Graphlcal

Probabilities play a central role in modern pattern recognition. We have seen in
Chapter 1 that probability theory can be expressed in terms of two simple equations
corresponding to the sum rule and the product rule. All of the probabilistic infer-
ence and learning manipulations discussed in this book, no matter how complex,
amount to repeated application of these two equations. We could therefore proceed
to formulate and solve complicated probabilistic models purely by algebraic ma-
nipulation. However, we shall find it highly advantageous to augment the analysis
using diagrammatic representations of probability distributions, called probabilistic
graphical models. These offer several useful properties:

1. They provide a simple way to visualize the structure of a probabilistic model
and can be used to design and motivate new models.

2. Insights into the properties of the model, including conditional independence
properties, can be obtained by inspection of the graph.
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8. GRAPHICAL MODELS

8.1.

3. Complex computations, required to perform inference and learning in sophis-
ticated models, can be expressed in terms of graphical manipulations, in which
underlying mathematical expressions are carried along implicitly.

A graph comprises nodes (also called vertices) connected by links (also known
as edges or arcs). In a probabilistic graphical model, each node represents a random
variable (or group of random variables), and the links express probabilistic relation-
ships between these variables. The graph then captures the way in which the joint
distribution over all of the random variables can be decomposed into a product of
factors each depending only on a subset of the variables. We shall begin by dis-
cussing Bayesian networks, also known as directed graphical models, in which the
links of the graphs have a particular directionality indicated by arrows. The other
major class of graphical models are Markov random fields, also known as undirected
graphical models, in which the links do not carry arrows and have no directional
significance. Directed graphs are useful for expressing causal relationships between
random variables, whereas undirected graphs are better suited to expressing soft con-
straints between random variables. For the purposes of solving inference problems,
it is often convenient to convert both directed and undirected graphs into a different
representation called a factor graph.

In this chapter, we shall focus on the key aspects of graphical models as needed
for applications in pattern recognition and machine learning. More general treat-
ments of graphical models can be found in the books by Whittaker (1990), Lauritzen
(1996), Jensen (1996), Castillo et al. (1997), Jordan (1999), Cowell et al. (1999),
and Jordan (2007).

Bayesian Networks

In order to motivate the use of directed graphs to describe probability distributions,
consider first an arbitrary joint distribution p(a, b, ¢) over three variables a, b, and c.
Note that at this stage, we do not need to specify anything further about these vari-
ables, such as whether they are discrete or continuous. Indeed, one of the powerful
aspects of graphical models is that a specific graph can make probabilistic statements
for a broad class of distributions. By application of the product rule of probability
(1.11), we can write the joint distribution in the form

p(a,,b,c) = p(c|a,b)p(a, b) (8.1)

A second application of the product rule, this time to the second term on the right-
hand side of (8.1), gives

p(a,b,c) = p(cla,b)p(bla)p(a). (8.2)

Note that this decomposition holds for any choice of the joint distribution. We now
represent the right-hand side of (8.2) in terms of a simple graphical model as follows.
First we introduce a node for each of the random variables a, b, and ¢ and associate
each node with the corresponding conditional distribution on the right-hand side of
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Figure 8.1 A directed graphical model representing the joint probabil- @
ity distribution over three variables a, b, and ¢, correspond- b
ing to the decomposition on the right-hand side of (8.2).

(8.2). Then, for each conditional distribution we add directed links (arrows) to the
graph from the nodes corresponding to the variables on which the distribution is
conditioned. Thus for the factor p(c|a, b), there will be links from nodes a and b to
node ¢, whereas for the factor p(a) there will be no incoming links. The result is the
graph shown in Figure 8.1. If there is a link going from a node « to a node b, then we
say that node « is the parent of node b, and we say that node b is the child of node a.
Note that we shall not make any formal distinction between a node and the variable
to which it corresponds but will simply use the same symbol to refer to both.

An interesting point to note about (8.2) is that the left-hand side is symmetrical
with respect to the three variables a, b, and ¢, whereas the right-hand side is not.
Indeed, in making the decomposition in (8.2), we have implicitly chosen a particular
ordering, namely a,b, ¢, and had we chosen a different ordering we would have
obtained a different decomposition and hence a different graphical representation.
We shall return to this point later.

For the moment let us extend the example of Figure 8.1 by considering the joint
distribution over K variables given by p(z1,...,zx). By repeated application of
the product rule of probability, this joint distribution can be written as a product of
conditional distributions, one for each of the variables

p(z1,...,xx) =p(rr|ey, ..., 2x—1)...p(x2|z1)p(21). (8.3)

For a given choice of K, we can again represent this as a directed graph having K
nodes, one for each conditional distribution on the right-hand side of (8.3), with each
node having incoming links from all lower numbered nodes. We say that this graph
is fully connected because there is a link between every pair of nodes.

So far, we have worked with completely general joint distributions, so that the
decompositions, and their representations as fully connected graphs, will be applica-
ble to any choice of distribution. As we shall see shortly, it is the absence of links
in the graph that conveys interesting information about the properties of the class of
distributions that the graph represents. Consider the graph shown in Figure 8.2. This
is not a fully connected graph because, for instance, there is no link from x; to x5 or
from x5 to 2.

We shall now go from this graph to the corresponding representation of the joint
probability distribution written in terms of the product of a set of conditional dis-
tributions, one for each node in the graph. Each such conditional distribution will
be conditioned only on the parents of the corresponding node in the graph. For in-
stance, x5 will be conditioned on z; and 5. The joint distribution of all 7 variables
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Figure 8.2 Example of a directed acyclic graph describing the joint

Exercise 8.1

Exercise 8.2

distribution over variables x1,...,x7. The corresponding e
decomposition of the joint distribution is given by (8.4). T2 T3
T4 Is5
X6 x7
is therefore given by
p(z1)p(x2)p(@3)p(Tsa|T1, T2, T3)P(05]01, T3)p(6|T0) (27|24, 75).  (8.4)

The reader should take a moment to study carefully the correspondence between
(8.4) and Figure 8.2.

We can now state in general terms the relationship between a given directed
graph and the corresponding distribution over the variables. The joint distribution
defined by a graph is given by the product, over all of the nodes of the graph, of
a conditional distribution for each node conditioned on the variables corresponding
to the parents of that node in the graph. Thus, for a graph with K nodes, the joint
distribution is given by

K
p(x) = [ [ plaxlpay) (8.5)
k=1
where pa,, denotes the set of parents of x;, and x = {x1,...,2x}. This key

equation expresses the factorization properties of the joint distribution for a directed
graphical model. Although we have considered each node to correspond to a single
variable, we can equally well associate sets of variables and vector-valued variables
with the nodes of a graph. It is easy to show that the representation on the right-
hand side of (8.5) is always correctly normalized provided the individual conditional
distributions are normalized.

The directed graphs that we are considering are subject to an important restric-
tion namely that there must be no directed cycles, in other words there are no closed
paths within the graph such that we can move from node to node along links follow-
ing the direction of the arrows and end up back at the starting node. Such graphs are
also called directed acyclic graphs, or DAGs. This is equivalent to the statement that
there exists an ordering of the nodes such that there are no links that go from any
node to any lower numbered node.

8.1.1 Example: Polynomial regression

As an illustration of the use of directed graphs to describe probability distri-
butions, we consider the Bayesian polynomial regression model introduced in Sec-
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Directed graphical model representing the joint
distribution (8.6) corresponding to the Bayesian
polynomial regression model introduced in Sec-
tion 1.2.6.

tion 1.2.6. The random variables in this model are the vector of polynomial coeffi-
cients w and the observed datat = (¢y,...,¢x)T. In addition, this model contains
the input data X = (z1,...,2zn)T, the noise variance o2, and the hyperparameter «
representing the precision of the Gaussian prior over w, all of which are parameters
of the model rather than random variables. Focussing just on the random variables
for the moment, we see that the joint distribution is given by the product of the prior
p(w) and N conditional distributions p(t,,|w) forn =1,..., N so that

N
p(t,w) = p(w) [ ] p(ta|w). (8.6)
n=1
This joint distribution can be represented by a graphical model shown in Figure 8.3.

When we start to deal with more complex models later in the book, we shall find
it inconvenient to have to write out multiple nodes of the form ¢4, . . . , t v explicitly as
in Figure 8.3. We therefore introduce a graphical notation that allows such multiple
nodes to be expressed more compactly, in which we draw a single representative
node ¢,, and then surround this with a box, called a plate, labelled with /V indicating
that there are IV nodes of this kind. Re-writing the graph of Figure 8.3 in this way,
we obtain the graph shown in Figure 8.4.

We shall sometimes find it helpful to make the parameters of a model, as well as
its stochastic variables, explicit. In this case, (8.6) becomes

N
p(t, W‘X, «, 02) = p(W‘Oé) H p(tn|w, Tn, 02)'

n=1
Correspondingly, we can make x and « explicit in the graphical representation. To
do this, we shall adopt the convention that random variables will be denoted by open
circles, and deterministic parameters will be denoted by smaller solid circles. If we
take the graph of Figure 8.4 and include the deterministic parameters, we obtain the

graph shown in Figure 8.5.

