODUCTION

The spreading of ideas and information, the propagation of
viruses and diseases, and the fluctuation of stock prices are
examples of processes evolving over social, information or
other types of networks [1]–[8]. Identifying the underlying
network structure in these systems motivates the so-called
network inference problem, which aims at recovering the
underlying connectivity between entities or nodes in the
system based on observed data. The dependencies, corre-
lations or causal relationships between network entities can
be modeled as undirected or directed edges in a graph. The
associated dependency strengths can be described as edge
weights. Many algorithms have been proposed to identify
the network structure and edge weights from time series data
for various processes. Clearly, efficient algorithms in terms
of sample complexity are desired.

The network inference problem for various dynamic pro-
cesses has been recently studied in both the machine learning
literature and the system identification literature. Among the
relevant studies in the machine learning community, the so-
called continuous-time independent cascade model (CICE)
considered in [5], [9], [10], presents a typical model for
capturing the dynamics of virus or information spreading
in networks. A discrete-time version of CICE is studied in
[11]. In [7], the Generalized Linear Model is formulated,
which is a class of diffusion models encompassing both the
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discrete and continuous-time CICE models, and the Linear
Voter model.

System identification is a well-studied model estimation
approach in the context of control theory; e.g., see [12]–
[14] and references therein. The traditional task of system
identification focuses on estimating system parameters from
measured input and output data. Among recent emerging
applications in the system identification area, two main
extensions are relevant. The first involves cases where the
state matrix of a state-space model represents a directed
graph, in other words, the dynamic process can be factorized
into subprocesses for each node [15]–[19]. In such cases,
system identification methods are found effective in tackling
dynamic network inference problems. The second extension
is to consider state vectors evolving in discrete state spaces.

In this paper, we consider the Bernoulli Autoregres-
sive (BAR) model, which is a parameterized discrete-time
Markov chain initially introduced in [20]. In this model,
the state of each node is a Bernoulli random variable with
probability of success equal to a convex combination of the
parental node states (or their flipped states) in the previous
time step and an additional binary noise term ensuring
persistence of excitation. The BAR model can be used
to approximate opinion dynamics, biological and financial
times series, and similar processes [20]. Another relevant
discrete-time binary process is the ALARM model proposed
in [21]. In contrast to the BAR model, the ALARM model
defines the transition probabilities via a logistic function.

Relying on well-established statistical principles, we first
formulate and study the consistency properties of the Max-
imum Likelihood (ML) parameter estimator for the BAR
model in which every parental node causally influences each
descendant node positively; the notion of positive correla-
tions is formalized in [20]. The consistency of ML estimators
in the case of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
random variables has been studied extensively; see e.g.,
[22], [23] and references therein. The consistency of ML
estimators for Markov chains appears to be less well studied,
see [24] for a reference.

To establish the (strong) consistency of the ML estimator
for the BAR model, we prove that the vectorized transition
probability matrix is an injective mapping of the model
parameters. In the rest of the paper, we call the injectivity
of this mapping identifiability of the BAR model. The
strong consistency of the ML estimator is then shown by
leveraging the injectivity and the continuity of the transition
probabilities with respect to the parameters, as well as the
compactness of the parameter space. By relying on the ML
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principle, a closed-form estimator is subsequently provided.
Strong consistency is also shown to hold for this estimator.
The identifiability proof is then extended to the generic
BAR model with both positive and negative correlations,
where the notion of negative correlations is also formalized
in [20]. This identifiability extension establishes the strong
consistency of the ML estimator for the general BAR model
class. The closed-form estimator and its consistency are also
extended to the generic BAR model. These analytical results
provide a complement to the prior work [20]. Finally, nu-
merical simulations are provided to demonstrate the sample
complexity gain achieved by the derived estimators in this
paper over other existing algorithms in the literature for the
BAR model when focusing on the structure identification
subproblem. We note here that structural inference is an
identification subproblem that can be tackled by parameter
estimation in processes with underlying network structures.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II,
the BAR model with positive correlations only is introduced.
In Sections III and IV, the identifiability of the BAR model
with positive correlations only and the strong consistency
of the corresponding ML estimator, as well as a closed-
form estimator and its strong consistency are derived. The
generic BAR model with positive and negative correlations
and also, the identifiability and strong consistency of the
corresponding ML estimator are provided in Section V. The
extension of the closed-form estimator to the generic BAR
model and its strong consistency are derived in Section VI.
Finally, simulation results are provided in Section VII and
Section VIII concludes the paper.

Notation: Matrices and vectors are denoted by bold upper
and lowercase letters, respectively. Probability distributions
in vector form may be either denoted by bold upper or
lowercase letters. Random vectors are also denoted by upper-
case bold letters, while their corresponding realizations are
denoted by lowercase bold letters. Scalar random variables
are denoted by uppercase letters. The i-th entry of a vector x
is denoted by xi. For a matrix A, ai j corresponds to its (i, j)-
th entry. Depending on the context, vector and matrix entries
may be indexed more generally, e.g., by state elements.
1m and 0m are the m× 1 all-ones and all-zeros vectors,
respectively, and 0m×n is the all-zeros m×n matrix. Im is the
m×m identity matrix. Moreover, em,i is the i-th column of
Im. The cardinality of a set V is denoted by |V |. For m∈N,
[m] = {1,2, . . . ,m}. Finally, I(·) stands for the indicator of a
set or an event.

