arXiv:2207.07554v1 [cs.IT] 15 Jul 2022

Rényi Entropy Rate of Stationary Ergodic Processes^{∗†}

Chengyu Wu^1, Yonglong Li^2, Li Xu^3, Guangyue Han^4

1The University of Hong Kong, chengyuw@connect.hku.hk 2 National University of Singapore, elelong@nus.edu.sg 3 Chinese Academy of Sciences, lixu@ict.ac.cn 4The University of Hong Kong, ghan@hku.hk

March 22, 2023

Abstract

In this paper, we examine the Rényi entropy rate of stationary ergodic processes. For a special class of stationary ergodic processes, we prove that the Rényi entropy rate always exists and can be polynomially approximated by its defining sequence; moreover, using the Markov approximation method, we show that the Rényi entropy rate can be exponentially approximated by that of the Markov approximating sequence, as the Markov order goes to infinity. For the general case, by constructing a counterexample, we disprove the conjecture that the Rényi entropy rate of a general stationary ergodic process always converges to its Shannon entropy rate as α goes to 1.

1 Introduction

Let Z be a finite alphabet. Let Z^n_1 ≜ (Z_1, Z_2, . . . , Z_n) be a sequence of random variables over Z with distribution μ_n and let z^n_1 denote its realization. Given α ∈ R, the α-th order Rényi entropy of Z^n_1 , first suggested by Alfred Rényi [21], is defined as

H_α(Z^n_1 ) = log ∑ z^n_1 (μn(z n 1 ))^α 1 − α if α ≠ 1,

H(Z^n_1 ) if α = 1,

where H(Z^n_1 ) ≜ − ∑ z^n_1

μ_n(z^n_1 ) log μ_n(z^n_1 )

∗A preliminary version [27] of this work has been presented in IEEE ISIT 2017. †This work is supported by the Research Grants Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region, China, under Project 17301017 and Project 17304121, the National Natural Science Foundation of China, under Project 61871343 and 61902380, and the Beijing Nova Program, under Grant Z201100006820061.

is the Shannon entropy of Z^n_1 . An easy application of L’Hôpital’s rule shows that

lim_{α→1} H_α(Z^n_1 ) = H(Z^n_1 ). (1)

Rényi entropy is a fundamental notion in a number of scientific and engineering disciplines, such as coding theory [5], chaotic dynamical systems [7], statistical mechanics [16], statistical inference [18], quantum mechanics [3], multi-fractal analysis [14], economics [12], guessing [1], hypothesis testing [2], and so forth.

Now, consider a stationary stochastic process Z = {Z_n}^∞_{n=1} over the alphabet Z. Let H(Z) ≜ lim_{n→∞} H(Z^n_1 ) n be the Shannon entropy rate of Z. Then, the α-th order Rényi entropy rate H_α(Z) of Z is defined as H_α(Z) ≜ lim_{n→∞} H_α(Z^n_1 ) n , when the limit exists. As opposed to Rényi entropy, which has been extensively studied, there has long been a lack of understanding on some basic properties of Rényi entropy rate. To name a few, first of all, the fundamental problem of the well-definedness of the Rényi entropy rate for a general stationary ergodic process remains unknown. Second, regarding its connection with the Shannon entropy rate, given (1), one is natually tempted to propose the following natural conjecture:

Conjecture 1.1. Let Z be a stationary ergodic process. Then

lim_{α→1} H_α(Z) = H(Z).

However, this conjecture is neither proved nor disproved in the literature.

On the positive side, some special cases have been handled and feature clean solutions. When Z is an independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) process, H_α(Z) boils down to nothing but H_α(Z_1). For a finite-state ergodic Markov process Z, using the Perron-Frobenius theory (see, e.g., [17, 22]), it has been proved in [19] that

H_α(Z) = log λ_{max} 1 − α (2) and H_α(Z) converges to the Shannon entropy rate H(Z) as α goes to 1, where λ_{max} is the largest real eigenvalue of the |Z| × |Z|-dimensional matrix R = (r_{i,j}) with r_{i,j} = (P {Z_{n+1} = j|Z_n = i})^α. It turns out that similar results are also valid for mixing processes: for a weakly ψ-mixing process Z, it has been shown in [11] that H_α(Z) is well-defined for α ≥ 1 and H_α(Z) always goes to H(Z) as α goes to 1; on the other hand, using Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem [15], it has been proved in [25] that the Rényi entropy rate of any order exists for the so-called weakly mixing processes.

The contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows. We first focus our attention on the Rényi entropy rate of a special family of stationary ergodic processes which contains hidden Markov processes [6] as special cases. More precisely, we will examine a random process Y under the “uniform boundedness” and “exponential forgetting” properties (see Section 2 for details). Using a refined Bernstein blocking method [4], we first show that the Rényi entropy rate H_α(Y ) exists, and the convergence rate of H_α(Y^n_1 )/n to H_α(Y ) is O(n^{−γ} ), where 0 < γ < 1 can be arbitrarily close to 1. Note that for the special case when α = 1 (the Shannon entropy case), it is well known (see, e.g., [9]) that the convergence rate is O(n^{−1}). So, in some sense, the derived convergence rate is sharp. Borrowing results from the theory of nonnegative matrices, we also establish that H_α(Y ) can be exponentially approximated by the Rényi entropy rate of the approximating Markov process, as the Markov order goes to infinity. Undoubtedly, as opposed to the polynomial convergence rate of H_α(Y^n_1 )/n, this exponential convergence rate allows us to compute H_α(Y ) more efficiently, at least for some special situations.

We then examine the Rényi entropy rate of general stationary ergodic processes, for which we show that Conjecture 1.1 is not true. Note that the answer to Conjecture 1.1 is clearly negative if the ergodicity assumption is dropped: the example in Section IV of [19] shows that for some reducible Markov chain X, H_α(X) fails to converge to H(X) as α goes to 1. Although the existing results for i.i.d., Markov [20] and weakly ψ-mixing processes [11] might suggest a positive answer to Conjecture 1.1, we will construct a stationary ergodic counterexample whose Rényi entropy rate does not converge to the Shannon entropy rate as the Rényi order goes to 1. The main tool employed in the construction is the cutting and stacking method, which is a well-known method in ergodic theory but somehow attracts little attention in the field of information theory.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. First, we focus our attention on the special random process Y mentioned above. We show in Section 2.1 that the normalized Rényi entropy H_α(Y^n_1 )/n converges to H_α(Y ) polynomially. By introducing the Markov approximation sequence, we prove in Section 2.2 that the Rényi entropy rate of this sequence of Markov chains does converge to H_α(Y ), and moreover, the rate of convergence is exponential. Next, we turn to the construction of the stationary ergodic counterexample that disproves Conjecture 1.1. Some preliminaries on the cutting and stacking method are given in Section 3.1. Then, based on this method, the construction of our counterexample is presented in Section 3.2, followed by the derivation of several properties of the counterexample in Section 3.3. As elaborated on in Section 3.4, these properties immediately imply that as α goes to 1, the Rényi entropy rate fails to converge to the Shannon entropy rate for the constructed stationary ergodic process.

2 Rényi Entropy Rate of a Special Class of Random Processes

In this section, we focus on a stationary process Y satisfying the following two conditions:

(i) uniform boundedness: there exist C_L, C_U > 0 such that for any realization sequence y^n_1 , C_L ≤ p(y_n|y^{n−1}_1 ) ≤ C_U ;

(ii) exponential forgetting: for any fixed α, there exist C_F > 0 and 0 < ρ_F < 1 such that for any k, k̂ ≥ n and for any two realization sequences y^k_1 and ŷ^{k̂}_1 with y^n_1 = ŷ^n_1 , it holds that |p^α(y_k|y^{k−1}_1 ) − p^α(ŷ_{k̂}|ŷ^{k̂−1}_1 )| ≤ C_F ρ^n_F ;

A typical example satisfying the above conditions is given below.

Example 2.1. A hidden Markov chain is a finite-state Markov chain observed through a discrete memoryless channel. To be more specific, let X be the input alphabet, Z be the output alphabet, {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be a finite-state Markov chain and {p(z|x) : x ∈ X , z ∈ Z} be the channel transition probabilities. Then the distribution of a hidden Markov process Z is given by p(z^n_1 ) = ∑ x^n_1

p(x^n_1 , z^n_1 ) = p(x_1)p(z_1|x_1) n∏ i=2 p(x_i|x_{i−1})p(z_i|x_i) for any realization sequence z^n_1 . If we further assume that Z satisfies the following two conditions:

(1) the input Markov chain is irreducible and aperiodic,

(2) the channel transition probability matrix is strictly positive,

then it has been verified in [10] that {Z_n}^∞_{n=1} satisfies Conditions (i) and (ii). Here, we remark that as special cases, i.i.d. processes and irreducible and aperiodic finite-state Markov chains also satisfy Conditions (i) and (ii).

In the remainder of this section, we will first prove that for any fixed α, H_α(Y ) exists and the convergence rate of {H_α(Y^n_1 )/n}^∞_{n=1} is polynomial. Then, making use of the Markov approximation, we show that when ρ_F is small enough, the Rényi entropy rate of the Markov approximating sequence converges exponentially to H_α(Y ). Note that the requirement for ρ_F to be small can be justified in some practical situations: for a binary symmetric channel operating at the high signal-to-noise ratio regime, or roughly, its crossover probability is “close” to 0, it has been observed (see, e.g., [10]) that ρ_F is also “close” to 0.

Before moving to the next section, let us introduce the following definition.

Definition 2.2. For a stochastic process X, its m-th order Markov approximation [8] is a stochastic process X^{(m)} = {X^{(m)}n }^∞_{n=1} with distribution p^{(m)} such that:

• X^{(m)} is an m-th order Markov process, that is, for any realization x^n_1 with n ≥ m,

p^{(m)}(x^n_1 ) = p^{(m)}(x^m_1 ) · p^{(m)}(x_{m+1}|x^m_1 ) · · · p^{(m)}(x_n|x^{n−1}_{n−m});

• the (m + 1)-dimensional distribution of X^{(m)} and X are the same, namely,

p^{(m)}(x^{m+1}_1 ) = p(x^{m+1}_1 ).

Remark 2.3. If X satisfies Conditions (i) and (ii), then for any m, X^{(m)} also satisfies these two conditions with the same constants C_L, C_U , C_F , ρ_F (which are independent of m).