When we apply a graphical model to a problem in machine learning or pattern
recognition, we will typically set some of the random variables to specific observed

An alternative, more compact, representation of the graph w
shown in Figure 8.3 in which we have introduced a plate

(the box labelled N) that represents N nodes of which only

a single example t,, is shown explicitly.
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Figure 8.5

Figure 8.6

This shows the same model as in Figure 8.4 but  z, ) a
with the deterministic parameters shown explicitly
by the smaller solid nodes.
w
o2 —
n
N

values, for example the variables {¢,, } from the training set in the case of polynomial
curve fitting. In a graphical model, we will denote such observed variables by shad-
ing the corresponding nodes. Thus the graph corresponding to Figure 8.5 in which
the variables {¢,,} are observed is shown in Figure 8.6. Note that the value of w is
not observed, and so w is an example of a latent variable, also known as a hidden
variable. Such variables play a crucial role in many probabilistic models and will
form the focus of Chapters 9 and 12.

Having observed the values {t,} we can, if desired, evaluate the posterior dis-
tribution of the polynomial coefficients w as discussed in Section 1.2.5. For the
moment, we note that this involves a straightforward application of Bayes’ theorem

N
p(w|T) o< p(w) [ [ p(tnlw) ®.7)

where again we have omitted the deterministic parameters in order to keep the nota-
tion uncluttered.

In general, model parameters such as w are of little direct interest in themselves,
because our ultimate goal is to make predictions for new input values. Suppose we
are given a new input value 7 and we wish to find the corresponding probability dis-
tribution for ¢ conditioned on the observed data. The graphical model that describes
this problem is shown in Figure 8.7, and the corresponding joint distribution of all
of the random variables in this model, conditioned on the deterministic parameters,
is then given by

N
p(t,t, W[z, x, a,0%) = [H ptn|zn, w, 02)] p(wla)p(t|z, w,0%).  (88)
n=1

As in Figure 8.5 but with the nodes {¢,} shaded (2, ) a
to indicate that the corresponding random vari-
ables have been set to their observed (training set)
values.
W
o2 —
128
N
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Figure 8.7 The polynomial regression model, corresponding (— .~ )

. . A 2 o
to Figure 8.6, showing also a new input value =
together with the corresponding model prediction
t.
w
ln
| N
- z
o2

>

The required predictive distribution for % is then obtained, from the sum rule of
probability, by integrating out the model parameters w so that

p(t|Z,x,t, 0, 0%) oc/p(?,t,wﬁ,x,a,az)dw

where we are implicitly setting the random variables in t to the specific values ob-
served in the data set. The details of this calculation were discussed in Chapter 3.

8.1.2 Generative models

There are many situations in which we wish to draw samples from a given prob-
ability distribution. Although we shall devote the whole of Chapter 11 to a detailed
discussion of sampling methods, it is instructive to outline here one technique, called
ancestral sampling, which is particularly relevant to graphical models. Consider a
joint distribution p(z1, ...,z k) over K variables that factorizes according to (8.5)
corresponding to a directed acyclic graph. We shall suppose that the variables have
been ordered such that there are no links from any node to any lower numbered node,
in other words each node has a higher number than any of its parents. Our goal is to
draw a sample 7, . . ., Zx from the joint distribution.

To do this, we start with the lowest-numbered node and draw a sample from the
distribution p(z1), which we call ;. We then work through each of the nodes in or-
der, so that for node n we draw a sample from the conditional distribution p(x,|pa,,)
in which the parent variables have been set to their sampled values. Note that at each
stage, these parent values will always be available because they correspond to lower-
numbered nodes that have already been sampled. Techniques for sampling from
specific distributions will be discussed in detail in Chapter 11. Once we have sam-
pled from the final variable x x, we will have achieved our objective of obtaining a
sample from the joint distribution. To obtain a sample from some marginal distribu-
tion corresponding to a subset of the variables, we simply take the sampled values
for the required nodes and ignore the sampled values for the remaining nodes. For
example, to draw a sample from the distribution p(z4, z4), we simply sample from
the full joint distribution and then retain the values z,, z, and discard the remaining
values {Z 2.4}
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Figure 8.8 A graphical model representing the process by which Object Position  Orientation

Section 2.4

images of objects are created, in which the identity
of an object (a discrete variable) and the position and
orientation of that object (continuous variables) have
independent prior probabilities. The image (a vector
of pixel intensities) has a probability distribution that
is dependent on the identity of the object as well as
on its position and orientation.

Image

For practical applications of probabilistic models, it will typically be the higher-
numbered variables corresponding to terminal nodes of the graph that represent the
observations, with lower-numbered nodes corresponding to latent variables. The
primary role of the latent variables is to allow a complicated distribution over the
observed variables to be represented in terms of a model constructed from simpler
(typically exponential family) conditional distributions.

We can interpret such models as expressing the processes by which the observed
data arose. For instance, consider an object recognition task in which each observed
data point corresponds to an image (comprising a vector of pixel intensities) of one
of the objects. In this case, the latent variables might have an interpretation as the
position and orientation of the object. Given a particular observed image, our goal is
to find the posterior distribution over objects, in which we integrate over all possible
positions and orientations. We can represent this problem using a graphical model
of the form show in Figure 8.8.

The graphical model captures the causal process (Pearl, 1988) by which the ob-
served data was generated. For this reason, such models are often called generative
models. By contrast, the polynomial regression model described by Figure 8.5 is
not generative because there is no probability distribution associated with the input
variable x, and so it is not possible to generate synthetic data points from this model.
We could make it generative by introducing a suitable prior distribution p(x), at the
expense of a more complex model.

The hidden variables in a probabilistic model need not, however, have any ex-
plicit physical interpretation but may be introduced simply to allow a more complex
joint distribution to be constructed from simpler components. In either case, the
technique of ancestral sampling applied to a generative model mimics the creation
of the observed data and would therefore give rise to ‘fantasy’ data whose probability
distribution (if the model were a perfect representation of reality) would be the same
as that of the observed data. In practice, producing synthetic observations from a
generative model can prove informative in understanding the form of the probability
distribution represented by that model.

8.1.3 Discrete variables

We have discussed the importance of probability distributions that are members
of the exponential family, and we have seen that this family includes many well-
known distributions as particular cases. Although such distributions are relatively
simple, they form useful building blocks for constructing more complex probability
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Figure 8.9 (a) This fully-connected graph describes a general distribu- X1 X2

tion over two K-state discrete variables having a total of (@) Q_,O
K? — 1 parameters. (b) By dropping the link between the

nodes, the number of parameters is reduced to 2(K — 1). X1 X
>0 O

distributions, and the framework of graphical models is very useful in expressing the
way in which these building blocks are linked together.

Such models have particularly nice properties if we choose the relationship be-
tween each parent-child pair in a directed graph to be conjugate, and we shall ex-
plore several examples of this shortly. Two cases are particularly worthy of note,
namely when the parent and child node each correspond to discrete variables and
when they each correspond to Gaussian variables, because in these two cases the
relationship can be extended hierarchically to construct arbitrarily complex directed
acyclic graphs. We begin by examining the discrete case.

The probability distribution p(x|u) for a single discrete variable x having K
possible states (using the 1-of- K representation) is given by

K
p(xw) = [ i (8.9)
k=1
and is governed by the parameters g = (uy,...,ur)T. Due to the constraint

> x i = 1, only K — 1 values for 1, need to be specified in order to define the
distribution.

Now suppose that we have two discrete variables, x; and x5, each of which has
K states, and we wish to model their joint distribution. We denote the probability of
observing both z1;, = 1 and x5, = 1 by the parameter p;, where z;, denotes the
k" component of x;, and similarly for z5;. The joint distribution can be written

K K
p(x1,Xa|p) = H Hﬂizlkzzl-

k=11=1

Because the parameters 1. are subject to the constraint ), >, i = 1, this distri-
bution is governed by K2 — 1 parameters. It is easily seen that the total number of
parameters that must be specified for an arbitrary joint distribution over M variables
is KM — 1 and therefore grows exponentially with the number M of variables.

Using the product rule, we can factor the joint distribution p(x 1, x2) in the form
p(x2|x1)p(x1), which corresponds to a two-node graph with a link going from the
x; hode to the x, node as shown in Figure 8.9(a). The marginal distribution p(x;)
is governed by K — 1 parameters, as before, Similarly, the conditional distribution
p(x2|x1) requires the specification of K — 1 parameters for each of the K possible
values of x;. The total number of parameters that must be specified in the joint
distribution is therefore (K — 1) + K(K — 1) = K2 — 1 as before.

Now suppose that the variables x; and x5 were independent, corresponding to
the graphical model shown in Figure 8.9(b). Each variable is then described by
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Figure 8.10 This chain of M discrete nodes, each X1 X2 XM
having K states, requires the specification of K’ — 1 + Q—O_. cee 4.0
(M — 1)K(K — 1) parameters, which grows linearly

with the length M of the chain. In contrast, a fully con-

nected graph of M nodes would have K™ — 1 param-
eters, which grows exponentially with M.

a separate multinomial distribution, and the total number of parameters would be
2(K —1). For a distribution over M independent discrete variables, each having K
states, the total number of parameters would be M (K — 1), which therefore grows
linearly with the number of variables. From a graphical perspective, we have reduced
the number of parameters by dropping links in the graph, at the expense of having a
restricted class of distributions.