II. THE BAR MODEL WITH POSITIVE
CORRELATIONS

The BAR model is a special form of a Markov chain
defined on a directed graph G = (V ,E ) with |V |= p nodes.
Let Xi(k) ∈ {0,1} be the state of node i ∈ [p] at time instant
k and let X(k)∈ {0,1}p be the associated BAR process state
vector at the same time instant. The most natural BAR model,
with positive correlations only, is described by

Xi(k+1)∼ Ber
(

a>i X(k)+biWi(k+1)
)
, i = 1, . . . , p, (1)

where ai ∈ [0,1]p,bi ∈ [0,1], i= 1, . . . , p are parameters of the
BAR model and Ber(ρ) represents the Bernoulli distribution
with parameter ρ . Additionally, {Wi(k + 1) ∼ Ber(ρwi)}

p
i=1

are independent noise random variables, also independent of
X(t) for any t < k+1, where ρwi ∈ [ρmin, ρmax] for all i∈ [p]
with 0 < ρmin < ρmax < 1. Moreover, the initial distribution
is PX(0), i.e., X(0)∼ PX(0). The interpretation here is that the
entries of X(k+ 1) are conditionally independent Bernoulli
random variables given X(k).

To ensure that the Bernoulli random variables in (1) are
well-defined, we require that

p

∑
j=1

ai j +bi = 1, ∀i ∈ [p]. (2)

For persistent excitation, we further assume that bi ≥
bmin,∀i ∈ [p], where bmin ∈ (0,1) is a constant. Notice that if
bi = 0 for all i∈ [p], the BAR Markov chain will get absorbed
in 0p or 1p upon visiting the state 0p or 1p, respectively.

Furthermore, we assume that ai encodes a part of the graph
structure through the equivalence

( j, i) ∈ E ⇐⇒ ai j > 0, ∀i, j ∈ [p], (3)

where the ordered pair ( j, i) denotes a directed edge from
node j to node i. The notion of positive correlations in (1)
relies on the fact that ai j > 0 increases the probability of
the event {Xi(k+ 1) = 1} when X j(k) = 1. A more general
form of the BAR model with both positive and negative
correlations is introduced in Section V.

We now let A = [a1, a2, · · · ,ap]
T , i.e., aT

r corre-
sponds to the r-th row of A, b = [b1, b2, · · · ,bp]

T , W =

[W1,W2, · · · ,Wp]
T and ρw =

[
ρw1 , ρw2 , · · · ,ρwp

]T . We note
that {X(k)}k≥0 is an irreducible and aperiodic Markov chain
with finite state space {0,1}p. Moreover, for any vectors
u,v ∈ {0,1}p

puv = P(X(k+1) = v|X(k) = u)
= EW [P(X(k+1) = v|X(k) = u,W)]

=
p

∏
i=1

[
a>i u+ρwibi

]vi
[
1−a>i u−ρwibi

]1−vi
(4)

specifies the transition probability from state u to state v. We
denote by π ∈R2p

the associated stationary distribution with
component πu corresponding to the state u ∈ {0,1}p and by
P = (puv) ∈ R2p×2p

the BAR transition probability matrix.
The goal is to recover the model parameters from an

observed sequence {X(k) = x(k)}T
k=0. Clearly, by inferring

A, estimates of b and the underlying network structure are
direct per (2) and (3), respectively.

III. MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATION

In this section, we consider recovering the BAR model
parameters via ML estimation and we establish the strong
consistency of the ML estimator. Suppose that {x(k)}T

k=0 is
a sequence of observations generated by the BAR model
(1). Let θ = (A,b,ρw) with the implicit relationship b =
1p −A1p. Clearly, b is a redundant parameter, but it is



preserved here to facilitate the subsequent analysis. From
(4) the rescaled log-likelihood function is given by

LT (θ) =
1
T

T−1

∑
k=0

logP(x(k+1)|x(k);θ)+
1
T

logPX(0)(x(0);θ)

=
1
T

T−1

∑
k=0

p

∑
i=1

[
xi(k+1) log

(
a>i x(k)+ρwibi

)
+(1− xi(k+1)) log

(
1−a>i x(k)−ρwibi

)]
+

1
T

logPX(0)(x(0);θ).

(5)

In the rest of the paper, we assume that PX(0) is independent
of the model parameters, which is well-aligned with the
realistic scenario of arbitrarily initializing the Markov chain.

For any states u, v∈ {0,1}p, we denote by Nuv the number
of one-step transitions from state u to state v in the observed
sequence and we let Nu =∑v Nuv be the amount of time spent
in state u in a horizon of T time steps. Then (5) can be also
written as

LT (θ) = ∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log puv(θ)+

1
T

logPX(0)(x(0)). (6)

Let θ0 be the true parameter tuple (A,b,ρw). An application
of the Ergodic Theorem [25] for Markov chains reveals that

LT (θ0)
a.s.−−−→

T→∞
∑
u,v

πu puv(θ0) log puv(θ0),

which is the negative of the entropy rate of the corresponding
BAR chain with parameter set θ0 and is always finite since
the BAR model has a finite state space.

