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Chapter 1

Introduction

The process of earthquake occurrences can be represented with several analytical models (Votsi et al., [I]). Some
of them are based on empirical observations of preliminary events, others on physical modelling of the earthquake
process and some on statistical analysis of patterns of seismicity.

In this thesis we present a semi-Markov model and a homogeneous Markov model in continuous-time to analyse the
process of earthquake occurrences. For the semi-Markov model, we estimate the semi-Markov kernel, Markov re-
newal functions, transitions probabilities and distributions of sojourn time for every state through a non-parametric
method. We apply our model to a dataset of the Northern Aegean Sea region in Greece.

We will examine the expected number of earthquake occurrences and the rate of occurrences of earthquakes, which
we will define in the thesis. We formulate 95% confidence intervals for these quantities. Our semi-Markov model
will be compared with the homogeneous Markov model based on the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov
process. We discuss which model is potentially a better fit to the dataset.

In the last part of the this thesis, we look at an additional dataset of the Northern Aegean Sea region and look at
the effect of covariates on the semi-Markov model. In particular, we want investigate the influence of the location
where the earthquakes occurred.

1.1 Motivation

We can apply the theory of Markov processes in various fields, because the Markov property is very intuitive: if
we know the past and present of a system, then the future development of the system is only determined by its
present state (Barbu & Limnios, [I1]). So the history of the system does not play a role in its future development.
We also call this the memoryless property.

However, the Markov property has its limitations. It enforces restrictions on the distribution of the sojourn time
in a state, which is exponentially distributed in the continuous case. This is a disadvantage when we apply Markov
processes in real-life applications.

Therefore, we can introduce the semi-Markov process. This process allows us to have arbitrary distributed sojourn
time in any state and still provides the Markov property, but in a more flexible way. The memoryless property
does not act on the calender time in this case, but on the sojourn time in the state.

Because of the above reasoning, it is convenient to apply the semi-Markov model to the analysis of the process
of earthquake occurrences. From historical information, we know when certain earthquakes occurred and for how
long there was no seismic activity.



1.2 Summary

Here we give an overview of the subjects that are covered in the chapters of this thesis.

In chapter 2| we introduce definitions about Markov chains in discrete-time and continuous-time. The Markov
renewal processes with corresponding renewal kernels are discussed and eventually we define what a semi-Markov
process is. This chapter is based on (Ross, [3]) chapters 4, 6 and 7, ([4]) and (Grabski, [5]).

Chapter [3| presents further definitions related to the semi-Markov process. We introduce empirical estimators for
some of the quantities that are defined. Also we look at the asymptotic behaviour of the empirical estimators. We
follow (Votsi et al., [I]), which is the main article this thesis is based on. This chapter is further based on (Ouhbi
& Limnios, [2]), (Grabski, [B]), (Limnios & Oprisan, [7]) chapter 4 and (Limnios & Ouhbi, [§]).

In chapter [f] an introduction of the homogeneous Markov model is given. We discuss the properties of this model
with respect to the rate of occurrences of failures. This chapter is based on (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) and (Grabski, [3]).

We apply the two models to the dataset of the Northern Aegean Sea region in chapter |5, which we use from (Votsi
et al., [I]). We define three states of earthquakes. We look at the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process,
which will be an important quantity if we want to compare the homogeneous Markov model and the semi-Markov
model. The R package SEMIMARKOV (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12]) is used to determine the hazard rate functions
in a parametric way. Furthermore, we discuss the expected number of earthquake occurrences from any state to the
state with magnitude M > 6.1 and show how to determine the rate of occurrences of earthquakes with M > 6.1.
This chapter is based on (Votsi et al., [I]), (Limnios & Oprisan, [7]) chapter 5 and (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12]).

In chapter [f] we compare the homogeneous Markov model and the semi-Markov model based on the hazard rate
function of the semi-Markov process. We compute the semi-Markov kernels and look at the Wald test to draw
conclusions about the fit of both models. Parametric and non-parametric estimators will also be discussed. This
last subject is based on (Rice, [@]).

We apply the semi-Markov model to a new dataset in chapter |7}, which we use from (Votsi et al., [I]). This dataset
consists of two states of earthquakes. A covariate is added to the dataset, namely the location of the earthquake.
The Northern Aegean Sea region is divided into four sub areas. We use the R package SEMIMARKOV (Listwon &
Saint-Pierre, [12]) again to determine the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process and look at the Wald
test to derive the consequences of the addition of covariates.

Chapter [8] concludes this thesis about the semi-Markov model and its application to the estimation of earthquakes
occurrences. In the appendix we find the proofs of certain theses used in the previous chapters and tables and figures.

We mention that in this thesis we will not go into detail about measure theoretic definitions. For the one who is
interested in these subjects, see (Cohn, [13]).



Chapter 2

Preliminaries

In this section we introduce some definitions which we will apply in the following sections. We discuss Markov
chains, Markov renewal processes and eventually semi-Markov processes.

Definition 2.0.1 (Ross, [3]) (Stochastic process, state space). A stochastic process {X(t),t € T} is a collection
of random variables. The index X (¢) denotes the state of the process at time ¢ and T the index set of the process.
When T is countable, the stochastic process is said to be a discrete-time process. When T is an interval, the
stochastic process is said to be a continuous-time process. The set I of all possible values that the random variable
X (t) can assume, is called the state space of the stochastic process.

Definition 2.0.2 (Ross, [3]) (Discrete-time Markov chain). Let {X,,n =0,1,2,...} be a stochastic process that
takes on a countable number of possible values in a set I. A discrete-time Markov chain is a stochastic process
where the conditional distribution of a future state X,,;1 given the past states Xg, X1,...,X,,—1 and the present
state X,,, is independent of the past states and only depends on the present state. The process satisfies the property

P(Xpi1=7|Xn=0Xn-1=tn-1,...,X1=141,X0=1%0) =P(Xpo11 =7 | Xp, =), (2.0.1)
for all n > 0 and ig,...,in_1,1,5 € I.

If we have a discrete-time Markov chain and in addition it holds true that the right-hand side of is inde-
pendent of the time n, then the discrete-time Markov chain is said to have stationary or homogeneous transition
probabilities. It follows that there exists a fixed probability p;; that, when the process starts in state ¢, it will be
next in state j. For the probabilities p;;, it holds true that

(i) pi; >0, for all 4,5 € I.
(11) Z;)io Dij = 1 for all 1 = 0, 1, 2, v

Example 2.0.1 (Ross, [3]) A common example for which we can use Markov chains is predicting the weather.
Suppose the probability that it rains tomorrow depends only on whether or not it rains today and does not depend
on the past weather conditions. We assume that if it rains today, the probability that it rains tomorrow is equal
to . If it does not rain today, the probability that it will rain tomorrow is equal to 8. We say that the process is
in state 0 if it will rain tomorrow and the process is in state 1 if it does not rain tomorrow. Then the transition
probabilities are given by the matrix

pP= (g }: g) . (2.0.2)

Definition 2.0.3 (Ross, [3]) (Continuous-time Markov chain). Let {X(¢),¢ > 0} be a continuous-time stochastic
process which takes on values in the set I of non-negative integers. A continuous-time Markov chain is a stochastic
process with the property that the conditional distribution of the future X (¢ + s) given the present X (s) and the
past X (u), 0 < u < s, depends only on the present and is independent of the past. The process satisfies

PX(t+s)=7|X(s)=6,X(u)=2(u),0<u<s)=P(X({t+s)=j]|X(s)=1), (2.0.3)

for all s,¢t > 0 and non-negative integers i, 7, z(u) € I with 0 < u < s.



If we have a continuous-time Markov chain and in addition it holds true that the right-hand side of (2.0.3) is
independent of the time s, then the continuous-time Markov chain is said to have stationary or homogeneous
transition probabilities.

Definition 2.0.4 (Ross, [3]) A Markov chain is said to be irreducible, if all states commute with each other. In
other words, two states ¢ and j are accessible to each other for all 4,5 € I.

Definition 2.0.5 (Ross, [3]) We call a stochastic process {N(t),t > 0} a counting process, if N (t) represents the
number of events that occurred up to time ¢.
A counting process N (t) must satisfy the following properties:
(i) N(t) > 0.
(i) N(t) €
(iii) If s < t, then N(s) < N(t).
(iv) For s <t, N(t) — N(s) is equal to the number of events that occurred during the interval (s, t].
Definition 2.0.6 (Ross, [3]) (Renewal process). Let {N(t),¢ > 0} be a counting process and let X, be the

time between the (n — 1)th event and the nth event of the process with n > 1. If the sequence {X;, Xo,...} is
independent and identically distributed, then we call the counting process N(t) a renewal process.

Definition 2.0.7 (Ross, [3], [4]) (Markov renewal process). Let F be the state space. A Markov renewal process
is a bivariate stochastic process (J,, Sy,), where J,, are the values of the state space FE in the Markov chain and S,,
are the jump times. We define X,, := S, — S,,_1 to be the sojourn time in the state. The process has to satisfy
the following properties

P(Jn+1 = j, Xn S t ‘ (Jo,So), (Jl,Sl), ey (Jn = i, Sn)) = P(Jn+1 = j, Xn S t | Jn = Z) 5 (204)
P(Jo=1i,Xo=0)=P(Jy=1), (2.0.5)
foralln>0and ¢t >0andi,j€ F.

Definition 2.0.8 (Grabski, [5]) (Renewal matrix, renewal kernel). Let E be the state space and consider the
Markov renewal process (J,,,S,) as in definition [2.0.7} The matrix defined as

Q) = {Qi;(t) - 4,5 € E}, (2.0.6)
Qij(t) =P (Jnp1 =4, Xn <t [ Jp=1), (2.0.7)
is called a renewal matriz. We identify the renewal matrix Q(t) as the renewal kernel.
The Markov renewal matrix Q(t) satisfies the following conditions:
(i) For all ¢ > 0 and 4, j € E, it holds true that @Q;;(t) > 0.
(i)
(ili) For all ¢,j € E, it holds true that Q;;(0) = 0 and Q;;(t) <1 for all ¢ > 0.
(iv) For all i € E, it holds that lim¢ oo Y- cp Qis(t) = 1.

The functions Q;;(t) are right-continuous.

Definition 2.0.9 ([4]) (Semi-Markov process). Consider a Markov renewal process (J,,,S,,) as in definition [2.0.7]
Define the stochastic process Z; := J,, for t € [S,,, Sp+1). Then Z; is called a semi-Markov process.

The main difference between a Markov renewal process and a semi-Markov process is that we define the Markov
renewal process as a two-tuple of states and times ([4]). The semi-Markov process is the process that evolves over
time and all realisations of the process have a defined state for any given time. We can read the semi-Markov
process as follows. Suppose that a process can be in one of N states. Each time it enters a state i, it stays there
for a random amount of time, and then it makes a transition from state i to state j with transition probability p;;.

If the amount of time spend in state i before it makes a transition to state j is constant, then the semi-Markov
process is just a Markov chain. However, the amount of time spend in the states before transition can also depend
on a distribution. We consider the following lemma about this concept.



Lemma 2.0.1 (Grabski, [5]) A homogeneous Markov process {X (¢),t > 0} with discrete state space E and right-
continuous trajectories keeping constant values on half open intervals, given by the transition rate matrix A = (X;;)
for ¢,j € E with 0 < —X;; = \; < 00, is a semi-Markov process with kernel Q(t) = {Q;;(¢) : i,j € E}, where

Qij(t) = pij (1 — e ™) for t >0, (2.0.8)
Aij L
pij =~ fori#j, (2.0.9)
pii = 0. (2.0.10)
Proof. See for example (Grabski, [5]), theorem 1. [ |



Chapter 3

Semi-Markov model

This chapter presents the definitions of the semi-Markov model. First, we summarize the definitions for the semi-
Markov process which we will apply in the rest of the thesis. After that we introduce empirical estimators for
the quantities of a finite state space semi-Markov process. We discuss the asymptotic behaviour of the empirical
estimators for some of the quantities.