More generally, if we have M discrete variables x1,...,x,;, we can model
the joint distribution using a directed graph with one variable corresponding to each
node. The conditional distribution at each node is given by a set of nonnegative pa-
rameters subject to the usual normalization constraint. If the graph is fully connected
then we have a completely general distribution having K — 1 parameters, whereas
if there are no links in the graph the joint distribution factorizes into the product of
the marginals, and the total number of parameters is M (K — 1). Graphs having in-
termediate levels of connectivity allow for more general distributions than the fully
factorized one while requiring fewer parameters than the general joint distribution.
As an illustration, consider the chain of nodes shown in Figure 8.10. The marginal
distribution p(x;) requires K — 1 parameters, whereas each of the M — 1 condi-
tional distributions p(x;|x;_1), fori = 2,..., M, requires K (K — 1) parameters.
This gives a total parameter count of X' — 1+ (M — 1)K (K — 1), which is quadratic
in K and which grows linearly (rather than exponentially) with the length M of the
chain.

An alternative way to reduce the number of independent parameters in a model
is by sharing parameters (also known as tying of parameters). For instance, in the
chain example of Figure 8.10, we can arrange that all of the conditional distributions
p(xi|x;—1), fori = 2,..., M, are governed by the same set of K (K —1) parameters.
Together with the K — 1 parameters governing the distribution of x, this gives a total
of K2 — 1 parameters that must be specified in order to define the joint distribution.

We can turn a graph over discrete variables into a Bayesian model by introduc-
ing Dirichlet priors for the parameters. From a graphical point of view, each node
then acquires an additional parent representing the Dirichlet distribution over the pa-
rameters associated with the corresponding discrete node. This is illustrated for the
chain model in Figure 8.11. The corresponding model in which we tie the parame-
ters governing the conditional distributions p(x;|x;_1), fori = 2,..., M, is shown
in Figure 8.12.

Another way of controlling the exponential growth in the number of parameters
in models of discrete variables is to use parameterized models for the conditional
distributions instead of complete tables of conditional probability values. To illus-
trate this idea, consider the graph in Figure 8.13 in which all of the nodes represent
binary variables. Each of the parent variables x; is governed by a single parame-
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An extension of the model of Ky Ko 123
Figure 8.10 to include Dirich-

let priors over the param-

eters governing the discrete

distributions.

As in Figure 8.11 but with a sin-
gle set of parameters p shared
amongst all of the conditional
distributions p(x;|x;_1).

ter p; representing the probability p(x; = 1), giving M parameters in total for the
parent nodes. The conditional distribution p(y|z1, ..., x ), however, would require
2M parameters representing the probability p(y = 1) for each of the 2 possible
settings of the parent variables. Thus in general the number of parameters required
to specify this conditional distribution will grow exponentially with A/. We can ob-
tain a more parsimonious form for the conditional distribution by using a logistic
sigmoid function acting on a linear combination of the parent variables, giving

M
ply=1lx1,...,xpm) =0 (wo + Zwm) =o(w'x) (8.10)

1=1

where o(a) = (1+exp(—a)) ! is the logistic sigmoid, x = (zo, 1, ...,z )T isan
(M + 1)-dimensional vector of parent states augmented with an additional variable
xo Whose value is clamped to 1, and w = (wq, wy, ..., was) 7T is a vector of M + 1
parameters. This is a more restricted form of conditional distribution than the general
case but is now governed by a number of parameters that grows linearly with A/. In
this sense, it is analogous to the choice of a restrictive form of covariance matrix (for
example, a diagonal matrix) in a multivariate Gaussian distribution. The motivation
for the logistic sigmoid representation was discussed in Section 4.2.

A graph comprising M parents z1, ...,z and a sin- T TM
gle child y, used to illustrate the idea of parameterized
conditional distributions for discrete variables.
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8.1.4 Linear-Gaussian models

In the previous section, we saw how to construct joint probability distributions
over a set of discrete variables by expressing the variables as nodes in a directed
acyclic graph. Here we show how a multivariate Gaussian can be expressed as a
directed graph corresponding to a linear-Gaussian model over the component vari-
ables. This allows us to impose interesting structure on the distribution, with the
general Gaussian and the diagonal covariance Gaussian representing opposite ex-
tremes. Several widely used techniques are examples of linear-Gaussian models,
such as probabilistic principal component analysis, factor analysis, and linear dy-
namical systems (Roweis and Ghahramani, 1999). We shall make extensive use of
the results of this section in later chapters when we consider some of these techniques
in detail.

Consider an arbitrary directed acyclic graph over D variables in which node ¢
represents a single continuous random variable z; having a Gaussian distribution.
The mean of this distribution is taken to be a linear combination of the states of its
parent nodes pa,; of node 4

plailpay) = N [ @i | Y wija; + by, v; (8.11)

jEpai

where w;; and b; are parameters governing the mean, and v; is the variance of the
conditional distribution for x;. The log of the joint distribution is then the log of the
product of these conditionals over all nodes in the graph and hence takes the form

D
Inp(x) = Zlnp(xi|pai) (8.12)
i=1
2

T; — Z wi;jz; —b; | + const (8.13)

jEpai

A
a Z 2v;
1=1

where x = (z1,...,2p)T and ‘const’ denotes terms independent of x. We see that
this is a quadratic function of the components of x, and hence the joint distribution
p(x) is a multivariate Gaussian.

We can determine the mean and covariance of the joint distribution recursively
as follows. Each variable z; has (conditional on the states of its parents) a Gaussian
distribution of the form (8.11) and so

Ty = Z Wi Ty + bi + \/’171‘67; (814)
j€Epa;
where ¢; is a zero mean, unit variance Gaussian random variable satisfying E[e¢;] = 0

and Ele;e;] = I;;, where I;; is the 4, j element of the identity matrix. Taking the
expectation of (8.14), we have

Elwi] = ) wiEla;] + bs. (8.15)

JEpa;
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Figure 8.14 A directed graph over three Gaussian variables, T T2 T3

Section 2.3

Exercise 8.7

with one missing link. O—O—O

Thus we can find the components of E[x| = (E[z],...,E[zp])" by starting at the
lowest numbered node and working recursively through the graph (here we again
assume that the nodes are numbered such that each node has a higher number than
its parents). Similarly, we can use (8.14) and (8.15) to obtain the 7, j element of the
covariance matrix for p(x) in the form of a recursion relation

covlz;, ;] = E[(z; — Elz:])(z; — E[z;])]

E |(z; - Elz:]) { > wik(wr — Elzx]) + /e

kEpa;

= Z wjkcov(x;, T] + 1;;v; (8.16)

kEpa;

and so the covariance can similarly be evaluated recursively starting from the lowest
numbered node.

Let us consider two extreme cases. First of all, suppose that there are no links
in the graph, which therefore comprises D isolated nodes. In this case, there are no
parameters w;; and so there are just D parameters b; and D parameters v;. From
the recursion relations (8.15) and (8.16), we see that the mean of p(x) is given by
(b1,...,bp)T and the covariance matrix is diagonal of the form diag(vy,...,vp).
The joint distribution has a total of 2D parameters and represents a set of D inde-
pendent univariate Gaussian distributions.

Now consider a fully connected graph in which each node has all lower num-
bered nodes as parents. The matrix w;; then has < — 1 entries on the it row and
hence is a lower triangular matrix (with no entries on the leading diagonal). Then
the total number of parameters w;; is obtained by taking the number D? of elements
ina D x D matrix, subtracting D to account for the absence of elements on the lead-
ing diagonal, and then dividing by 2 because the matrix has elements only below the
diagonal, giving a total of D(D — 1) /2. The total number of independent parameters
{w;;} and {v;} in the covariance matrix is therefore D(D + 1)/2 corresponding to
a general symmetric covariance matrix.

Graphs having some intermediate level of complexity correspond to joint Gaus-
sian distributions with partially constrained covariance matrices. Consider for ex-
ample the graph shown in Figure 8.14, which has a link missing between variables
x1 and x3. Using the recursion relations (8.15) and (8.16), we see that the mean and
covariance of the joint distribution are given by

o = (b1,by + warby, bg + wazby + w32w21b1)T (8.17)
U1 Wa1 V1 W32W2171
Y = W21V1 VU2 + wglvl wgg(’l)g + w%lvl) . (818)
W32W21V1 U)gg(’UQ + w%lvl) V3 + 'U)%Q(’Ug + w%l’l)l)
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Section 2.3.6

8.2.

We can readily extend the linear-Gaussian graphical model to the case in which
the nodes of the graph represent multivariate Gaussian variables. In this case, we can
write the conditional distribution for node 7 in the form

p(xilpa;) = N | x; Z Wiix; + by, 3; (8.19)

jepai

where now W;; is a matrix (which is nonsquare if x; and x; have different dimen-
sionalities). Again it is easy to verify that the joint distribution over all variables is
Gaussian.

Note that we have already encountered a specific example of the linear-Gaussian
relationship when we saw that the conjugate prior for the mean p of a Gaussian
variable x is itself a Gaussian distribution over w. The joint distribution over x and
w is therefore Gaussian. This corresponds to a simple two-node graph in which
the node representing p is the parent of the node representing x. The mean of the
distribution over p is a parameter controlling a prior, and so it can be viewed as a
hyperparameter. Because the value of this hyperparameter may itself be unknown,
we can again treat it from a Bayesian perspective by introducing a prior over the
hyperparameter, sometimes called a hyperprior, which is again given by a Gaussian
distribution. This type of construction can be extended in principle to any level and is
an illustration of a hierarchical Bayesian model, of which we shall encounter further
examples in later chapters.