Throughout the remainder of this section, we will always assume that α ≠ 1 since α = 1 corresponds to the Shannon entropy rate case. Furthermore, we always use Y to denote a stationary process satisfying Conditions (i) and (ii) and Y^{(m)} to denote the m-th order Markov approximation of Y .

2.1 Convergence of {H_α(Y^n_1 )/n}

The following theorem establishes the existence of the Rényi entropy rate Y ; moreover, it establishes the convergence of H_α(Y^n_1 )/n to H_α(Y ) and gives a rate of convergence. Here, we note from Remark 2.3 that the theorem also applies to the m-th order Markov approximation Y^{(m)} for any m ≥ 1.

Theorem 2.4. For any 0 < γ < 1, there exists a constant C such that for all n, | | |H^α(Y^{n1} ) n − H_α(Y ) | | | ≤ Cn^{−γ}. Proof. We only prove the theorem for the case 0 ≤ α < 1, since the cases α < 0 and α > 1 can be similarly handled.

For any constant γ ∈ (0, 1), let λ = 1 + γ 2 , β = 1 − γ 2 , p = n^λ, q = n^β 2 , ω = n^{1−λ}. Now we use the Bernstein blocking method (see [4]) to consecutively partition the sequence y^n_1 into small pieces of length q, q and p − 2q. To be more specific, define ξ_i ≜ p^α ( y^{(i−1)p+q} (i−1)p+1 | |y^{(i−1)p} 1 ) , η_i ≜ p^α ( y^{(i−1)p+2q} (i−1)p+q+1 | |y^{(i−1)p+q} 1 ) , ζ_i ≜ p^α ( y^{ip}_{(i−1)p+2q+1} | |y^{(i−1)p+2q} 1 )

and their truncated versions ξ̂_i ≜ p^α ( y^{(i−1)p+q} (i−1)p+1 | |y^{(i−1)p} (i−2)p+q+1 ) , η̂_i ≜ p^α ( y^{(i−1)p+2q} (i−1)p+q+1 ) , ζ̂_i ≜ p^α ( y^{ip}_{(i−1)p+2q+1} | |y^{(i−1)p+2q} (i−1)p+q+1 ) . Then, using the fact that for k ≠ j, the y-sequences associated with η̂_jζ̂_jξ̂_{j+1} and η̂_kζ̂_kξ̂_{k+1} are both of length p = n^λ and their index sets are non-overlapping, we have ∑ y^n_1

p^α(y^n_1 ) = ∑ y^n_1

ξ_1η_1ζ_1ξ_2η_2ζ_2 · · · ξ_ωη_ωζ_ω (a) ≤ ∑ y^n_1

C^{αqω}_U η_1ζ_1η_2ζ_2 · · · η_ωζ_ω (b) ≤ ∑ y^n_1 C^{αqω}_U ( C_U C_L )_{αqω} η̂_1ζ_1η̂_2ζ_2 · · · η̂_ωζ_ω (c) ≤ ∑ y^n_1 ( C^2_U C_L )_{αqω} ( 1 + C_F ρ^q_F C^α_L )_{(p−2q)ω} · η̂_1ζ̂_1η̂_2ζ̂_2 · · · η̂_ωζ̂_ω (d) ≤ ( C^2_U C_L )_{αqω} ( 1 + C_F ρ^q_F C^α_L )_{(p−2q)ω} · ∑ y^n_1 [( 1 C^α_L )_{qω} (η̂_1ζ̂_1ξ̂_2) · · · (η̂_ωζ̂_ωξ̂_{ω+1}) ]

= ( C_U C_L )_{2αqω} ( 1 + C_F ρ^q_F C^α_L )_{(p−2q)ω} · (∑ y^{nλ}_1 p α(y^{nλ}_1 ) )_ω , (3) where for (a) and (b), we have used Condition (i) to drop all ξ_i’s and replaced all η_i’s by their truncated versions; for (c), we have applied Conditions (i) and (ii) to replace all ζ_i’s by their truncated versions; and for (d), we have applied Condition (i) to add ξ̂_2, · · · , ξ̂_{ω+1}.

Taking logarithm and dividing both sides of (3) by n, we obtain

log ∑ y^n_1 p

α(y^n_1 ) n = ω log ∑ y^{nλ}_1 p α(y^{nλ}_1 ) n + 2αqω log ( C_U C_L )

n + (p − 2q)ω log ( 1 + C_F ρ^q_F C^α_L )

n ≤ log ∑ y^{nλ}_1 p α(y^{nλ}_1 ) n^λ + α log ( C_U C_L ) n^{−γ} + C_F ρ^q_F C^α_L . Note that 0 < ρ_F < 1 and q = n^β /2 implies C_F ρ^q_F C^α_L ≤ α log ( C_U C_L ) n^{−γ} for sufficient large n. It then follows that log ∑ y^n_1 p

α(y^n_1 ) n ≤ log ∑ y^{nλ}_1 p α(y^{nλ}_1 ) n^λ + 2α log ( C_U C_L ) n^{−γ} , which immediately implies

H_α(Y^n_1 ) n ≤ H_α(Y^{nλ}_1 ) n^λ + C_1n^{−γ} (4)

for some constant C_1. Applying a parallel argument to the other direction, we obtain that for sufficiently large n,

H_α(Y ) n ≥ H_α(Y^{nλ}_1 ) n^λ + C_2n^{−γ} (5)

for some constant C_2. Choosing ~C ≜ max{C_1, C_2}, we derive from (4) and (5) that | | | | H_α(Y^n_1 ) n − H_α(Y^{nλ}_1 ) n^λ | | | | < ~Cn^{−γ} . (6) Now consider any m, n with m > n ≥ N, where N is a sufficiently large number to be determined later. Pick a number ξ between 1 and √ 2 (e.g., 5/4). Let t be the positive integer such that t^′ ≜ t + log_ξ log_ξ n − log_ξ log_ξ m ∈ [1, 2).

Then, ξ^{t′} ∈ [ξ, ξ^2) ⊂ (1, 2) and m^{ξt′} = n^{ξt} . Let

λ_1 = ξ^{−t′} , γ_1 = 2ξ^{−t′} − 1, λ_2 = ξ^{−1}, γ_2 = 2ξ^{−1} − 1.

Then, 0 < λ_1, γ_1, λ_2, γ_2 < 1 and | | | | H_α(Y^m_1 ) m − H_α(Y^n_1 ) n | | | | ≤ | | | | H_α(Y^m_1 ) m − H_α(Y^{mξt} ′ 1 ) m^{ξt′} | | | | + | | | | H_α(Y^n_1 ) n − H_α(Y^{nξt}_1 ) n^{ξt} | | | | ≤ | | | H_α(Y^m_1 ) m − H_α(Y^{mξt} ′ 1 ) m^{ξt′} | | | + | | | H_α(Y^n_1 ) n − H_α(Y^{nξ}_1 ) n | | | + | | | H_α(Y^{nξ}_1 ) n^ξ − H_α(Y^{nξ2}_1 ) n^{ξ2} | | |+ · · · + | | | H_α(Y^{nξt−1}_1 ) n^{ξt−1} − H_α(Y^{nξt}_1 ) n^{ξt} | | | (e) ≤ ~Cm^{−γ1/λ1} + ~Cn^{−γ2/λ2} + ~Cn^{−γ2/λ2} + · · · + ~Cn^{−γ2 /λt2} (f) ≤ ~Cm^{ξ2−2} + ~Cn−(2−ξ) 1 − n^{−(2−ξ)(ξ−1)} , (7)

where (e) follows from the inequality (6) and (f) follows from the fact that a^n − 1 ≥ n(a − 1) for any 1 < a < 2. For any given ε > 0, by choosing a sufficiently large N such that ~CN^{ξ2−2} < ε/2 and ~CN −(2−ξ) 1 − N^{−(2−ξ)(ξ−1)} < ε/2, we derive from (7) that | | | | H_α(Y ) m − H_α(Y ) n | | | < ε for any m > n ≥ N. Thus the sequence {H_{α,n}(Y )}_{n∈N} is Cauchy, and thereby convergent. Furthermore, for any positive integers k and n with n^{γ(γ−1)/1+γ} ≤^1_2 , we have | | | H_α(Y^n_1 ) n − H_α(Y^{n1/λk}_1 ) n^{1/λk} | | | ≤ | | | H_α(Y^n_1 ) n − H_α(Y^{n1/λ}_1 ) n^{1/λ} | | | + | | | H_α(Y^{n1/λ}_1 ) n^{1/λ} − H_α(Y^{n1/λ2}_1 ) n^{1/λ2} | | | + · · · + | | |H^α(Y^n 1/λk−1 1 ) n^{1/λk−1} − H_α(Y^{n1/λk}_1 ) n^{1/λk} | | | ≤ ~Cn^{−γ/λ} + ~Cn^{−γ/λ2} + · · · + ~Cn^{−γ/λk} ≤ ~Cn−γ 1 − n^{γ−γ/λ} ≤ ~C n^γ − n^{2γ21+γ} ≤ 2 ~C n^γ . Then, letting k tend to infinity, we have, for all sufficiently large n, | | | | H_α(Y^n_1 ) n − H_α(Y ) | | | | ≤ 2 ~Cn^{−γ} . The proof is then complete with an appropriately chosen common constant C for all n.

2.2 Convergence of {H_α(Y^{(m)})}

When it comes to the computation of H_α(Y ), the convergence of {H_α(Y^n_1 )/n} as in Theorem 2.4 may be too slow to be applied in practice. In this section, we show that under some additional assumptions, H_α(Y ) can be approximated by another exponentially convergent sequence that can be efficiently computed.

Our motivation comes from the fact that the Rényi entropy rate of a Markov process features a simple formula as in (2). For any m, let Y^{(m)} be the m-th order Markov approximation of Y . It is obvious form Definition 2.2 that as m goes to infinity, Y^{(m)} converges in distribution to the original process Y ; moreover, we note from [19] that H_α(Y^{(m)}) is well-defined for all m. Indeed, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 2.5. lim_{m→∞} H_α(Y^{(m)}) = H_α(Y ).