3.1 Definition of semi-Markov process

We will follow the definitions of Votsi et al., [I]. Consider a Markov-renewal process (J,,, Sy,) defined on a complete
probability space and with state space E = {1,2,...,s}. It holds true that J, are the values of the state space
E in the Markov chain and S,, are the jump times for n > 0. We assume that S,, take values in [0, 00). Define
Xy = Sy — Sp—1 to be the sojourn time in the state and we assume that Xo = So = 0. We let Z; := Jy () for
t > 0 be the semi-Markov process where N(t) is the counting process of the semi-Markov process up to time ¢.
It holds true that N(¢) := max{n > 0: 5, < ¢}. In figure (Barbu & Limnios, [11]) we see an example of a
sample path of the semi-Markov chain.

The semi-Markov process depends on its initial law, which we assume is equal to m; = P(Jy = i), and on its
semi-Markov kernel

Ql](t) ::P(Jn+1 :j’X’VH'l S t | JO"]la"'N]n :i7X1aX2,'--;Xn)
= P(Jn+1 :j,XnJ,_l S t | Jn = Z), (311)

for all t > 0 and ¢,j € E. We consider that Q;;(t) # 0 for all i € F.

states
A (X.) :sojourn times
n .]
(J,) : states of the system
X; (S,) : jump times
IJ =11
W=
IJ :il XI
“vo Yy
Xn-l
.=k} .
N
~
S, S, S, S Dl ase time

L e n n*

Figure 3.1.1: Sample path of the semi-Markov chain. (Barbu & Limnios, [I1])



The probabilities
pij i= lim Qi;(t) = Qi;(c0)
=P (Jop1 =7 | Ju=1) (3.1.2)

are the transition probabilities from state i to state j of the embedded Markov chain {J,,n = 0,1,2,...}. We
assume that the transition probabilities do not depend on the time n.

We define
Fij(t) =P (Xpp1 <t|Jp=14Jnt1=17) (3.1.3)

to be the distribution function associated with the sojourn time in state i, before going to state j. From this
definition we can derive the following result. The proof is given in the appendix.

Theorem 3.1.1 (Grabski, [5]) It holds true that

Figlt) = 222 (3.1.4)

Qi; (1)
)
forall t >0 and i,j € E.
Proof. See appendix [A] |
The distribution function of the sojourn time, also called the waiting time, in state 7 is equal to

Hi(t) =P (X1 <t|Jn=1)

=Y Qii(t). (3.1.5)

JEE

Because the semi-Markov process is connected to (Jy,Sp) through Z; = Jy ) for t > 0, where N(t) is the counting
process of the semi-Markov process up to time ¢, we define the transition function P;;(t) of the process {Z;,t > 0}
as (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2])

Pii(t) =P(Zi = j| Zo =1)
=P (JInw=3|Jo=1), (3.1.6)
for all 7,j € E. Then the unconditional semi-Markov state probability is equal to

Pi(t) =P (Zy = j) =P (Inw) = j)

= Z]P)(JN(t) =jlJo =i) P(Jy =1)

=1
= miPy(t), (3.1.7)
i=1

where 7; := P(Jp = 1) is the initial distribution of the Markov renewal process.

Let T > 0 be a fixed time and ¢t > 0 a specific time in the process. We define T" as the end time of the process,
where it holds true that T' > t for all ¢.

We denote N;(T') to be the number of visits of {J,,n =0,1,2,...} to state ¢ up to time T, and N;;(T) to be the
number of transitions from state 7 to state 7 up to time 7. So

N(t) oo
Nz(T) = Z ]I{ani} = Z 1{Jn:i;Sn§T}7 (318)
n=1 n=1
N(t) oo
N(T) =Y L ==} = O Mo 1=isu=j 5.<T} (3.1.9)
n=1 n=1



where 1 4 is the indicator function. The function 1 4 is defined as

{1 if A,
1y :=

0 otherwise.

Lastly, we want to define the quantity QE?) (t) :==P(J, =j,S <t|Jy =1), which is called the n-fold convolution
of the semi-Markov kernel @);;(t) for ¢ > 0. This is the probability that, starting from state ¢, the semi-Markov
chain will make its nth transition at time ¢ to state j. Therefore, we need the following definition.

Definition 3.1.1 (Votsi et al., [1]) (Stieltjes convolution). Let ¢(i,t) for ¢t > 0 and i € E be a real valued
measurable function and @ be a semi-Markov kernel. Then the Stieltjes convolution of ¢ by @ is defined as

Q* P(i,t) := Z/O Qir(ds)o(k,t — s). (3.1.10)

keE

We obtain the following recursive formula for Qg?) (t):

t
S [ @@ Vi) itnz2,
0

QU () = <P (3.1.11)
! Qi; (1) ifn=1,
0ij >0y if n =0,

where d;; is Kronecker’s delta symbol.

3.2 Empirical estimators

In this section we introduce the empirical estimators for some of the quantities we discussed previously. We mention
that we can use the below empirical estimators, because later in chapter [5] and chapter [7}, we are working with
finite datasets. We discuss the asymptotic behaviour for some of the empirical estimators as well.

Let T be the end time of the process. For the semi-Markov kernel Q;;(t) we have the following empirical estimator

)
ii(6,T) i= ——— 1 —i g =i . 2.1
Q?,]( ? ) N’L(T) 7;1 {Jnflflac]nf.%xngt} (3 )

Because Fj;(t) = Qi;(t)/pij, in a similar way we obtain that Ej (t,T)= @ij(t, T)/pi;(T) with

N(¢)
~ 1
Fii(t,T) := 7N-j(T) Z Ty, =i Jn=j, X, <t} (3.2.2)
L n=1
N Ny(T)
pij(T) := NJ(T) (3.2.3)

The quantities ﬁij (t,T) and p;;(T') are respectively the empirical estimators for the conditional transition functions
and the transition probabilities. We see that for p;; we divide the number of transitions from state i to state j by
the (total) number of visits to state i.

We want to show that the empirical estimator @\ij (t,T) of the semi-Markov kernel is strongly consistent and
asymptotically normal. Therefore, we need the following definition and theses.

Definition 3.2.1 ([I0]) Let X;, i = 1,...,n, be an independent and identically distributed sequence of random
variables with distribution function F' on R. Then the empirical distribution function is defined by

~ 1 <&
Fo(w) =~ > lix,<ay- (3.2.4)
=1



Theorem 3.2.1 ([I0]) (Glivenko-Cantelli theorem) Let X;, ¢ = 1,...,n, be an independent and identically dis-
tributed sequence of random variables with distribution function F' on R. Then,

sup |Fyy(z) — F(z)| - 0 (as.) (3.2.5)
TR

as n — 0o.

Proof. See for example ([10]), theorem 1.1. [ |

Theorem 3.2.2 (Barbu & Limnios, [I1]) The empirical estimator p;;(T") of p;; for all ¢, j € E is strongly consistent,
ie.

as T — oo.

We note that the empirical estimator ﬁij (¢,T) of the distribution function satisfies theorem because it
meets the definition of the empirical distribution function. Now, we give the properties of the empirical estimator
Qi;(t,T). The proof of theorem is given in the appendix.

Theorem 3.2.3 (Limnios & Oprigan, [7]) The empirical estimator @ij (t,T) of Q;;(t) for all 4,j € E is strongly
consistent, i.e.

max sup ‘@ij(t,T)—Qij(t) ~0 (as) (3.2.7)
LIEE te(0,T)

as T' — oo.

Proof. See appendix [ |

Theorem 3.2.4 (Limnios & Oprigan, [7]) The empirical estimator @ij(t, T) is asymptotically normal, i.e. for fixed
t>0

VT Qi (. T) — Qi; ()| % N(0,02) (3.2.8)

s Yy

as T — oo. It holds true that

o7y = Qi (t) (1 = Qis (1)), (3.2.9)
where p;; is the mean time between two visits to state i.

Proof. See for example (Limnios & Oprigan, [7]), theorem 4.26. |

3.2.1 Hazard rate function

For all 4, j € E we define the hazard rate function of transition distributions between states, \;;(t) for ¢ > 0, of the
semi-Markov kernel by (Limnios & Ouhbi, [8])

ai;(t) .
G\ g > 0 and Hi(t) < 1,
Ny(t) = 4 T Hhpy P > O and Hilh) (3.2.10)

0 otherwise.

It holds true that g;;(t) is the derivative of the (7, j)th element of the semi-Markov kernel Q(¢). We assume that
this derivative exists for all 7,5 € E. We define the cumulative hazard rate function from state i to state j at

time t by A;;(t) = fot Aij(s)ds. The total cumulative hazard rate function of state ¢ at time ¢ is defined as
Ai(t) = > jep Aij(t). It holds true that

t
Qi (t) = / e NN (s) ds. (3.2.11)

0

10



The empirical estimator of the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process is equal to

) T ~ e
- _@GT) s (1) 5 0 and i, T) < 1,
Aij(t,T) == ¢ 1= Hy(t,T) (3.2.12)

0 otherwise,

where p;;(T) is the empirical estimator for the transition probabilities. Furthermore, ﬁi(t,T) is the empirical
estimator of the distribution function of the sojourn time in state i, which is defined as

)= Qi(t,T), (3.2.13)

JEE

where @ij(t, T) is the empirical estimator of the semi-Markov kernels. The empirical estimator of the derivative
function §;;(t,T) of the semi-Markov kernel is (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2])

Qi(t+A.T) - Qy(t,T)

i (t,T) == A (3.2.14)
It holds true that A=T"*for0 < a < 1.
3.2.2 Markov renewal matrix
We counsider the following counting function of the renewal process (J,,S,) (Limnios & Oprisan, [7])
=3 1{s,—js.<t}- (3.2.15)

This is the total number of visits to state j up to time t. It holds true that, for any ¢ > 0, N(t) = > . N;(t).
The Markov renewal matrix W(t) = (¢;;(¢)) is defined as

iy (1) = EiN; (8)] = E(N () | Jo = 1) (3.2.16)

i (Jn=3,80 <t|Jo=1) = ZQ(”) (3.2.17)

n=0

for t > 0 and i,j € E. Here, 1;;(t) = E;[IN;(¢)] is the expected number of visits from state i to state j up to time
t. As an estimator for the (i, j)th element of the matrix ¥(t), we use the empirical estimator

Gy (t,T) ZQ(") t,T), (3.2.18)

where Q\E;)(t, T) is the n-fold convolution of @ij (t,T) which we defined in section

For the empirical estimator @Z(]") (t,T) of the n-fold convolution of the semi-Markov kernel, the following theorem
holds true. The proof is given in the appendix.

Theorem 3.2.5 (Barbu & Limnious, [11]) The empirical estimator @Ey) (t,T) of QZ(.;L)(t) for all i, j € E is strongly
consistent, i.e. for any fixed n € N

O™ .1y — Q™ 2.1
ir};gigtgﬁ% Qi (t,T) = Q" (1) = 0 (as.) (3.2.19)

as T — oo.

Proof. See appendix |

Let us define the finite Markov renewal matrix as

k
w8 =" (1), (3.2.20)
n=0

11



where QE?) (t) is the n-fold convolution of the semi-Markov kernel. The corresponding empirical estimator is

k

D T) =30 QU (¢, T). (3.2.21)

n=0
Then the following theorem about the finite Markov renewal matrix holds true. The proof is given in the appendix.

Theorem 3.2.6 (Barbu & Limnious, [I1]) The empirical estimator z/b\z(jk) (t,T) of ¢§?)(t) for all 4, j € E is strongly
consistent, i.e. for any fixed k € N

(k) (k)
joax Vi (6T) =" ()] — 0 (as.) (3.2.22)

as T — oo.
Proof. See appendix [A7] |

The empirical estimator J)\ij (t,T) of the elements of the renewal matrix has the following two properties.