Conditional Independence

An important concept for probability distributions over multiple variables is that of
conditional independence (Dawid, 1980). Consider three variables a, b, and ¢, and
suppose that the conditional distribution of a, given b and ¢, is such that it does not
depend on the value of b, so that

p(alb, ) = p(alc). (8.20)

We say that a is conditionally independent of b given c. This can be expressed in a
slightly different way if we consider the joint distribution of ¢ and b conditioned on
¢, which we can write in the form

pla,ble) = p(alb, c)p(blc)
= plale)p(ble). (8.21)

where we have used the product rule of probability together with (8.20). Thus we
see that, conditioned on ¢, the joint distribution of a and b factorizes into the prod-
uct of the marginal distribution of a and the marginal distribution of b (again both
conditioned on ¢). This says that the variables a and b are statistically independent,
given c. Note that our definition of conditional independence will require that (8.20),
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Figure 8.15 The first of three examples of graphs over three variables c
a, b, and ¢ used to discuss conditional independence
properties of directed graphical models.

IS
(ol

or equivalently (8.21), must hold for every possible value of ¢, and not just for some
values. We shall sometimes use a shorthand notation for conditional independence
(Dawid, 1979) in which

alldb|e (8.22)

denotes that « is conditionally independent of b given ¢ and is equivalent to (8.20).

Conditional independence properties play an important role in using probabilis-
tic models for pattern recognition by simplifying both the structure of a model and
the computations needed to perform inference and learning under that model. We
shall see examples of this shortly.

If we are given an expression for the joint distribution over a set of variables in
terms of a product of conditional distributions (i.e., the mathematical representation
underlying a directed graph), then we could in principle test whether any poten-
tial conditional independence property holds by repeated application of the sum and
product rules of probability. In practice, such an approach would be very time con-
suming. An important and elegant feature of graphical models is that conditional
independence properties of the joint distribution can be read directly from the graph
without having to perform any analytical manipulations. The general framework
for achieving this is called d-separation, where the ‘d’ stands for “directed” (Pearl,
1988). Here we shall motivate the concept of d-separation and give a general state-
ment of the d-separation criterion. A formal proof can be found in Lauritzen (1996).

8.2.1 Three example graphs

We begin our discussion of the conditional independence properties of directed
graphs by considering three simple examples each involving graphs having just three
nodes. Together, these will motivate and illustrate the key concepts of d-separation.
The first of the three examples is shown in Figure 8.15, and the joint distribution
corresponding to this graph is easily written down using the general result (8.5) to
give

p(a, b, c) = p(alc)p(blc)p(c). (8.23)
If none of the variables are observed, then we can investigate whether a and b are
independent by marginalizing both sides of (8.23) with respect to ¢ to give

pa,b) = plale)p(ble)p(c). (8.24)

In general, this does not factorize into the product p(a)p(b), and so

allb|® (8.25)
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Figure 8.16 As in Figure 8.15 but where we have conditioned on the c

Figure 8.17

value of variable c.

IS
(ol

where () denotes the empty set, and the symbol )/ means that the conditional inde-
pendence property does not hold in general. Of course, it may hold for a particular
distribution by virtue of the specific numerical values associated with the various
conditional probabilities, but it does not follow in general from the structure of the
graph.

Now suppose we condition on the variable ¢, as represented by the graph of
Figure 8.16. From (8.23), we can easily write down the conditional distribution of
and b, given ¢, in the form

p(a, b, c)
p(c)
= plale)p(blc)

and so we obtain the conditional independence property

p(a,blc) =

allb]e.

We can provide a simple graphical interpretation of this result by considering
the path from node « to node b via c. The node c is said to be tail-to-tail with re-
spect to this path because the node is connected to the tails of the two arrows, and
the presence of such a path connecting nodes a and b causes these nodes to be de-
pendent. However, when we condition on node c, as in Figure 8.16, the conditioned
node ‘blocks’ the path from a to b and causes « and b to become (conditionally)
independent.

We can similarly consider the graph shown in Figure 8.17. The joint distribution
corresponding to this graph is again obtained from our general formula (8.5) to give

p(a, b, ¢) = p(a)p(cla)p(blc). (8.26)

First of all, suppose that none of the variables are observed. Again, we can test to
see if ¢ and b are independent by marginalizing over c to give

p(a,b) = p(a) Y p(cla)p(ble) = p(a)p(bla).

The second of our three examples of 3-node a c b

graphs used to motivate the conditional indepen- < ) |< ) |< >
dence framework for directed graphical models.
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As in Figure 8.17 but now conditioning on node c. a c b

O—@—O

which in general does not factorize into p(a)p(b), and so
all b|0 (8.27)

as before.
Now suppose we condition on node ¢, as shown in Figure 8.18. Using Bayes’
theorem, together with (8.26), we obtain

p(a,b,c)

p(c)
p(a)p(c|a)p(blc)
p(c)

= plale)p(ble)

p(a,ble) =

and so again we obtain the conditional independence property
allb]e.

As before, we can interpret these results graphically. The node ¢ is said to be
head-to-tail with respect to the path from node a to node b. Such a path connects
nodes a and b and renders them dependent. If we now observe ¢, as in Figure 8.18,
then this observation ‘blocks’ the path from a to b and so we obtain the conditional
independence property a L b | c.

Finally, we consider the third of our 3-node examples, shown by the graph in
Figure 8.19. As we shall see, this has a more subtle behaviour than the two previous
graphs.

The joint distribution can again be written down using our general result (8.5) to
give

p(a, b, c) = p(a)p(b)p(cla,b). (8.28)
Consider first the case where none of the variables are observed. Marginalizing both
sides of (8.28) over ¢ we obtain

p(a,b) = p(a)p(b)

The last of our three examples of 3-node graphs used to ¢ b
explore conditional independence properties in graphi-

cal models. This graph has rather different properties

from the two previous examples.
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Figure 8.20 As in Figure 8.19 but conditioning on the value of node ¢

Exercise 8.10

c. In this graph, the act of conditioning induces a depen-
dence between a and b.

and so a and b are independent with no variables observed, in contrast to the two
previous examples. We can write this result as

allbl. (8.29)

Now suppose we condition on ¢, as indicated in Figure 8.20. The conditional distri-
bution of a and b is then given by
p(a7 b) C)
a,be) = ———=
pla,ble) oo
p(a)p(b)p(cla, b)
p(c)

which in general does not factorize into the product p(a)p(b), and so

all b|ec.

Thus our third example has the opposite behaviour from the first two. Graphically,
we say that node ¢ is head-to-head with respect to the path from a to b because it
connects to the heads of the two arrows. When node ¢ is unobserved, it ‘blocks’
the path, and the variables a and b are independent. However, conditioning on ¢
‘unblocks’ the path and renders a and b dependent.

There is one more subtlety associated with this third example that we need to
consider. First we introduce some more terminology. We say that node y is a de-
scendant of node z if there is a path from z to y in which each step of the path
follows the directions of the arrows. Then it can be shown that a head-to-head path
will become unblocked if either the node, or any of its descendants, is observed.

In summary, a tail-to-tail node or a head-to-tail node leaves a path unblocked
unless it is observed in which case it blocks the path. By contrast, a head-to-head
node blocks a path if it is unobserved, but once the node, and/or at least one of its
descendants, is observed the path becomes unblocked.

It is worth spending a moment to understand further the unusual behaviour of the
graph of Figure 8.20. Consider a particular instance of such a graph corresponding
to a problem with three binary random variables relating to the fuel system on a car,
as shown in Figure 8.21. The variables are called B, representing the state of a
battery that is either charged (B = 1) or flat (B = 0), F representing the state of
the fuel tank that is either full of fuel (F* = 1) or empty (F' = 0), and G, which is
the state of an electric fuel gauge and which indicates either full (G = 1) or empty

© Christpher M. Bishop (2002-2006). Springer, 2006. First printing.
Further information available at http://research.microsoft.com/~cmbishop/PRML



8.2. Conditional Independence 377

B F B F B F

G G G

Figure 8.21 An example of a 3-node graph used to illustrate the phenomenon of ‘explaining away’. The three
nodes represent the state of the battery (B), the state of the fuel tank (F') and the reading on the electric fuel
gauge (G). See the text for details.

(G = 0). The battery is either charged or flat, and independently the fuel tank is
either full or empty, with prior probabilities

p(B=1) = 0.9
p(F=1) = 009.

Given the state of the fuel tank and the battery, the fuel gauge reads full with proba-
bilities given by

p(G=1B=1,F=1) = 08
p(G=1B=1,F=0) = 0.2
p(G=1B=0F=1) = 0.2
p(G=1B=0,F=0) = 0.1

so this is a rather unreliable fuel gauge! All remaining probabilities are determined
by the requirement that probabilities sum to one, and so we have a complete specifi-
cation of the probabilistic model.

