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Estimation of permutation entropy (PE) using Bayesian statistical methods is presented for sys-
tems where the ordinal pattern sampling follows an independent, multinomial distribution. It is
demonstrated that the PE posterior distribution is closely approximated by a standard Beta distri-
bution, whose hyperparameters can be estimated directly from moments computed analytically from
observed ordinal pattern counts. Equivalence with expressions derived previously using frequentist
methods is also demonstrated. Because Bayesian estimation of PE naturally incorporates uncer-
tainty and prior information, the orthodox requirement that N ≫ D! is effectively circumvented,
allowing PE to be estimated even for very short time series. Self-similarity tests on PE posterior
distributions computed for a semiconductor laser with optical feedback (SLWOF) system show its
PE to vary periodically over time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Permutation entropy is an information-theoretic quan-
tity that has been applied to a diverse array of complex
systems including chaotic laser systems [1, 2], speech pat-
terns [3], heart (ECG) and brain (EEG) activity [4–6],
stock market indices [7], and more [8]. Permutation en-
tropy is derived, first by breaking the time series into
small parts (words), then assigning each word a symbol,
based on where the highest-valued, lowest-valued etc. el-
ements are located within the word. The permutation
entropy is the Shannon entropy of this encoded symbol
string.
This statistic, first defined by Bandt and Pompe [3], is

designed to quantify the predictability of dynamical sys-
tem states. In it’s simplest incarnation (word length of
2), it quantifies the probability a time series is increasing
or decreasing at any given point in time. Longer word
lengths are able to capture more complex dynamics, e.g.
a word length of 3 can distinguish between monotonic
and convex/concave patterns. In addition to the word
length (the embedding dimension, D), there is also a na-
tive dependence on the sampling frequency, which can be
varied via the embedding delay, τ .
The attraction of using permutation entropy versus

other complexity measures is the sensitivity with which
it can detect shifts in underlying system behavior, the
simplicity and speed with which it can be computed, its
near-universal applicability to ordered data sets, its ro-
bustness toward detector nonlinearities and noise, and
the ease with which it can be interpreted, given its simi-
larity with the well-known Shannon entropy.
While PE is often viewed as a property of data sets,

it is reasonable to extend this association to the physi-
cal systems that produce the data. Just as the propor-
tion of heads in a sequence of coin flips is connected to
the physical properties of the coin, so too can the PE
of a data set be viewed as a physical reflection of the
generating system. Indeed, the principal application of
PE has been to discriminate physical states by observ-
ing statistically-significant changes in the observational

frequency of output patterns/symbols.

A key aspect of this process is determining what consti-
tutes statistical significance. The fairness of a coin can-
not be exactly determined from a finite number of tosses.
Similarly PE of a physical system cannot be exactly de-
termined from a finite data set. In this paradigm, it can
only be estimated with a finite confidence interval. De-
spite its wide application of PE, methods for evaluating
of these confidence intervals are somewhat sparse [9–12].
In large part, this is because experimenters largely dealt
with ensembles of physical systems, and so the PE con-
fidence interval could be made negligible compared the
ensemble standard deviation by enforcing the condition
that N ≫ D!. Reliance on this blanket rule however
overlooks useful information that can potentially be ex-
tracted from smaller data sets, and inhibits self-similarity
testing between individual systems.

Bayesian statistical methods have gained significant
popularity in recent decades and have become ubiquitous
in contemporary fields such as machine learning [13]. In
Bayesian statistics, parameters are represented by proba-
bility distributions that represent degrees of belief. These
distributions evolve with the acquisition of new data, re-
flecting the gain in information. Determining permuta-
tion entropy variances is achieved naturally by express-
ing the permutation entropy as a probability distribution,
and then evaluating the associated moments. This can
be done with extremely limited data sets (10s or 100s of
data points) due to the incorporation of prior distribu-
tions within the Bayesian framework.

In this paper, the use of Bayesian methods to estimate
permutation entropy will be explored for independent,
multinomial distributions. Independence in this context
means that symbol probabilities are uncorrelated with
previous observations. In section II, the concept of per-
mutation entropy is introduced along with Bayes’ rule,
and the important role of the Dirichlet distribution in
the case of multinomial sampling. From this, it is shown
how computation ofmoments can expedite computations
by adapting the methods of Wolpert and Wolf [14], to
permutation entropy distributions. Section III demon-
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strates this Bayesian approach to be a generalization of
results generated using frequentist methods. In section
IV, these methods are tested via numerical simulation,
and then applied to time series generated by a semicon-
ductor laser system subject to optical feedback; a system
known to produce complex behavior [2]. Conclusions and
final outlooks are provided in section V.