Theorem 3.2.7 (Limnios & Oprisan, [7]) The empirical estimator {b\ij (t,T) of 4;;(t) for all i,j € E is strongly
consistent, i.e.

max sup @j(t,T)—z/Jij(t) —0 (as.) (3.2.23)
LIEE te(0,T)

as T' — oo.

Theorem 3.2.8 (Limnios & Oprisan, [7]) The empirical estimator 121\1-]- (t,T) is asymptotically normal, i.e. for fixed
t>0

VT

Bis(tT) = ()] = N(0,0%(2)) (3.2.24)

as T — oo. It holds true that

S S

J?j(t) = ficke [(Pik % 15) % Qi — (ir * V5 * Qua)?] (8), (3.2.25)
k

=11=1
where pg is the mean time between two visits to state k.
Proof. See for example (Barbu & Limnios, [I1]), theorem 4.5. |
From theorem [3.2.7] and theorem we conclude that

P (sz(t,f)(;)ww(t)> i> N(O, 1)’ (3226)

asT — oo for all 7,5 € E.

We can derive 100(1 — )% confidence intervals for the (7,7)th element v;;(t) of the Markov renewal matrix for
all t > 0 from the above result. Let z(«) be that number such that the area under the standard normal density
function to the right of z(«) is equal to « (Rice, [6]). With use of (3.2.26]), we obtain

lZz‘j (t,T) — 1i5(t)
i5(t)

P ($i (1) = 2(0/ 2035 () < 635 (1) < Dy (6. T) + 2(a/2)os (1) ~ 1 =«

P (z(a/Q) < < z(a/2)> ~1-—q,

This yields the 100(1 — )% confidence intervals for 1;;(t) for all ¢, j € E:

[%‘ (8,7) = 2(a/2)035(1), Wi (t,T) + Z(O‘/2)Jij(t)} , t>0. (3.2.27)
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3.2.3 Rate of occurrences of failures

Now we define the rate of occurrences of failures, which we denote by ro(t). Therefore, consider the state space
E. We can naturally partition E into two sets, U and D, where U is the set of working states and D is the set of
repair states. It holds true that £ = UUD and UND = 0, where U, D # (). We let N¢(t) be the counting process
of the transitions from U to D, at time t. In other words, this is the number of failures up to time t. We define
the rate of occurrences of failures ro(t) as (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2])

ro(t) = lim E [Ny (t+ i? - Ny

(3.2.28)

The rate of occurrences of failures is the probability that a failure, which is not necessarily the first, will occur in
the next time interval.

To explicitly calculate ro(t), we have to make the following assumptions:

(i) The semi-Markov kernel Q(t) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure on [0, 00), and
has a derivative function ¢(t) = (g;;(t)) for i,j € E.

(ii) For all ¢ > 0, it holds true that
Z [Q(" } < 0.

We can prove that the following theorem about the rate of occurrences of failures holds.

Theorem 3.2.9 (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) Under the assumptions (i) and (ii), the rate of occurrences of failures for
the semi-Markov process is given by

) =D m i (1). (3.2.29)
i€U jeD =1
It holds true that m; := P(Jy =1).
Proof. See for example (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]), theorem 1. [ |
The corresponding empirical estimator for the rate of occurrences of failures is
=33 i« (4. T), (3.2.30)
i€U jeD I=1

where the empirical estimator of the derivative function g;; of the semi-Markov kernel is defined as before.

We look at the asymptotic behaviour of the empirical estimator of the rate of occurrences of failures. It can be
shown that the following theses hold true. The proof of theorem [3.2.10|is given in the appendix.

Theorem 3.2.10 (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) Under assumptions (i) and (ii), the empirical estimator 7o(t,T) of ro(t)
is strongly consistent for ro(t), i.e. for all M € [0,00) we have

sup |ro(t,T) —ro(t)] =0 (as.) (3.2.31)
t€[0,M]

as T — oo.
Proof. See appendix [A5] [ |

Theorem 3.2.11 (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) Let ¢;;(.) be twice continuously differentiable at ¢ for all ¢ € U and
j € D. Then ro(t,T) is asymptotically normal with mean ro(t) and variance

=33 i L M 05 (1) | ooy, (3.2.32)

Tl—a
i€U jeD

where p;; is the mean time between two visits to state i and m; := P(Jy =1).

Proof. See for example (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]), theorem 3. [ |
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From theorem [3.2.10| and theorem [3.2.11] we conclude that
P (|7o(t, T) — ro(t)]) - N(0,02), (3.2.33)
as T — oo.

We can derive the 100(1 — a)% confidence intervals for the rate of occurrences of failures ro(t) for all ¢ > 0 from
the above result. For T'— oo, it holds true that

P (W) 45 N(0,1). (3.2.34)

Let z(«) be that number such that the area under the standard normal density function to the right of z(«) is

equal to « (Rice, [6]). With use of (3.2.34), we obtain

ro(t,T) — ro(t)

P <z(a/2) < < z(a/?)) ~1-—q,
P(ro(t,T) — z(a/2)0 < ro(t) < 7o(t,T) + z(a/2)0) = 1 — .
This yields the 100(1 — a)% confidence interval for ro(t):

[Fo(t,T) — z(a/2)o, 7T0(t,T)+ z(a/2)0], t>0. (3.2.35)
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Chapter 4

Homogeneous Markov model

In this chapter we introduce the homogeneous Markov model. We define a continuous-time Markov chain as in
chapter

Definition 4.0.1 (Ross, [3]) (Continuous-time Markov chain). Let {X(¢),¢ > 0} be a continuous-time stochastic
process which takes on values in the set I of non-negative integers. A continuous-time Markov chain is a stochastic
process with the property that the conditional distribution of the future X (¢ + s) given the present X (s) and the
past X (u), 0 < u < s, depends only on the present and is independent of the past. The process satisfies

PX(t+s)=7|X(s)=4Xuw) =z),0<u<s)=P(X({t+s)=j]|X(s)=1). (4.0.1)
for all s,¢ > 0 and non-negative integers i, j, x(u) € I with 0 < u < s.

If we have a continuous-time stochastic process {X(¢),t > 0} and in addition
P(X(t+s)=37|X(s)=1) (4.0.2)

is independent of the time s, then the continuous-time Markov chain is said to have homogeneous transition prob-
abilities.

We want to compare the semi-Markov model with the homogeneous Markov model in chapter [f] Therefore, we
consider the definition of the semi-Markov kernel for a homogeneous Markov process, which we have already seen
in lemma We mention it here again.

Lemma 4.0.1 (Grabski, [5]) A homogeneous Markov process {X (¢),¢t > 0} with discrete state space E and right-
continuous trajectories keeping constant values on half open intervals, given by the transition rate matrix A = (X;;)
for i,j € E with 0 < —X;; = \; < 00, is a semi-Markov process with kernel Q(t) = {Q;;(t) : i,j € E}, where

Qij(t) = pij (1—e™N*)  fort >0, (4.0.3)
Aij o,

pij =~ fori#yj, (4.0.4)

pii = 0. (4.0.5)

With use of lemma [£.0.1] we obtain the following theorem about the rate of occurrences of failures in case of the
homogeneous Markov model. The proof is given in the appendix.

Theorem 4.0.1 (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) When we have a homogeneous Markov process as in lemma it holds
true that

ro(t) =Y > Pi(t)Aij, (4.0.6)

i€U jeD
where )\;; is the (4, j)th entry of the generating matrix of the Markov process.

Proof. See appendix [AZ6] [ |
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Chapter 5

Application to dataset

In this chapter we apply the two models from chapter [3] and chapter [4] to a dataset of the region of the Northern
Aegean Sea in Greece. Many researches are interested in this region and its surrounding, because of the high
seismic activity (Votsi et al., [I]). The area has experienced several destructive earthquakes, which is known from
both instrumental data and historical information.

The Northern Aegean Sea region experienced a decent number of strong earthquakes (M > 6.4), along with a
decent amount of moderate events (M > 5.5) since 1953. We consider all earthquakes since 1953 with M > 5.5,
which are given in table [B.0.1] (Votsi et al., [1]) in the appendix.

Our dataset consist events of magnitude M > 5.5 that occurred during the period 1953 to 2007. We mention that
after shocks of the earthquakes were removed from the dataset. We define three states of earthquakes corresponding
to the magnitudes:

State 1: [5.5,5.6].
State 2: [5.7,6.0].
State 3: [6.1,7.2].
These intervals are defined to specify the discrete states of the system. We derive that the state space is equal to

the set £ = {1,2,3}.

For this application of the semi-Markov model to the region of the Northern Aegean Sea in Greece, we are most
interested in the earthquakes of the third state. That is why, in the upcoming sections, we will determine the
expected number of earthquake occurrences from any state to the third state and the rate of occurrences of earth-
quakes with M > 6.1.

Considering the dataset, we ordered table (Votsi et al., [I]) on date and time of occurrence. The magnitude
M and state is mentioned as well, which are the most important part for us.

Let t = 0 be the time we observed the first earthquake. This earthquake took place at May 2, 1953. We note that
it is unknown how long the first earthquake was in its state. We set the end time 7' later than the last earthquake
we observed. The last earthquake we observed was at November 9, 2007. So we set T' = 55 years.

In the upcoming sections we apply the dataset to the semi-Markov model in continuous-time. The number of

observed transitions in the dataset from any state 7 to any state j for ¢,7 € E are presented as elements in the
matrix N. The elements of this matrix are the values N;;(T) for all ¢,j € E.

6 6 3
N=|[5 2 2 (5.0.1)
41 3

We read the matrix N as follows: four times there was a transition from state 3 to state 1. From the matrix N we
can conclude that the embedded Markov chain {.J,,n = 0,1,2,...} is irreducible, because we can make a transition
from state i to state j for all i,j € FE.
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0.4000 0.3750

0.2000

Figure 5.0.1: Transitions from state ¢ to state j with transition probabilities, for all 7,5 € E.

The values N;(T') for i € E are equal to
Ni(T) =15  No(T)=9, N3(T)=S8. (5.0.2)

We remember that the empirical estimator of the transition probabilities from any state ¢ to any state j fori,j € E

of the embedded Markov chain are defined as

Ni;(T)

pij(T) = N.(T)

(5.0.3)

The estimations of the transition probabilities from any state i to any state j are presented as elements in the
matrix P = (p;;).

_/0.4000 0.4000 0.2000
P=10.5556 0.2222 0.2222 (5.0.4)
0.5000 0.1250 0.3750

We read the matrix P as follows: the probability that there is a transition from state 3 to state 1 is equal to 0.5000.
The transitions from state i to state j with the corresponding transition probabilities are shown in figure for
all transitions from state 7 to state 7, 7,5 € E.

With use of the definition for @ij (t,T), we can estimate the semi-Markov kernels for transitions from state i to
state j. We remember that

N(t)
~ 1
i (6T) = == 1 =i, Jn=j . 5.0.5
Qj( ) NZ(T); {In—1=1,Jpn=5,Xn <t} ( )

The semi-Markov kernels are shown in figure for all transitions from state i to state j, ¢,j € E and t > 0.
The sojourn time is measured in years.

The empirical estimators for conditional transition functions Ej (t,T), associated with the sojourn time in each
state before transition, are shown in figure for all transitions from state ¢ to state j, ¢,7 € E and ¢t > 0. We
measured the sojourn time in years. The conditional transition functions are defined as

N(t)
~ 1
Fy(t,T) = N ; L i X<t} (5.0.6)

Because ﬁij t,T)= Q\ij(t, T)/pi;(T), note that figure is just a rescaling of figure m
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Figure 5.0.2: Empirical estimators for semi-Markov kernels, @ij (t,T) for all transitions from state ¢ to state j,
1,5 € E.
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Figure 5.0.3: Empirical estimators for conditional transition functions, ﬁij (t,T) for all transitions from state i to
state 7, 1,7 € .
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5.1 Hazard rate function

If we want to compare the two models that we apply to the dataset of table (Votsi et al., [1]), an important
quantity to look at is the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process A;;(t) for all 4,5 € E and ¢t > 0.