Before we observe any data, the prior probability of the fuel tank being empty
is p(F = 0) = 0.1. Now suppose that we observe the fuel gauge and discover that
it reads empty, i.e., G = 0, corresponding to the middle graph in Figure 8.21. We
can use Bayes’ theorem to evaluate the posterior probability of the fuel tank being
empty. First we evaluate the denominator for Bayes’ theorem given by

p(G=0)= > > p(G=0|B,F)p(B)p(F) = 0315 (8.30)
Be{0,1} Fe{o,1}
and similarly we evaluate
p(G=0[F=0)= > p(G=0[B,F=0)p(B) =081 (8.31)
Be{0,1}
and using these results we have

p(G =0|F = 0)p(F = 0)
p(G =0)

p(F=0|G=0)= ~ 0.257 (8.32)
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and so p(F = 0|G = 0) > p(F = 0). Thus observing that the gauge reads empty
makes it more likely that the tank is indeed empty, as we would intuitively expect.
Next suppose that we also check the state of the battery and find that it is flat, i.e.,
B = 0. We have now observed the states of both the fuel gauge and the battery, as
shown by the right-hand graph in Figure 8.21. The posterior probability that the fuel
tank is empty given the observations of both the fuel gauge and the battery state is
then given by

p(G=0/B=0,F =0)p(F =0)
ZFG{O,l} p(G=0[B=0,F)p(F)

where the prior probability p(B = 0) has cancelled between numerator and denom-
inator. Thus the probability that the tank is empty has decreased (from 0.257 to
0.111) as a result of the observation of the state of the battery. This accords with our
intuition that finding out that the battery is flat explains away the observation that the
fuel gauge reads empty. We see that the state of the fuel tank and that of the battery
have indeed become dependent on each other as a result of observing the reading
on the fuel gauge. In fact, this would also be the case if, instead of observing the
fuel gauge directly, we observed the state of some descendant of GG. Note that the
probability p(F' = 0|G = 0, B = 0) ~ 0.111 is greater than the prior probability
p(F = 0) = 0.1 because the observation that the fuel gauge reads zero still provides
some evidence in favour of an empty fuel tank.

p(F=0/G=0,B=0)= ~(.111 (8.33)

8.2.2 D-separation

We now give a general statement of the d-separation property (Pearl, 1988) for
directed graphs. Consider a general directed graph in which A, B, and C are arbi-
trary nonintersecting sets of nodes (whose union may be smaller than the complete
set of nodes in the graph). We wish to ascertain whether a particular conditional
independence statement A 1L B | C'is implied by a given directed acyclic graph. To
do so, we consider all possible paths from any node in A to any node in B. Any such
path is said to be blocked if it includes a node such that either

(a) the arrows on the path meet either head-to-tail or tail-to-tail at the node, and the
node is in the set C, or

(b) the arrows meet head-to-head at the node, and neither the node, nor any of its
descendants, is in the set C.

If all paths are blocked, then A is said to be d-separated from B by C, and the joint
distribution over all of the variables in the graph will satisfy A 1l B | C.

The concept of d-separation is illustrated in Figure 8.22. In graph (a), the path
from a to b is not blocked by node f because it is a tail-to-tail node for this path
and is not observed, nor is it blocked by node e because, although the latter is a
head-to-head node, it has a descendant ¢ because is in the conditioning set. Thus
the conditional independence statement a L b | ¢ does not follow from this graph.
In graph (b), the path from « to b is blocked by node f because this is a tail-to-tail
node that is observed, and so the conditional independence property a L b | f will
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Figure 8.22 lllustration of the con-
cept of d-separation. See the text for

details.

Section 2.3

Figure 8.23

() (b)

be satisfied by any distribution that factorizes according to this graph. Note that this
path is also blocked by node e because e is a head-to-head node and neither it nor its
descendant are in the conditioning set.

For the purposes of d-separation, parameters such as « and o2 in Figure 8.5,
indicated by small filled circles, behave in the same was as observed nodes. How-
ever, there are no marginal distributions associated with such nodes. Consequently
parameter nodes never themselves have parents and so all paths through these nodes
will always be tail-to-tail and hence blocked. Consequently they play no role in
d-separation.

Another example of conditional independence and d-separation is provided by
the concept of i.i.d. (independent identically distributed) data introduced in Sec-
tion 1.2.4. Consider the problem of finding the posterior distribution for the mean
of a univariate Gaussian distribution. This can be represented by the directed graph
shown in Figure 8.23 in which the joint distribution is defined by a prior p(u) to-
gether with a set of conditional distributions p(z,|x) forn =1,..., N. In practice,
we observe D = {z1,...,zy} and our goal is to infer . Suppose, for a moment,
that we condition on g and consider the joint distribution of the observations. Using
d-separation, we note that there is a unique path from any x; to any other x;.; and
that this path is tail-to-tail with respect to the observed node n.. Every such path is

blocked and so the observations D = {x1, ...,z } are independent given p, so that
N
p(Dlp) = [ p(waln)- (8.34)
n=1
(a) Directed graph corre- o

sponding to the problem
of inferring the mean p of
a univariate Gaussian dis-
tribution from observations
z1,...,zn. (D) The same
graph drawn using the plate
notation.

(b)
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Figure 8.24 A graphical representation of the ‘naive Bayes’

Section 3.3
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model for classification. Conditioned on the
class label z, the components of the observed
vector x = (z1,...,xp)T are assumed to be
independent.

However, if we integrate over p, the observations are in general no longer indepen-
dent

. N
p(0) = [ o®lpli)dn # [ o) (3.35)

Here 1 is a latent variable, because its value is not observed.

Another example of a model representing i.i.d. data is the graph in Figure 8.7
corresponding to Bayesian polynomial regression. Here the stochastic nodes corre-
spond to {t,}, w and Z. We see that the node for w is tail-to-tail with respect to
the path from 7 to any one of the nodes ¢,, and so we have the following conditional
independence property

Tt |w. (8.36)

Thus, conditioned on the polynomial coefficients w, the predictive distribution for
t is independent of the training data {¢;,...,tx}. We can therefore first use the
training data to determine the posterior distribution over the coefficients w and then
we can discard the training data and use the posterior distribution for w to make
predictions of ¢ for new input observations Z.

A related graphical structure arises in an approach to classification called the
naive Bayes model, in which we use conditional independence assumptions to sim-
plify the model structure. Suppose our observed variable consists of a D-dimensional
vector x = (z1,...,2zp)T, and we wish to assign observed values of x to one of K
classes. Using the 1-of- K encoding scheme, we can represent these classes by a K-
dimensional binary vector z. We can then define a generative model by introducing
a multinomial prior p(z|w) over the class labels, where the k" component i, of
is the prior probability of class Cy, together with a conditional distribution p(x|z)
for the observed vector x. The key assumption of the naive Bayes model is that,
conditioned on the class z, the distributions of the input variables x1, ...,z p are in-
dependent. The graphical representation of this model is shown in Figure 8.24. We
see that observation of z blocks the path between xz; and z; for j # 7 (because such
paths are tail-to-tail at the node z) and so x; and x; are conditionally independent
given z. If, however, we marginalize out z (so that z is unobserved) the tail-to-tail
path from x; to x; is no longer blocked. This tells us that in general the marginal
density p(x) will not factorize with respect to the components of x. We encountered
a simple application of the naive Bayes model in the context of fusing data from
different sources for medical diagnosis in Section 1.5.

If we are given a labelled training set, comprising inputs {x1, ..., xx } together
with their class labels, then we can fit the naive Bayes model to the training data
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using maximum likelihood assuming that the data are drawn independently from
the model. The solution is obtained by fitting the model for each class separately
using the correspondingly labelled data. As an example, suppose that the probability
density within each class is chosen to be Gaussian. In this case, the naive Bayes
assumption then implies that the covariance matrix for each Gaussian is diagonal,
and the contours of constant density within each class will be axis-aligned ellipsoids.
The marginal density, however, is given by a superposition of diagonal Gaussians
(with weighting coefficients given by the class priors) and so will no longer factorize
with respect to its components.

The naive Bayes assumption is helpful when the dimensionality D of the input
space is high, making density estimation in the full D-dimensional space more chal-
lenging. It is also useful if the input vector contains both discrete and continuous
variables, since each can be represented separately using appropriate models (e.qg.,
Bernoulli distributions for binary observations or Gaussians for real-valued vari-
ables). The conditional independence assumption of this model is clearly a strong
one that may lead to rather poor representations of the class-conditional densities.
Nevertheless, even if this assumption is not precisely satisfied, the model may still
give good classification performance in practice because the decision boundaries can
be insensitive to some of the details in the class-conditional densities, as illustrated
in Figure 1.27.

We have seen that a particular directed graph represents a specific decomposition
of a joint probability distribution into a product of conditional probabilities. The
graph also expresses a set of conditional independence statements obtained through
the d-separation criterion, and the d-separation theorem is really an expression of the
equivalence of these two properties. In order to make this clear, it is helpful to think
of a directed graph as a filter. Suppose we consider a particular joint probability
distribution p(x) over the variables x corresponding to the (nonobserved) nodes of
the graph. The filter will allow this distribution to pass through if, and only if, it can
be expressed in terms of the factorization (8.5) implied by the graph. If we present to
the filter the set of all possible distributions p(x) over the set of variables x, then the
subset of distributions that are passed by the filter will be denoted D, for directed
factorization. This is illustrated in Figure 8.25. Alternatively, we can use the graph as
a different kind of filter by first listing all of the conditional independence properties
obtained by applying the d-separation criterion to the graph, and then allowing a
distribution to pass only if it satisfies all of these properties. If we present all possible
distributions p(x) to this second kind of filter, then the d-separation theorem tells us
that the set of distributions that will be allowed through is precisely the set DF.

