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Abstract

Bayesian networks arc now used in enormous
fields, for example, system diagnosis, data
mining, clusterings etc. In spite of wide range
of their applications, the statistical proper-
tics have not yet been clarified because the
models are nonidentifiable and non-regular.
In a Bayesian network, the set of parame-
ters for a smaller model is an analytic set
with singularities in the parameter space of
a large model. Because of these singulari-
ties, the Fisher information matrices are not
positive definite. In other words, the mathe-
matical foundation for learning has not been
constructed. In recent years, however, we
have developed a method to analyze non-
regular models by using algebraic geometry.
This method revealed the relation between
model’s singularities and its statistical prop-
erties. In this paper, applying this method to
Bayesian networks with latent variables, we
clarify the orders of the stochastic complexi-
ties. Our result shows that their upper bound
is smaller than the dimension of the parame-
ter space. This means that the Bayesian gen-
cralization error is also far smaller than that
of a regular model, and that Schwarz’s model
selection criterion BIC needs to be improved
for Bayesian networks.

1 Introduction

Recently, Bayesian networks have been widely used in
information processing and uncertain artificial intelli-
gence. For example, Bayesian networks are applied to
data mining, system fault diagnosis, and software ac-
cessibility options. In spite of these applications and
many training algorithms, their statistical properties
such as the generalization error have not yet been clar-
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ified.

All learning models fall into two types. One is iden-
tifiable, the other is non-identifiable. In general, the
learning model is described by the probability den-
sity function p(z|w), where w is the parameter. If the
mapping from the parameter to the probability den-
sity function is one-to-one, then the model is called
identifiable, otherwise, non-identifiable.

One of the difficulties in the analysis of the non-
identifiable model is that we cannot apply the method
of a regular model to a non-identifiable one. If
the learning model attains the true distribution from
which sample data are taken, the true parameter is not
one point but an analytic set in the parameter space.
The set generally includes many singularities. Because
of these singularities, the Fisher information matrices
are not positive definite. This means that the log like-
lihood cannot be approximated by any quadratic form
of the parameter in the neighborhood of these singu-
larities. This is why the mathematical properties of
the non-identifiable models have been unknown.

Bayesian networks are non-identifiable models as are
many models used information engineering fields, such
as multi-layered perceptrons, mixture models, and
Boltzmann machines. Let us illustrate the singular-
ities by the simplest example. Assume that the true
distribution is defined by

q(:c) — b*x X (1 _b*)l—z)

where 0 < b* < 1, and we define 0° = 1. This distribu-
tion has one observable node z € {0, 1} and no latent
nodes. Also assume that a learning machine is defined
by
p(h = )p(alh = 1)
+p(h = 0)p(z|h = 0)
= a (bf x (1- bl)l'z)

+(1 —a) (b x (1 —b2)'7%),

where 0 < a, b1, b2 < 1. This model has one observable

p(zla, by, b2) =
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Figure 1: The simplest example. (a) The learning
model has one observable node and one hidden node.
(b) The singularities in the parameter space.

node z and one latent node h € {0,1} (Figure 1, (a)).
In this model, the set of the true parameters is

{a= 1,b1 =b*}U {a= 0,b2= b*}U{bl = by =b*}
This set has singularities (Figure 1, (b)),

(a,b1,by) = (1,b%,b%),(0,b%,b™).
Though this is the simplest case, we cannot analyze it
by the regular model method.

The importance of the analysis for the non-identifiable
model has been recently pointed out [1], [4]. In some
models, such as mixture models, the maximum likeli-
hood estimator often diverges. Dacunha-Castelle and
Gassiat proposed that the asymptotic behavior of the
log likelihood ratio of the maximum likelihood method
could be analyzed based on the theory of empirical
processes by choosing a locally conic parameterization
[2]. Moreover, Hagiwara has shown that the maximum
likelihood method makes the generalization error very
large, and training error very small [3]. It is well known
by many experiments that the Bayesian estimation is
more useful than the maximum likelihood method[5).