II. THEORY

A. Permutation Entropy

Permutation entropy (PE) is a statistic designed to
characterize the dynamics of a system. The first step to
computing the PE is to partition time series elements into
vectors (words). Given a time series {xt}, t = 1, . . . , L, it
can be partitioned into a series of vectors comprising of
D consecutive elements such that;

xs = {x(s−1)D+1, . . . , xsD}, (1)

where D is a free parameter called the embedding dimen-
sion (the word length). Here, the time series has been
partitioned so that each time series element belongs to
(at most) one vector. If D = 4 is chosen for example,
x1 = {x1, . . . , x4}, x2 = {x5, . . . , x8}, and so forth. The
total number of vectors, N (i.e. the maximum s), is
⌊L/D⌋. This partitioning is designed to avoid introduc-
ing additional correlations between observed dynamical
states [10].
The next step is to associate a dynamical state with

each vector, which are assigned based on the rank se-
quence. A vector has the rank sequence [X1, . . . , XD] if
it satisfies the condition;

xX1
< . . . < xXD

(2)

where subscripts indicate the position of the time series
element within the vector (from 1 to D). In this paper,
random numbers are used to break equalities. As an
example, the vector {1, 10, 100, 99}would be assigned the
rank sequence [1, 2, 4, 3] since x1 < x2 < x4 < x3. There
are D! possible rank permutations and thus D! different
dynamical states, identified with the symbols πi.
The permutation entropy (PE) is defined as;

H = −
1

log(D!)

D!
∑

i=1

Pi log(Pi), (3)

where P = {P1, . . . , PD!} is the discrete (marginal) prob-
ability distribution that an ordinal pattern vector will be
assigned the symbol πi. The normalization term is in-
cluded to ensure H falls on the bounded interval [0, 1],
which facilitates comparison of H for different D. Note
that some authors refer to the PE as the entropy of P
absent the normalization term. In this paper, PE always
refers to the normalized quantity in Eq. 3.

Exact calculation of PE without a priori knowledge
of P requires an infinite number of observations, so an
estimator of the form

Hest = −
1

log(D!)

D!
∑

i=1

pi
N

log
( pi
N

)

, (4)

is generally used, where pi is the count of observed dy-
namical states and N =

∑

pi is the total number of ob-
servations. It is readily seen that Eq. 4 approaches Eq.
3 in the limit of large N .
If symbol observations are modeled as samples ran-

domly drawn from P, pi will have a finite variance, and
thus Hest will be drawn from a probability distribution
p(H). One approach to determine p(H) is through re-
peated acquisitions of data, however this may not be fea-
sible due to data/memory requirements, or if P is non-
stationary.
The alternate, Bayesian approach is to compute p(H)

for a given set of observations, by assigning a probability
for each possible P based on the observed symbols. Cen-
tral to the Bayesian approach is Bayes’ rule, which can
be summarized in this context as

p(P|O) =
p(O|P)p(P)

p(O)
, (5)

where O is some set of observed dynamic states. The
basic idea is to take an existing prior distribution over P
and use Bayes’ rule to obtain an updated probability dis-
tribution, p(P|O) (the posterior distribution), that incor-
porates the information contained in O. The likelihood
function, p(O|P), essentially defines the random process
used to model the sequence of observations contained in
O. The change of variable defined in Eq. 3 can be used
to retrieve p(H |O) from p(P|O).

B. Applying Bayes’ rule to iid systems

An independent, identically-distributed (iid) system is
defined here as a process where P is independent of previ-
ous observations. In this instance the likelihood function
has a simple form

p(O|P) =

D!
∏

i=1

P pi

i . (6)

It is well-established practice in this case to use a so-
called conjugate prior in the form of a Dirichlet distribu-
tion [13, 15],

p(P) =
Γ(α0)

Γ(α1) . . .Γ(αD!)

D!
∏

i=1

Pαi−1
i . (7)

where αi are hyperparameters of the Dirichlet distribu-

tion, α0 =
∑D!

i αi and Γ represents the Gamma function.
This expedites the evaluation of Eq. 5 by ensuring the



3

prior and posterior distributions have the same functional
form. Using Eq. 6 and 7 in conjunction with Eq. 5, the
posterior distribution is

p(P|O) =
Γ(α0 +N)

Γ(α1 + p1) . . .Γ(αD! + pD!)