Proof. Note that for any m and n, we have

|H_α(Y^{(m)}) − H_α(Y )| ≤ | | |H^α(Y ) − H_α(Y^n_1 ) n | | | + | | | H_α(Y^{(m)n}_1 ) n − H_α(Y^n_1 ) n | | | + | | | H_α(Y^{(m)n}_1 ) n − H_α(Y^{(m)}) | | |. (8) We first deal with the first and third terms of the RHS of (8). It follows from Theorem 2.4 (applied to Y and Y^{(m)}, which satisfy Conditions (i) and (ii)) that for any given ε > 0, there exists N_1 > 0 such that for any n ≥ N_1 and any m, | | |H^α(Y ) − H_α(Y^n_1 ) n | | | ≤ ε/3, | | | | H_α(Y^{(m)}) −

H_α(Y^{(m)n}_1 ) n | | | | ≤ ε/3. Now, for the second term in the RHS of (8), we have | | | | H_α(Y^{(m)n}_1 ) n − H_α(Y ) n | | | | = | | | | 1 (1 − α)n [ log ∑ y^{(m)n}_1 p

α(y^{(m)n}_1 ) − log ∑ y^n_1 p

α(y^n_1 ) ]| | | = | | | | | 1 (1 − α)n log ∑ y^{(m)n}_1 p

α(y^{(m)n}_1 ) ∑ y^n_1 p

α(y^n_1 ) | | | | | = | | | | 1 (1 − α)n log ∑ y^n_1 p

α(y^m_1 )p^α(y_{m+1}|y^m_1 ) · · · p^α(y_n|y^{n−1}_{n−m}) ∑ y^n_1 p

α(y^m_1 )p^α(y_{m+1}|y^m_1 ) · · · p^α(y_n|y^{n−1}_1 ) | | | | . Replacing p^α(·)’s with simpler notations a_i’s and b_i’s, we continue to derive | | | | H_α(Y^{(m)n}_1 ) n − H_α(Y^n_1 ) n | | | |

= | | | | 1 (1 − α)n log ∑ y^n_1 ∏_{n−m+1} i=1 a_i ∑ y^n_1 ∏_{n−m+1} i=1 b_i | | | |

= | | | | 1 (1 − α)n log [ 1 + ∑ y^n_1 (∏_{n−m+1} i=1 a_i − ∏_{n−m+1} i=1 b_i ) ∑ y^n_1 ∏_{n−m+1} i=1 b_i ]| | |

≤ | | | | 1 (1 − α)n ∑ y^n_1 (∏_{n−m+1} i=1 a_i − ∏_{n−m+1} i=1 b_i ) ∑ y^n_1 ∏_{n−m+1} i=1 b_i | | | | ≤ 1 |1 − α|n ∑ y^n_1 ∑_{n−m+1} i=1 |a_i − b_i| ∑ y^n_1 b1 · · · bn−m+1 (g) ≤ 1 |1 − α|n |Y|^n(n − m + 1)C_F ρ^m_F |Y|^nC^{n−m+1} L , ≤ 1 |1 − α| C_F ρ^m_F C^{n−m+1} L , (9)

where Condition (ii) is used in (g). Noting that 0 < ρ_F < 1, 0 < C_L < 1, we deduce that there exists 0 < T < 1 such that ρ_F < (C_L)^T . Setting n = ⌊(T + 1)m⌋ − 1, we have n − m + 1 ≤ T m, which, together with (9), implies that for the ε given above, there exists an N_2 > 0 such that for all m ≥ N_2, | | | | H_α(Y^{(m)n}_1 ) n − H_α(Y^n_1 ) n | | | | ≤ ε/3. It then follows from (8) that |H_α(Y^{(m)}) − H_α(Y )| ≤ ε (10)

as long as m ≥ max{N_1 +1, N_2}. The desired convergence then follows from the arbitrariness of ε.

Having established the convergence of {H_α(Y^{(m)})} to H_α(Y ), we now turn to its convergence rate.

First of all, for any fixed m, by a usual m-step blocking argument, we can transform Y^{(m)} into a first-order Markov chain over a larger alphabet. To be more specific, define a new process W^{(m)} = {W^{(m)}n }^∞_{n=1} such that

W^{(m)}_i = (Y^{(m)}_i , Y^{(m)}_{i+1} , · · · , Y^{(m)}_{i+m−1}), i = 1, 2, · · · .

Apparently, W^{(m)} is a first-order Markov chain over the alphabet Y^m. Let P^{(m)} = {p^{(m)}_{ij} } be the transition probability matrix of W^{(m)}, R^{(m)} = {(p^{(m)}_{ij} )^α} be the matrix obtained by taking the α-th power of each entry of P^{(m)}, and let λ^{(m)} be the largest eigenvalue of R^{(m)}. Recalling from (2) that

H_α(Y^{(m)}) = log λ^{(m)} 1 − α , in order to derive the convergence rate of H_α(Y^{(m)}), we only need to compare λ^{(m)} and λ^{(m+1)}. Observing that λ^{(m)} and λ^{(m+1)} are the largest eigenvalues of two matrices whose dimensions are different, we first “upscale” the matrix R^{(m)} by viewing Y^{(m)} as an (m + 1)-th order Markov chain with the corresponding |Y|^{m+1} × |Y|^{m+1}-dimensional transition probability matrix ~R^{(m)}. It can then be readily verified that ~R^{(m)} has the same largest eigenvalue as R^{(m)}. Hence, it suffices for us to compare R^{(m+1)} and ~R^{(m)}, both of which are of dimension |Y|^{m+1} × |Y|^{m+1}.

Assuming ρ_F is small enough, the following theorem uses the previous observation to establish the exponential convergence of {H_α(Y^{(m)})} as m → ∞.

Theorem 2.6. If ρ_F < (C_L/C_U )^{2α}, then H_α(Y^{(m)}) → H_α(Y ) exponentially as m → ∞. Proof. According to Theorem 2.5, it suffices for us to show the exponential convergence of the sequence {H_α(Y^{(m)})}.

Let Δ_m = R^{(m+1)} − ~R^{(m)}. It follows from Condition (ii) that the absolute value of each nonzero entry of Δ_m is upper bounded by C_F ρ^m_F . Applying the Collatz-Wielandt formula (see, e.g., [13]), we have

λ^{(m+1)} = max_{x>0} min_i

[R^{(m+1)}x]_i x_i = max_{x>0} min_i

[( ~R^{(m)} + Δ_m)x]_i x_i = max_{x>0} min_i { [ ~R^{(m)}x]_i x_i + [Δ_mx]_i x_i }

≥ max_{x>0} { min_i

[ ~R^{(m)}x]_i x_i + min_j

[Δ_mx]_j x_j } , (11)

where x is a |Y|^{m+1} ×1 column vector and [x]_j denote the j-th component of x. Let the vector

v be the right eigenvector of ~R^{(m)} such that the equality λ^{(m)} = min_i

[ ~R^{(m)}v]_i v_i is achieved

(Note from the Perron-Frobenius theorem [17, 22] that v is a positive vector since ~R^{(m)} is a nonnegative irreducible matrix). Then we continue from (11) as follows:

λ^{(m+1)} ≥ min_i

[ ~R^{(m)}v]_i v_i + min_j

[Δ_mv]_j v_j = λ^{(m)} + min_j

[Δ_mv]_j v_j ≥ λ^{(m)} − C_F ρ^m_F · |Y| · max_{i,j} v_i v_j , (12)

where we have used the fact that each row of Δ_m has exactly |Y| strictly positive entries.

We now claim that for any 1 ≤ i, j ≤ |Y|^{m+1}, v_i/v_j can be bounded by ( C_L C_U )_{2α(m+1)} ≤ v_i v_j ≤ ( C_U C_L )_{2α(m+1)} . (13)

To see this, first note that each entry a_{i,j} of ( ~R^{(m)})^{m+1} is of the form p^α(y_{m+2}|y_1 · · · y_{m+1}) · · · p^α(y_{2(m+1)}|y_{m+2} · · · y_{2m+1}), which, by Condition (i), must be strictly positive. Furthermore, for any two entries a_{i,j} and a_{k,l}, ( C_L C_U )_{α(m+1)} ≤ a_{i,j} a_{k,l} ≤ ( C_U C_L )_{α(m+1)} . (14)

Now, for the right eigenvector v of ~R^{(m)} corresponding to λ^{(m)}, we have that, for any 1 ≤ i, j ≤ |Y|^{m+1}, v_i v_j = λ^{(m)}v_i λ^{(m)}v_j = [ ~R^{(m)}v]_i [ ~R^{(m)}v]_j , which, together with (14), implies (13), as desired.

Now, with (13) in hand, we infer from (12) that λ^{(m+1)} − λ^{(m)} ≥ −|Y|C_F ( C_U C_L )_{2α} · ( ρ_F ( C_U C_L )_{2α})m . A parallel argument gives λ^{(m+1)} − λ^{(m)} ≤ |Y|C_F ( C_U C_L )_{2α} · ( ρ_F ( C_U C_L )_{2α})m . Since ρ_F < (C_L/C_U )^{2α}, we obtain

|λ^{(m+1)} − λ^{(m)}| ≤ C_1ρ^m,

where C_1 = |Y|C_F (C_U /C_L)^{2α} > 0 and 0 < ρ = ρ_F (C_U /C_L)^{2α} < 1. Using the fact that all λ^{(m)} are bounded away from 0 uniformly over m (this follows from Condition (i)) and the mean value theorem, we deduce that there exists C_3 > 0 such that for all m,

|log λ^{(m+1)} − log λ^{(m)}| ≤ C_3ρ^m,

which, by (2), implies the exponential convergence of {H_α(Y^{(m)})}, as desired.

Remark 2.7. Theorem 2.6 suggests, for Y with small ρ_F , a practical method to approximate H_α(Y ) using {H_α(Y^{(m)})} (instead of using {H_{α,n}(Y )}): other than the faster convergence rate, we note that {H_α(Y^{(m)})} is also easier to compute than {H_{α,n}(Y )} due to the fact that R^{(m)} is a sparse matrix, and its largest eigenvalue λ^{(m)} can be efficiently computed using the well-known Arnoldi iteration algorithm (see, e.g., [26]).

3 Rényi Entropy Rate of General Stationary Ergodic Processes: A Counterexample to Conjecture 1.1

In this section, we will use the cutting and stacking method [23] to construct a stationary ergodic process such that its Rényi entropy rate of order α does not converge to its Shannon entropy rate as α goes to 1.

3.1 The Cutting and Stacking Method

In this subsection, we give some preliminaries of the cutting and stacking method needed for later sections. For a more comprehensive exposition of this method, we refer the reader to [24].