Recently, we have proven the relation between the
Bayesian estimation and the singularities in the pa-
rameter space based on algebraic geometry. This re-
lation allows us to analyze non-identifiable models. It
reveals that the stochastic complexity depends on the
zeta function of the Kullback information from the
true distribution to the learning model and of an a
priori probability distribution. Using this algebraic
geometrical method, we have revealed properties of
some models such as multi-layered perceptrons, mix-
ture models and Boltzmann machines.

In this paper, we discuss the application of this method
to a Bayesian network. We assume that all latent
nodes are directly connected to observable nodes, and
there are no connections between all latent nodes. In
other words, any hidden node is independent of any
other. We obtain the upper bound of the stochastic
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complexity, which is equal to the minus type II likeli-
hood or the free energy.

2 Bayesian Learning and Algebraic
Geometry

In this section, we introduce the relation among
Bayesian learning, stochastic complexity, and alge-
braic geometry. Then, we summarize some properties
of the stochastic complexity.

2.1 Bayesian Learning and Stochastic
Complexity

Let X™ = (X1, Xa,--+,X,) be a set of training sam-
ples that are mf‘ﬂmnﬂc’"* and identical. The number
of training samples isn. These and the testing samples
are taken from the true probability distribution q(z).
The a priori probability distribution ¢(w) is given on
the set of parameters W. Then, the a posteriori prob-
ability distribution is defined by

p(w|X™) =

HpX|w

where Zy(X™) is a normalizing constant. The empiri-
cal Kullback information is given by

_1 & q(X:)
)= n;logp(x

Xn) p(w

i
Then, p(w|X™) is rewritten as

p(w|X™) = (X“) exp(—nHn(w)) p(w),

where the normalizing constant Z(X™) is given by

Z(X™) = /exp(—an(w))t‘p(w)dw.
The stochastic complexity is defined by
F(X™) = ~log Z(X™).

We can select the optimal model and hyperparame-
ters by minimizing — log Zo(X™). This is equivalent
to minimizing the stochastic complexity, since

—logZo(X™) = —log Z(X™)+ S(X"),
S(X™) = =) logq(Xy),
i=1

where the empirical entropy S(X™) is independent of
the learners. The average stochastic complexity F(n)
is defined by

F(n) = —Ex=[log Z(X™)], (1)
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where Ex~ stands for the expectation value over all
sets of training samples.

The Bayesian predictive distribution p(z|X™) is given
by

p(z]X™) = / p(|w)p(w| X™)duw.

The generalization error G(n) is the average Kullback
information from the true distribution to the Bayesian
predictive distribution,

G(n) = Exn [/ g(z) log ZTQE(I;%)ﬁdz]

Clarifying the behavior of G(n), when the number of
training samples is sufficiently large, is very important.
The relation between G(n) and F(n) is

G(n) = F(n+1)— F(n). (2)

This relation is well known (8] and allows that the
generalization error can be calculated from the average
stochastic complexity. When F(n) is obtained as

F(n) = Alogn,

the model’s generalization error is given by

If a learning machine is an identifiable and regular sta-
tistical model, it is proven [7] that asymptotically

F(n)= g logn + const.

holds, where d is the dimension of the parameter space

w.

2.2 Stochastic Complexity and Algebraic
Geometry

We define the Kullback information from the true dis-
tribution ¢(z) to the learner p(z|w) by

q(z)
p(alw) ™

A(w) = [ g(z)1og 3
The asymptotic form of the stochastic complexity
strongly relates to the singularities of the parameter
set {w; H(w) = 0}. Note that the important and non-
trivial relation was clarified by the algebraic geomet-
rical method [9], [10].

Assume that the Kullback information H(w) is an
analytic function of w in the support of the a pri-
ori distribution. If the learner is in a redundant
state in comparison with the true distribution, the set
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{w e W; H(w) = 0} includes quite complicated singu-
laritics. The algebraic geometry is the only means by
which we can analyze the effect of singularitics. We
need the function J(2) of a complex variable z, which
is defined by

J(z) = / H ()" p(w)dw. (4)

This function is called the zeta function of H(w) and
the a priori distribution ¢(w). It is a holomorphic
function in the region Re(z) > 0, and can be analyt-
ically continued to the meromorphic function on the
entire complex plane. Its poles are all real, negative
and rational numbers. This continuation is ensured by
the existence of the b-function.