D!
∏

i=1

Pαi+pi−1
i (8)

where the normalization terms can be determined by in-
spection. From Eq. 8, the hyperparameters of the poste-
rior distribution are found by adding the observed symbol
counts pi, to the corresponding hyperparameters of p(P).
Thus αi are commonly interpreted as equivalent symbol
counts “worth” of prior information.
Computing p(H |O) directly from p(P|O) is compu-

tationally challenging due to the nonlinear change-of-
variable and the high-dimensionality of P. A more ef-
ficient approach explored here is to reconstruct p(H |O)
from its computed moments. Because H lies on a closed,
finite interval, the moments of p(H |O) uniquely deter-
mine its functional form [16].

C. Calculating moments

Prior distributions will be considered initially here for
the sake of brevity. As will be seen, the extension to pos-
terior distributions is straightforward. The nth moment
of p(H) is defined as

E[Hn] =

∫ 1

0

Hnp(H)dH. (9)

This is equivalent to (via change of variable)

E[Hn] =
(−1)n

log(D!)n

∫

S

(

D!
∑

i=1

Pi log(Pi)

)n

p(P)dP, (10)

where the integral is taken over the simplex, S, defined
by
∑

Pi = 1. Terms arising from the summation raised
to the power of n can be grouped according to the multi-
nomial theorem

(

D!
∑

i=1

Pi log(Pi)

)n

=
∑

|k|=n

(

n

k

)

P
k log(P)k, (11)

where k is a D!-dimensional multi-index, which has the
property x

k = xk1 . . . xkD! , and
(

n
k

)

represents multino-
mial coefficients. Eq. 10 can be recast by exchanging the
order of the integral and the summation over |k| = n as

E[Hn] =
(−1)n

log(D!)n

∑

|k|=n

∫

S

(

n

k

)

P
k log(P)kp(P)dP.

(12)
Eq. 12 can be reduced to integrals of the form

Γ(α0)

Γ(α1) . . .Γ(αD!)

∫

S

P
k log(P)k

D!
∏

j=1

P
αj−1
j dP, (13)

by substituting the explicit form of p(P) (Eq. 7). These
integrals can be solved by first expressing the integrand
as a derivative

Γ(α0)

Γ(α1) . . .Γ(αD!)

∫

S

∂n

∂αk

D!
∏

j=1

P
αj−1+kj

j dP, (14)

then using the normalization condition for the Dirichlet
distribution to express Eq. 14 as

Γ(α0)

Γ(α1) . . .Γ(αD!)

∂n

∂αk

Γ(α1 + k1) . . .Γ(αD! + kD!)

Γ(α0 + n)
. (15)

The nth moment of H can then be expressed as

E[Hn] =
(−1)n

log(D!)n

∑

|k|=n

(

n

k

)

1

B(α)

∂n

∂αk
B(α+ k), (16)

where B is the multivariate Beta function.
Calculating the first moment (i.e. the mean), n =

|k| = 1, hence the summation is over multi-indices where
one component is 1 and all the other components are zero.
Eq. 16 therefore reduces to a sum of first derivatives;

E[H ] = −
1

log(D!)

D!
∑

i=1

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)

∂

∂αi

Γ(αi + 1)

Γ(α0 + 1)
. (17)

Resolving the derivatives yields

E[H ] = −
1

log(D!)

D!
∑

i=1

αi

α0
(ψ(αi + 1)− ψ(α0 + 1)), (18)

where ψ is the digamma function. Thus the expectation
of H can be determined directly from the hyperparame-
ters of the Dirichlet distribution p(P), without the need
for statistical sampling methods.
For the second moment, n = |k| = 2. Here, the sum-

mation in Eq. 16 can be separated into two parts; the
first containing multi-indices where one component is 2
and the others are zero, and the second containing multi-
indices where two components are 1 and the rest zero.
Separating the summation in this fashion yields the ex-
pression

E[H2] =
1

log(D!)2

[ D!
∑

i=1

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)

∂2

∂α2
i

Γ(αi + 2)

Γ(α0 + 2)

+

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)

∂2

∂αiαj

Γ(αi + 1)Γ(αj + 1)

Γ(α0 + 2)

]

.