A. Basic Definitions

Let λ be the Lebesgue measure on the real line. A coloum C = {I_1, I_2, · · · , I_{h(C)}} is a collection of disjoint subintervals of [0, 1] with equal width. We call I_1 the base of C, I_{h(C)} the top of C and h(C) the height of C. Moreover, the width of C, denoted by w(C), is defined as the width of I_1, the support of C is defined as supp(C) ≜ ∪^h_{k=1}I_i and the measure of C, denoted by λ(C), is defined as the Lebesgue measure of supp(C). The columns we consider in this work are often labelled over a finite alphabet. For a column C = {I_1, I_2, · · · , I_{h(C)}}, we use ℓ(I_i) to denote the label of I_i for any i, and use ℓ(C) = ℓ(I_1)ℓ(I_2) · · · ℓ(I_{h(C)}) to denote the label of C.

A gadget S = {C_1, C_2 · · · , C_k} is a collection of columns such that different columns have disjoint supports. Note that the heights of different columns in a gadget are not necessarily the same. If all the columns in a gadget S have the same height h, then the height of the gadget is defined as h(S) ≜ h. The base (resp. top) of S is the union of the bases (resp. top) of all C_i. The width of S is w(S) ≜ ∑_k i=1 w(C_i), the support of S is supp(S) ≜ ∪^k_{i=1}supp(C_i) and the measure of S is λ(S) ≜ ∑_k i=1 λ(C_i). The width distribution of S, denoted by w(S), is a normalized vector whose i-th coordinate is w(C_i)/w(S) for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and the measure distribution of S, denoted by λ(S), is a normalized vector whose i-th coordinate is λ(C_i)/λ(S). Finally, a gadget is labelled if all its columns are labelled.

There are two basic operations on columns and gadgets: cutting and stacking. Roughly speaking, a cutting of a column is an operation that slices the column vertically, resulting in a set of subcolumns; and a stacking of two columns with equal width is an operation that puts the second column directly onto the first one, which, by definition, results in a single column. A gadget S^′ is said to be obtained from another gadget S via cutting and stacking if each column of S^′ is obtained by performing a cutting operation and then a stacking operation on the columns in S. In this paper, we will be mainly concerned with independent cutting and stacking (introduced below), which, as opposed to a general cutting and stacking, is dictated by the width distribution of the gadget.

For a positive integer m, a gadget S = {C_1, C_2, · · · , C_k} can be cut into m copies S_1, S_2, · · · , S_m with respect to a distribution π via the following two steps:

1) For each j = 1, 2, · · · , k, cut the column C_j into m subcolumns C_{j,1}, C_{j,2}, · · · , C_{j,m} such that ( λ(C_{j,1}) ∑ l λ(C_{j,l}) , · · · , λ(C_{j,m}) ∑ l λ(C_{j,l}) ) = π; 2) For each i = 1, 2, · · · , m, let S_i ≜ {C_{1,i}, C_{2,i}, · · · , C_{k,i}}. Note from the above definition that each copy of a gadget has the same width distribution as the original gadget (which justifies the use of the word “copy”).

We are now ready to introduce the notion of independent cutting and stacking.

Definition 3.1. Given two disjoint gadgets S = {C_1, C_2 · · · C_{k1} } and S^′ = {C^′_1, C^′_2 · · · C^′_{k2} } with w(S) = w(S^′), a new gadget S ∗ S^′ is said to be built by applying the independent cutting and stacking to S^′ and S if it is given by the following four steps:

1) Cut S^′ into k_1 copies S^′_1, S^′_2, · · · , S^′_{k1} according to w(S), which necessarily implies that w(S^′_i) = w(C_i) for any i = 1, 2, · · · , k_1. For each i = 1, 2, · · · , k_1, denote S^′_i ≜ {C^′_{1,i}, · · · , C^′_{k2,i}}; 2) For each i = 1, 2, · · · , k_1, cut C_i into k_2 subcolumns C_{i,1}, · · · , C_{i,k2} such that for each j = 1, 2, · · · , k_2, w(C_{i,j}) = w(C^′_{j,i}); 3) For each i = 1, 2, · · · , k_1 and j = 1, 2, · · · , k_2, put C^′_{j,i} onto C_{i,j} to form a new column denoted by C_{i,j} ∗ C^′_{j,i};

4) Finally, let S ∗ S^′ ≜ {C_{i,j} ∗ C^′_{j,i} : 1 ≤ i ≤ k_1, 1 ≤ j ≤ k_2}. We refer the reader to Figure 1 for a concrete example on how independent cutting and stacking is done when both S and S^′ have only two columns.

S = {C_1, C_2} C_{1,1}C_{1,2}C^{2,1}C^{2,2}

S^′ = {C^′_1, C^′_2} C^′_{1,1}C^′_{1,2}

C^′_{2,1}C^′_{2,2} C_{1,1} ∗ C^′_{1,1}

C_{1,2} ∗ C^′_{2,1} C_{2,1} ∗ C^′_{1,2} S ∗ S^′ C_{2,2} ∗ C^′_{2,2}

Figure 1: This figure illustrates how to apply independent cutting and stacking to two gadgets S = {C_1, C_2} and S^′ = {C^′_1, C^′_2}, where cutting a column is represented by a dashed line.

One of the important properties of the independent cutting and stacking of two gadgets is that the width distribution of the resulting gadget is the Kronecker product of the width distributions of the original two gadgets, detailed below.

Proposition 3.2. [24] Let S and S^′ be two gadgets with the same width. Then we have w(S ∗ S^′) = w(S) ⊗ w(S^′), where for any two vectors u and v, u⊗v denotes the Kronecker product of u and v. Moreover, if the heights of S and S^′ are both well-defined, then λ(S ∗ S^′) = λ(S) ⊗ λ(S^′). As detailed in the following definition, independent cutting and stacking of two gadgets as in Definition 3.1 can be iteratively applied and composed to give rise to a multi-fold version for a single gadget.

Definition 3.3. Let M be a positive integer and S be a gadget that can be cut into M identical copies {S_1, S_2, · · · , S_M }. Then the new gadget S^{⟨M⟩} ≜ S_1 ∗ S_2 ∗ · · · ∗ S_M is said to be the gadget obtained by applying the M-fold independent cutting and stacking to S, where for any 3 ≤ i ≤ M, S_1 ∗ S_2 ∗ · · · ∗ S_{i−1} ≜ (S_1 ∗ S_2 ∗ · · · S_{i−2}) ∗ S_{i−1}. In the sequel, we sometimes call S^{⟨M⟩} the M-fold independent cutting and stacking of S for simplicity.

Remark 3.4. A direct application of Proposition 3.2 indicates that the width distribution (resp. measure distribution) of S^{⟨M⟩} is the M-fold Kronecker product of the width distribution (resp. measure distribution) of S.

B. Processes and Gadgets

Given a probability space (Ω, F, P ), a partition P ≜ {Ω_1, · · · , Ω_A} of the sample space Ω and a transformation T : Ω → Ω that is well defined almost everywhere in Ω, we can define a random process {X_n}^∞_{n=1} over the alphabet {1, 2, · · · , A} via the following two steps:

(1) for each ω ∈ Ω such that T ω is not well-defined, define T ω to be an arbitrary point inside Ω;

(2) for any ω ∈ Ω and any positive integer n, let X_n(ω) ≜ a if T^{n−1}ω ∈ Ω_a, a ∈ {1, 2, · · · A}. (15) Evidently, the process {X_n}^∞_{n=1} is determined by the transformation T and the partition P and therefore will be referred to as a (T, P)-process in the sequel. Here we remark that since the set of points on which T is not well-defined has Lebesgue measure 0, the choice of T ω as in Step (1) has no influence on the distribution of the process {X_n}^∞_{n=1}.

In order to obtain a process from a gadget in a similar way as above, we first need the following definition.

Definition 3.5. Let S be a gadget labelled over a finite alphabet A. The partition P_S ≜ {P_a : a ∈ A} is called the partition induced by S, where P_a is the union of all the levels in S labelled by a. We further use T_S to denote the induced map of S, which maps any point that is not in the top of S directly upwards (see Figure 2).

Sω_1T_S ω_1 ω_2T_S ω_2ω^3T_S ω_3

Figure 2: T_S maps any point in S that is not in the top directly upwards.

Remark 3.6. T_S is a Lebesgue measure-preserving map and it is not well-defined on the top of S.

Remark 3.7. Let S be a labelled gadget, S^′ be a cutting and stacking of S, and P_S , P_S′ be the partition induced by S and S^′, respectively. Then P_S = P_S′ and T_S′ extends T_S , since the top of S^′ is a subset of the top of S.

Now, consider the probability space ([0, 1], B, λ), where [0, 1] is the unit interval, B is the Borel σ-algebra on [0, 1] and λ is the Lebesgue measure. To obtain a (T, P)-process from a gadget, we need to find a measure-preserving map on [0, 1] such that it is well-defined almost everywhere (note that any map induced by a single gadget is necessarily not well-defined on a set of positive measure). To this end, we start with a gadget S(1) with support [0, 1] and induced map T_{S(1)}. Applying cutting and stacking to S(1) gives a new gadget S(2) such that its induced map T_{S(2)} is an extension of T_{S(1)}. Continuing in this way we obtain a sequence of gadgets {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} such that for each m ≥ 1, S(m+1) is a cutting and stacking of S(m) and T_{S(m+1)} is an extension of T_{S(m)}. If the measure of the top of S(m) goes to 0, then Remark 3.7 implies that {T_{S(m)}} has a common extension that is well-defined almost everywhere on [0, 1], and therefore the corresponding (T, P)-process is well-defined. These ideas are summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.8. [24] Let {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} be a sequence of labeled gadgets with the following properties:

(1) λ(S(1)) = 1;

(2) For any m ≥ 1, S(m + 1) is a cutting and stacking (not necessarily an independent cutting and stacking) of S(m);

(3) w(S(m)) goes to 0 as m goes to infinity.

Then {T_{S(m)}}^∞_{m=1} has a common extension T which is well-defined on [0, 1] almost everywhere. Consequently, {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} defines a (T, P_{S(1)})-process, where P_{S(1)} is the partition induced by S(1).

The (T, P_{S(1)})-process given by {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} as in Theoerm 3.8 is called the final process of {S(m)}^∞_{m=1}. Note that T depends on the sequence {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} rather than any single element thereof.

The following theorem characterizes the finite-dimensional distribution of the final process.

Theorem 3.9. [24] Let {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} be a sequence of gadgets labelled over the alphabet A satisfying the conditions in Theorem 3.8. Let μ denote the distribution of the final process given by {S(m)}^∞_{m=1}. Then μ(a^k_1 ) = lim_{m→∞} ∑ C∈S(m) p_k(a^k_1 |C)λ(C) for any a^k_1 ∈ A^k,

where p_k(a^k_1 |C) is defined as p_k(a^k_1|C) ≜ |{1 ≤ i ≤ h(C) − k + 1 : ℓ(C)^{i+k−1}_i = a^k_1 }| h(C) − k + 1 and ℓ(C)^{i+k−1}_i is the subsequence consists of symbols from the i-th position to the (i+k −1)-th position of ℓ(C).