Let θ0 ∈Θ, where Θ is a compact set appropriately defined
on the basis of (2) and additional assumptions in Section II.
The ML estimator θ̂T of θ0 satisfies

θ̂T ∈ argmax
θ∈Θ

T ·LT (θ) = argmax
θ∈Θ

LT (θ). (7)

In the rest of this section, we will show the strong consistency
of θ̂T . The key idea of the proof is along the lines of the
proof of Theorem 2.1 in [24] using techniques for general
discrete-time Markov chains. To summarize, we first prove
that P(θ̂T )

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

P(θ0). To establish that θ̂T
a.s.−−−→

T→∞
θ0, we

then show that the vector-valued mapping p : Θ → R22p

defined as p(θ) = vec(P(θ)) is injective, i.e.,

∀θ ,θ ′ ∈Θ, θ 6= θ
′ =⇒ p(θ) 6= p(θ ′). (8)

Here, vec(·) denotes the vectorization of a matrix. Finally,
we complete the proof by leveraging the compactness of the
parameter space Θ and the continuity of the components of
p(θ) = vec(P(θ)) or equivalently, of the transition probabil-
ities with respect to the model parameters.

Remark: In the following, we will say that the BAR model
is identifiable when (8) holds.

The main result of this section can be now stated.
Theorem 1: The ML estimator θ̂T of θ0, defined in (7),

for the BAR model in (1) is strongly consistent.

Proof: We break up the proof into three parts. Proof
of P(θ̂T )

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

P(θ0): We present a simpler, self-contained
proof, following ideas in proof of Theorem 2.1 in [24].

For each u ∈ {0,1}p, we define the (row) vector Qu =
(Nuv/Nu)v∈{0,1}p ∈R2p

with the convention Qu = 2−p1>2p for
Nu = 0 and we let Pu = (Puv)v∈{0,1}p ∈R2p

denote the transi-
tion distribution out of state u, which is also a row vector in
the transition matrix P. In particular, it is well-known that the
set {Qu}u∈{0,1}p is the ML estimator of the transition matrix
P, assuming no further parameterization of the transition
probabilities. Consider the fact that the Kullback–Leibler
divergence from Pu(θ̂T ) to Qu is nonnegative, i.e.,

DKL

(
Qu

∥∥∥Pu(θ̂T )
)
=−∑

v

Nuv

Nu
log

puv(θ̂T )

Nuv/Nu
≥ 0

or equivalently,

∑
v

Nuv

Nu
log

Nuv

Nu
≥∑

v

Nuv

Nu
log puv(θ̂T ).

Multiply both sides of the above inequality by Nu
T and sum

over u to obtain

∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log

Nuv

Nu
≥∑

u,v

Nuv

T
log puv(θ̂T )≥∑

u,v

Nuv

T
log puv(θ0)

(9)
where the last inequality is due to (6) and the definition of
the ML estimator. From (9), we can further obtain

0≥∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log

puv(θ̂T )

Nuv/Nu
≥∑

u,v

Nuv

T
log

puv(θ0)

Nuv/Nu
. (10)

By the Ergodic Theorem for Markov chains,

∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log puv(θ0)

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

∑
u,v

πu(θ0)puv(θ0) log puv(θ0)

(11)
and also

∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log

Nuv

Nu

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

∑
u,v

πu(θ0)puv(θ0) log puv(θ0). (12)

By (11) and (12) we have that

∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log

puv(θ0)

Nuv/Nu

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

0.

This together with (10) yields

∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log

puv(θ̂T )

Nuv/Nu

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

0. (13)

Employing Pinsker’s inequality [26] and the fact that the total
variation distance between two discrete measures q,r with
vector forms q,r, respectively, is ‖q−r‖TV = (1/2)‖q−r‖1,
we have that for each u ∈ {0,1}p

1
2

DKL

(
Qu

∥∥∥Pu(θ̂T )
)
≥
∥∥Qu−Pu(θ̂T )

∥∥2
TV ≥

1
4

∥∥Qu−Pu(θ̂T )
∥∥2

2 .

Multiplying again with Nu
T and summing over u gives

−2∑
u,v

Nuv

T
log

puv(θ̂T )

Nuv/Nu
≥∑

u,v

Nu

T

(
puv(θ̂T )−

Nuv

Nu

)2

≥ 0.

(14)



Now employing again the Ergodic Theorem for Markov
chains, i.e.,

Nu

T
a.s.−−−→

T→∞
πu > 0,∀u ∈ {0,1}p,

and combining (13) and (14) yields∣∣∣∣puv(θ̂T )−
Nuv

Nu

∣∣∣∣ a.s.−−−→
T→∞

0, ∀(u,v) ∈ ({0,1}p)2.