(19)

Note that the coefficient of the second term depends on
whether this summation is over combinations of i and
j, or permutations. Summing over permutations is most
natural from a computing perspective, so that is the con-
vention chosen here. The coefficient of the second sum-
mation is therefore 1, not the multinomial index value of
2 as it would be if the summation was over combinations.
Evaluating the derivatives in Eq. 19 yields
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E[H2] =
1

log(D!)2

[ D!
∑

i=1

αi(αi + 1)

α0(α0 + 1)

(

(ψ(αi + 2)− ψ(α0 + 2))2 + ψ1(αi + 2)− ψ1(α0 + 2)

)

+
D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

αiαj

α0(α0 + 1)

(

(ψ(αi + 1)− ψ(α0 + 2))(ψ(αj + 1)− ψ(α0 + 2))− ψ1(α0 + 2)

)]

,

(20)

where ψ1 is the trigamma function. The variance is de-
termined from the first two moments as

Var[H ] = E[H2]− E[H ]2. (21)

Equivalent expressions for the moments of the poste-
rior distribution can be found by replacing the hyperpa-
rameters αi with αi + pi. This analysis can be extended
to higher order moments through judicious separation of
the summation in Eq. 16 and evaluation of the relevant
derivative terms. Expressions for the third and fourth
standardized moments (skewness and kurtosis) and their
derivations can be found in the appendix and a script for
performing these calculations is provided as additional
material. Note that polygamma functions, and thus the
moments of p(H), can be efficiently evaluated on most
modern numerical computing platforms. The next step
is to construct p(H) from computed moments, this will
be discussed in section IV.

III. COMPARISONS TO PREVIOUS WORK

The mean and variance of p(H) have previously be
computed through frequentist statistics [9, 10]. Here, it
will be demonstrated that these expressions are special
cases of the more general Bayesian approach. First, the
expectation of H , Eq. 18, will be approximated in the
limit of large N . It is noted first that large N implies
large posterior hyperparameters. As the digamma func-
tion can be approximated as

ψ(x) ≈ log(x)−
1

2x
, (22)

for large x, this can be combined with the linear approx-
imation for the derivative of a logarithm

log(x+ 1)− log(x) ≈
2

2x+ 1
, (23)

to get the following approximation to Eq. 18

E[H ] ≈ −
1

log(D!)

D!
∑

i=1

αi

α0

(

log

(

αi

α0

)

+

2

2αi + 1
−

1

2αi + 2
−

2

2α0 + 1
+

1

2α0 + 2

)

.

(24)

In the case of a uniform prior, αi = pi and α0 = N . This
expression is equivalent to

E[H ] ≈ Hest −
1

2N log(D!)

D!
∑

i=1

1−
pi
N
, (25)

which is equivalent to the expression in Ref. [10] for the
expectation of H at large N

E[H ] = Hest −
D!− 1

2N log(D!)
. (26)

This demonstrates that Eq. 18 is a more general ex-
pression for E[H ], applicable to any N and where the
Dirichlet prior is not necessarily uniform.

The second moment (Eq. 20) can be related to the
variance using Eq. 21. Using the expression for E[H ] in
Eq. 18, applying the approximate recurrence relations

ψ(x+ 1) ≈ ψ(x) +
1

x
,

ψ1(x+ 1) ≈ ψ(x) −
1

x2
,

(27)

and grouping the ψ(αi + 1)− ψ(α0 + 1) terms

Var[H ] =
1

log(D!)2

D!
∑

i=1

αi(αi + 1)

α0(α0 + 1)

(

∆ψ1(αi + 1) +
2

(α0 + 1)2
+

(

1−
αi(α0 + 1)

α0(αi + 1)

)

∆ψ(αi + 1)2 −
2

(αi + 1)(α0 + 1)

)

+
1

log(D!)2

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

αiαj

α0(α0 + 1)

(

2

(α0 + 1)2
−

1

α0
∆ψ(αi + 1)∆ψ(αj + 1)− ψ1(α0 + 1)

)

,

(28)

where the notation ∆ψm(x+M) = ψm(x+M)−ψm(α0+ 2) is adopted for brevity. Approximating the digamma
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and trigamma functions, using Eq. 22 and

ψ1 ≈
1

x
+

1

2x2
(29)

respectively, using the relation
∑

αi = α0, and omitting
less significant terms, Eq. 28 can be approximated as;

Var[H ] =
1

(α0 + 1) log(D!)2

[ D!
∑

i=1

αi

α0

(

1−
αi

α0

)

log

(

αi

α0

)

−

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

αiαj

α2
0

log

(

αi

α0

)

log

(

αj

α0

)

+
1

4(α0 + 1)

(

10 +

D!
∑

i=1

αi(α0 + 1)

α0(αi + 1)
− 12

αi

α0

)]

.