For the semi-Markov model, we can estimate this function using the empirical estimator

inj (t7 T)

Xi'taT: = ;
58 T) 1— H;(t,T)

(5.1.1)

for i,j € E and t > 0.

With use of the R package SEMIMARKOV (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12]) we are able to find the estimated hazard
rate functions of the semi-Markov process for all the transitions from state ¢ to state j, i # 5 € E. We cannot
derive the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process for the transitions from state i to itself, because by
definition of the semi-Markov model the waiting times must be known. If these kind of transitions are observed in
the package, the transition is combined with the next transition such that we obtain a transition from state ¢ to
state j for i # j € E.

For the case ¢ = j, we define the hazard rate function as follows

Ni(t,T) = =" X (£, 7). (5.1.2)
J#i

The R package SEMIMARKOV uses the parametric maximum likelihood estimation. We remark that the semi-
Markov model we discussed in the previous chapters is non-parametric. We will explain the difference between
parametric and non-parametric estimators in the next chapter, when we compare the two models with each other.

5.1.1 Homogeneous Markov model

First, we derive the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process for the homogeneous Markov model. We
changed the original dataset from table 1| (Votsi et al., [I]) to meet the requirements to apply for the package,
which we call it markovl. We measure the tlme t in years. From lemma we know that a semi-Markov process
is a homogeneous Markov process if and only if the sojourn time is exponentially distributed. Therefore, we choose
the exponential distribution E for the sojourn time. We fit the data with use of the function semiMarkov(.).
Figure 5.1.1 shows the performed steps in Rstudio.

In figure we see the estimates of parameters of the waiting time distributions, the standard deviations, the
confidence intervals and the Wald test statistics. In the following matrix ¥ = (o;;) we give the values for the
parameters of the exponential distribution for all i # j € E:

— 1535 2.386
L =553 — 1.384]. (5.1.3)
1598 1.302 —

With use of the R package SEMIMARKOV we can determine two hazard rate functions, namely the hazard rate
function of the waiting time ¢;;(¢) and the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process A;;(t). First, we give
the hazard rate function of the waiting time and after that the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process.

When we choose an exponential distribution for the sojourn time, the hazard rate functions of the waiting time
with scale parameter o;; are defined as (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12])

i () = —, (5.1.4)

Uij

for all 4,5 € E and t > 0. Then we obtain the following estimated hazard rate functions of the waiting time a;;(t)
for the homogeneous Markov model for all i # j € E:

aio(t) = 0.6515, a3(t) = 0.4191,
a1 (t) = 0.1806, a3 (t) = 0.7225,
Q31 (t) = 06258, Oégg(t) = 0.7680.
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The plots of the hazard rate functions of the waiting time are shown in figure in the appendix.

When we choose an exponential distribution for the sojourn time, the density functions of the sojourn time with
scale parameter o;; are defined as

figlt) = e/, (5.15)

Oij

for all i, € E and ¢t > 0. We obtain the following estimated density functions f;;(t) in case of the homogeneous
Markov model for all i # j € E:

fra(t) = 0.6515¢ 05150 fi5(t) = 0.4191e 7041,
for(t) = 0.1806e 018067 foq(t) = 0.7225¢ 07225,
F31(t) = 0.6258¢ 00238t fo0 (1) = 0.7680e 076801
The probability distribution functions of the sojourn time with scale parameter o;; are defined as
Fij(t) =1- et/ (5.1.6)
for all 4,5 € E and t > 0. The estimated probability distribution functions of the sojourn time for all i # j € E are
Fio(t) =1 — 7 0:6515¢, Fig(t) = 1 — e~0-4191t
Foy(t) =1 — 018068 Fos(t) = 1 — ¢~ 07225t
Fyp(t) =1 — 7062581, Fia(t) = 1 — e~0-7680t,
We know from the beginning of this chapter that the transition probability matrix is given by

_/0.4000 0.4000 0.2000
P= 05556 02222 0.2222]. (5.1.7)
0.5000 0.1250 0.3750

Define G;(t) = 1—H;(t) = >_;cp pij (1 — Fi;(t)) as the survival function of the sojourn time in state i. Here, Fy;(t)
is the probability distribution function of the sojourn time and p;; the transition probability of the embedded
Markov chain. For the derivative of the semi-Markov kernel, we know that ¢;;(t) = p;;fi;(t). With use of this
information, we can determine the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process \;;(1).

If we plug the expressions for the density functions of the sojourn time, the probability distribution functions of
the sojourn time and the transition probabilities in case of the homogeneous Markov model into the hazard rate
function of the semi-Markov process

Ay(t) = B _ P /iyt (5.1.8)

C1-Hi(t)  Xjepbii(l—Fy(t)

we obtain the estimated hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process for all ¢ # j € E. It holds true that
/\ij(t) = — Zj;éi )\ij(t) for alli € F.

The plots of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process are shown in figure [B.0.2]in the appendix.
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5.1.2 Semi-Markov model

For the semi-Markov model we use the same dataset as before, and call it semimarkovl. We measure the time ¢
in years. Because we want an estimator for the semi-Markov process, we choose the (non-Markov) Weibull distri-
bution W for the sojourn time for all transitions except for the transition from state 3 to state 2E| Here, we choose
the exponential distribution. We fit the data with use of the function semiMarkov(.) as before. Figure 5.1.3 shows
the performed steps in Rstudio.

From figure [5.1.4] we can derive the estimates of parameters of the waiting time distributions, the standard
deviations, the confidence intervals and the Wald test statistics. In the following two matrices ¥ = (o;;) and
V' = (v;5) we give the values for the parameters of the Weibull and exponential distribution for all i # j € E:

— 1.493 2.398 — 1.061 1.854
Y= 5381 — 1.152 |, V =]1.263 — 0.495 | . (5.1.9)
1.461 1.311 — 2.083 - —

As we said before, we can determine two hazard rate functions, one for the waiting time ;;(¢) and one for the
semi-Markov process A;;(t). First, we give the hazard rate function of the waiting time and then the hazard rate
function of the semi-Markov process.

When we choose a Weibull distribution for the sojourn time, the hazard rate functions of the waiting time with
scale parameter o;; and shape parameter v;; are defined as (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12])

vij—1
ag;(t) = % <Ut]) ; (5.1.10)
for all 4,5 € E and ¢ > 0. Then we obtain the estimated hazard rate functions A;;(¢) for the semi-Markov process

a12(t) = 0.7106(0.6698)%061  ay5(t) = 0.7731(0.4170t)%-3%,

a1 (t) = 0.2347(0.1858t)°-293, aas(t) = 0.4297(0.8681¢) =050,

s (t) = 1.4257(0.6845t) 1983, g (t) = 0.7628.

The plots of the hazard rate functions of the waiting time are shown in figure in the appendix.

When we choose a Weibull distribution for the sojourn time, the density functions of the sojourn time with scale
parameter 0;; and shape parameter v;; are defined as

fig(t) = 22 ( : )Vﬁj_l —(t/0is)"a (5.1.11)
i = L R e *J s 1.
! Tij \0ij

for all 4,5 € E and t > 0. We obtain the following estimated density functions f;;(t) in case of the semi-Markov
model for all i # j € E:

F12(t) = 0.7106(0.6698¢)0-061¢= (066980 %1 ¢ 3y — 0.7731(0.4170¢)0-854— (041700 %"

For () = 0.2347(0.1858¢)0263¢ (018580 % ¢ (1) = 0.4297(0.8681¢) 0505~ (08681071

2.083

far(t) = 1.4257(0.6845¢) 1083 = (0684507 ) (1) = 0.7628¢~07628¢,
The probability distributions of the sojourn time with scale parameter 0;; and shape parameter v;; are defined as
Fij(t) =1—e /o)™ (5.1.12)
for all 4,j € E and t > 0. The estimated probability distribution functions of the sojourn time for all i # j € E are

F12(t) =1— e_(0'6698t)1'051 Flg(t) —1_ e_(0.4170t)1.854’

)

F12(t) = ]_ — 67(0-1858&1'263 FlS(t) — 1 o 67(0.8681”0.495

Fio(t)=1— o~ (0.6845¢)*0%3 Fis(t) = 1 — ¢ 0-7628¢,

)

11If we choose the Weibull distribution for the transition from state 3 to state 2, we get an infinite estimator for the both hazard
rate functions. Maybe, this is due to the fact we have only one observation of a transition from state 3 to state 2. Therefore, we choose
to distribute the sojourn time exponentially in this case.
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As before, the transition probability matrix is given by

N 0.4000 0.4000 0.2000
P =10.5556 0.2222 0.2222 | . (5.1.13)
0.5000 0.1250 0.3750

If we plug the expressions for the density functions of the sojourn time, the probability distribution functions of
the sojourn time and the transition probabilities in case of the semi-Markov model into the hazard rate function
of the semi-Markov process

o Gt pij fij(t)
Aij(t) = 00 Soenre( - F0) (5.1.14)

we obtain the estimated hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process for all ¢ # j € E. It holds true that

Xij(t) = =32, Nij (1) for all i € E.

The plots of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process are shown in figure [B.0.4]in the appendix.
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Llibrary(numDeriv)

library(MASS)

library(Rsolnp)

library(SemiMarkov)

markovl <- read.delim(file.choose(), header = TRUE)
View(markovl)

states <- c("1", "2", "3"M)

mtrans <- matrix(FALSE, nrow = 3, ncol = 3)
mtrans[1, 2:3] <- c("E", "E")

mtrans[2, c(1,3)] <- c("E", "E")

mtrans[3, c(1,2)] <- c("E", "E")

fit <- semiMarkov(data = markovl, states = states, mtrans = mtrans)

V ¥V V V V V YV V V V VYV

Iter: 1 fn: 50.3817 Pars: 1.53458 2.38574 5.53841 1.38388 1.59834 1.30158 0.64633 0.77133
0.81071

Iter: 2 fn: 50.3817 Pars: 1.5346@0 2.38573 5.53844 1.38385 1.59832 1.30158 0.64633 0.77133
0.81071

solnp--> Completed in 2 iterations

Figure 5.1.1: The setting of the hazard rate function in case of the homogeneous Markov model.

> fit$table.dist

$Sigma

Type Index Transition Estimation  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H® Wald_test p_value
1 dist 1 1->2 1.535 0.66 Q.25 2.82 1.00 0.66 0.4166
2 dist 2 1->3 2.386 1.43 -0.42 5.19 1.00 0.94 0.3323
3 dist 3 2 >1 5.538 2.49 0.66 10.41 1.00 3.33 0.0680
4 dist 4 2 >3 1.384 1.13 -0.82 3.59 1.00 0.12 0.7290
5 dist 5 3->1 1.598 0.84 -0.@5 3.24 1.00 8.51 0.4751
6 dist © 3 > 2 1.302 1.65 -1.94 4.54 1.00 0.03 0.8625

Figure 5.1.2: Estimates of parameters of the waiting time distribution in case of the homogeneous Markov model.

> library(numDeriv)

> library(MASS)

> library(Rsolnp)

> Llibrary(SemiMarkov)

> semimarkovl <- read.delim(file.choose(), header = TRUE)

> View(semimarkovl)

> states <- c("1", "2", "3")

> mtrans <- matrix(FALSE, nrow = 3, ncol = 3)

> mtrans[1, 2:3] <- c("W", "W")

> mtrans[2, c(1,3)] <- c(C"W", "W")

> mtrans[3, c(1,2)] <- c(C"W", "E™)

> fit <- semiMarkov(data = semimarkovl, states = states, mtrans = mtrans)

Iter: 1 fn: 47.3272 Pars: 1.49337 2.39772 5.38077 1.15168 1.46124 1.31125 1.06096 1.85406
1.26277 ©.49500 2.08268 0.62623 @.75694 0.81211

Iter: 2 fn: 47.3272 Pars: 1.49338 2.39774 5.38079 1.15169 1.46124 1.31124 1.06@95 1.85403

1.26275 0.49500 2.08269 0.62623 0.75694 0.81211
solnp--> Completed in 2 iterations

Figure 5.1.3: The setting of the hazard rate function in case of the semi-Markov model.