We then end up with∣∣puv(θ̂T )− puv(θ0)
∣∣ a.s.−−−→

T→∞
0, ∀(u,v) ∈ ({0,1}p)2. (15)

Proof of identifiability: Due to the redundancy of b, we
reparameterize the BAR model as θ = (A,c) with c =
diag(b)ρw. Clearly, there is a one-to-one correspondence
between a given set of parameters (A,c) and (A,b,ρw) via
the relations b = 1p−A1p and ρw = (diag(1p−A1p))

−1 c,
where (·)−1 denotes matrix inversion. Suppose that two
different sets of parameters θ = (A,c) and θ ′ = (A′,c′) lead
to the same transition probability matrix, i.e., P(θ) = P(θ ′)
or equivalently, p(θ) = p(θ ′). First, consider the case of
c 6= c′. The following argument is valid for both the cases
of A = A′ and A 6= A′. Without loss of generality, assume
that c1 6= c′1. Let u = 0 and v be some vector in {0,1}p with
v1 = 0. Since puv(θ) = puv(θ

′) and ci,c′i 6= 0 ∀i, (4) implies
that

1− c′1 = (1− c1)
p

∏
i=2

(
ci

c′i

)vi
(

1− ci

1− c′i

)1−vi

. (16)

Consider now the transition probability from u = 0 to v′,
where v′1 = 1 and v′j = v j for j = 2, . . . , p. Since puv′(θ) =
puv′(θ

′),

c′1 = c1

p

∏
i=2

(
ci

c′i

)vi
(

1− ci

1− c′i

)1−vi

. (17)

Combining (16) and (17), it is easy to see that c1 = c′1,
which is a contradiction. Thus, c 6= c′ =⇒ P(θ) 6= P(θ ′)
or equivalently, p(θ) 6= p(θ ′).

Now we consider the second case where c = c′ and A 6=
A′. Without loss of generality, let a11 6= a′11. Consider u′ =
ep,1 and the same v,v′ as before. By our assumption that
pu′v(θ) = pu′v(θ

′) and pu′v′(θ) = pu′v′(θ
′), the contradiction

a11 = a′11 arises. Thus, c = c′,A 6= A′ =⇒ P(θ) 6= P(θ ′) or
equivalently, p(θ) 6= p(θ ′).

Finally, it is easy to see that c = c′ and A = A′ imply that
b = b′ and ρw = ρ ′w due to the aforementioned one-to-one
correspondence between (A,c) and (A,b,ρw).
Completion of the proof : Let

(
Ω,F ,Pθ0,PX(0)

)
be the prob-

ability space on which the BAR process is defined, where
the subscript PX(0) indicates that the law of the BAR chain
depends on the initial measure. By (15),

Pθ0,PX(0)

(
Ω̃ =

{
ω ∈Ω : lim

T→∞
P(θ̂T (ω)) = P(θ0)

})
= 1,

which holds independently of PX(0) due to the Ergodic
Theorem for Markov chains. Consider ω ∈ Ω̃ such that
limT→∞ θ̂T (ω) = θ0 does not hold and note that θ̂T (ω) ∈

Θ,∀T ≥ 1 by (7). Then, by the Bolzano-Weierstrass The-
orem, there exists a subsequence {θ̂Tk(ω)}∞

k=1 converg-
ing to some point θ ∗(ω) 6= θ0. Here, we use the fact
that if every convergent subsequence of the bounded se-
quence {θ̂T (ω)}∞

T=1 converges to the same limit θ0, then
limT→∞ θ̂T (ω) = θ0. The compactness of Θ implies that
θ ∗(ω) ∈ Θ. Since for every pair (u,v), puv(θ) is contin-
uous in θ due to (4) and the definition of Θ, puv(θ) is
sequentially continuous. Therefore, limk→∞ puv(θ̂Tk(ω)) =
puv(θ

∗(ω)),∀(u,v) and pũṽ(θ
∗(ω)) 6= pũṽ(θ0) for at least

a pair (ũ, ṽ). Here, the identifiability of the BAR model is
invoked. Observing now that

{
pũṽ(θ̂Tk(ω))

}∞

k=1 is a subse-
quence of

{
pũṽ(θ̂T (ω))

}∞

T=1, a contradiction with the choice
of ω ∈ Ω̃ for which limT→∞ puv(θ̂T (ω)) = puv(θ0),∀(u,v)
is established. Therefore, limT→∞ θ̂T (ω) = θ0,∀ω ∈ Ω̃, or
equivalently θ̂T

a.s−−−→
T→∞

θ0.