It should be emphasized that the conditional independence properties obtained
from d-separation apply to any probabilistic model described by that particular di-
rected graph. This will be true, for instance, whether the variables are discrete or
continuous or a combination of these. Again, we see that a particular graph is de-
scribing a whole family of probability distributions.

At one extreme we have a fully connected graph that exhibits no conditional in-
dependence properties at all, and which can represent any possible joint probability
distribution over the given variables. The set DF will contain all possible distribu-
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Figure 8.25 We can view a graphical model (in this case a directed graph) as a filter in which a prob-

ability distribution p(x) is allowed through the filter if, and only if, it satisfies the directed
factorization property (8.5). The set of all possible probability distributions p(x) that pass
through the filter is denoted DF. We can alternatively use the graph to filter distributions
according to whether they respect all of the conditional independencies implied by the
d-separation properties of the graph. The d-separation theorem says that it is the same
set of distributions DF that will be allowed through this second kind of filter.

tions p(x). At the other extreme, we have the fully disconnected graph, i.e., one
having no links at all. This corresponds to joint distributions which factorize into the
product of the marginal distributions over the variables comprising the nodes of the
graph.

Note that for any given graph, the set of distributions DF will include any dis-
tributions that have additional independence properties beyond those described by
the graph. For instance, a fully factorized distribution will always be passed through
the filter implied by any graph over the corresponding set of variables.

We end our discussion of conditional independence properties by exploring the
concept of a Markov blanket or Markov boundary. Consider a joint distribution
p(x1,...,Xxp) represented by a directed graph having D nodes, and consider the
conditional distribution of a particular node with variables x; conditioned on all of
the remaining variables x ;. Using the factorization property (8.5), we can express
this conditional distribution in the form

p(¥1, ..., %D
plclpy) = LX)
/p(xl,...,XD)dxi
T pxloa)
k

/Hp(xkpak;) dx;
k

in which the integral is replaced by a summation in the case of discrete variables. We
now observe that any factor p(xy|pa;,) that does not have any functional dependence
on x; can be taken outside the integral over x;, and will therefore cancel between
numerator and denominator. The only factors that remain will be the conditional
distribution p(x;|pa;) for node x; itself, together with the conditional distributions
for any nodes x, such that node x; is in the conditioning set of p(x|pa;), in other
words for which x; is a parent of x;. The conditional p(x;|pa;) will depend on the
parents of node x;, whereas the conditionals p(x|pa;) will depend on the children
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Figure 8.26 The Markov blanket of a node x; comprises the set

8.3.

of parents, children and co-parents of the node. It
has the property that the conditional distribution of
x;, conditioned on all the remaining variables in the
graph, is dependent only on the variables in the

Markov blanket. Li

of x; as well as on the co-parents, in other words variables corresponding to parents
of node x;, other than node x;. The set of nodes comprising the parents, the children
and the co-parents is called the Markov blanket and is illustrated in Figure 8.26. We
can think of the Markov blanket of a node x; as being the minimal set of nodes that
isolates x; from the rest of the graph. Note that it is not sufficient to include only the
parents and children of node x; because the phenomenon of explaining away means
that observations of the child nodes will not block paths to the co-parents. We must
therefore observe the co-parent nodes also.

Markov Random Fields

Section 8.2

We have seen that directed graphical models specify a factorization of the joint dis-
tribution over a set of variables into a product of local conditional distributions. They
also define a set of conditional independence properties that must be satisfied by any
distribution that factorizes according to the graph. We turn now to the second ma-
jor class of graphical models that are described by undirected graphs and that again
specify both a factorization and a set of conditional independence relations.

A Markov random field, also known as a Markov network or an undirected
graphical model (Kindermann and Snell, 1980), has a set of nodes each of which
corresponds to a variable or group of variables, as well as a set of links each of
which connects a pair of nodes. The links are undirected, that is they do not carry
arrows. In the case of undirected graphs, it is convenient to begin with a discussion
of conditional independence properties.

8.3.1 Conditional independence properties

In the case of directed graphs, we saw that it was possible to test whether a par-
ticular conditional independence property holds by applying a graphical test called
d-separation. This involved testing whether or not the paths connecting two sets of
nodes were ‘blocked’. The definition of blocked, however, was somewhat subtle
due to the presence of paths having head-to-head nodes. We might ask whether it
is possible to define an alternative graphical semantics for probability distributions
such that conditional independence is determined by simple graph separation. This
is indeed the case and corresponds to undirected graphical models. By removing the
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Figure 8.27 An example of an undirected graph in

8. GRAPHICAL MODELS

which every path from any node in set
A to any node in set B passes through
at least one node in set C. Conse-
quently the conditional independence
property A 1L B | C holds for any ,
probability distribution described by this 7
graph.
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directionality from the links of the graph, the asymmetry between parent and child
nodes is removed, and so the subtleties associated with head-to-head nodes no longer
arise.

Suppose that in an undirected graph we identify three sets of nodes, denoted A,
B, and C, and that we consider the conditional independence property

Al B|C. (8.37)

To test whether this property is satisfied by a probability distribution defined by a
graph we consider all possible paths that connect nodes in set A to nodes in set
B. If all such paths pass through one or more nodes in set C, then all such paths are
‘blocked’ and so the conditional independence property holds. However, if there is at
least one such path that is not blocked, then the property does not necessarily hold, or
more precisely there will exist at least some distributions corresponding to the graph
that do not satisfy this conditional independence relation. This is illustrated with an
example in Figure 8.27. Note that this is exactly the same as the d-separation crite-
rion except that there is no ‘explaining away’ phenomenon. Testing for conditional
independence in undirected graphs is therefore simpler than in directed graphs.

An alternative way to view the conditional independence test is to imagine re-
moving all nodes in set C' from the graph together with any links that connect to
those nodes. We then ask if there exists a path that connects any node in A to any
node in B. If there are no such paths, then the conditional independence property
must hold.

The Markov blanket for an undirected graph takes a particularly simple form,
because a node will be conditionally independent of all other nodes conditioned only
on the neighbouring nodes, as illustrated in Figure 8.28.

8.3.2 Factorization properties

We now seek a factorization rule for undirected graphs that will correspond to
the above conditional independence test. Again, this will involve expressing the joint
distribution p(x) as a product of functions defined over sets of variables that are local
to the graph. We therefore need to decide what is the appropriate notion of locality
in this case.
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For an undirected graph, the Markov blanket of a node
x; consists of the set of neighbouring nodes. It has the
property that the conditional distribution of z;, conditioned
on all the remaining variables in the graph, is dependent
only on the variables in the Markov blanket.

If we consider two nodes z; and z; that are not connected by a link, then these
variables must be conditionally independent given all other nodes in the graph. This
follows from the fact that there is no direct path between the two nodes, and all other
paths pass through nodes that are observed, and hence those paths are blocked. This
conditional independence property can be expressed as

P, 75 |%\4,51) = P(@i|x\ i, 51)P(@5 %0\ £4,51) (8.38)

where x\ ¢; ;1 denotes the set x of all variables with z; and z; removed. The factor-
ization of the joint distribution must therefore be such that =; and z; do not appear
in the same factor in order for the conditional independence property to hold for all
possible distributions belonging to the graph.

This leads us to consider a graphical concept called a clique, which is defined
as a subset of the nodes in a graph such that there exists a link between all pairs of
nodes in the subset. In other words, the set of nodes in a clique is fully connected.
Furthermore, a maximal clique is a clique such that it is not possible to include any
other nodes from the graph in the set without it ceasing to be a clique. These concepts
are illustrated by the undirected graph over four variables shown in Figure 8.29. This
graph has five cliques of two nodes given by {1, 2}, {2, 23}, {z3, 4}, {x4, 22},
and {1, z3}, as well as two maximal cliques given by {1, 22, x3} and {xs, 23, x4 }.
The set {z1, 22, 3, 24} is not a clique because of the missing link from 2, to .

We can therefore define the factors in the decomposition of the joint distribution
to be functions of the variables in the cliques. In fact, we can consider functions
of the maximal cliques, without loss of generality, because other cliques must be
subsets of maximal cliques. Thus, if {z1, 2, z3} is a maximal clique and we define
an arbitrary function over this clique, then including another factor defined over a
subset of these variables would be redundant.

Let us denote a clique by C and the set of variables in that clique by x. Then

A four-node undirected graph showing a clique (outlined in
green) and a maximal clique (outlined in blue).