> fit$table.dist

$Sigma

Type Index Transition Sigma  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test p_walue
1 dist 1 1 ->2 1.493 0.60 0.31 2.67 1.00 0.67 0.4131
2 dist 2 1->32.398 0.77 0.89 3.90 1.00 3.31 0.0689
3 dist 3 2 ->15.381 1.96 1.54 9.22 1.00 5.01 0.9252
4 dist 4 2 ->31.152 2.10 -2.97 5.27 1.00 0.01 ©.9203
5 dist 5 3 -> 1 1.461 0.37 .73 2.19 1.00 1.55 0.2131
6 dist 6 3 ->21.311 1.68 -1.98 4.61 1.00 0.03 0.8625
$Nu

Type Index Transition Nu  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test p_value
1 dist 7 1->21.061 0.37 0.33 1.79 1.00 0.03 0.8625
2 dist 8 1->31.8540.76 0.36 3.35 1.00 1.25 0.2636
3 dist 9 2 ->11.263 0.47 0.33 2.19 1.00 9.31 0.5777
4 dist 10 2 ->30.495 0.31 -0.11 1.10 1.00 2.64 0.1042
5 dist 11 3 ->12.083 0.84 0.44 3.73 1.00 1.67 ©.1963

Figure 5.1.4: Estimates of parameters of the waiting time distribution in case of the semi-Markov model.
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5.2 Expected number of earthquake occurrences

In this section, we derive 95% confidence intervals for the expected number of earthquake occurrences. Therefore,
we need the Markov renewal matrix ¥(¢) we introduced in section because the renewal process is determined
by this matrix. The entries of the renewal matrix are defined as follows

Wi () = ZQ(")( ). (5.2.1)

n=0

To determine these quantities, we need the n-fold convolution of the semi-Markov kernel Q;;(t). As we see in
figure in our case the semi-Markov kernels are step functions. We will derive how we can compute the n-fold
convolution of the semi-Markov kernel when these function are step functions (Limnios & Oprisan, [1]).

Let us consider a partition of the time interval [0,¢], so {0 =1to <t; <--- <t, =t}. We define the step function
Qij(.) for 0 < u < t as follows

sz Z ng ]l{tr<u<tT+1} (5.2.2)

Then the following theorem for step functions Q”() holds true. The proof is given in the appendix.

Theorem 5.2.1 (Limnios & Oprisan, [7]) By the recursive formula for the Stieltjes convolution, the n-fold convo-
lution of @Q;;(.) for a fixed time ¢, is equal to

n—1
Z Z Z ZQlkl —tp = — tﬁ) H Aéks,ks+1 (tr5)7 (523)

kn_1€E ki1€ETn—1 =
where Aékj(tn) pp— @kj(tn) — ij(tn—l) and k, = j and
kl GE,...,kn_l GEa
-1 - 0< tT'n—l < tv
Th—2:0<%., , <t—4%,. .,

P10 <ty Sty — =y,
Proof. See appendix [AT7] [ |

Now, we look at our dataset again. We are interested in the expected number of earthquake occurrence from any
state ¢ to the third state. This, because earthquakes of M > 6.1 are the most disastrous ones. The quantity of our
interest is equal to

bis(t) = Z QW (t). (5.2.4)

n=0
The corresponding empirical estimator is
Gis(t, T) ZQ;;) t,7). (5.2.5)
The 95% confidence intervals for ;s (t,T) are defined as
['(//J\iS(th) — 2(0/2)0i3(t), Vit T) + Z(Q/Q)Uis(t)] , 20, (5.2.6)
with
3 3
= Z ZM (ik * ¥13)” * Qu — (Vin * iz = Q)?] (¢). (5.2.7)
k=1 1=1

In figure (Votsi et al., [1]) we find the expected number of earthquake occurrences from any state i € E to
state 3 with its 95% confidence intervals. The quantity 1@3 (t,T) is plotted against the time in months. We observe
that the expected number of earthquake of the third state is the largest over time, when the initial state is equal to
state 3. However, we can conclude that the expected number of earthquake occurrences do not significantly differ
from each other when we change the initial state.
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5.3 Rate of occurrences of earthquakes

We determine the rate of occurrences of earthquakes with M > 6.1. This is the probability that an earthquake of
the third state, which is not necessarily the first, will occur in the next time interval. For the semi-Markov model
we assume that the assumptions for which theorem [3.2.9|is true, hold.

We remember that the state space E can be partitioned into the two sets U and D, where U is the set of working
states and D is the set of repair states. In our case, it holds true that £ = {1,2,3}, U = {1,2} and D = {3},
because we are interested in the transitions of earthquakes from state 1 and state 2 to state 3. It is trivial that U
and D form a partition of F.

It follows that the rate of occurrences of earthquakes of state 3 is equal to
3
ro(t) = Z ZWH/)M * qi3(t). (5.3.1)
ie{1,2} I=1
The corresponding empirical estimator is equal to
3 o~
Pt T) = > Y mt *Gis(t, T). (5.3.2)
ie{1,2} I=1

In the section we derived the 100(1 — )% confidence intervals for 7o(t) in general. In this particular case, the
95% confidence intervals for the rate of occurrences of earthquakes with M > 6.1 are defined as

[Fo(t,T) —1.960, 7o(t,T)+1.960], >0, (5.3.3)
with
S Tt * qis(t) _
o2 = Z pi ==L Ti-a +0o(T7h). (5.3.4)
ie{1,2}

In figure (Votsi et al., [I]) the rate of occurrences of earthquakes with M > 6.1 with its 95% confidence
intervals is shown. The quantity 7o(¢,T) is plotted against the time in months. We conclude that the rate increases
as time goes by.
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Chapter 6

Comparison

In this chapter we make a comparison between the homogeneous Markov model and the semi-Markov model. We
compute the semi-Markov kernels with use of sojourn time distributions and look at the Wald test for the hazard
rate function of the semi-Markov process. We will also discuss parametric and non-parametric estimators.

We note that the main difference between the homogeneous Markov model and the semi-Markov model is that the
homogeneous Markov model depends on the calendar time and the semi-Markov model depends on the sojourn
time in the state. So we can also ask ourselves how well we can compare the two models with each other based on
this fact.

6.1 Semi-Markov kernels

We determine the semi-Markov kernels for both the homogeneous Markov model and the semi-Markov model. It
holds true that the semi-Markov kernels are defined as

Qij(t) = pij Fi;(t), (6.1.1)

for all i,j € E and t > 0. Here, p;; are the transition probabilities of the embedded Markov chain and F;;(t) are
the probability distribution functions of the sojourn time.

In case of the homogeneous Markov model, we choose the exponential distribution as the sojourn time distribution.
In this case, the probability distribution functions of the sojourn time are defined as

Fi(t) =1— e t/7i) (6.1.2)
for all 4,7 € E and t > 0. Here, 0;; is the scale parameter of the distribution.

For the semi-Markov model, we choose the Weibull distribution as the sojourn time distribution. In this case, the
probability distribution functions of the sojourn time are defined as

Fi(t)=1- e*(t/ffij)"”" (6.1.3)
for all 4,7 € E and t > 0. Here, 0;; is the scale parameter and v;; is the shape parameter of the distribution.

From chapter |5 that the transition probability matrix is equal to

_ {0.4000 0.4000 0.2000
P=10.5556 02222 0.2222 . (6.1.4)
0.5000 0.1250 0.3750

In the following matrix we find the parameters o;; of the exponential distribution functions for the homogeneous
Markov model.

—  1.535 2.386
n=[5538 — 1384 (6.1.5)
1598 1.302 —
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Then for all ¢ # j € E, the probability distribution functions of the sojourn time for the homogeneous Markov
model are equal to

Fia(t)=1- ¢~ 0-6515¢ Fis(t) =1— ¢~0-4191¢
Foi1(t)=1- ¢~ 0-1806¢ Fas(t)=1— e~ 0-7225¢t
Fyi(t) =1 — 700298 Fio(t) = 1 — 07680t

We obtain the following semi-Markov kernels for the homogeneous Markov model with i # j € E:

Qi2(t) = 0.4000 (1 — e=%65158) - Qa(t) = 0.2000 (1 — e~04191t) |
Q21(t) = 0.5556 (1 — 6_0'1806t) , Q23(t) = 0.2222 (1 _ 6—0.7225t) ’
Q31(t) = 0.5000 (1 — e~ 0:6258%) | Qaa(t) = 0.1250 (1 — ¢~ 07680t)

We define Q;;(t) = 0 for all i € E and t > 0, because we have no information about the sojourn time distributions
of the transitions from state ¢ to itself.

In figure in the appendix, the plots of the semi-Markov kernels are shown for the homogeneous Markov model
for all transitions from state i to state j, i # j € F.

For the semi-Markov model, in the following matrices we find the parameters o;; and v;; of the exponential and
Weibull distribution functions[l]

— 1493 2.398 —  1.061 1.854
S=[5381 - 1152], V=[1263 — 0495 (6.1.6)
1461 1311 — 2083 — @ —

The distribution functions of the sojourn time for the semi-Markov model, for all ¢ # j € E, are equal to

Flg(t) =1 67(0,6698t)1’061 F13(t) —1_ 67(04170”1,854

) )

FIQ(t) =1 = 6_(0'185875)1'2637 Flg(t) —1_ e—(0.8681t)0'495’

Flg(t) =1— 67(0.6845,5)2-083’ Flg(t) —1_ 670.762815'

Then, for the semi-Markov model, we obtain the following semi-Markov kernels for i # j € E:

Q1a(t) = 0.4000 (1 - e—<0<6698t>1‘°“) . Qus(t) = 0.2000 (1 - e—<0-4170f)1'854) :
Qo1 (t) = 0.5556 (1 - e-<0‘1858f>1‘2“) . Qus(t) = 0.2222 (1 - e-<0-868“>°‘4"5) ,
Qs1(t) = 0.5000 (1 - e*<0~6845f>2‘°83) , Qaa(t) = 0.1250 (1 — ¢ 076281

We define Q;;(t) = 0 for all i € E and ¢t > 0, because we have no information about the sojourn time distributions
of the transitions from state ¢ to itself.

In figure [B.0.6] in the appendix, the plots of the semi-Markov kernels are shown for the semi-Markov model for all
transitions from state i to state j, 1 # j € E.

1We note that the exponential distribution for the sojourn time distribution is chosen for the transition from state 3 to state 2.
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6.2 Wald test and p-value

For each of the parameters of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process, the R package SEMIMARKOV
performed the Wald test. The Wald test gives us the relevance of the given distribution. In our case we test the
distribution parameters o;; for 4,5 € E for the exponential distribution and o;;,v;; for i,j € E for the Weibull
distribution. We have the following hypothesis test for the scale parameter o;; (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12]):

Hy:0,,=1,
0T (6.2.1)
H1 L 045 7& 1.
Similarly, we have the hypothesis test for the shape parameter v;;:
Hy:v =1,
0T (6.2.2)
f{1 L Vij 7é 1.

The p-value illustrates when we can reject the null-hypothesis Hy. It is defined to be the smallest significance level
at which the null hypothesis is rejected (Rice, [6]). If p < 0.05, we reject the null-hypothesis Hy. If p > 0.05, we
fail to reject Hy.

First we look at the homogeneous Markov model. Here, we choose the exponential distribution for the sojourn
time of the process. In figure the results of the Wald test are shown.