IV. A CLOSED-FORM ESTIMATOR
In this section, we provide a closed-form estimator for the

BAR model parameters in (1), i.e., for (A,c), since by know-
ing (A,c) we can recover (b,ρw). Recall that c = diag(b)ρw.
Considering the log-likelihood function for θ = (A,c), we
have

L(θ) =
T−1

∑
k=0

∑
u

∑
v
I(x(k) = u, x(k+1) = v) log puv(θ)

+∑
u
I(X(0) = u) logPX(0)(u)

=
T−1

∑
k=0

∑
u

∑
v
I(x(k) = u, x(k+1) = v) ·

p

∑
r=1

[vr logP(vr = 1|u)+(1− vr) logP(vr = 0|u)]

+∑
u
I(X(0) = u) logPX(0)(u). (18)

Observe that P(vr = 1|u) and P(vr = 0|u) are independent
of v. We can therefore define ϑu,r,l = P((·)r = l|u),
for l ∈ {0,1}. Furthermore, we define Nu,r,l =

∑
T−1
k=0 I(x(k) = u,xr(k+1) = l), which is the number

of times the BAR chain transitions from state u to
a state with r-th entry being equal to l. Moreover,
Nu,r,0 +Nu,r,1 = Nu = ∑v Nuv, ∀u ∈ {0,1}p and r ∈ [p]. With
these introductions we have the following theorem:

Theorem 2: Consider an observed sequence {x(k)}T
k=0.

For i = 1, . . . , p, define the estimator ĉ = [ĉ1, . . . , ĉp]
T by

the entry estimators ĉi = ∑
T−1
k=0 I(x(k) = 0p,xi(k + 1) =

1)/∑
T−1
k=0 I(x(k) = 0p), assuming that the state 0p is visited

at least once in the time span {0, . . . ,T − 1}. Moreover, in
the special case where ρwi = ρw,∀i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, ĉ can be
replaced by ĉ =

(
1
p ∑

p
i=1 ĉi

)
1p. Furthermore, suppose that in

{x(k)}T−1
k=0 there are m distinct states u1, u2,..., um such that

p≤m≤ 2p. Let Um ∈Rm×p be a matrix with k-th row equal
to u>k for k ∈ [m] and ym,r = [Nu1,r,1/Nu1 , · · · ,Num,r,1/Num ]

>.
Then, whenever Um is full-column rank, Â is an estimator
of A, where

âr =
(

U>mUm

)−1
U>m (ym,r− ĉr ·1m) , ∀r ∈ [p]. (19)



Finally, to obtain a valid estimate of the parameter set for
any T ≥ 1, we let

θ̂ =
[(

Â, b̂ = 1p− Â1p, ρ̂w =
(
diag(1p− Â1p)

)−1 ĉ
)]+

,

where [·]+ corresponds to a projection onto the parameter
space Θ.

Proof: First, let us rewrite the log-likelihood function
in (18) as

L = L(θ) =∑
u

p

∑
r=1

(Nu,r,0 logϑu,r,0 +Nu,r,1 logϑu,r,1)

+∑
u
I(X(0) = u) logPX(0)(u).

Instead of maximizing this function with respect to θ =
(A,c), we maximize it with respect to the choice of the
marginal conditional probabilities {ϑu,r,0,ϑu,r,1}u,r. Consider
the constrained ML estimation problem

max
{ϑu,r,0≥0,ϑu,r,1≥0}u,r

L

s.t. ϑu,r,0 +ϑu,r,1 = 1, ∀u ∈ {0,1}p, ∀r ∈ [p]. (20)

Forming the Lagrangian and setting the gradient (with re-
spect to {ϑu,r,0,ϑu,r,1}u,r) to zero, we obtain

ϑ̂u,r,i =
Nu,r,i

Nu
, ∀u ∈ {0,1}p, ∀r ∈ [p], ∀i ∈ {0,1}.

Recall that ϑu,r,1 is defined as the probability of transitioning
from state u to some state with r-th component equal to 1.
We can therefore require that

Nu1 ,r,1
Nu1
...

Num,r,1
Num

=

u>1
...

u>m


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Um

·âr + ĉr1m (21)

or ym,r− ĉr1m = Umâr, (22)

where the estimates ĉr are provided in the statement of the
theorem. Under the assumption that Um is full-column rank,
U>mUm is nonsingular and (19) follows. The proof is then
concluded by projecting the obtained estimate onto Θ.

Remark: (21) is reminiscent of the invariance property
for ML estimation.

Theorem 3: The closed-form estimator in Theorem 2 is
strongly consistent.

Proof: It is sufficient to show that (Â, ĉ) given by The-
orem 2 is strongly consistent. Since the BAR chain is finite-
state, the stationary probabilities satisfy πu > 0,∀u∈ {0,1}p.
Moreover, for any initial measure, the Ergodic Theorem for
Markov chains implies that1

• Nu
T

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

πu. This further implies that Um
a.s.−−−→

T→∞
U2p in

the sense that [U>m 0>2p−m×p]
> a.s.−−−→

T→∞
U2p .

1The following convergences can be easily justified by straightforward
embeddings of Um into R2p×p in the first case and of ym,r into R2p

in the
second case via zero padding.

• Nu,r,1
Nu

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

P((·)r = 1|u) ,∀u ∈ {0,1}p,∀r ∈ [p]

or equivalently, Nu,r,1
Nu

a.s.−−−→
T→∞

u>ar + cr,∀u ∈

{0,1}p,∀r ∈ [p]. This implies that ym,r
a.s.−−−→

T→∞

[P((·)r = 1|u)]u∈{0,1}p ,∀r ∈ [p], which is a 2p × 1
column vector, in the sense that [y>m,r 0>2p−m]

> a.s.−−−→
T→∞

[P((·)r = 1|u)]u∈{0,1}p ,∀r ∈ [p]. As a consequence,
ĉ a.s.−−−→

T→∞
c.