We now pay our attention to the ergodicity of the final process. Definition 3.10. Two gadgets S and S^′ are said to be ε-independent if ∑ C∈S ∑ D∈S^′ |λ(C ∩ D) − λ(C)λ(D)| ≤ ε,

where C ∩ D ≜ supp(C) ∩ supp(D).

The following theorem from [24] gives a sufficient condition for the final process to be ergodic.

Theorem 3.11. [24] Let {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} be a sequence of gadgets satisfying the following conditions:

(1) For any m ≥ 1, S(m + 1) is obtained by performing cutting and stacking on S(m); (2) λ(S(m)) → 1 and w(S(m)) → 0 as m → ∞;

(3) There is a sequence {ε_m} with lim_{m→∞} ε_m = 0 such that for any m ≥ 1, S(m) and S(m + 1) are ε_m-independent.

Then the final process given by {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} is ergodic.

Remark 3.12. According to Theorem I.10.11 of [24], for any ε_m, there is an M_m such that S(m) and S(m + 1) are ε_m-independent, where S(m + 1) ≜ S(m)^{⟨Mm⟩}. This result plays an important role in the remainder of this paper.

3.2 Construction of the Counterexample

In this section, we construct a stationary and ergodic process μ^1 for which we will prove in subsequent sections that its Rényi entropy rate H_α(μ) exists for all α ∈ [1, ∞) yet fails to converge to H(μ) as α monotonically decreasing to 1. As mentioned before, such a counterexample is easy to construct without the ergodicity assumption (see Section IV of [19]); on the other hand, although it has been shown in [11] that H_α(μ) always converges to H(μ) when μ is weakly ψ-mixing (hence ergodic), it remains unknown that whether the same result is true if μ is assumed to be as general as ergodic. In this and the following subsections, we give a negative answer to this question by constructing a counterexample. The idea of the construction is to use the cutting and stacking method to control finite-dimensional probabilities of the process.

We need the following definition before constructing the counterexample. Roughly speaking, it defines a “fractional” version of the M-fold cutting and stacking.

Definition 3.13. Let S = {S_L, S_R} be a gadget with measure 1 where S_L is a single column with λ(S_L) = α. We use {⟨S_L⟩_M , S^{⟨M⟩}_R } to denote a gadget obtained from S by applying the following steps:

1) ⟨S_L⟩_M is obtained from S_L by cutting S_L evenly into M subcolumns and then stack them into a single column;

2) S^{⟨M⟩}_R is obtained by applying the M-fold cutting and stacking to S_R.

Making use of the above definition, we now elaborate the construction of our counterexample. We first construct a sequence of gadgets {G(m)}^∞_{m=1}, each of which has measure 1 and labelled over the alphabet {0, 1} through the following steps:

Step 1: Choose two sequences of constants {α_m}^∞_{m=1} and {β_m}^∞_{m=1} such that 0 < α_m < β_m < 1 for any feasible m, lim_{m→∞} α_m = 0 and lim_{m→∞} β_m = 0. Also choose a strictly positive integer l_1. (The choices of {α_m}^∞_{m=1}, {β_m}^∞_{m=1} and l_1 will be specified later in the proof of Proposition 3.14)

Step 2: Let m = 1 and define G(1) ≜ {L(1), R(1)}, where L(1) is a single column of height l_1, width^1_{l122l1/3} and label 11 · · · 1

l_1

, and R(1) consists of 2^{2l1/3} − 1 columns, each of

which has height l_1 and width^1_{l122l1/3} . We further assign distinct labels to columns in R(1) such that the last column is labeled 11 · · · 1

l_1

. Note that λ(G(1)) = 1 and λ(L(1)) = β_1.

Step 3: Suppose l_m has been chosen and G(m) ≜ {L(m), R(m)} has already been constructed where λ(L(m)) = β_m. Cut L(m) into two copies L(m, 1) and L(m, 2) such that λ(L(m, 1)) = β_{m+1} and λ(L(m, 2)) = β_m − β_{m+1}.

Step 4: Choose a positive integer l_{m+1} (the existence of l_{m+1} follows from Remark 3.12 and the fact that β_m > α_m) large enough such that the following three conditions hold:

1Throughout this section, for for a random process Z with distribution μ, we may use Z and μ interchangeably to denote the process.

(a) l_{m+1} l_m is a positive integer;

(b) ( 1 − m l_m ) β_m ≥ α_m; (c) Let R(m + 1) ≜ {L(m, 2), R(m)}^{⟨lm+1/lm⟩}. Then R(m + 1) and {L(m, 2), R(m)} are ε_m-independent.

Step 5: Define L(m + 1) ≜ ⟨L(m, 1)⟩_{lm+1/lm} and G(m + 1) ≜ {L(m + 1), R(m + 1)}.

Step 6: Increase the value of m by 1 and go to Step 3.

It is obvious from the above construction that for any m ≥ 1, λ(G(m)) = 1, and w(G(m)) converges to 0 as m goes to infinity. Hence, letting T denote the common extension of the maps {T_{G(m)}}^∞_{m=1} and P_G be the partition induced by G(1), we infer from Theorem 3.8 that the (T, P_G )-process of {G(m)}^∞_{m=1} is well defined. By properly choosing l_1 and β_m (the choices will be specified in the next section), this binary process will be the counterexample we construct.

For notational simplicity, in the remainder of this paper, we use μ^G_∞ to denote the final process constructed by the above steps.

3.3 Properties of μ^G_∞

In this section, we will show that with proper choices of constants l_1 and {β_m}^∞_{m=1}, the final process μ^G_∞ has some desirable properties, which, as will be shown later, are essential for establishing that H_α(μ^G_∞) does not converge to H(μ^G_∞) as α monotonically decreasing to 1. More specifically, we will establish the following proposition.

Proposition 3.14. The constant l_1 and sequences {α_m}^∞_{m=1}, {β_m}^∞_{m=1} in Section 3.2 can be chosen such that the followings hold:

(A) lim_{m→∞} 1 m log α_m = 0;

(B) μ^G_∞({x^∞_1 : x^m_1 = 1 · · · 1 m }) ≥ α_m; (C) μ^G_∞ is ergodic;

(D) H(μ^G_∞) > 1/2.

Some discussions are needed before proving this proposition. The proofs of Properties (A), (B) and (C) in Proposition 3.14 follow similar arguments as in Section III.1.c of [24] and are relatively easy. The proof of Property (D) is however somewhat subtle, as it requires not only a specific description on how a “fractional” independent cutting and stacking affects the width distribution, but also an explicit relationship between the Shannon entropy rate of the final process and the width distributions of {G(m)}^∞_{m=1}. To this end, we begin with some definitions.

Definition 3.15. Let S = {C_1, C_2, · · · , C_k} be a gadget labelled over the alphabet A = {1, 2, · · · A} such that λ(S) = 1 and for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, h(C_i) = h for some constant h. Then the normalized Shannon entropy of S is defined as H(S) ≜ − 1 h ∑ a^h_1 ∈A^h_1

λ_S (a^h_1 ) log λ_S (a^h_1 ),

where λ_S (a^h_1 ) ≜ ∑_k i=1 λ(C_i)1_{{ℓ(Ci)=a}h_{1 }} and for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, ℓ(C_i) denotes the label of the C_i. In particular, if C_i’s have distinct labels, then H(S) = − 1 h k∑ i=1 λ(C_i) log λ(C_i).

It is clear from this definition that columns with the same label have to be “merged” when computing the normalized Shannon entropy of a gadget. Hence, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 3.16. For any k ≥ 1, let C_1 = {I^{(1)}_1 , · · · , I^{(1)}_h }, · · · , C_k = {I^{(k)}_1 , · · · , I^{(k)}_h } be k columns with the same height h and the same label. The column D ≜ {∪^k_{i=1}I^{(i)}_1 , · · · , ∪^k_{i=1}I^{(i)}_h } is called the merging of C_1, C_2, · · · , C_k. One can easily verify h(D) = h, w(D) = k∑ i=1 w(C) and for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k,

supp(D) = k⋃ i=1 supp(C_i), ℓ(D) = ℓ(C_i).

Moreover, a gadget S^′ is called a merging of another gadget S if columns in S^′ have distinct labels and each column in S^′ is a merging of some columns in S.

Remark 3.17. It is immediate from this definition that the normalized Shannon entropy of a gadget will not change if we cut or merge some columns of this gadget.

In order to prove Proposition 3.14, we will tackle the following two questions regarding the gadgets {G(m)}^∞_{m=1} and the final process μ^G_∞ constructed in Section 3.2: 1) what is the relationship between the normalized Shannon entropy of G(m) and G(m + 1); 2) what is the relationship between the Shannon entropy of the sequence {G(m)}^∞_{m=1} and the Shannon entropy rate of μ^G_∞? We begin with the following lemma.

Lemma 3.18. Let S = {C_0, C_1, · · · , C_k} be a gadget labelled over the alphabet A such that

(1) λ(S) = 1;

(2) for any 0 ≤ i ≤ k, h(C_i) = h for some h ∈ N^+ ;

(3) there exists 1 ≤ i^′ ≤ k such that ℓ(C_i′ ) = ℓ(C_0).

Also let ~S ≜ {C_0, ~C_1, · · · , ~C_k′ }, where { ~C_1, · · · , ~C_k′ } is the merging of {C_1, · · · , C_k}. Define S^′ ≜ {⟨C_0⟩_M , {C_1, · · · , C_k}^{⟨M⟩}} and ~S^′ ≜ {⟨C_0⟩_M , { ~C_1, · · · , ~C_k′ }^{⟨M⟩}}. Then, H(S^′) = H(S̃^′).

Proof. Applying merging if necessary, we can assume without loss of generality that among C_1, · · · , C_k, only C_{k−1} and C_k have the same label as C_0 and furthermore all other columns have distinct labels.