Let 0 > —A; > —A2 > --- be the sequence of poles
of the zeta function ordered from the origin to minus
infinity, and m,, mo, - - - be the respective orders of the
poles. That F(n) defined by

F(n) = —log/exp(—nH(w))cp(w)dw

is the upper bound of F(n) has been proven. This can
be rewritten as

F(n) = A1logn — (m1 — 1) loglogn + const.  (5)

for n — oo. The coefficient of the leading term in F (n)
is A1, the absolute value of the largest pole. In fact,
we can calculate A; and m; by using the resolution of
singularities in algebraic geometry [9]. However, find-
ing the complete resolution map is generally difficult
[11]. We can alternatively find a partial resolution of
singularities. This gives us the pole —pu of zeta func-
tion J(z). Then, we obtain the upper bound of the
stochastic complexity, since p is the upper bound of
A1. According to this formula, A; can be found in
some models such as multi-layer neural networks [10]
and mixture models [12]. In this paper, we evaluate
Bayesian networks, and prove the upper bound of A
by finding a pole of the zeta function.

2.3 Basic Properties of Stochastic
Complexity

Let us summarize some basic properties of stochastic
complexity.

First, define a function F(S, %) by

F(S, ) = —log/exp(—nS(w))w(w)dw,

where S is a function of w and % is a non-negative
function of w. This is well defined even if ¥(w) is not
a probability density function.
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(Proposition. 1) Using Jensen’s inequality, we can
show easily that the following inequality holds [8],

F(n) < F(H, ), (6)

where H(w) is the Kullback information defined by
the equation (3).

(Proposition. 2) If the functions H;, H, and the
positive functions ¢, ¢, satisfy

Hi(w) < H2(w) (Yw € W),
p1(w) > pa(w) (Vw € W),

then the following inequality immediately holds,
F(Hr, o) < F(Ha, p9).

This inequality also claims that, if the integrated re-
gion in the parameter set is U DV,

- nggemx—nKXw»wuwdw
< —log/‘/exp(—nK(w))dJ(w)dw

holds. Based on this property, if we consider the re-
stricted parameter set, we obtain the upper bound of
the stochastic complexity.

(Proposition. 3) Assume that w = (w;,w?) and H
and ¢ are separated into two functions of each other,

H(wl: ’LU2)

<,0(w1,w2) =

Hi(wy) + Ha(wz),
p1(w) P2 (w2).

The following equality holds,
F(H, ) = F(Hy, 1) + F(Hz, 2).

Define the zeta functions by

)
—~
N
~—
Il

/mwmm

&>

~~

X
[l

/wwmwmiaﬁw.

Let —p, —p1, —pto be the largest poles of J, J; and
Ja. This property claims that

K= p1 + . (7)

3 Main Results

In this section, we introduce Bayesian networks and
state the main theorem that clarifies the upper bounds
of the stochastic complexities.
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Figure 2: The Bayesian network.

3.1 Bayesian networks

Let 2 be the observed node, and h = {h«}X_| be hid-
den nodes. Let us assume each hidden node hx has Tk
states, and describe that hx € {1,2,---,Tx}. Then,
the learning model is defined by

T Tk
plalwy =D -+ Y ey -k Falbiiic)s (8)

i1 =1 ik=1

and the parameter w is given by

w = {a,b},
a = f{ary} (1<k<K,2<i<Ti),
b = {biiixi} (Q<i<M).
Then,
Ty
ar1=1-Y an (1<k<K) (9)
i=2
The dimension of w is
K K
Y (T -1+ M ][] T (10)
k=1 k=1

We show the upper bounds of the stochastic complex-
ities of the model represented by equations (8) and

(9).
(Remark. 1) If F(z|bs...i) is given by

M Y;
F(‘lei]iz'”i.r{) = H H(bili2"'iK7jl)6(IJ _1)’ (11)
j=1l=1
_ 1 (ifn=0)
8(n) = { 0 (otherwise) ’

the model coincides with the Bayesian network that
has observable nodes =z = {:zj}f'=1. We assume
that each node z; has Y; states and describe z; €
{1,2,--,Y;} (Figure 2). Then,

Y;

biyigiit = 1= D biyigeige it
=2

(1<j<M). (12)
The dimension of the parameter in F(z|b;,...i) ) is

N
M=% (Y;-1). (13)
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3.2 Main Results

We assume the following two conditions, (Al) and
(A2).