© Christpher M. Bishop (2002-2006). Springer, 2006. First printing.
Further information available at http://research.microsoft.com/~cmbishop/PRML



386

8. GRAPHICAL MODELS

the joint distribution is written as a product of potential functions ¢ (x¢) over the
maximal cliques of the graph

1
p(x) = 7 l_C[ Yo(xo). (8.39)
Here the quantity Z, sometimes called the partition function, is a normalization con-

stant and is given by
z=> 1] vecxc) (8.40)
x C

which ensures that the distribution p(x) given by (8.39) is correctly normalized.
By considering only potential functions which satisfy ¥« (x¢c) > 0 we ensure that
p(x) = 0. In (8.40) we have assumed that x comprises discrete variables, but the
framework is equally applicable to continuous variables, or a combination of the two,
in which the summation is replaced by the appropriate combination of summation
and integration.

Note that we do not restrict the choice of potential functions to those that have a
specific probabilistic interpretation as marginal or conditional distributions. This is
in contrast to directed graphs in which each factor represents the conditional distribu-
tion of the corresponding variable, conditioned on the state of its parents. However,
in special cases, for instance where the undirected graph is constructed by starting
with a directed graph, the potential functions may indeed have such an interpretation,
as we shall see shortly.

One consequence of the generality of the potential functions ¢ (x¢) is that
their product will in general not be correctly normalized. We therefore have to in-
troduce an explicit normalization factor given by (8.40). Recall that for directed
graphs, the joint distribution was automatically normalized as a consequence of the
normalization of each of the conditional distributions in the factorization.

The presence of this normalization constant is one of the major limitations of
undirected graphs. If we have a model with M discrete nodes each having K states,
then the evaluation of the normalization term involves summing over K states and
so (in the worst case) is exponential in the size of the model. The partition function
is needed for parameter learning because it will be a function of any parameters that
govern the potential functions ¥ ¢ (x¢). However, for evaluation of local conditional
distributions, the partition function is not needed because a conditional is the ratio
of two marginals, and the partition function cancels between numerator and denom-
inator when evaluating this ratio. Similarly, for evaluating local marginal probabil-
ities we can work with the unnormalized joint distribution and then normalize the
marginals explicitly at the end. Provided the marginals only involves a small number
of variables, the evaluation of their normalization coefficient will be feasible.

So far, we have discussed the notion of conditional independence based on sim-
ple graph separation and we have proposed a factorization of the joint distribution
that is intended to correspond to this conditional independence structure. However,
we have not made any formal connection between conditional independence and
factorization for undirected graphs. To do so we need to restrict attention to poten-
tial functions ¢ (x¢) that are strictly positive (i.e., never zero or negative for any
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choice of x). Given this restriction, we can make a precise relationship between
factorization and conditional independence.

To do this we again return to the concept of a graphical model as a filter, corre-
sponding to Figure 8.25. Consider the set of all possible distributions defined over
a fixed set of variables corresponding to the nodes of a particular undirected graph.
We can define /7 to be the set of such distributions that are consistent with the set
of conditional independence statements that can be read from the graph using graph
separation. Similarly, we can define I/ F to be the set of such distributions that can
be expressed as a factorization of the form (8.39) with respect to the maximal cliques
of the graph. The Hammersley-Clifford theorem (Clifford, 1990) states that the sets
UZ and UF are identical.

Because we are restricted to potential functions which are strictly positive it is
convenient to express them as exponentials, so that

Yvo(xe) = exp{—FE(x¢c)} (8.41)

where F(x¢) is called an energy function, and the exponential representation is
called the Boltzmann distribution. The joint distribution is defined as the product of
potentials, and so the total energy is obtained by adding the energies of each of the
maximal cliques.

In contrast to the factors in the joint distribution for a directed graph, the po-
tentials in an undirected graph do not have a specific probabilistic interpretation.
Although this gives greater flexibility in choosing the potential functions, because
there is no normalization constraint, it does raise the question of how to motivate a
choice of potential function for a particular application. This can be done by view-
ing the potential function as expressing which configurations of the local variables
are preferred to others. Global configurations that have a relatively high probability
are those that find a good balance in satisfying the (possibly conflicting) influences
of the clique potentials. We turn now to a specific example to illustrate the use of
undirected graphs.

8.3.3 lllustration: Image de-noising

We can illustrate the application of undirected graphs using an example of noise
removal from a binary image (Besag, 1974; Geman and Geman, 1984; Besag, 1986).
Although a very simple example, this is typical of more sophisticated applications.
Let the observed noisy image be described by an array of binary pixel values y; €
{—1,+1}, where the index : = 1,..., D runs over all pixels. We shall suppose
that the image is obtained by taking an unknown noise-free image, described by
binary pixel values z; € {—1,+1} and randomly flipping the sign of pixels with
some small probability. An example binary image, together with a noise corrupted
image obtained by flipping the sign of the pixels with probability 10%, is shown in
Figure 8.30. Given the noisy image, our goal is to recover the original noise-free
image.

Because the noise level is small, we know that there will be a strong correlation
between x; and y;. We also know that neighbouring pixels z; and x; in an image
are strongly correlated. This prior knowledge can be captured using the Markov
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Figure 8.30
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lllustration of image de-noising using a Markov random field. The top row shows the original

binary image on the left and the corrupted image after randomly changing 10% of the pixels on the right. The
bottom row shows the restored images obtained using iterated conditional models (ICM) on the left and using
the graph-cut algorithm on the right. ICM produces an image where 96% of the pixels agree with the original
image, whereas the corresponding number for graph-cut is 99%.

random field model whose undirected graph is shown in Figure 8.31. This graph has
two types of cliques, each of which contains two variables. The cliques of the form
{zi,y;} have an associated energy function that expresses the correlation between
these variables. We choose a very simple energy function for these cliques of the
form —na,;y; where 7 is a positive constant. This has the desired effect of giving a
lower energy (thus encouraging a higher probability) when z; and y; have the same
sign and a higher energy when they have the opposite sign.

The remaining cliques comprise pairs of variables {z;,z;} where i and j are
indices of neighbouring pixels. Again, we want the energy to be lower when the
pixels have the same sign than when they have the opposite sign, and so we choose
an energy given by —f3z;x; where 3 is a positive constant.

Because a potential function is an arbitrary, nonnegative function over a maximal
clique, we can multiply it by any nonnegative functions of subsets of the clique, or
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equivalently we can add the corresponding energies. In this example, this allows us
to add an extra term hx; for each pixel 7 in the noise-free image. Such a term has
the effect of biasing the model towards pixel values that have one particular sign in
preference to the other.

The complete energy function for the model then takes the form

E(x,y) = hzxi - p Z T;xj — UZiEiyi (8.42)

{i.5} i

Markov random field for image de-noising, in
which z; is a binary variable denoting the state
of pixel 7 in the unknown noise-free image, and y;
denotes the corresponding value of pixel ¢ in the Yi

observed noisy image. Q

which defines a joint distribution over x and y given by

plxy) = 5 exp{~E(xy)} (343)
We now fix the elements of y to the observed values given by the pixels of the
noisy image, which implicitly defines a conditional distribution p(x|y) over noise-
free images. This is an example of the Ising model, which has been widely studied in
statistical physics. For the purposes of image restoration, we wish to find an image x
having a high probability (ideally the maximum probability). To do this we shall use
a simple iterative technique called iterated conditional modes, or ICM (Kittler and
Foglein, 1984), which is simply an application of coordinate-wise gradient ascent.
The idea is first to initialize the variables {x;}, which we do by simply setting xz; =
y; for all ¢. Then we take one node x; at a time and we evaluate the total energy
for the two possible states x; = +1 and «; = —1, keeping all other node variables
fixed, and set =; to whichever state has the lower energy. This will either leave
the probability unchanged, if =; is unchanged, or will increase it. Because only
one variable is changed, this is a simple local computation that can be performed
efficiently. We then repeat the update for another site, and so on, until some suitable
stopping criterion is satisfied. The nodes may be updated in a systematic way, for
instance by repeatedly raster scanning through the image, or by choosing nodes at
random.
If we have a sequence of updates in which every site is visited at least once,
and in which no changes to the variables are made, then by definition the algorithm
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Figure 8.32 (a) Example of a directed T T2 TN-1 TN

graph.  (b) The equivalent undirected (2) O_.O_. M
graph.

Exercise 8.14

Section 8.4

T To TN IN-1

(b)<> <> v —( —— )

will have converged to a local maximum of the probability. This need not, however,
correspond to the global maximum.

For the purposes of this simple illustration, we have fixed the parameters to be
06 =1.0,7n =2.1and h = 0. Note that leaving 1 = 0 simply means that the prior
probabilities of the two states of x; are equal. Starting with the observed noisy image
as the initial configuration, we run ICM until convergence, leading to the de-noised
image shown in the lower left panel of Figure 8.30. Note that if we set § = 0,
which effectively removes the links between neighbouring pixels, then the global
most probable solution is given by x; = y; for all 4, corresponding to the observed
noisy image.

Later we shall discuss a more effective algorithm for finding high probability so-
lutions called the max-product algorithm, which typically leads to better solutions,
although this is still not guaranteed to find the global maximum of the posterior dis-
tribution. However, for certain classes of model, including the one given by (8.42),
there exist efficient algorithms based on graph cuts that are guaranteed to find the
global maximum (Greig et al., 1989; Boykov et al., 2001; Kolmogorov and Zabih,
2004). The lower right panel of Figure 8.30 shows the result of applying a graph-cut
algorithm to the de-noising problem.