Under the above assumption, we have ~S = {C_0, C_1, · · · , C_{k−2}, ~C_{k−1}} and ~S^′ ≜ {⟨C_0⟩_M , {C_1, · · · , C_{k−2}, ~C_{k−1}}^{⟨M⟩}} where ~C_{k−1} is the merging of C_{k−1} and C_k (this implies λ( ~C_{k−1}) = λ(C_{k−1}) + λ(C_k)). We first note from the definition of cutting and stacking that the label of any column C ∈ S^′ ∪ ~S^′ is given by ℓ(C) = b_1b_2 · · · b_M , where for any 1 ≤ j ≤ M, b_j ∈ {ℓ(C_0), ℓ(C_1) · · · , ℓ(C_{k−2})} (note that b_j is a block of length h(S). Then, to prove H(S^′) = H( ~S^′), it suffices to show that

λ_S′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M ) = λ_{~S}′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M ) (16)

for any sequence b_1b_2 · · · b_M ∈ {ℓ(C_0), ℓ(C_1), · · · , ℓ(C_{k−2})}^M , where λ_S and λ_S′ are defined in Definition 3.15.

To this end, we consider two cases of b_1b_2 · · · b_M : Case 1: b_j = ℓ(C_0) for any 1 ≤ j ≤ M.

First note that for a column in S^′ (resp. ~S^′) with the label ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M , it is either the

column ⟨C_0⟩_M or a column in {C_1, · · · , C_k}^{⟨M⟩}(resp. {C_1, · · · , C_{k−2}, ~C_{k−1}}^{⟨M⟩}). Hence, making use of Proposition 3.2, we have

λ_S′ (ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M )

= λ(⟨C_0⟩_M ) + (1 − λ(C_0)) ∑ i_1,··· ,i_M : ℓ(C_{i1} )···ℓ(C_{iM} )=w_1···w_M λ(C_{i1} ) 1 − λ(C_0) · · · λ(C_{iM} ) 1 − λ(C_0)

= λ(⟨C_0⟩_M ) + (1 − λ(C_0)) ∑ i_1···i_M ∈{k−1,k}^M λ(C_{i1} ) 1 − λ(C_0) · · · λ(C_{iM} ) 1 − λ(C_0)

= λ(⟨C_0⟩_M ) + (1 − λ(C_0)) ( λ(C_{k−1}) + λ(C_k) 1 − λ(C_0) )_M (17) and λ_{~S′} (ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M ) = λ(⟨C_0⟩_M ) + (1 − λ(C_0)) ( λ( ~C_{k−1}) 1 − λ(C_0) )_M . (18)

Since λ(C_{k−1}) + λ(C_k) = λ( ~C_{k−1}), we infer from (17) and (18) that

λ_S′ (ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M ) = λ_{~S}′ (ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M ).

Case 2: b_j ≠ ℓ(C_k) for some 1 ≤ j ≤ M.

Note that in this case, any column in S^′ (resp. ~S^′) with the label b_1b_2 · · · b_M must be in {C_1, · · · , C_k}^{⟨M⟩}(resp. {C_1, · · · , C_{k−2}, ~C_{k−1}}^{⟨M⟩}). Define the set E ≜ {1 ≤ j ≤ k : b_j = ℓ(C_0)} and E^c ≜ {1, 2, · · · M} \ E. Since C_1, · · · , C_{k−2} have distinct labels, we see that for any j ∈ E^c, there is only one column labelled b_j. Let f : E^c → {1, 2, · · · k − 2} be a function such that for any j ∈ E^c, C_{f(j)} is the unique column with ℓ(C_{f(j)}) = b_j . Then, according to Proposition 3.2, we have

λ_S′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M )

= (1 − λ(C_0)) ∑ i_1,··· ,i_M : ℓ(C_{i1} )···ℓ(C_{iM} )=b_1···b_M λ(C_{i1} ) 1 − λ(C_0) · · · λ(C_{iM} ) 1 − λ(C_0)

= (1 − λ(C_0)) ∑ i_j ∈{k−1,k}:j∈E i_l=f(l):l∈E^c λ(C_{i1} ) 1 − λ(C_0) · · · λ(C_{iM} ) 1 − λ(C_0)

= (1 − λ(C_0)) ( λ(C_{k−1}) + λ(C_k)

1 − λ(C_0) )_{|E|} ( ∏ l∈E^c λ(C_{f(l)}) 1 − λ(C_0) ) . (19)

Similarly, noting that all the columns in {C_1, · · · , C_{k−2}, ~C_{k−1}} have distinct labels, we have

λ_{~S}′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M ) = (1 − λ(C_0)) ( λ( ~C_{k−1}) 1 − λ(C_0) )_{|E|} ( ∏ l∈E^c λ(C_{f(l)}) 1 − λ(C_0) ) . (20)

Recalling the fact that λ( ~C_{k−1}) = λ(C_{k−1}) + λ(C_k), we conclude from (19) and (20) that

λ_S′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M ) = λ_{~S′} (b_1b_2 · · · b_M )

for Case 2.

Combining the above two cases, we conclude from Definition 3.15 that H(S^′) = H( ~S^′).

Remark 3.19. It can be immediately checked from the above proof that we indeed have w(S^′) = w( ~S^′). In other words, the width distribution of the resulting gadget will be kept if we interchange the order of merging and independent cutting and stacking .

The next lemma reveals that the change of the normalized Shannon entropy will be small as long as the independent cutting and stacking is done on a large fraction of the gadget.

Lemma 3.20. Let S = {C_0, C_1, · · · , C_k} be a gadget labelled over a finite alpbabet such that λ(S) = 1, λ(C_0) = α_0, h(C_i) = h for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k and ℓ(C_i) ≠ ℓ(C_j ) for any 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ k. We also assume that there exists 1 ≤ i^′ ≤ k such that ℓ(C_i′ ) = ℓ(C_0). Let e denote the Euler number and S^′ ≜ {⟨C_0⟩_M , {C_1, · · · , C_k}^{⟨M⟩}}. If

λ(C_0 ∪ {C_i′ : ℓ(C_i′ ) = ℓ(C_0)}) ≤ 1 e , then H(S^′) ≥ H(S) − H_b(α_0), where H_b(α_0) ≜ −α_0 log α_0 − (1 − α_0) log(1 − α_0) is the binary entropy function.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that in the set {C_1, C_2, · · · , C_k}, only C_k has the same label as C_0. Otherwise we can merge columns having the same label as C_0 before performing cutting and stacking, and the resulting normalized Shannon entropy H(S^′) will not change due to Lemma 3.18.

For any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, let α_i ≜ λ(C_i). Then, by definition, we have H(S) = − 1 h ( (α_0 + α_k) log(α_0 + α_k) + k−1∑ i=1 α_i log α_i ) . (21)

On the other hand, we see from the definition of cutting and stacking that for any column D ∈ S^′, there is a sequence b_1b_2 · · · b_M ∈ {ℓ(C_0), ℓ(C_1) · · · , ℓ(C_k)}^M such that ℓ(D) = b_1b_2 · · · b_M . Moreover, noting that ℓ(C_0) = ℓ(C_k) and ℓ(C_i) ≠ ℓ(C_j ) for any 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ k, we have

λ_S′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M ) = α_0 + (1 − α_0) ( α_k 1 − α_0 )_M if b_j = ℓ(C_0) for any 1 ≤ j ≤ M

λ_S′ (b_1b_2 · · · b_M ) = (1 − α_0) α_{f(1)}α_{f(2)} · · · α_{f(k)} (1 − α_0)^M if b_j ≠ ℓ(C_0) for some 1 ≤ j ≤ M,

(22)

where λ(S^′) and the function f are defined as in the proof of Lemma 3.18. Therefore, we can lower bound the normalized Shannon entropy of S^′ as

H(S^′) = − 1 Mh ( λ_S′ (ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M ) log(λ_S′ (ℓ(C_0) · · · ℓ(C_0) M ))

+ ∑ b_1···b_M ∈{ℓ(C_1 ),··· ,ℓ(C_k )}^M : b_j ≠ℓ(C_0) for some j

λ_S′ (b_1 · · · b_M ) log λ_S′ (b_1 · · · b_M ) )

(g) = − 1 Mh ( ( α_0 + α^M_k (1 − α_0)^{M−1} ) log ( α_0 + α^M_k (1 − α_0)^{M−1} )

+ ∑ 1≤i_1,i_2,··· ,i_M ≤k: i_j ≠k for some j α_{i1} α_{i2} · · · α_{iM} (1 − α_0)^{M−1} log α_{i1} α_{i2} · · · α_{iM} (1 − α_0)^{M−1} )

(o) = − 1 Mh ( ∑ 1≤i_1,i_2··· ,i_M ≤k α_{i1} α_{i2} · · · α_{iM} (1 − α_0)^{M−1} log α_{i1} α_{i2} · · · α_{iM} (1 − α_0)^{M−1} )

= − 1 Mh ( ∑ 1≤i_1,··· ,i_M ≤k α_{i1} · · · α_{iM} (1 − α_0)^{M−1} log 1 (1 − α_0)^{M−1} + ∑ 1≤i_1,··· ,i_M ≤k α_{i1} · · · α_{iM} (1 − α_0)^{M−1} log α_{i1} α_{i2} · · · α_{iM} )

(p) = − 1 Mh ( − (M − 1)(1 − α_0) log(1 − α_0) + M k∑ i=1 α_i log α_i )

= − 1 Mh ( M(α_0 + α_k) log(α_0 + α_k) + M k−1∑ i=1 α_i log α_i − M(α_0 + α_k) log(α_0 + α_k)

+ Mα_k log α_k − (M − 1)(1 − α_0) log(1 − α_0) )

(q) = H(S) − M(−(α_0 + α_k) log(α_0 + α_k) + α_k log α_k) − (M − 1)(1 − α_0) log(1 − α_0) Mh (r) ≥ H(S) − M(−α_0 log α_0) − (M − 1)(1 − α_0) log(1 − α_0) Mh ≥ H(S) − H_b(α_0),

where (g) follows from (22), (o) follows from the fact that α_0 + α^M_k /(1 − α_0)^{M−1} < λ(C_0) + λ(C_k) ≤ 1/e and −x log x is an increasing function for 0 < x < 1/e, (p) follows from the fact that ∑_k j=1 α_j = 1 − α_0, (q) follows from (21), and (r) follows from the fact that −(x + y) log(x + y) ≤ −x log x − y log y for any x, y > 0. Hence the lemma is proved.

The above two lemmas immediately imply the following corollary, which gives a useful relationship between the normalized Shannon entropy of G(m) and G(m + 1).

Corollary 3.21. Let {G(m)}^∞_{m=1} be the sequence of gadgets constructed in Section 3.2. Then,

H(G(m + 1)) ≥ H(G(m)) − H_b(β_{m+1}).