(30)

It is noted at this point that Eq. 30 is dominated by the
first two terms unless P is uniform, which implies that

αi(α0 + 1)

α0(αi + 1)
≈ 1 (31)

when N (equivalently, α0) is sufficiently large. Algebra
then shows Eq. 30 to be equivalent to Eq. 12 in [10]
(noting the surprising result that the 2nd and 4th terms
in Eq. 12 [10] combined are indeed equivalent to the final
term in Eq. 30, independent of P).

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Validating moment calculations

The uniform Dirichlet distribution, characterized by
the hyperparameter values αi = 1, arises when there is
complete uncertainty about P. That is, any value of P
is just as likely as any other. It is the least informative
of the Dirichlet distributions, and is therefore the default
prior distribution when there is no a priori knowledge
of the system. To validate moments of this Dirichlet
prior calculated analytically using Eqs. 18, 20, 36 and
49, they were compared against numerical simulations.
For each simulation, 106 samples were drawn from p(P).
H was then determined for each sample, whereupon the
moments of p(H) were computed numerically from the
resultant histogram.
Comparisons between analytic and numerically calcu-

lated moments are shown in Table ??. Agreement is well
within 1%, validating the accuracy of moments comput-
ing using the Bayesian approach outlined in the previous
section. Discrepancies can mostly be attributed to sam-
pling error. As D increases, it can be seen that γ and
κ tend toward 0 and 3 respectively, indicating that p(H)
tends toward a Gaussian distribution.
The accuracy of analytically-computed moments was

found to improve for larger values of αi, hence the perfor-
mance for αi = 1 can be considered a minimum baseline.

TABLE I. Analytically- and numerically-calculated standard-
ized moments for p(H) of the Dirichlet distribution with
αi = 1.

D µ σ2 γ κ

Analytic 3 0.8091 0.009585 -0.9160 4.2219

Numeric 3 0.8093 0.009569 -0.9120 4.2050

Analytic 4 0.8735 0.001065 -0.5975 3.6928

Numeric 4 0.8735 0.001068 -0.6014 3.7034

Analytic 5 0.9126 0.000103 -0.2895 3.1665

Numeric 5 0.9126 0.000103 -0.2921 3.1785

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Normalized Permutation Entropy, H
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H
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Beta
Chi-Squared

FIG. 1. p(H) for the Dirichlet distribution with D = 4 and
αi = 1. Simulated data was acquired with 106 samples of the
Dirichlet distribution, with H calculated for each. The Beta
distribution fit was made using the analytically-calculated
mean and variance of p(H).

B. Reconstructing p(H) from computed moments

From analysis of computed moments, it was deter-
mined that standard Beta distributions provide the clos-
est fit to p(H). The Beta distribution has the form

p(H) =
Γ(β1 + β2)

Γ(β1)Γ(β2)
Hβ1−1(1−H)β2−1, (32)

where β1, β2 are free (hyper-)parameters determined
from the mean and variance via

E[H ] =
β1

β1 + β2

Var[H ] =
β1β2

(β1 + β2)
2
(β1 + β2 + 1)

.
(33)

The closeness of the Beta distribution fit to the simulated
data is demonstrated in Fig. 1. The Beta distribution is
also demonstrated to be an improvement at low N over
the χ2-distribution previously used to approximate p(H)
when N ≫ D! [9].
Evaluating moments beyond the first two is useful for

numerically validating the quality Beta distribution fit.
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FIG. 2. p(H) for the Dirichlet distribution with D = 4 and
αi = 5. Simulated data was acquired with 106 samples of the
Dirichlet distribution, with H calculated for each. The Beta
distribution fit was made using the analytically-calculated
mean and variance of p(H).

Quantitatively, the skewness of the Beta distribution de-
picted in Fig. 1 was found to be -0.4354, slightly un-
derestimating the skewness of the numerical data (Table
I). This is reflected by the Beta distribution fit slightly
underestimating the peak and overestimating the tails of
the numerical data.
The Dirichlet distribution where αi = 5 is shown in

Fig. 2 for comparison. Even with this small number of
additional (equivalent) observations, the χ2-distribution
is a much improved fit, consistent with it being intended
for use at large N . The Beta distribution fit however
remains the superior approximation for p(H), and is vi-
sually indistinguishable from the numerically computed
distribution in Fig. 2, with their skewnesses differing
by just 0.05, compared to about 0.17 in the case where
αi = 1.
In the general case, αi don’t have a fixed relationship.