(A1) First, assume that the learning model attains the
true distribution. The true distribution has H hidden
nodes, and each hidden node hy has Sy states, where
Sk < Ty. In other words, the true parameters w* exist
such that

q(z)=p(z|w),

Sy Su
—_— . * LY
53,

=1 ig=1

'a*HZH ( Ib‘ll ‘LH) (14)

Thus,
wt — {at’bt}’
at = {ep;} (1<k<H2<i <58,
bt = {b':li'Z"‘iH,j} (1 <3< M)’
and
S
ajy=1-) aty (1<k<H). (15)
i=1

(Remark. 2) In Bayesian networks,

M Y;
zlbzuz LH HH 1112+ ZH,Jl J(zj—l)’ (16)
j=1l=1
Y;
;li2-“‘iH7jl =1- Zbi‘x---‘iﬂ,ﬂ (1< Jj< M)'(17)
=2

(A2) Second, assume that the a priori probability dis-
tribution is positive on the true parameter. For a
constant € > 0, let us define the subset of parameter
W(e) C W by

W(e)={{a,b} e W;

|aki, — ags, | <€ (1 <k < H,2< i < Sk),
laki,| < € (otherwise),
|Biyig-in11-1,5 = biyigein,jl S €

lbiliQ'“‘iH”‘iK,j - bIl--'l,jl <e€ (otherwise)}.

Suppose that there is a constant € > 0 such that

inf p(w) >0,
W(e)(p

where ’infyw ()’ denotes the infimum value of ¢(w) in

w € W(e).

Theorem 1 Assume the conditions, (A1), and (A2).
If the learning machine is given by equations (8) and
(9), and the true distribution is given by equations
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(14) and (15), then for arbitrary natural number n,
the stochastic complexity satisfies the inequality

F(n)<C + pdogn,
1 1 g 1, &
p=gMI[Se=35> Se+sH+Y T-K
k=1 k=1 k=1
where C is a constant independent of n.

4 Proof of Main Theorem

Let us define the Kullback informations by

D(iyiz-- “IH,iH+1 " iK)
F(z|b;,...q,,)

(zlbir“luul+r"ik) .

cipr||iqdg - -

/d:vF :vlbzl ip) log

(Remark. 3) If the model is a Bayesian network,

we replace [dz with 30 —1212 L™ The
following proof is correctly derived independently of
this replacing.

The Kullback information (3) is rewritten as

H Sk
H / |i{H Z}aln' .a}{l}{ (xlbnn 1H)

k=1ix=

{Hk 1sz 1}‘1;11"‘“*1' F(z|b}, ..,
{Hk e l}a‘l‘il”'aKiKF("L‘|b‘i1“'iK)’

x log

where
{ K T } ™ T
k=143=1 t1=11iz2=1 ig=1

Let us divide the parameter w into w = {wi,wa},
where

wy = {aki;1 <k < H2<0 < Sk,
biliﬂ---ik,ﬁl <1 < Sk, 1<k<H,
iH41 =iH42 = - =ig =1,
1<j< M},

wy = {Gk, bjyip..ix 53 otherwise}.

Define two functions,

H Sk * *
_ « s G5, " Oy
= LD D0 (ot ainy log - A
k=1ik=1 7111 7H1H
H Sk
* *
k=1i=1
XD(i1--'iH||i1-~iH,11---1),

H Tk K T
=Z Z Ckiy Qkiy + Z chikakik

k=1%,=Sx+1 k=H+1 1,=1
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+%Hak1{ﬁi} (11, 1K)

k=11,=1

xD(1-+-1|[iy -+ tH, 041 - - iK),

where {cki, } and cg are positive constants and

o Qkiy (ik ‘7é 1)
Yeix = 1— Z;ik=2 aki;c (Zk — 1) )
0 (akzkewl;lngH,
x(i1,- - ik) = tHt1 = =1 =1)

Ay (k ming {k Qi) € Wz})

Let us prove the following lemma,

Lemma 1 For arbitrary w C W{c),

(Proof of Lemma 1)