$Sigma

Type Index Transition Estimation  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_HO Wald_test p_value
1 dist 1 1->2 1.535 @.66 0.25 2.82 1.00 0.66 0.4166
2 dist 2 1->3 2.386 1.43 -0.42 5.19 1.00 0.94 0.3323
3 dist 3 2 ->1 5.538 2.49 0.66 10.41 1.00 3.33 0.0680
4 dist 4 2 >3 1.384 1.13 -0.82 3.59 1.00 0.12 @.7290
5 dist 5 31 1.598 0.84 -0.05 3.24 1.00 0.51 @.4751
6 dist 6 3 ->2 1.302 1.65 -1.94 4.54 1.00 0.03 0.8625

Figure 6.2.1: Wald test p-values for the homogeneous Markov model.

We derive that for all 0,5, i # j € E, we fail to reject the null-hypothesis. For the semi-Markov model the results
of the Wald test are shown in figure [6.2.2] We remember that for the transitions from state 3 to state 2 we chose
an exponential distribution for the sojourn time instead of the Weibull distribution. So we exclude this transition
from our conclusions.

$Sigma

Type Index Transition Sigma  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test p_value
1 dist 1 1 ->2 1.493 0.60 9.31 2.67 1.00 0.67 ©.4131
2 dist 2 1->3 2.398 0.77 09.89 3.90 1.00 3.31 ©.0689
3 dist 3 2 ->15.381 1.96 1.54 9.22 1.00 5.01 ©0.0252
4 dist 4 2 ->31.152 2.10 -2.97 5.27 1.00 0.91 ©.9203
5 dist 5 3 ->1 1.461 0.37 0.73 2.19 1.00 1.55 0.2131
6 dist 6 3 ->21.311 1.68 -1.98 4.61 1.00 .03 ©0.8625
$Nu

Type Index Transition Nu  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test p_value
1 dist 7 1->21.061 0.37 09.33 1.79 1.00 9.93 ©0.8625
2 dist 8 1 ->31.8540.76 .36 3.35 1.00 1.25 0.2636
3 dist 9 2 -> 1 1.263 0.47 @9.33 2.19 1.00 .31 @.5777
4 dist 10 2 -> 3 0.495 0.31 -0.11 1.10 1.00 2.64 0.1042
5 dist 11 3 ->12.083 0.8 .44 3.73 1.00 1.67 @.1963

Figure 6.2.2: Wald test p-values for the semi-Markov model.

In this case we only reject the null-hypothesis for the scale parameter o152 which is associated with the transition
from state 2 to state 1. In the other case we fail to reject the null-hypothesis for o;; and v;;. We observe that vy
and v5; do not significantly differ from the value 1. For these transitions we can use the exponential distribution
instead of the Weibull distribution.

We conclude that for some of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process A;;(t) for ¢, j € E the homoge-

neous Markov model maybe a better fit. For the rest of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process, we
cannot conclude a preference for a certain model based on the p-values of the Wald test.
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6.3 Parametric and non-parametric estimators

As we promised in section [5.1] we will discuss the difference between parametric and non-parametric estimators
in this section (Rice, [6]). Suppose that we want to fit a probability law into the given data. Then usually we
have to estimate certain parameters associated with the probability law. Based on some scientific theory, one may
suggest the form of a probability distribution and the parameters that are of interest to the scientific investiga-
tion. If we assume that the given data follows this probability law, then we use parametric estimation. It holds
true that non-parametric methods of estimation do not assume that the given data follows a particular distribution.

We have used the parametric method to estimate the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process in the last

chapter. We assumed that the sojourn time in the states of the process were exponentially distributed or Weibull
distributed. The empirical estimators we defined in section [3.2| are non-parametric.
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Chapter 7

Application to dataset with sub areas

In this chapter we apply the semi-Markov model to a new dataset of the region of the Northern Aegean Sea in
Greece. This time, we are interested in the addition of covariates to the semi-Markov model. A covariate is an
independent observed variable that can have an influence to the accuracy of a model and its results. In our case,
we want to examine the influence of the location where earthquakes took place on the semi-Markov model.

We use the dataset given in table (Votsi et al., [I]), see the appendix. This time, the after shocks of the
earthquakes are not filtered out of the dataset. It consists of 67 earthquakes of magnitude M > 5.2 that occurred
since 1964. We define two states of earthquakes corresponding to the magnitude:

State 1: [5.2,5.5].
State 2: [5.6,7.2].

We derive that the state space is equal to the set E = {1,2}.

The covariate that we add to the model is the location where the earthquakes occurred, as we said before. We
divided the Northern Aegean region into four sub areas, which are shown in figure [B.0.7) (Votsi et al., [1]). For
each earthquake that occurred, we denoted the date and time of occurrence and also the magnitude M, state and
sub area.

We let t = 0 be the time that we observed the first earthquake. This earthquake took place at February 23, 1964.
It is unknown how long the first earthquake was in its state. We set the end time T later than the last earthquake
we observed, which was at December 21, 2006. So we set T' = 33 years.

Now we are going to apply the dataset to the semi-Markov model in continuous-time. The number of observed
transitions in the dataset from any state i to any state j are presented as elements in the matrix V. The elements
of this matrix are the values N;;(T') for all 4,5 € E.

N— (i{) 193> (7.0.1)

The values N;(T) for i € E are equal to

Ny(T) =44,  No(T) = 22. (7.0.2)

In the following matrix pP= (pi;) the estimations of the transition probabilities are presented as elements.

~ (0.7045 0.2955> (7.0.3)

P=105900 0.4091

In figure the transitions from state ¢ to state j with the corresponding transition probabilities are shown for
all 4,5 € E.
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0.5909

0.7045 0.4091

0.2955

Figure 7.0.1: Transitions from state ¢ to state j with transition probabilities, for all i,j € E.

7.1 Hazard rate function

We examine the influence of covariates on the semi-Markov model, with use of the hazard rate function of the
semi-Markov process. We remember that we can estimate the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process
with the following empirical estimator

aij(tv T)

B UGS T S
St = L) . (7.1.1)
A SR T) =

G

With use of the R package SEMIMARKOV (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12]) we estimate the hazard rate functions of
the semi-Markov process for all transitions from state i to state j, ¢ # j € E. We cannot derive the hazard rate
functions for the transition from state ¢ to itself, because by definition of the semi-Markov model the waiting times
must be known. If these kind of transitions are observed in the package, the transition is combined with the next
transition such that we obtain a transition from state i to state j for i # j € E.

We determine the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process. We used the data from table (Votsi et
al., [1]) and called it semimarkov2. We choose the Weibull distribution W for the sojourn time for all transitions.
For the covariate, we choose the sub areas from the dataset which column is called subareas. We fit the data with
use of the function semiMarkov(.). Figure 7.1.1 shows the performed steps in Rstudio.

In figure we find the estimates of parameters of the waiting time distributions, the standard deviations, the
confidence intervals and the Wald test statistics. In the following two matrices ¥ = (04;) and V = (v;5) we give
the values for the parameters of the Weibull distribution for all i # j € E:

— 4772 — 0.494
>= (8.028 - > V= <0.259 - ) (7.12)

The R package SEMIMARKOV can determine two hazard rate functions, namely the hazard rate function of the
waiting time «;;(t) and the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process \;;(t). First, we give the hazard rate
function of the waiting time and after that the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process.

In the case that the sojourn time is Weibull distributed with scale parameter o;; and shape parameter v;;, the
hazard rate functions of the waiting time are defined as (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12])

vij—1

Vij t 7

() = VR B , 7.1.3

() = 2 () (7.13)

for all i,j € E and ¢t > 0.

The estimated hazard rate functions of the waiting time «;;(t) without covariates for all ¢ # j € E are equal to
a12(t) = 0.1035(0.2096¢) 9206 o1 (t) = 0.0323(0.1246¢) 0741,

The density functions of the sojourn time with scale parameter o;; and shape parameter v;; are defined as
Vis t \Vi -1 -
fij(t) = =+ () e~ (/o)™ (7.1.4)
Uij Uz‘j
for all 4,5 € E and ¢t > 0. We obtain the following estimated density functions f;;(t) for all i # j € E:

0.494

f12(t) = 0.1035(0.2096¢) 0596 = (0-20960)755 = ) (#) = 0.0323(0.1246¢) 0741 ¢~ (0-12461)

0.259
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The probability distribution of the sojourn time with scale parameter o;; and shape parameter v;; are defined as
Fii(t)=1— ¢ /o)™ (7.1.5)
for all 4,5 € F and t > 0. The estimated probability distribution functions of the sojourn time for all i # j € E are

F12(t) =1— e*(0.2096t)0»494 Py (t) 1 67(0.1246t)0’259.

)

We know from the beginning of this chapter that the transition probability matrix is given by

(7.1.6)

P 0.7045 0.2955
~\0.5909 0.4091 /"

Define G;(t) = 1—H;(t) = > ;cp pij (1 — Fi;(t)) as the survival function of the sojourn time in state i. Here, Fy;(?)
is the probability distribution function of the sojourn time and p;; the transition probability of the embedded
Markov chain. For the derivative of the semi-Markov kernel, we know that g¢;;(t) = p;; fi;j(t). With use of this
information, we can determine the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process \;;(t).

If we plug the expressions for the density functions of the sojourn time, the probability distribution functions of
the sojourn time and the transition probabilities into the hazard rate function of the semi-Markov process

Ay =~ pufu(®) (7.1.7)

=
i

1= Hy(t)  Yjepbi(1-Fyt)

we obtain the estimated hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process for all ¢ # j € E. It holds true that

Xij(t) = =2, Nij (1) for all i € E.

We can study the influence of covariates on the sojourn time distributions of the semi-Markov process with use of
a Cox proportional regression model (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12]). Let Z;; be a vector of explanatory variables
and f;; a vector of regression parameters associated with the transition from state i to state j. Then the hazard
rate is defined as

wij (L] Zij) = i (t)ePs %, (7.1.8)

for all ¢ > 0 and ¢ # j € E. The regression coeflicients can be interpreted in terms of relative risk. It holds true
that a;(t) is the baseline hazard as defined in (|7.1.3).

We look back at the hazard rate function of the waiting time. Now, we add the covariate subareas to the model.
Let = be a explanatory variable and (3;; the regression parameter associated with the transition from state i to
state j. Then the hazard rate functions of the waiting time are defined as

Olij(t | .T) = Oéij(t)eﬁijI. (719)

The explanatory variable z takes on the values of the defined sub areas, so = € {1,2,3,4}. From figure we
derive that

Br2 = 0.4500, fo; = 0.2962. (7.1.10)
Then the estimated hazard rate functions of the waiting time «;;(¢ | ) with the covariate subareas are equal to
a1a(t | ) = 0.1035(0.2096¢ ) ~0-506£0-4500z
o1 (t | ©) = 0.0323(0.1246¢) ~0-7410-2962x

with z € {1,2,3,4}.

The plots of the hazard functions of the waiting time with and without the covariate are shown in figure [B.0.8] in
the appendix.

For the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process, according to the Cox proportional model, it holds true
that the functions with the covariate subareas for all t > 0 and i # j € E are defined as

Xij(t | ) = Nij(H)e™a®, (7.1.11)
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where x is the explanatory variable and f3;; the regression parameter associated with the transition from state ¢
to state j. Because we defined four sub areas, it holds true that x € {1,2,3,4}. With use of the hazard rate
functions of the semi-Markov process defined in and the regression parameters from , we can obtain
the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process with covariates.