It is remarked that the Beta distribution remains a good
fit for p(H) in these instance even when αi are highly
asymmetric (i.e. a few large values interspersed among
smaller values). In fact, the only notable trend was that
the Beta distribution fit improves the larger α0 becomes.
The only observed circumstances where the Beta fit was
not particularly good was when αi occupied values less
than unity, which can arise for prior distributions where
P is confined towards an edge or vertex of the simplex,
as is the case for some standard priors such [12].

C. Stationarity Analysis of a Semiconductor Laser

System with Optical Feedback

One of the core (often implicit) assumptions made
when computing permutation entropy is that the asso-
ciated probability distribution, P, is time-invariant. The

0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.99 1

Permutation Entropy, H
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80
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120

140

160

p
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)

FIG. 3. Estimated p(H) for a white-noise time series using hy-
perparameters αi = 1 for the Dirichlet prior distribution and
D = 3 for 250 partitions of white-noise time series consisting
of 1,000 points each.

possibility of P, and thus the PE, changing over the
course of a time series is therefore often overlooked, and
dynamical changes occurring within the system under
study remain undetected.

Here, it will be demonstrated that the stationarity of
H can be efficiently tested through Bayesian estimation,
by dividing the time series into partitions and comput-
ing p(H |O) for each. Changes in H are detected where
p(H |O) have negligible overlap, and quantified via stan-
dard statistical inference.

A white-noise time series of 250,000 points was initially
generated and partitioned into sections of 1,000 points
each. Setting a Dirichlet prior with αi = 1, the posterior
distribution, p(P) was computed by adding the observed
counts of πi (D = 3) to each αi (i.e. so αi of the posterior
distribution were set to πi+1). Using the procedure out-
lined in section IVB, p(H |O) was reconstructed for each
partition and then plotted in Fig. 3, where the vertical
axis (the partition number) can essentially be interpreted
as a time coordinate, thus this can be viewed as a visu-
alization of p(H |O) varying with time. Although there
is some fluctuation in the estimate of p(H) between par-
titions as expected, substantial overlap (self-similarity)
between these distributions remain, thus it would be con-
cluded that the visualization in Fig. 3 is consistent with
a stationary system; an expected result given the random
process used to generate the data.

Armed with this understanding, this same analysis can
be applied to power time-series collected from a semicon-
ductor laser with optical feedback (SLWOF) system. De-
tails of this system and the procedures used to acquire the
data have been reported previously [2], and are known to
produce outputs with complex, potentially chaotic, out-
puts.

The same parameters and partitioning was used here
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FIG. 4. Estimated p(H) for a SLWOF time series (drive cur-
rent 68.5 mA, optical feedback 8.5 %) using hyperparameters
αi = 1 for the Dirichlet prior distribution and D = 3 for 200
partitions of SWLOF power time-series consisting of 1,000
points each.

as for the white-noise case, except the embedding delay
was set to τ = 5 in order to minimize short-range corre-
lations within the data, so that the sequence of symbol
observations is as independent as possible. From Fig.
4 it can be seen that there are periodic fluctuations in
p(H |O), in stark contrast to the white-noise case. Be-
cause the overlap of p(H |O) between the maximum and
minimum portions of the cycle is negligible, we conclude
that the system is non-stationary. The frequency of this
oscillation in H is around 1 MHz, which appears to be
linked to the cavity round-trip time of the laser. The ex-
act mechanism driving this behavior is a topic of current
work.

V. CONCLUSION

A method for efficiently estimating the probability dis-
tribution of PE using a Bayesian approach has been pre-

sented for systems where the observation of dynamical
states (represented by ordinal patterns) can be modeled
as an iid multinomial random process. The supposition
of iid randomness enables the use of Dirichlet conjugate
prior distributions in p(P) to compute the moments of
the resultant posterior distribution of p(H |O). It is nu-
merically demonstrated that p(H |O) are well-described
by standard Beta distributions, and can thus be fully
reconstructed from its moments.

With this methodology, the stationarity of H was
tested by computing p(H |O) over a series of 1,000-
point partitions taken from the original data set.
This test proved effective at visualizing changes in
p(O|H) and thus detecting non-stationary behavior in a
semiconductor-laser with optical-feedback (SWLOF) sys-
tem. By contrast, white-noise was found to be consistent
with a stationary system (as expected). While varia-
tions in p(H |O) were observed, they were not statistically
significant enough (i.e. the overlap between p(H |O) re-
mained large) to rule out the null hypothesis of stationary
H .