In this proof, we use the notations,

s (RSN 1S} (s

1 k=1l%r=1 k=H41i=1 k=1lig=1

K T H Sk K 1
> = s f-{Ix 1 >}
2 k=1ix=1 k=1iy=1) \k=H+14i=1
K 1
k=1ix=1
In general, the following log-sum inequality holds:

For arbitrary sequences of positive numbers {di, k =
-, I} and {ex, k =1,2,---,I},

(e ey e femt)

Thus, for arbitrary sequences of positive numbers
{dk,k =1,2,--- I} and {ex,k = 1,2,---,1'}, where
I < I, it follows that

{Zir i}

(o]

d1
[She — Sk + Tieiter

Using this inequality, we obtain

/d$ [Z a’ll]_ ) a’HfLH (Ilb“ ln)

+d; log
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ayg, o aly, F0]0,,)
Q1iy - -ax1 F(zibiy k)

x log

+aj 05 - ap F(z|bly..0)
aja3; o Flalbiy..)
xlog 71(2) )

where

. aKiKF(mlbiliz-NiK)‘

= E Q1,824 -
2

Let us define two functions,

/d:l: [Zalll' aHlﬂ ( |b;xi2miH)

a¥ ...q%. F(rib* )

1t an \"1 ¥y 'LHI}
ayi, - ~ag1F(z|bs,.. iK)

Ra(w) =/ dz aj,a3; -

ai103; - - -aj F(z]biy.q)

Z, ()

x log

‘a;ﬂF(xlbIl-.-l)

X log
Then,

H(w) < Ri(w) + Ra(w). (18)
Let us use the following notations,

Giy Qg ~ - Qige
piliz---i}{ i H

E A13,A2i2 **
2

Then, p;,i,...irc i a probability distribution. We can
rewrite Rp(w) as

* *
2 a9z
T

a* a‘* ---a‘*
X {log 11721 HL | log
o

g = 'aK‘iK'

a F(z|bl;...1)
F(z|b3)..4) }
Zy(z) |’

) = piyizine F(lbizizemin)-
2

where

Applying Jensen’s inequality to R2(w), we obtain
w) <D piy i D(11
2

* *
+aja0; -

-'1||i1'-'iH,iH+1'-'iK)

" a‘ a' .. -a,
@l log 1221 H1 (19)
In the region W (e), a positive constant ¢, exists such
that

Piviz-i S El;i (1 <Vk <K)
< Qi . (20)
C1
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We can easily obtain

a; S ay,
=2
aplog =L < |1- Z a%i, log ”‘ ”‘
k1 =2 sz 2 Qe

Tk
+cak Z Qheiy s {21)

=8k +1

for w € W(e) and k < H, where cg;, is a positive
constant, and
1 L
log — < cak > ki, (22)
k1 ik=Sk+1

for w € W(e) and k¥ > H + 1, where ca is a posi-
tive constant. In the incquality (19), cach p;,...;, has
aki, € W2 as the factor. Using 0 < p;iz..i < 1, (20),
(21) and (22), we can obtain

H Tk K T
7 %
W)EY, D dnamt X, D cyou

k=1ig=8x+1 k=H+11=2
(1*- a*- "'CL*-
11,1 2’52 Hi
+Zal“a212 "y, log -
Y1iyV2i2 * " YHig
+Za111 aHin ( iglin 7:}1,1'“1),
- aly ey A
Ry(w)<aja rayy log ————=—
11%21° 1
11722 ¢ ’YHl
H T Tk
/ ’
+Z Z Chix Okix + Z Z Cheiy Ok
k=14;=S,+1 k=H4+11i,=2
K T
C HZ 11,i2,"',’iK)
1 =1ix=1
XD(II---1”2122"'”1,7:]-[4_1'-"iK)
+D(ll---1||ll---l,ll---1),

where {c;; } and {c, } are positive constants. By
combining the above inequalities with (18), we obtain
Lemma 1. (End of Proof)

Let us define two sets of the parameters

_aZiklse
(1<k<H,2<i < S),

W1 ={wi; laks,

|Biyi-igg 111, = bfyigerin il S €
(1<k<H1<i <S5, 1<j<M)},
{wa; lakiy| < € [bijigig,s — bi11,; S €

(otherwise)}.