Proof. For any m ≥ 1, let G(m), L(m), R(m), L(m, 1) and L(m, 2) be defined as in Section 3.2. We further define G^{(1)}(m) ≜ {L(m, 1), {L(m, 2), R(m)}}, G^{(2)}(m) ≜ {L(m, 1), R^′(m)}, G^{(3)}(m) ≜ {⟨L(m, 1)⟩_{lm+1/mm} , R^′(m)^{⟨lm+1/lm⟩}}, where R^′ is the merging of {L(m, 2), R(m)}. By Definition 3.15, we see that H(S(m)) ≜ H(G(m)) = H(G^{(1)}(m)) = H(G^{(2)}(m)); on the other hand, we infer from Lemma 3.18 that H(G^{(3)}(m)) = H(G(m + 1)). Finally, noting that Lemma 3.20 implies H(G^{(3)}(m)) ≥ H(G^{(2)}(m)) − H_b(λ(L(m, 1))), we conclude that

H(G(m + 1)) = H(G^{(3)}(m)) ≥ H(G^{(2)}(m)) − H_b(λ(L(m, 1))) = H(G(m)) − H_b(β_{m+1}),

as desired.

Our next goal is to develope the relationship between the normalized Shannon entropy of a sequence of gadgets and that of its corresponding final process. We begin with some definitions.

Definition 3.22. Let X^N_1 = (X_1, X_2, · · · , X_N ) be a random vector taking values in A^N and let μ be the distribution of X^N_1 and therefore μ is a measure on A^N . Moreover, let ψ : (A^N )^∞ → A^∞ be the mapping given by ψ(y^N_1 , y^{2N}_{N+1}, y^{3N}_{2N+1} · · · ) = y_1y_2y_3 · · · for any choice of blocks y^N_1 , y^{2N}_{N+1}, y^{3N}_{2N+1} · · · in A^N . Then the concatenated-block process defined by X^N_1 is a process {~Y_n}^∞_{n=1} such that for any k and any a^k_1 ∈ A^k, ~Y^k_1 = a^k_1 with distribution ν(a^k_1 ), where

ν(a^k_1 ) ≜ 1 N N−1∑ i=1 μ^∗(ψ^{−1}(φ^{−i}{x^∞_1 : x^k_1 = a^k_1 })), (23)

μ^∗ is the infinite-product measure of μ, φ is the shift operator on the sequence space A^∞ and for any measurable set B, φ^{−1}B ≜ {x : φx ∈ B}.

Remark 3.23. Let X^N_1 be defined as in Definition 3.22 and let {Y_n}^∞_{n=1} be a process such that the blocks {(Y_{iN+1}, Y_{iN+2}, · · · , Y_{(i+1)N} ) : i ≥ 0} are independent and for each i and each a^N_1 ∈ A^N , Y^{(i+1)N}_{iN+1} = a^N_1 with probability μ(a^N_1 ). Then, the concatenated-block process defined by X^N_1 can be obtained from {Y_n}^∞_{n=1} by “randomizing the start”. The process {Y_n}^∞_{n=1} here is sometimes called the block-independent process of X^N_1 (see, for example, [24]).

Concatenated-block processes are intimately related to gadgets in the following manner. Let S = {C_1, C_2, · · · , C_k} be a gadget labelled over the alphabet A such that h(C_i) = h for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k and λ(S) = 1. Define a special sequence of gadgets {S(m)}^∞_{m=1} by letting S(1) ≜ S and S(m + 1) ≜ S(m)^{⟨2⟩} for any m ≥ 1. As we mentioned before, for any m ≥ 1, the label of any column in S(m) is a concatenation of the label of 2^m shorter blocks in S; and moreover, we infer from Proposition 3.2 that the measure distribution of S(m + 1) is the 2^m-fold Kronecher product of the measure distribution λ(S). Hence, letting X^h_1 be the random vector such that X^h_1 = ℓ(C_i) with probability λ(C_i) for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k, we see that the (T, P_{S(1)}) process (denoted by ν_S ) as elaborated in Theorem 3.8 is the concatenated-block process defined by X^h_1 .

Remark 3.24. It is worth noting that the process ν_S is completely determined by the gadget S. To highlight this dependence, in the remainder of this section, we call ν_S the concatenated-block process given by S.

Our next result says that the Shannon entropy rate of the concatenated-block process given by the gadget S is equal to the normalized Shannon entropy of S.

Lemma 3.25. Let S = {C_1, C_2, · · · , C_k} be a labelled gadget such that λ(S) = 1 and h(C_i) = h for any 1 ≤ i ≤ k. We further let ν_S be the concatenated-block process given by S. Then H(ν_S ) = H(S), where H(ν_S ) is the Shannon entropy rate of ν_S and H(S) is the normalized Shannon entropy of S.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that columns in S have distinct labels (otherwise, before performing the independent cutting and stacking, we can merge columns with the same label and Remark 3.19 implies that this keeps the width distribution of the resulting gadget). Let {Y_n} be the block-independent process of S as defined in Remark 3.23. For any n, write n = kl + r where k, r are nonnegative integers and 1 ≤ r ≤ l − 1. Then by definition,

H(Y ) = lim_{n→∞} 1 n H(Y_1, Y_2, · · · Y_n)

= lim_{k→∞} kH(Y_1, Y_2, · · · , Y_l) + H(Y_{kl+1}, · · · Y_{kl+r}) kl + r = H(Y_1, Y_2, · · · Y_l) l = H(S), (24)

where H(Y ) is the Shannon entropy rate of {Y_n}. On the other hand, recalling from Remark 3.23 that ν_S is obtained from {Y_n} by randomizing the start, we derive that ν_S and {Y_n} have the same Shannon entropy rate [24]. Hence, we have H(ν_S ) = H(Y ) = H(S), proving the lemma.

Now suppose the sequence of gadgets {G(m)}^∞_{m=1} (labelled over the alphabet {0, 1}) constructed in Section 3.2 satisfies the conditions in Theorem 3.11. On the one hand, each fixed gadget G(m) from this sequence gives a binary block-independent process ν_{G(m)}; on the other hand, Theorem 3.11 implies that there is a binary ergodic final process μ^G_∞ corresponding to this sequence. Indeed, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.26. ν_{G(m)} converges weakly to μ^G_∞ as m goes to infinity.

Proof. Since both ν_{G(m)} and μ^G_f are binary stationary processes, it suffices for us to show that for any k and any a^k_1 ∈ {0, 1},

lim_{m→∞} ν_{G(m)}(a^k_1 ) = μ^G_∞(a^k_1).

To this end, for any ε > 0 and any fixed k ∈ N^+ , we first choose m ∈ N+ such that k/l_m < ε where l_m is the height of columns in G(m). Then, we let μ^{(lm)} be the measure distribution (which is defined on {0, 1}^{lm} ) of G(m) and let μ^∗_{G(m)} be the distribution of the block-independent process defined by G(m), which, by definition, is the infinite-product measure of μ^{(lm)} on {0, 1}^∞. We further let ψ^{(m)} : ({0, 1}^{lm} )^∞ → {0, 1}^∞ be the mapping given by ψ(w(1), w(2), · · · ) = w(1)w(2) · · · for any choice of w(1), w(2), · · · in A^{lm} and φ be the left shift. Then, we deduce from (23) that for any a^k_1 ∈ {0, 1}^k,

ν_{G(m)}(a^k_1 ) = 1 l_m l_m−1∑

i=0 μ^∗_{G(m)}(ψ^{−1}(φ^{−i}{x^∞_1 : x^k_1 = a^k_1 }))

= 1 l_m l_m−k∑

i=0 μ^∗_{G(m)}(ψ^{−1}(φ^{−i}{x^∞_1 : x^k_1 = a^k_1 })) + l_m−1∑

i=l_m−k+1 μ^∗_{G(m)}(ψ^{−1}(φ^{−i}{x^∞_1 : x^k_1 = a^k_1 ))

(s) = 1 l_m l_m−k∑

i=0 μ^{(lm)}({x^{lm}_1 : x^{i+k}_{i+1} = a^k_1}) + l_m−1∑

i=l_m−k+1 (μ^{(lm)} × μ^{(lm)})({x^{2lm}_1 : x^{i+k}_{i+1} = a^k_1 }) (t) = 1 l_m l_m−k∑

i=0 ∑ C∈G(m) 1_{{ℓ(C)}i+k_{i+1 =a}k_{1 }}(C)λ(C) + 1 l_m l_m−1∑

i=l_m−k+1 ∑ D∈G(m)^{⟨2⟩} 1_{{ℓ(D)}i+k_{i+1 =a}k_{1 }}(D)λ(D), (25)

where ℓ(C)^j_i is the subsequence consists of entries from the i-th position to the j-th position of the sequence ℓ(C) for any 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ l_m, (s) follows from the fact that μ^∗_{G(m)} is the product measure of μ^{(lm)} and (t) follows from the definition of the distribution of labeled sequences in a gadget. Observing that 1 l_m l_m−1∑

i=l_m−k+1 ∑ D∈G(m)^2 1_{{ℓ(D)}i+k_{i+1 =a}k_{1 }}λ(D) ≤ k l_m ∑ D∈G(m)^2 λ(D) = k l_m < ε,

we derive that 1 l_m l_m−1∑

i=l_m−k+1 ∑ D∈G(m)^2 1_{{ℓ(D)}i+k_{i+1 =a}k_{1 }}λ(D) → 0 as m → ∞

due to the arbitrariness of ε. It then follows from (25) that

lim_{m→∞} ν_{G(m)}(a^k_1 ) = lim_{m→∞} 1 l_m l_m−k∑

i=0 ∑ C∈G(m) 1_{{ℓ(C)}i+k_{i+1 =a}k_{1 }}(C)λ(C)

= lim_{m→∞} l_m − k + 1 l_m ∑ C∈G(m) ∑_{lm−k} i=0 1_{{ℓ(C)}i+k_{i+1 =a}k_{1 }}(C) l_m − k + 1 λ(C) = lim_{m→∞} l_m − k + 1 l_m ∑ C∈G(m) p_k(a^k_1 |C)λ(C) = μ^G_∞(a^k_1 ),

where the last equality follows from Theorem 3.9, proving the lemma.

Based on all the lemmas and results given above, we are prepared to complete the proof of Proposition 3.14.