Overall, this Bayesian approach enables the uncer-
tainty associated with permutation entropy calculations
to be articulated in a rigorous framework. Even data sets
consisting of only a few observations can be usefully an-
alyzed by virtue of the incorporated prior distributions.
This not just useful for determining whether dynamical
state probabilities are stationarity, it can be applied to
any statistical inference problem where the dynamical
state observations can be modeled as an iid random pro-
cess.
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VI. APPENDIX

A. Third Standardized Moment

The third standardized moment, commonly referred
to as the skewness, γ, is defined in terms of the third
moment as

γ =
1

σ3
(E[H3]− 3µσ2 − µ3), (34)

where µ is the mean and σ is the standard deviation.
From Eq. 16, the third moment can be expressed as

E[H3] =
−1

log(D!)3

∑

|k|=3

(

3

k

)

1

B(α)

∂3

∂αk
B(α+ k). (35)

This summation can be split into three parts, S1, where
the multi-index has a single non-zero component (a 3),
S2, where the multi-index has two non-zero components
(a 1 and a 2), and S3, where the multi-index has three
non-zero components (all 1’s),

E[H3] = −
1

log(D!)3
(S1 + S2 + S3). (36)

The first summation, S1 is given by

S1 =
D!
∑

i=1

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)

∂3

∂α3
i

Γ(αi + 3)

Γ(α0 + 3)
. (37)

Evaluating the derivative yields

S1 =
D!
∑

i=1

Ai

(

∆ψ(αi + 3)3 +∆ψ2(αi + 3)

+3∆ψ1(αi + 3)∆ψ(αi + 3)

)

.

(38)

where

Ai =
αi(αi + 1)(αi + 2)

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)
. (39)

and

∆ψm(αi + ki) = ψm(αi + ki)− ψm(α0 + n) (40)

as before. The second summation, S2, is given by

S2 =

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)
×

∂3

∂α2
i ∂αj

Γ(αi + 2)Γ(αj + 1)

Γ(α0 + 3)
.

(41)

Evaluating the derivatives, S2 can be expressed as;

S2 =

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

3Bi

(

∆ψ(αi + 2)2∆ψ(αj + 1)

+∆ψ1(αi + 2)∆ψ(αj + 1)

−2∆ψ(αi + 2)ψ1(α0 + 3)− ψ2(α0 + 3)

)

,

(42)

Noting the multinomial coefficient of 3, which persists in
this instance despite summing over permutations. The
coefficient Bij is given by

Bij =
αi(αi + 1)αj

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)
. (43)

Finally, the summation S3, given by

S3 =

D!
∑

i,j,k=1;i6=j 6=k

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)Γ(αk)
×

∂3

∂αi∂αj∂αk

Γ(αi + 1)Γ(αj + 1)Γ(αk + 1)

Γ(α0 + 3)
,

(44)

can be expressed as

S3 =

D!
∑

i,j,k=1;i6=j 6=k

Cijk

(

− ψ2(α0 + 3)

−
[

∆ψ(αi + 1) + ∆ψ(αj + 1)+

+∆ψ(αk + 1)
]

ψ(α0 + 3)

+∆ψ(αi + 1)∆ψ(αj + 1)∆ψ(αk + 1)

)

,

(45)

where

Cijk =
αiαjαk

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)
. (46)

B. Fourth Standardized Moment

The fourth standardized moment, commonly referred
to as the kurtosis, κ, is defined in terms of the fourth
moment as;

κ =
1

σ4
(E[H4]− 4γµσ3 − 6µ2σ2 − µ4). (47)

where µ is the mean, σ is the standard deviation and γ
is the skewness. The fourth moment can be expressed
using Eq. 16 as

E[H4] =
1

log(D!)4

∑

|k|=4

(

4

k

)

1

B(α)

∂4

∂αk
B(α+ k). (48)

As before, the summation can be split into multiple parts

E[H4] =
1

log(D!)4
(S1 + S2 + S3 + S4 + S5). (49)
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The summation S1 consists of multi-indices with one non-
zero term (a 4), S2 consists of multi-indices with two
equal non-zero terms (two 2s), S3 consists of multi-indices
with two unequal non-zero terms (a 3 and a 1), S4 con-
sists of multi-indices with three unequal non-zero terms
(a 2 and two 1s) and S5 consists of multi-indices with
four non-zero terms (four 1s).
S1 is given by

S1 =

D!
∑

i=1

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)

∂4

∂α4
i

Γ(αi + 4)

Γ(α0 + 4)
, (50)

which evaluates to

S1 =

D!
∑

i=1

Ai

(

∆ψ(αi + 4) + ∆ψ3(αi + 4)

+6∆ψ1(αi + 4)∆ψ(αi + 4)2

+∆ψ2(αi + 4)∆ψ(αi + 4)

+3∆ψ2(αi + 4)∆ψ1(αi + 4)2∆ψ(αi + 4)

)

,

(51)

where

Ai =
αi(αi + 1)(αi + 2)(αi + 3)

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)(α0 + 3)
. (52)

Next, S2 is given by

S2 =

D!
∑

i=1,j;i6=j

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)
×

∂4

∂α2
iα

2
j

Γ(αi + 2)(αj + 2)

Γ(α0 + 4)
.