Combining these observations with (22) we obtain

lim
T→∞

[U>m 0>2p−m×p]
>âr = lim

T→∞
U2p âr = U2par a.s. (23)

and the strong consistency of the closed-form estimator in
Theorem 2 follows if U2p is full-column rank or equivalently
if U>2pU2p is nonsingular. It is easy to see that U>2pU2p

has diagonal entries equal to 2p−1 and off-diagonal entries
equal to 2p−2. Thus, we can write U>2pU2p = 2p−21p1>p +

2p−2Ip. This matrix is invertible for every p < ∞, since
1+ 2p−21>p

(
2p−2Ip

)−1 1p = 1+ p > 0 as the condition in
the Sherman–Morrison formula [27] dictates.

V. THE GENERIC BAR MODEL

Motivated by modeling positive and negative influences
from parental nodes, an extension of the BAR model in (1)
has been introduced in [20]. We first reformulate this generic
BAR model.

Denote by Si = S +
i ∪S −

i the parental set of node i,
where S +

i ∩S −
i = /0. The nodes in S +

i and S −
i are said

to have positive and negative influence on i, respectively. The
generic BAR model, parameterized by θ̃ =

(
A, Ã,b,ρw

)
, is

defined as

Xi(k+1)∼ Ber
(

a>i X(k)+ ã>i (1−X(k))+biWi(k+1)
)
,

(24)
for all i ∈ [p], where a>i and ã>i are the i-th rows of A ∈
Rp×p and Ã ∈ Rp×p, respectively. Furthermore, we assume
that S +

i = supp(ai) and S −
i = supp(ãi). Here, supp(·)

denotes the support of a vector. As in the previous case,
the constraints

p

∑
j=1

(ai j + ãi j)+bi = 1, ∀i ∈ [p] (25)

are also required in this case. Similarly, we assume that
ai j, ãi j ≥ 0, ∀i, j ∈ [p], b ≥ bmin and ρwi ∈ [ρmin, ρmax],∀i ∈
[p]. Therefore, the parameter space is defined as

Θ̃ =

{(
A, Ã,b,ρw

)∣∣∣ p

∑
j=1

(ai j + ãi j)+bi = 1, bi ≥ bmin,

ρwi ∈ [ρmin, ρmax] ,∀i ∈ [p], and ai j, ãi j ≥ 0,

ai jãi j = 0, ∀i, j ∈ [p]

}
.

Remark: The parameter space Θ̃ is compact. To see this,
first note that the associated constraints imposed on Θ̃ are



defined row-wise. This implies that Θ̃ can be viewed as the
Cartesian product of row spaces, i.e., Θ̃ = ∏

p
i=1 Θ̃i, where

Θ̃i =

{(
a>i , ã

>
i ,bi,ρwi

)∣∣∣ p

∑
j=1

(ai j + ãi j)+bi = 1,bi ≥ bmin,

ρwi ∈ [ρmin, ρmax] ,and ai j, ãi j ≥ 0, ai jãi j = 0, ∀ j ∈ [p]

}
.

Then Θ̃ is compact if and only if Θ̃i is compact for every
i∈ [p]. It is straightforward to see that Θ̃i is compact without
the constraints ai jãi j = 0, ∀ j ∈ [p]. Also observe that adding
a constraint ai jãi j = 0 leads to the coordinate projection
of a compact set in R2p+2 onto two (2p+ 1)-dimensional
subspaces of R2p+2 with the corresponding images of the
projected compact set being also compact sets. Denote the
union of these images as Θ̃i, j. Then Θ̃i =∩p

j=1Θ̃i, j, i.e., Θ̃i is
the intersection of p compact sets and is therefore compact.

The ML estimator is a maximizer of the rescaled log-
likelihood function, that is,

θ̃T ∈ argmax
θ̃∈Θ̃

L̃T (θ̃),

where

L̃T (θ̃) =
1
T

T−1

∑
k=0

p

∑
i=1

[
xi(k+1) log

(
a>i x(k)+ ã>i (1−x(k))+ρwi bi

)
+(1− xi(k+1)) log

(
1−a>i x(k)− ã>i (1−x(k))−ρwi bi

)]
+

1
T

logPX(0)(x(0)).

The ML estimator for the generic BAR model can be shown
to be strongly consistent via a direct extension of the analysis
in Section III. More precisely, it is sufficient to establish
identifiability.

Theorem 4: For the generic BAR model in (24), θ̃ 6=
θ̃ ′ =⇒ p(θ̃) 6= p(θ̃ ′),∀(θ̃ , θ̃ ′) ∈ Θ̃× Θ̃ with θ̃ 6= θ̃ ′.