The plots of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process with and without the covariate are shown in

figure [B.0.9]in the appendix. We see that for all values of the covariate, sub areas 1 to 4, the hazard rate functions
of the semi-Markov process for all transitions from state i to state j, i # j € E, are not significantly different.
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library(numDeriv)

Tlibrary(MASS)

library(Rsolnp)

library(SemiMarkov)

semimarkov2 <- read.delim(file.choose(), header = TRUE)
View(semimarkovz)

states <- c("1", "2")

mtrans <- matrix(FALSE, nrow = 2, ncol = 2)

mtrans[1, 2] <- c("W")

mtrans[2, 1] <- c("W")

V V ¥V ¥V V V V V VYV

> fit <- semiMarkov(data = semimarkov2, states = states, mtrans = mtrans, cov = as.data.frame(s

emimarkovZ$subarea))

Iter: 1 fn: -9.3729 Pars:
Iter: 2 fn: -9.3729 Pars:
solnp--> Completed in 2 iterations

4.77173 8.02757 0.49412 0.25913 0.45006 0.29615
4.77174 8.02755 0.49412 0.25913 0.45006 0.29616

Figure 7.1.1: The setting of the hazard rate function.

> fit$table.dist

$Sigma

Type Index Transition Sigma  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test p_value
1 dist 1 1->24.772 2.33 0.20 9.35 1.00 2.61 0.1@62
2 dist 2 2 -> 1 8.028 6.46 -4.63 20.68 1.00 1.18 0.2774
$Nu

Type Index Transition Nu  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test p_value

1 dist
2 dist

3 1 ->20.494
4 2 ->10.259

> fit$table.coef

Type Index Transition Covariates Estimation

0.12
0.06

0.26
0.14

0.73
0.38

1.00
1.00

17.27 <0.0001
155.05 <0.0001

1 coef 1 1 -2 Betal @.450060 0.17 0.12 0.78 0.00

2 coef 2 2 ->1 Betal ©.296155 @.11 0.08 0.51 0.00
p_value

1 0.0079

2 0.0072

Figure 7.1.2: Estimates of parameters of the waiting time distribution.
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7.2 Semi-Markov kernels

We determine the semi-Markov kernels for the semi-Markov process. Because we do not have a definition about
the influence of covariates on the semi-Markov kernel, we will only compute the semi-Markov kernels without
covariates. It holds true that the semi-Markov kernels are defined as

Qij(t) = pij Fi;(t), (7.2.1)

for all i,j € E and t > 0. Here, p;; are the transition probabilities of the embedded Markov chain and F;;(t) are
the probabilities distribution functions of the sojourn time.

For the semi-Markov model, we choose the Weibull distribution as the sojourn time distribution. In this case, the
probability distribution functions of the sojourn time are defined as

Fii(t)=1— ¢ t/oi)"™ (7.2.2)
for all i,7 € E and t > 0. Here, 0;; is the scale parameter and v;; is the shape parameter of the distribution.

In the beginning of this chapter, we obtained the following transition probability matrix

5 0.7045 0.2955
P= <0.5909 0.4091> ’ (7.2.3)
In the following two matrices we find the parameters o;; and v;; of the Weibull distribution functions.
- 4.772 — 0.494
X = <8.028 - ) , V= (0_259 - ) (7.2.4)

Then for all i # j € E, the probability distribution functions of the sojourn time are equal to
Fm(t) =1— e—(0.2096t)0~494’ Fgl(t) —1_ e_(0.1246t)0.259.

Because the transition probabilities from state ¢ to state j for all ¢ # j € E are equal to 1, we obtain the following
semi-Markov kernels for ¢ # j € E:

Qua(t) = 0.2955 (1 - e*<0~2096f>°‘4"’4) . Qai(t) = 0.5909 (1 - e*<0-1246t>°‘259) .

We define Q;;(t) =0 for all i € E and ¢t > 0, because we have no information about the sojourn time distributions
of the transitions from state i to itself.

In figure [B.0.10] the plots of the semi-Markov kernels are shown for all transitions from state i to state j, i # j € E.

7.3 Wald test and p-value

For each of the parameters of the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process, the R package SEMIMARKOV
performed the Wald test. We test the distribution parameters oy, v;; for ¢, j € E for the Weibull distribution. We
have the following hypothesis test for the scale parameter o;;:

Hota'ijzl, (731)
leaij;él. o

Similarly, we have the hypothesis test for the shape parameter v;;:

H()ZVZ‘]‘:L (732)
Hliyl'j?é].. e

The p-value illustrates when we can reject the null-hypothesis Hy. It is defined to be the smallest significance level
at which the null hypothesis is rejected (Rice, [6]). If p < 0.05, we reject the null-hypothesis Hy. If p > 0.05, we
fail to reject Hg.
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For the covariates in the model, the R package SEMIMARKOV performs a Wald test as well. The Wald test examines
if the addition of a covariate is an extension to the semi-Markov model. The hypothesis test for the regression
coefficient f3;; is equal to (Listwon & Saint-Pierre, [12])

Hy: B;; =0,
f{1 Z[gij 7é 0.

In figure the results of the Wald test are shown.

(7.3.3)

> fit$table.dist

$Sigma

Type Index Transition Sigma  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_HQ Wald_test p_value
1 dist 1 1->24.772 2.33 0.20 9.35 1.00 2.61 0.1062
2 dist 2 2 -> 1 8.028 6.46 -4.63 20.68 1.00 1.18 0.2774
$Nu

Type Index Transition Nu  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H® Wald_test p_value
1 dist 3 1 ->20.494 0.12 0.26 0.73 1.00 17.27 <0.90001

2 dist 4 2 ->10.259 0.06 0.14 0.38 1.00 155.05 <0.0001

> fit$table.coef
Type Index Transition Covariates Estimation  SD Lower_CI Upper_CI Wald_H@ Wald_test

1 coef 1 1->2 Betal @.450060 ©.17 0.12 0.78 0.00 7.06

2 coef 2 2 ->1 Betal ©.296155 @.11 0.08 0.51 0.00 7.23
p_value

1 0.0979

2 0.0072

Figure 7.3.1: Wald test p-values for the semi-Markov model with covariates.

We derive that for all oy, ¢ # j € E, we fail to reject the null-hypothesis. However for all v;5, i # j € E, we do
reject the null hypothesis. From this we can conclude that we cannot choose an exponential distribution for the
sojourn time instead of the Weibull distribution. So the semi-Markov model is a good fit in this case.

Now, we look at the p-values of the regression parameters 3;; associated with the transition from state ¢ to state

j forall i # j € E. We can read that for all 3;;, we reject the null-hypothesis. We conclude that the covariate
subareas is an extension to the semi-Markov model which leads to a better fit according to the Wald test.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions

As we mentioned before, the process of earthquake occurrences can be represented with several statistical models.
We can achieve forecasting results with use of the semi-Markov model in the high seismically active region of the
Northern Aegean Sea in Greece.

In this thesis we explained the semi-Markov model. We defined empirical estimators of important quantities to the
semi-Markov model and proved some theses about the asymptotic behaviour of these quantities. We estimated the
relevant quantities to the semi-Markov model, such as the semi-Markov kernels and the distribution functions as-
sociated with the sojourn time. Furthermore, we have shown how to determine the expected number of earthquake
occurrences and the rate of occurrences of earthquakes with M > 6.1. We computed the transition probabilities of
the embedded Markov chain as well.

We determined the hazard rate functions of the semi-Markov process in a parametric way and compared the semi-
Markov model with the homogeneous Markov model. We concluded that it is difficult to derive a preference for a
certain model based on the Wald test.

Lastly, we applied the semi-Markov model to a new dataset of the Northern Aegean Sea region to derive the

consequence of adding covariates. We derived that according to the Wald test, the addition of sub areas is an
extension to the model.
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Appendix A

Proofs

In this chapter we give proofs of some theses that we introduced in this thesis.

A.1 Theorem [3.1.1]

Proof. (Grabski, [5]) From the definition of conditional probabilities, it follows that
Fij(t) = P(Xp1 <t | Jn =i, Jpp1 = j)

P (Xn+1 S t, Jn - i7 Jn+1 - ])
P(J,=1,Jut1=17)

P(Xn+1 S t, Jn - i7 Jn+1 = ]) P(Jn == ’L)

- P(J, =1) P(Jy =1,Jny1=17)
P(Jn—H = jaXn—H <t ‘ Jp = Z)
P(Jny1 =7 | Jn=1)
Qi; (1)

Dij
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A.2 Theorem [3.2.3

Proof. (Limnios & Oprigan, [7]) It holds true that Q;;(t) = F;;(t)p;; and therefore @ij (t,T) = F;;(t,T)p;;(T) as
well. Then it follows that

max sup
LIEE tefo,T)

‘@ij(taT) - Qij(t)‘

= max sup
LICE e0,T)

= max sup
LIEE te(0,T)

< max sup
LIEE te(0,T)

= max sup
LI€E 1e0,T)

— max sup [5iy(T) — pij| Fyy(,T) + max sup

LI€E 1e(0,T)

~

~

Fij(t, T)pij(T) — Fij(t)pi;

Fij(t,T)pij(T) — Fyj (¢, T)pij + Fij(t, T)piz — Fij(t)pij

~

Fij(t, T)pij — Fij(t)psj

Fyj(t,T)pi;(T) — Fyj(t, T)ps;| + max sup
LIEE te(0,T)

~

Fij(t,T) (pij (T) — pij)

+ max Ssup ‘ (ﬁ” (t, T) — Fw(t)> pij
LICE e(0,T)

Fij(t,T) — Fij(t)| pij-

LIEE te[0,T)

By theorem the first term converges to 0 (a.s.). By theorem (Glivenko-Cantelli theorem), the second
converges to 0 (a.s.) as well.
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A.3 Theorem [3.2.5

Proof. (Barbu & Limnios, [I1

Assume that it holds true for n = m. So

]) By induction.

For the case n = 1, the result follows from theorem

A(m) (m)
t,T 0 (as.
max max, Qi (t,T) = Q" (1) = 0 (as.)
as T — oo.
Now, let n = m + 1. It follows that
A(m+1) (m+1) (m)
t,T (| = k(T * (t,T) — ; ) (¢
ma e [ Q) — Q0] = may man, | > Qu(t. 1)+ (0T = 3 Qul®) = Q57 (0)
A(m) _ 0. (m)
= max max E Qu(t,T) + QY (1, T) — Qui(t) * Q4 (1)

< max max

> Qult 7« QU (4.T) = Qui(t) Q7))

i,JEE t€[0,T]
= may e 3 [0+ Q0. 1) - Qa0+ Q. 7)
FQuk(t) * QU (1T) — Quu(t) « Q" (1)
= e e 3 [0 (.7)+ Q0. 1) - Qu()+ Q. 7)

< max max
i,jEE t€[0,T)

4+ max max
i,jEE t€[0,T)

— InmaxX max
i,jEE t€[0,T]

4+ max max

+Qur(t) + QL (1.7) = Que®) + QY (1)
Z]sztT QU (6,T) — Qun() + QL ¢, T)|

Z‘sz )« QU (6T) — Qun(t) + QU (1))

2 [[@ute) - Quin)] » @ 1)
Z ‘sz

« Qe - Qi)

i,jEE te|o, T]
< g i [~ Qulo)] g ma 3 QL7
+ g o Q70 7) = Q0| g Z 2l
<s Z{r}gg)}gj trer[lglf;] ‘@ik(ta T) - Qik(t)‘

4+ max max
i,k€E t€[0,T)

The last step holds true, because E = {1,2,...
induction hypothesis, the second term converges to 0 (a.s

mathematical induction.

o 1) - Q)

,s}. By theorem the first converges to 0 (a.s.). By the
.) as well. The result follows from the principle of
[ |
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A.4 Theorem [3.2.6

Proof. (Barbu & Limnios, [I1]) It holds true that

O, T)

max sup
LI€E te(0,T)

By theorem this converges to 0 (a.s.).