(53)

Evaluating the derivatives yields

S2 =

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

Bij

(

[∆ψ1(αi + 2) + ∆ψ(αi + 2)2]×

[∆ψ1(αj + 2) + ∆ψ(αj + 2)2]

−4∆ψ(αi + 2)∆ψ(αj + 2)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−2(∆ψ(αi + 2) + ∆ψ(αj + 2))ψ2(α0 + 4)

+2ψ1(α0 + 4)2 − ψ3(α0 + 4)

)

,

(54)

where

Bij =
αi(αi + 1)αj(αj + 1)

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)(α0 + 3)
. (55)

The expression for S3 is

S3 =

D!
∑

i=1,j;i6=j

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)
×

∂4

∂α3
iαj

Γ(αi + 3)(αj + 1)

Γ(α0 + 4)
,

(56)

which evaluates to

S3 =

D!
∑

i,j=1;i6=j

Cij

(

∆ψ(αi + 3)3∆ψ(αj + 1)

+3∆ψ(αi + 3)∆ψ(αj + 1)∆ψ1(αi + 3)

−∆ψ1(αi + 3)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−3∆ψ(αi + 3)2ψ1(α0 + 4)

+∆ψ(αj + 1)∆ψ2(αi + 3)

−3∆ψ(αi + 3)ψ2(α0 + 4)− ψ3(α0 + 4)

)

,

(57)

where

Cij =
αi(αi + 1)(αi + 2)αj

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)(α0 + 3)
. (58)

Next, the expression for S4 is

S4 =

D!
∑

i=1,j,k;i6=j 6=k

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)Γ(αk)
×

∂4

∂α2
iαjαk

Γ(αi + 2)(αj + 1)(αk + 1)

Γ(α0 + 4)
.

(59)

This evaluates to

S4 =

D!
∑

i,j,k=1;i6=j 6=k

Dijk

(

2ψ1(α0 + 4)2 − ψ3(α0 + 4)

+∆ψ(αj + 1)∆ψ(αk + 1)(∆ψ1(αi + 2) + ∆ψ(αi + 2)2)

−(2∆ψ(αi + 2) + ∆ψ(αj + 1) + ∆ψ(αk + 1))ψ2(α0 + 4)

−(∆ψ1(αi + 2) + ∆ψ(αi + 2)2)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−2∆ψ(αi + 2)∆ψ(αj + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−2∆ψ(αi + 2)∆ψ(αk + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

)

,

(60)

where

Dijk =
αi(αi + 1)αjαk

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)(α0 + 3)
. (61)

Finally, S5 is given by

S5 =
D!
∑

i=1,j,k,l;i6=j 6=k 6=l

Γ(α0)

Γ(αi)Γ(αj)Γ(αk)Γ(αl)
×

∂4

∂αiαjαkαl

Γ(αi + 1)(αj + 1)(αk + 1)(αl + 1)

Γ(α0 + 4)
.

(62)
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This evaluates to

S5 =

D!
∑

i,j,k,l=1;i6=j 6=k 6=l

Eijkl

(

∆ψ(αi + 1)∆ψ(αj + 1)×

∆ψ(αk + 1)∆ψ(αl + 1)

−∆ψ(αi + 1)∆ψ(αj + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−∆ψ(αi + 1)∆ψ(αk + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−∆ψ(αi + 1)∆ψ(αl + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−∆ψ(αj + 1)∆ψ(αk + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−∆ψ(αj + 1)∆ψ(αl + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−∆ψ(αk + 1)∆ψ(αl + 1)ψ1(α0 + 4)

−[∆ψ(αi + 1) + ∆ψ(αj + 1)

+∆ψ(αk + 1) + ∆ψ(αl + 1)]ψ2(α0 + 4)

+3ψ1(α0 + 4)2 − ψ3(α0 + 4)

)

,

(63)

where

Eijkl =
αiαjαkαl

α0(α0 + 1)(α0 + 2)(α0 + 3)
. (64)