W, =

Here, w; € W) and wa € W, are free variables. Also,
define the partial stochastic complexities,

Fi(n) = —logf ’exp(—nH,-(w,-))dwi (i=1,2),
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where the integrated region W, and W» are taken such
that W] Cc W, and Wj C Wy, and that

W{ x W; C suppyp(w),

where ¢(w) is the support of the a priori distribution.
From the assumption (A2),

n= inf

(w) > 0.
weW x W

The stochastic complexity is bounded by

F(n) < —logn — Zlog/ exp(—nH;(w;))dw;.

Thus,
F(n) < Fy(n) + Fa(n) + const.

In order to prove Theorem 1, it is sufficient to bound
cach Fj(n) (i = 1,2). To bound Fi(n) is easy, be-
cause it can be bounded by the stochastic complexity
of identifiable models. Thus, we obtain Lemma 2.

Lemma 2 A partial stochastic complexity satisfies the
inequality,

H H
1
)< 3 {Mg5k+,§(5k - 1)}logn+Cl,

where C is a constant independent of n.

However, because thc set {wa; H2(w2) = 0} in-
cludes singularities, we apply the algebraic geometrical
method to Fa(n).

Lemma 3 The second partial stochastic complexity
satisfies the inequality,

H
n) < {Z(Tk-sk)+
k=1

where C2 is a constant independent of n.

K
Z (T — 1)} log n+-Cs,

k=H+1

(Proof of Lemma 3)
In order to clarify the asymptotic expansion of Fa(n),
we consider the zeta function,
J(Z) = H2 (wg)zd’wz.
W

Based on the algebraic geomectrical method, we need
to show that this zeta function has a pole,

H K
Z:—{Z(Tk—"s,k)+ Z (Tk—l)}.
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k), all the
Now, we

According to the definition of x(i1,i2,+,1
terms of Ha(wz) have ayi, as the factor.
define a variable w3 and a mapping

g w3 = (wa {wkik}a {bil‘ig---ix,j}) = w2

by

W = OKTg,
wwiiy, = ki, (1<k<H,Sk+1 <4 <Tk),
Wk, = Gk, (H+1SkSK—1)2SZkST/C)7
WwKix = Okix (2<ix <Tg —1).

This mapping is called a blow-up in algebraic geom-
etry. The function H(g(w3)) divided w is a constant

anr\hnn of

Coivil vl Wy

H3({wkik}, {bir“iK-j})
The Jacobian |g’'(w;

= Ho(wp)/w.

)] of the mapping g is

lg'(wa)] = w,
_ H K
dy = ZTk—Sk Z (T, —1)-1
k=1 k=H+1

Thus, we can integrate the variable w,

€ T oA
J(2) =/ w4 J(2)dw
.
62+({2 ~
TG )

J(2) =/ Hs({wrin}, {biyire3))* | [ dwra] [ dbir e,

If z is real and larger than the largest pole of J(z), the
function j(z) is not equal to zero. Thus the largest
pole of J(z) is not smaller than z = —(d; + 1), which
completes the proof of Lemma 3. (End of Proof)

Combining Lemma 1-3 with the properties of the
stochastic complexity (Proposition. 2, 3), we obtain
Theorem 1. (End of Proof)

5 Discussion & Conclusion

Let us apply Theorem 1 to Bayesian networks. As we
mentioned at (Remark.3), the proof of Theorem 1 is
correctly derived even if x is a discrete random vari-
able. Therefore, if a Bayesian network is given by the
equations (8), (9), (11) and (12), and the true distribu-
tion is given by the equations (14), (15), (16) and (17),
then the stochastic complexity has the coefficient,

5; ; l)II:IISk“EkZ:ISk'FaH*FkZ:lTk—K
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This result requires us to improve BIC. From our re-
sult, the average stochastic complexity of the Bayesian
network is far smaller than (d/2)logn, where d is the
dimension of the parameter space. This means that
we cannot select the optimal sized model when we ap-
ply Schwartz’s BIC to this model. The same results
were clarified where the learner has one binary hidden
node and binary observable nodes [6]. We trust that
our result provides the mathematical foundation for
an improved information criterion.
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