Proof: For two different sets of parameters
(A, Ã,b,ρw), (A′, Ã′,b′,ρ ′w) and by letting ci = biρwi , i =
1, . . . , p, we can reparameterize the generic BAR model to
obtain θ̃ = (A, Ã,c), θ̃ ′ = (A′, Ã′,c′) by recalling the one-
to-one correspondence between the initial sets of parameters
and the later ones as in the case of the BAR model with
only positive correlations. The corresponding relations in this
case are b= 1p−(A+Ã)1p and ρw = (diag(b))−1 c. We will
examine different cases for which θ̃ 6= θ̃ ′ and by assuming
that p(θ̃) = p(θ̃ ′) we will arrive to contradictions.
• First Case: Suppose that there exists some i ∈ [p] such

that S +
i 6=S ′+

i , where S +
i and S ′+

i correspond to the
parental neighborhoods with positive influence on the i-
th node, as these neighborhoods are encoded in θ̃ and
θ̃ ′, respectively. Without loss of generality, we assume
that S +

1 6= S ′+
1 . Translating this structural difference

into the model parameters, suppose again without loss
of generality that 1 ∈S +

1 , i.e., a11 6= 0 and therefore,
ã11 = 0 and 1 /∈ S ′+

1 , i.e., a′11 = 0 and ã′11 = 0 or
ã′11 > 0.

We first consider the transition probabilities from u =

∑i∈S −1
ep,i to states v and v′, where v and v′ only differ

in the first element with v1 = 1 and v′1 = 0. Then by
letting puv(θ̃) = puv(θ̃

′) and puv′(θ̃) = puv′(θ̃
′), we

obtain

c1 = ∑
j∈S −1

a′1 j + ∑
k/∈S −1

ã′1k + c′1

= ∑
j∈S −1

a′1 j + ã′11 + ∑
k/∈S −1 ∪{1}

ã′1k + c′1. (26)

Further by considering the probabilities of transitioning
from u′ = ep,1 +∑i∈S −1

ep,i to v and v′, we obtain

a11 + c1 = ∑
j∈S −1

a′1 j + ∑
k/∈S −1 ∪{1}

ã′1k + c′1, (27)

where the assumption a′11 = 0 has been used. By (26)
and (27) we have that a11 + ã′11 = 0, which implies that
a11 = 0 and contradicts our assumption. The case of
S −

i 6= S ′−
i is similar.

• Second Case: Suppose that (S +
i ,S −

i ) = (S ′+
i ,S

′−
i )

for all i ∈ [p] with either
(
A, Ã

)
=
(
A′, Ã′

)
or
(
A, Ã

)
6=(

A′, Ã′
)

and c 6= c′. Without loss of generality, let c1 6=
c′1. Similarly to the proof of Theorem 1, by selecting
u = ∑i∈S −1

ep,i and v,v′ as before, we arrive at the
contradiction c1 = c′1.

• Third Case: Suppose that (S +
i ,S −

i ) = (S ′+
i ,S

′−
i ) for

all i∈ [p], c = c′ and
(
A, Ã

)
6=
(
A′, Ã′

)
. Without loss of

generality, we assume that a11 6= 0, a′11 6= 0 and a11 6=
a′11. In this case, the contradiction a11 = a′11 arises when
selecting u = ep,1 +∑i∈S −1

ep,i and v,v′ as before.

VI. A CLOSED-FORM ESTIMATOR FOR THE
GENERIC BAR MODEL

Extending the closed-form estimator for the BAR model
with only positive correlations, we now introduce a closed-
form estimator for the generic BAR model. Consider the
same introductions as before and also the Bernoulli argument
for Xi(k+1) in (24). We can rewrite

a>i X(k)+ ã>i (1−X(k))+biWi(k+1) =

(ai− ãi)
>X(k)+ ã>i 1+biWi(k+1) (28)

and we note that due to the nonoverlapping supports of ai and
ãi for every i ∈ [p], the vector ai− ãi contains the entries of
ai and the entries of ãi with flipped signs, each at a different
location. We further note that

P(Xi(k+1) = 1|X(k) = x(k)) = (ai− ãi)
>x(k)+ ã>i 1+biρwi

= ā>i x(k)+ c̄i, (29)

where āi = ai− ãi and c̄i = ã>i 1+biρwi for i∈ [p]. With these
introductions, we can reparameterize the generic BAR model
as θ̄ = (Ā, c̄), where Ā = [ā1, . . . , āp]

T and c̄ = [c̄1, . . . , c̄p]
T .

Clearly, by knowing Ā, we can immediately separate A
and Ã based on the underlying signs of the entries. Fur-
thermore, by also knowing c̄, we can compute the products



ci = biρwi , i = 1, . . . , p and finally, we can compute ρwi via
the formula ρwi = ci/(1−∑

p
j=1(ai j + ãi j)) for i ∈ [p]. The

parameterization θ̄ = (Ā, c̄) is of the same form as the
parameterization θ = (A,c) of the BAR model with only
positive correlations and therefore, the same unprojected
closed-form estimator as before is suitable.

Theorem 5: Consider an observed sequence {x(k)}T
k=0.