(k
_ '(/Jij

(t)

/\

max sup
J€E tefo,T)

max sup
LIEE te(0,T)

max sup
Hi€E teo,T)
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A.5 Theorem [3.2.10]

Proof. (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) It holds true that

sup |ro(t,T) —ro(t)] = sup Z Z Zﬂ'lwh (t,T) * qi; (¢, T) Z Z Zmz/}h * qi; ()

te[0,M] te[0.M] ;e jeD 1=1 i€U jeD I=1

= sup > Z ™ [Jli(tv T) * qij (8, T) — ui(t) * qi; (t)}

te[0.M] ;e jeD 1=1

IA

cup 35S Bl T) i (0T) — wis(6) 50

t€[0,M] ey jeD 1=1

= Ssup Zzz’frl ‘11)11 t T *Qz](t T) ¢zz(t T) *sz( )

t€l0,M] iy jeD 1=1

0, T) g3 () — Yui(t) * ¢i5 (t)‘

IA

sup ZZZW; ‘wh (t,T)*q;;(t,T) — z/Jh(t T) % q;;(t )‘

t€[0,M] ey jeD 1=1

wup 33 . T) g (0) — 1) s 0)

teOM]zEUjeDl 1

sy S [t T ¢ @ T) a0

tel0. M) ;e jeD 1=1

+ sup ZZZWH#}M (t,7T) 1/)11‘(75)} *Qij(t)’~

tel0,M] ;e jeD 1=1

Define ¢ := sup,cio,a) 2icr 2-jen 1@-]- (t,T) < oo. Then we obtain

sup |ro(t,T) —ro(t)| < sup Z Z Zm |Gi; (£, T) — qi;(t)] sup Z Z (¢, T)

t€[0,M] tel0.M] ;e jeD 1=1 tel0.M] 5 jeD
o S [T )] s 3 a0
t€[0.M] ey jeD 1=1 t€[0.M] ey jeD
<Pr sup Y (G54 T) — i (D)
t€[0,M] zeUgeD
+ sSup Z Z’frl ‘% t T ql}lz ‘ sup Z Z qu
t€l0,M] sy jeD 1=1 t€l0,M] ;e jeD

By theorem it follows that the first term converges to 0 (a.s.). By theorem the second term converges
to 0 (a.s.) as well. [ |
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A.6 Theorem [4.0.1]

Proof. (Ouhbi & Limnios, [2]) Let A = (\;;) be the generating matrix of the Markov process. It follows from
lemma that the semi-Markov kernel is equal to Q;;(t) = pi; (1 — e”‘it), where \; = —\;; and p;; = Aij/ .
For the distribution function of the sojourn time in state 4, it holds true that

Hi(t) =) Qi(t)
JjEE
=1—e Mt
because ;. ppij = 1. We derive that

qi5(t) = Qi;(t)

We obtain
t S
ro(t) =YY N / > mpui(du) (1 — Hy(t — u))
i€U jeD 0 =1
=2 D AP).
i€U j€D
The last step follows from (Yeh, [9]), theorem 1. |
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A.7 Theorem [5.2.1]

Proof. (Limnios & Oprigan, [7]) By induction. For n = 2, we can write the Stieltjes convolution we defined in
definition B1.1] as

QP (t) = Qui(t) * Qi (1)

Z/ Qun(ds) Ot — 5)

keE

Z Z @ik(t - tn)Aékj(tn)a

keEE {n:t,€(0,t]}

where A@kj(tn) = @kj(tn) — @kj(tnfl)-
Now, we consider the case that n = 3. Then it follows that

@E?) (t) = Qi (t) * @Ej) (t)

—Z/QlkdsQ()t—s)

keE

—Z/ sz (ds) ijt—s)

keE

= Z Z QR (t — 1) AQy; (tn).

kEE {n:t, €(0,t]}
For égi) (t — t,,), we know that

t - t Z Z szl(t - tn - tm)Aélk(tm)
I€EE {m:t,, €(0,t—t,]}
If we plug this into our expression for the 3-fold convolution, we obtain

AV =>" 3 QP t)AQu(t)

keEE {n:t,€(0,t]}

_ Z Z Z Z @il(t —ty — tm)Aélk(tm)Aékj (tn)

kEEIEE {n:t,€(0,t]} {m:t,m €(0,t—t,]}
Thus it holds true for n = 3.

Now, assume that the expression given in theorem holds true for n = m. Then for n = m + 1, we derive that

QI (1) = Qi (1) * QUM (2)
-3 / it (ds)QL (¢ — )

- Z/ 34 (ds) G, 5t — 5)

km

= ZZQ("‘ t—tr, ) AQk, i (tr,),

Tm

with ky, € E and 7, : 0 < ¢, , <t. From the induction hypothesis, it follows that

m—1

Q Tm Z Z Z Zszl - r,,L - 'rm,l — trl) H Aéks,ks+1(trs)7

ki Tm—1 s=1
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where we used the following notation

kheE,...,k;m_1 € F,

Tm— 1'0<t _ St
0<t7«m Q_t—trm

r1:0<ty <t—tp, —tr,._,

If we plug this into our expression for él(-;nﬂ)(t), we obtain

QI () ZZQ“"’H )AQk,,(tr,,)

km Tm

= Z Z P IRE Z Qiry (t — Ly, — by, _

km km—1 Tm Tm—1

—Zmzl ZZZ ZQW b = br

Tm Tm—1

- trma
- tTm—l’
— =t
m—1 _ ~
== t) [ AQk. ks () AQk,, (1)
s=1
m ~
c= = t) [ AQk ks (tr)-
s=1

with j = kp,41. By the principle of mathematical induction, the desired result follows.
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Appendix B

Tables and figures

Table B.0.1: Earthquakes with M > 5.5, 1953 to 2007. (Votsi et al., [1])

Date Time M  State
02-05-1953 18:37 5.6
03-08-1954 18:18 5.9
02-06-1955 23:34 5.5
06-01-1956 12:15 5.5
16-01-1958 04:18 5.7
11-04-1964 16:00 5.5
20-04-1964 04:21 5.6
09-03-1965 17:57 6.1
28-08-1965 14:08 5.6
20-12-1965 00:08 5.6
04-03-1967 17:58 6.6
19-02-1968 22:45 7.1
10-10-1968 07:10 5.5
06-04-1969 03:49 5.9
17-03-1975 05:35 5.8
27-03-1975 05:15 6.6
11-02-1976 07:35 5.7
14-06-1979 11:44 5.9
19-12-1981 14:10 7.2
18-01-1982 19:27 7.0
06-08-1983 15:43 6.8
05-10-1984 20:58 5.6
25-03-1986 01:41 5.5
29-03-1986 18:36 5.8
24-05-1994 02:05 5.5
25-05-1994 02:18 5.5
04-05-1995 00:34 5.8
14-11-1997 21:38 5.6
26-07-2001 00:21 6.3
06-07-2003 19:01 5.5
15-06-2004 12:02 5.5
21-12-2006 19:30 5.7
09-11-2007 01:43 5.5

R N R WRFRFNDNRFERFRFNFERFFWWWNDNDWNDNDNFEWWHFE R WRFRRFRNDRFEFDND-
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Table B.0.2: Earthquakes with M > 5.2, 1964 to 2006. (Votsi et al., [I])

Date Time M  State Subarea
23-02-1964 22:41 54 1 3
11-04-1964 16:00 55 1 1
29-04-1964 04:21 56 2 3
29-04-1964 17:00 52 1 3
09-03-1965 17:57 6.1 2 3
09-03-1965 17:59 5.7 2 3
09-03-1965 18:37 52 1 3
09-03-1965 19:46 52 1 3
13-03-1965 04:08 53 1 3
13-03-1965 04:09 55 1 3
28-08-1965 12:08 56 2 1
20-12-1965 00:08 56 2 1
04-03-1967 17:58 6.6 2 2
19-02-1968 22:45 7.1 2 2
20-02-1968 02:21 52 1 2
10-03-1968 07:10 55 1 3
24-04-1968 08:18 55 1 2
06-04-1969 03:49 59 2 4
17-03-1975 05:11 53 1 1
17-03-1975 05:17 54 1 1
17-03-1975 05:35 58 2 1
27-03-1975 05:15 6.6 2 1
29-04-1975 02:06 57 2 1
14-06-1979 11:44 59 2 4
12-11-1980 16:04 53 1 3
19-12-1981 14:10 72 2 2
21-12-1981 14:13 52 1 2
27-12-1981 17:39 6.5 2 2
29-12-1981 08:00 54 1 2
18-01-1982 19:27 7.0 2 1
18-01-1982 19:31 56 2 1
10-04-1982 04:50 52 1 2
06-08-1983 15:43 6.8 2 1
10-10-1983 10:17 54 1 1
06-05-1984 09:12 54 1 4
29-07-1984 01:53 52 1 1
05-10-1984 20:58 56 2 2
25-03-1986 01:41 55 1 3
29-03-1986 18:36 58 2 3
03-04-1986 23:32 52 1 3
03-06-1986 06:16 53 1 3
17-06-1986 17:54 54 1 3
06-08-1987 06:21 52 1 4
08-08-1987 22:15 53 1 1
27-08-1987 16:46 52 1 3
30-05-1988 16:47 52 1 1
19-03-1989 05:36 54 1 3
05-10-1989 06:52 54 1 1
23-07-1992 20:12 54 1 1
24-05-1994 02:05 55 1 4
16-04-1997 13:06 52 1 2
14-11-1997 21:38 58 2 4
11-04-1998 09:29 5.2 1 1
22-08-2000 03:35 52 1 3
10-06-2001 13:11 56 2 4
26-07-2001 00:21 6.4 2 3
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Table B.0.2: Earthquakes with M > 5.2, 1964 to 2006. (Votsi et al., [I])

Date Time M  State Subarea
26-07-2001 00:34 5.3
26-07-2001 02:06 5.2
26-07-2001 02:09 5.3
30-07-2001 15:24 5.4
29-10-2001 20:21 5.4
06-07-2003 19:10 5.5
06-07-2003 20:10 5.2
15-06-2004 12:02 5.2
22-11-2004 19:13 5.2
24-08-2005 03:06 5.2
21-12-2006 18:30 5.3

el e e T T S = e
WK WWwwww
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Figure B.0.1: Hazard rate of waiting time for the homogeneous Markov model for transitions from state i to state
ji#jeE.
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Figure B.0.2: Hazard rate of semi-Markov process for the homogeneous Markov model for transitions from state ¢
to state j, i # j € E.
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ji#jeE.

53



F 2 - 2 - 2
L e — - @
Fow - @ - @
L] o ™
- o~ -
E : £ e § :
] [= ] [= @ (5
g g 1
= E &
- - -
= = - ~
b= - d =
= o -1 =]
T T T T T | I B LI B B B
azo aL'o (L] 0E0 aL'o oo ZL0 ®00  v00 000
SRRLSY ARG BISRLIDY MR- RS SIRUER] MY RS
-2 - 2 - 2
b= w = & = &
b= @ -l = o
e N =
E =3 E [<3 g o
E- E a E a3 E
W - w (= [} -
£ £ £
Z E £
[ [ [
b= = =
b= 4 = = ™
= O = O =
T 1 1 T T T 1 1 T 1 T 1 1 ] T T
FO0 £0 Z0 10 00 o z0 aa o zn L
SIUIEY AOHIEN-AUBS BIBLIEY AN -IBS SOUY AR -ISS

Figure B.0.5: Semi-Markov kernels for the homogeneous Markov model for all transitions from state i to state j,
i#£jek.
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Figure B.0.6: Semi-Markov kernels for the semi-Markov model for all transitions from state i to state j, i # j € E.
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Figure B.0.7: Map of the Northern Aegean region in Greece, showing locations of 67 earthquakes with M > 5.2
since 1964. (Votsi et al., [1])
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Figure B.0.8: Hazard rate of waiting time with covariates for transitions from state i to state j, i # j € E.
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Figure B.0.9: Hazard rate of the semi-Markov process with covariates for transitions from state i to state j,
i#£jek.
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Figure B.0.10: Semi-Markov kernels of new dataset for all transitions from state i to state j, i # j € E.
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