Proof of Proposition 3.14: The proofs of (B) and (C) for any {α_m}^∞_{m=1} are similar to those given in Section III.1.c of [24]. We sketch the proof here for completeness. First, noting that for any m and sample point ω in the support of L(m) yet not in the top m levels, T^jω ∈ P_1 for any 0 ≤ j ≤ m − 1, where P_1 is defined as in Definition 3.5. Hence, we derive by definition that μ^G_∞({x^∞_1 : x^m_1 = 1 · · · 1 m }) ≥ ( 1 − m l_m ) β_m ≥ α_m, where the last inequality follows from Step 4 of the construction in Section 3.2. This proves (B). To prove (C), recall from Condition (c) in Step 4 of the construction in Section 3.2 that R(m + 1) and {L(m, 2), R(m)} are ε_m-independent, where ε_m goes to 0 as m goes to infinity. This, by direct calculation, implies that G(m) and G(m + 1) are (ε_m + β_m + β_{m+1})- independent. Since ε_m + β_m + β_{m+1} goes to 0 as m goes to infinity, Theorem 3.11 implies that μ^G_∞ is an ergodic process, proving (C).

The proofs of (A) and (D) are more involved. First we note from the construction of μ^G_∞ that it is the (T, P_{G(1)})-process given by the sequence {G(m)}^∞_{m=1}. For each m, letting ν_{G(m)} be the concatenated-block process given by G(m), we deduce from Lemma 3.26 that ν_{G(m)} converges weakly to μ^G_∞, as m goes to infinity. Recalling that the entropy rate is weakly upper semi-continuous with respect to the weak topology on the space of stationary probability measures (see Theorem I.9.1 of [24]), we have

H(μ^G_∞) ≥ lim sup_{n→∞} H(ν_{G(m)}) = lim sup_{n→∞} H(G(m)),

where the last equality follows from Lemma 3.25. Hence, in order to prove H(μ^G_∞) > 1/2, it suffices to show H_{G(m)} > 1/2 + δ for some δ > 0.

To this end, we first note from the definition of G(1) that the normalized Shannon entropy of G(1) can be computed as

H(G(1)) = − 1 l_1 ( 2 2^{2l1/3} log 2 2^{2l1/3}

+ (2^{2l1/3} − 2) 1 2^{2l1/3} log 1 2^{2l1/3} )

= − 1 l_1 ( 2 2^{2l1/3} ( 2l_1 3 − 1 ) + 2l_1 3 − 2 2^{2l1/3}

2l_1 3 )

= 2 3 − 1 l_12^{2l1/3−1} . Then, recalling from Corollary 3.21 that H(G(m + 1)) ≥ H(G(m)) − H_b(β_{m+1}), we have H(G(m)) ≥ H(G(1)) − ∞∑ m=2 H_b(β_m) ≥ 2 3 − 1 l_12^{2l1/3} − 1 − ∞∑ m=2 H_b(β_m) (26)

for any m ≥ 1 by an induction argument. We also observe that ∞∑ m=1 H_b(1/m^2) = ∞∑ m=1 ( − 1 m^2 log 1 m^2 − m^2 − 1

m^2 log m^2 − 1 m^2 )

= ∞∑ m=1 ( 2 m^2 log m + m^2 − 1

m^2 log ( 1 + 1 m^2 − 1 ))

= ∞∑ m=1 ( 2 m^2 log m + m^2 − 1

m^2 log ( 1 + 1 m^2 − 1 ))

(k) ≤ ∞∑ m=1 ( 4 m^{3/2} + 1 m^2 − 1 )

< ∞, (27) where (k) follows from the fact that log x = 2 log √ x ≤ 2 √ x for any x > 0. Now, (27), together with the fact that 1 l_12^{2l1/3} − 1

→ 0 as l_1 → ∞, implies that there exist l_1 and N such that 1 l_12^{2l1/3} − 1 + ∞∑ m=2 H_b(1/(m + N)^2) < 1 6 . (28)

Finally, for any m ≥ 1, choose α_m ≜ 1/(m + N)^3, β_m ≜ 1/(m + N)^2 and let l_1 be chosen as above. Then (A) obviously holds and we conclude from (26) that H_{G(m)} > 1/2 for any m ≥ 1, proving (D).

3.4 Gap between lim_{α→1}+ H_α(μ^G_∞) and H(μ^G_∞)

Using the results from the previous section, we show in this subsection that for l_1, {α_m}^∞_{m=1} and {β_m}^∞_{m=1} chosen as in the proof of Proposition 3.14, the Rényi entropy rate of the final process μ^G_∞ does not converge to its Shannon entropy rate. More explicitly, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3.27. Let μ^G_∞ be the final process of the gadgets {G(m)}^∞_{m=1} constructed in Section 3.2. If l_1, {α_m}^∞_{m=1} and {β_m}^∞_{m=1} are chosen such that Proposition 3.14 holds, then H_α(μ^G_∞) exists for α ∈ [1, ∞), H_α(μ^G_∞) = 0 for α > 1, and lim_{α→1}+ H_α(μ^G_∞) < H(μ^G_∞).

Proof. Since the case for α = 1 corresponds to the Shannon entropy rate which is well-defined for all stationary processes, we focus on the case α > 1 in what follows.

Recalling from Proposition 3.14 that μ^G_∞({x^∞_1 : x^m_1 = 1 · · · 1 m }) ≥ α_m, we have

lim sup m→∞ 1 (1 − α)m log ∑ x^m_1

(μ^G_∞(x^m_1 ))^α ≤ lim sup_{m→∞} 1 (1 − α)m log(μ^G_∞({x^∞_1 : x^m_1 = 1 · · · 1 m }))^α ≤ lim sup m→∞ α (1 − α)m log α_m

= 0.

Observing that lim inf m→∞ 1 (1 − α)m log ∑ x^m_1

(μ^G_∞(x^m_1 ))^α ≥ 0, we conclude H_α(μ^G_∞) = 0 for α > 1 and the theorem follows since H(μ^G_∞) > 1/2 from Proposition 3.14.

Acknowledgement. The last author would like to thank Venkat Anantharam for insightful discussions and pointing out relevant references.

References

[1] E. Arikan and N. Merhav, “Guessing Subject to Distortion,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 44, pp. 1041-1056, May 1998.

[2] M. Ben-Bassat and J. Raviv, “Rényi’s Entropy and Probability of Error,” IEEE Trans.

Inform. Theory, vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 324-331, May 1978.

[3] I. Bengtsson and K. Zyczkowski, Geometry of Quantum States: An Introduction to Quantum Entanglement, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press, Jan. 2008.

[4] S. Bernstein, “Sur L’extension du Théorème Limite du Calcul des Probabilités aux Sommes de Quantités Dépendantes,” Math. Ann., vol. 97, pp. 1-59, 1927.

[5] I. Csiszar, “Generalized Cutoff Rates and Rényi’s Information Measures,” IEEE Trans.

Inform. Theory, vol. 41, no. 4, pp. 26-34, Jan. 1995.

[6] Y. Ephraim and N. Merhav, “Hidden Markov Processes,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 48, no. 6, pp. 1518-1569, Jun. 2002.

[7] P. Grassberger and I. Procaccia, “Characterization of Strange Attractors,” Phys. Rev.

Lett., vol. 50, no. 5, pp. 346-349, Jan. 1983.

[8] R. M. Gray, Entropy and Information Theory, New York, NY: Springer, 2nd Ed., 2011.

[9] G. Han, “Limit Theorems in Hidden Markov Models,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol.

59, no. 3, pp. 1311-1328, Mar. 2013.

[10] G. Han and B. Marcus, “Analyticity of Entropy Rate of Hidden Markov Chains,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 52, no. 12, pp. 5251-5266, 2006.

[11] N. Haydn and S. Vaienti, “The Rényi Entropy Function and the Large Deviation of Short Return Times”, Ergodic Theorem and Dynamical Systems, 30(1), pp.159-179, 2010.

[12] P. E. Hart, “Moment Distributions in Economics: An Exposition,” J. Royal Stat. Soc.

Ser. A, vol. 138, no. 3, pp. 423-434,1975.

[13] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Matrix Analysis, Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ.

Press, 2nd Ed., Oct. 2012.

[14] P. Jizba and T. Arimitsu, “The World according to Rényi: Thermodynamics of Multifractal Systems,” Ann. Phys., vol. 312, no. 1, pp. 17-59, Jul. 2004.

[15] J. F. C. Kingman, “The Ergodic Theory of Subadditive Stochastic Processes,” J. Roy.

Statist. Soc. Ser. B vol. 30. no. 3, pp. 499-510, 1968.

[16] V. S. Kirchanov, “Using the Rényi Entropy to Describe Quantum Dissipative Systems in Statistical Mechanics,” Theoret. Math. Phys., vol. 156, no. 3, pp. 1347-1355, Sep. 2008.

[17] C. D. Meyer, Matrix Analysis and Applied Linear Algebra, Philadelphia, PA: SIAM Press, Feb. 2001.

[18] L. Pardo, “Statistical Inference Based on Divergence Measures,” London, UK: Chapman & Hall, Oct. 2005.

[19] Z. Rached, F. Alajaji, and L. L. Campbell, “Rényi’s Divergence and Entropy Rates for Finite Alphabet Markov Sources,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 47, no. 4, pp. 1553-1561, May 2001.

[20] Z. Rached, A. Fady, and L. L. Campbell, “Rényi’s Entropy Rate for Discrete Markov Sources,” Proc. Annu. Conf. Inform. Sci. Syst., vol. 99, pp. 17-19, Mar. 1999.

[21] A. Rényi, “On Measures of Information and Entropy,” Proc. 4th Berkeley Symp. Math., Stat. Prob., vol. 1, pp. 547-561, 1960.

[22] E. Seneta, Non-negative Matrices and Markov Chains, 2nd Ed., New York, NY:

Springer, Jan. 2006.

[23] Paul. C. Shields, “Cutting and Stacking: A Method for Constructing Stationary Processes,” IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory, vol. 37, no. 6, pp. 1605-1617, Nov. 1991.

[24] Paul. C Shields, The Ergodic Theory of Discrete Sample Paths, Graduate Studies in Mathematics, v. 13, American Mathematical Society, 1996

[25] W. Szpankowski, Average Case Analysis of Algorithms on Sequences, New York, NY:

John Wiley & Sons, Apr. 2001.

[26] L. N. Trefethen and D. Bau, Numerical Linear Algebra, Philadelphia, PA: SIAM Press, Jun. 1997.

[27] C. Wu, L. Xu and G. Han, “Rényi Entropy Rate of Hidden Markov Processes,” the 2017 IEEE international Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), Aachen, Germany, 2017.06.25-2017.06.30.