For i = 1, . . . , p, define the estimator ˆ̄c = [ ˆ̄c1, . . . , ˆ̄cp]
T by

the entry estimators ˆ̄ci = ∑
T−1
k=0 I(x(k) = 0p,xi(k + 1) =

1)/∑
T−1
k=0 I(x(k) = 0p), assuming that the state 0p is visited

at least once in the time span {0, . . . ,T − 1}. Furthermore,
suppose that in {x(k)}T−1

k=0 there are m distinct states u1,
u2,..., um such that p ≤ m ≤ 2p. Let Um ∈ Rm×p be a
matrix with k-th row equal to u>k for k ∈ [m] and ym,r =

[Nu1,r,1/Nu1 , · · · ,Num,r,1/Num ]
>. Then, whenever Um is full-

column rank, ˆ̄A is an estimator of Ā, where

ˆ̄ar =
(

U>mUm

)−1
U>m
(
ym,r− ˆ̄cr ·1m

)
, ∀r ∈ [p]. (30)

Based on the signs of the entries in ˆ̄A, we can separate
Â and ˆ̃A. Moreover, b̂ = 1p− (Â+ ˆ̃A)1p, ĉ = ˆ̄c− ˆ̃A1p and
ρ̂w =

(
diag(b̂)

)−1 ĉ. Finally, to obtain a valid estimate of the

parameter set for any T ≥ 1, we let ˆ̄
θ =

[(
Â, ˆ̃A, b̂, ρ̂w

)]+
,

where [·]+ corresponds to a projection onto the parameter
space Θ̃ by preserving the supports of Â and ˆ̃A.

The proofs of this theorem and of the strong consistency
of the proposed closed-form estimator are straightforward
based on the proofs of Theorems 2 and 3, respectively.

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

To validate our analysis, experiments on synthetic net-
works of various sizes are performed. Focusing only on the
structure identification of the underlying BAR graphs, we
compare the ML estimators with the closed-form estimators
and the BAR structure observer (BARobs) proposed in [20].
Our simulations show that the ML estimator either for the
BAR model with positive correlations only or for the generic
BAR model can perfectly recover the graph structure with
sufficient data and outperforms the other estimators in terms
of sample complexity.

We implement all experiments in MATLAB. In particular
for the ML estimators, we use the “fmincon” function in the
“optimization toolbox” to solve the maximization problems.
The ground truth networks (A,b,ρw) or

(
A, Ã,b,ρw

)
are

randomly generated in such a way that all constraints speci-
fying the parameter spaces Θ or Θ̃ are satisfied. Moreover, to
facilitate the simulation, we create networks with minimum
edge weight amin ∈ (0,1), i.e., ai j ≥ amin,∀( j, i) ∈ E in the
case of the BAR model (1) and either ai j ≥ amin or ãi j ≥
amin,∀( j, i) ∈ E in the case of the generic BAR model (24).
The data {x(k)}T

k=0 are generated according to the created
ground truth models and then are used for network inference.
We use the F1 score, defined by

F1 =
2

recall−1 +precision−1 ,

Fig. 1. p = 10, dmax = 5: F1 scores for the ML and closed-form estimators.

Fig. 2. p = 20, dmax = 5: F1 scores for the ML, closed-form and BARobs
estimators.

as the criterion to evaluate the performance of the algorithms.
We note that recall is the fraction of correctly recovered
edges among the ground truth edges and precision is the
fraction of correctly recovered edges over all correct and in-
correct edges identified by the algorithms. More specifically,
an edge ( j, i) is viewed as being inferred if âi j ≥ camin or
ˆ̃ai j ≥ camin for some empirically selected c ∈ (0,1).

In Fig. 1, we compare the performance of ML and closed-
form estimators for the BAR model (1) with p = 10 nodes
and maximum in-degree dmax = 5. In Fig. 2, the perfor-
mance of the ML, closed-form and BARobs estimators is
demonstrated for a synthetic network with size p = 20 and
maximum in-degree dmax = 5 corresponding to the generic
BAR model (24). The x-axis corresponds to the number of
observations T and the y-axis to the F1 score. In both cases,
the ML estimator can achieve F1 scores equal to 1 for a
sufficient sample size, e.g., T = 1200 in Fig. 1 and T = 4000
in Fig. 2. In Fig. 2, the BARobs algorithm also achieves an F1
score equal to 1 for a sufficiently large sample size. However,
compared to the ML estimator, the BARobs requires a larger
sample size. Finally, in Fig. 2 both the ML and BARobs
estimators outperform the closed-form estimator in (30).

Finally, focusing on the ML estimator which outperforms
the other two estimators in terms of sample complexity, we
present a real network experiment in a biological application



Fig. 3. A biological network with 43 nodes: F1 score for the ML estimator.

in which small sample sizes are critical [28]. The underlying
biological network consists of 43 nodes. The state of each
node is binary and is updated according to a boolean rule
defined by the states of some nodes in the network. We
approximate the network by the generic BAR model (24)
and we generate pseudo-real data. Fig. 3 illustrates the
performance of the ML estimator on this data set.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we studied the problem of estimating
the parameters of a class of Markov chains called BAR
models. ML estimation for BAR chains was shown to be
strongly consistent. Strong consistency was also established
for closed-form estimators of these BAR models.
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