8.3.4 Relation to directed graphs

We have introduced two graphical frameworks for representing probability dis-
tributions, corresponding to directed and undirected graphs, and it is instructive to
discuss the relation between these. Consider first the problem of taking a model that
is specified using a directed graph and trying to convert it to an undirected graph. In
some cases this is straightforward, as in the simple example in Figure 8.32. Here the
joint distribution for the directed graph is given as a product of conditionals in the
form

p(x) = p(z1)p(@2|z1)p(zs|zs) - plan|zn-1). (8.44)

Now let us convert this to an undirected graph representation, as shown in Fig-
ure 8.32. In the undirected graph, the maximal cliques are simply the pairs of neigh-
bouring nodes, and so from (8.39) we wish to write the joint distribution in the form

p(x) = %1#1,2(1131, T2) P 3(T2,w3) - YN N(TN_1,TN). (8.45)
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Figure 8.33 Example of a simple T T3 T 3
directed graph (a) and the corre-
sponding moral graph (b). T2

T4 T4

@ (b)

This is easily done by identifying

Yro(x1,2) = p(ar)p(eal:)
77@273(1132,333) = p(l“?,\l‘z)
ZZJN—1,N(ZEN—1,$N) = p($N|IN—1)

where we have absorbed the marginal p(z1) for the first node into the first potential
function. Note that in this case, the partition function Z = 1.

Let us consider how to generalize this construction, so that we can convert any
distribution specified by a factorization over a directed graph into one specified by a
factorization over an undirected graph. This can be achieved if the clique potentials
of the undirected graph are given by the conditional distributions of the directed
graph. In order for this to be valid, we must ensure that the set of variables that
appears in each of the conditional distributions is a member of at least one clique of
the undirected graph. For nodes on the directed graph having just one parent, this is
achieved simply by replacing the directed link with an undirected link. However, for
nodes in the directed graph having more than one parent, this is not sufficient. These
are nodes that have ‘head-to-head’ paths encountered in our discussion of conditional
independence. Consider a simple directed graph over 4 nodes shown in Figure 8.33.
The joint distribution for the directed graph takes the form

p(x) = p(x1)p(w2)p(23)p(s|21, 22, T3). (8.46)

We see that the factor p(x4|z, 22, x3) involves the four variables zy, x5, x3, and
x4, and so these must all belong to a single clique if this conditional distribution is
to be absorbed into a clique potential. To ensure this, we add extra links between
all pairs of parents of the node x,. Anachronistically, this process of ‘marrying
the parents’ has become known as moralization, and the resulting undirected graph,
after dropping the arrows, is called the moral graph. It is important to observe that
the moral graph in this example is fully connected and so exhibits no conditional
independence properties, in contrast to the original directed graph.

Thus in general to convert a directed graph into an undirected graph, we first add
additional undirected links between all pairs of parents for each node in the graph and
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Section 8.4

Section 8.2

Figure 8.34

then drop the arrows on the original links to give the moral graph. Then we initialize
all of the clique potentials of the moral graph to 1. We then take each conditional
distribution factor in the original directed graph and multiply it into one of the clique
potentials. There will always exist at least one maximal clique that contains all of
the variables in the factor as a result of the moralization step. Note that in all cases
the partition function is given by Z = 1.

The process of converting a directed graph into an undirected graph plays an
important role in exact inference techniques such as the junction tree algorithm.
Converting from an undirected to a directed representation is much less common
and in general presents problems due to the normalization constraints.

We saw that in going from a directed to an undirected representation we had to
discard some conditional independence properties from the graph. Of course, we
could always trivially convert any distribution over a directed graph into one over an
undirected graph by simply using a fully connected undirected graph. This would,
however, discard all conditional independence properties and so would be vacuous.
The process of moralization adds the fewest extra links and so retains the maximum
number of independence properties.

We have seen that the procedure for determining the conditional independence
properties is different between directed and undirected graphs. It turns out that the
two types of graph can express different conditional independence properties, and
it is worth exploring this issue in more detail. To do so, we return to the view of
a specific (directed or undirected) graph as a filter, so that the set of all possible
distributions over the given variables could be reduced to a subset that respects the
conditional independencies implied by the graph. A graph is said to be a D map
(for “dependency map’) of a distribution if every conditional independence statement
satisfied by the distribution is reflected in the graph. Thus a completely disconnected
graph (no links) will be a trivial D map for any distribution.

Alternatively, we can consider a specific distribution and ask which graphs have
the appropriate conditional independence properties. If every conditional indepen-
dence statement implied by a graph is satisfied by a specific distribution, then the
graph is said to be an I map (for ‘independence map’) of that distribution. Clearly a
fully connected graph will be a trivial I map for any distribution.

If it is the case that every conditional independence property of the distribution
is reflected in the graph, and vice versa, then the graph is said to be a perfect map for

Venn diagram illustrating the set of all distributions
P over a given set of variables, together with the
set of distributions D that can be represented as a
perfect map using a directed graph, and the set U
that can be represented as a perfect map using an
undirected graph.
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A directed graph whose conditional independence A B
properties cannot be expressed using an undirected
graph over the same three variables.

that distribution. A perfect map is therefore both an 1 map and a D map.

Consider the set of distributions such that for each distribution there exists a
directed graph that is a perfect map. This set is distinct from the set of distributions
such that for each distribution there exists an undirected graph that is a perfect map.
In addition there are distributions for which neither directed nor undirected graphs
offer a perfect map. This is illustrated as a Venn diagram in Figure 8.34.

Figure 8.35 shows an example of a directed graph that is a perfect map for
a distribution satisfying the conditional independence properties A 1L B | {) and
AL B | C. There is no corresponding undirected graph over the same three vari-
ables that is a perfect map.

Conversely, consider the undirected graph over four variables shown in Fig-
ure 8.36. This graph exhibits the properties A { B |, C 1L D | AU B and
A 1L B| CUD. There is no directed graph over four variables that implies the same
set of conditional independence properties.

The graphical framework can be extended in a consistent way to graphs that
include both directed and undirected links. These are called chain graphs (Lauritzen
and Wermuth, 1989; Frydenberg, 1990), and contain the directed and undirected
graphs considered so far as special cases. Although such graphs can represent a
broader class of distributions than either directed or undirected alone, there remain
distributions for which even a chain graph cannot provide a perfect map. Chain
graphs are not discussed further in this book.

An undirected graph whose conditional independence C

properties cannot be expressed in terms of a directed
graph over the same variables.

Inference in Graphical Models

We turn now to the problem of inference in graphical models, in which some of
the nodes in a graph are clamped to observed values, and we wish to compute the
posterior distributions of one or more subsets of other nodes. As we shall see, we
can exploit the graphical structure both to find efficient algorithms for inference, and
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Figure 8.37 A graphical representation of Bayes’ theorem. T x x

See the text for details.

to make the structure of those algorithms transparent. Specifically, we shall see that
many algorithms can be expressed in terms of the propagation of local messages
around the graph. In this section, we shall focus primarily on techniques for exact
inference, and in Chapter 10 we shall consider a number of approximate inference
algorithms.

To start with, let us consider the graphical interpretation of Bayes’ theorem.
Suppose we decompose the joint distribution p(z, y) over two variables x and y into
a product of factors in the form p(z,y) = p(x)p(y|z). This can be represented by
the directed graph shown in Figure 8.37(a). Now suppose we observe the value of
vy, as indicated by the shaded node in Figure 8.37(b). We can view the marginal
distribution p(x) as a prior over the latent variable x, and our goal is to infer the
corresponding posterior distribution over . Using the sum and product rules of
probability we can evaluate

p(y) = _ plyl")p(a") (8.47)
which can then be used in Bayes’ theorem to calculate
X X
p(zly) = Plylrlp(z) (8.48)
p(y)

Thus the joint distribution is now expressed in terms of p(y) and p(x|y). From a
graphical perspective, the joint distribution p(x,y) is now represented by the graph
shown in Figure 8.37(c), in which the direction of the arrow is reversed. This is the
simplest example of an inference problem for a graphical model.

8.4.1 Inference on achain

Now consider a more complex problem involving the chain of nodes of the form
shown in Figure 8.32. This example will lay the foundation for a discussion of exact
inference in more general graphs later in this section.

Specifically, we shall consider the undirected graph in Figure 8.32(b). We have
already seen that the directed chain can be transformed into an equivalent undirected
chain. Because the directed graph does not have any nodes with more than one
parent, this does not require the addition of any extra links, and the directed and
undirected versions of this graph express exactly the same set of conditional inde-
pendence statements.
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The joint distribution for this graph takes the form

p(x) = %1/}1,2(%, T2)2 3(w2,3) - YN_1 N(TN-1,TN). (8.49)

We shall consider the specific case in which the N nodes represent discrete vari-
ables each having K states, in which case each potential function v,,_; , (xy—1, ,,)
comprises an K x K table, and so the joint distribution has (N — 1) K'? parameters.

Let us consider the inference problem of finding the marginal distribution p(z,)
for a specific node z,, that is part way along the chain. Note that, for the moment,
there are no observed nodes. By definition, the required marginal is obtained by
summing the joint distribution over all variables except x,,, o that

plaa) =Y Y > > px). (8.50)

Tn—1 Tn+1 TN

In a naive implementation, we would first evaluate the joint distribution and
then perform the summations explicitly. The joint distribution can be represented as
a set of numbers, one for each possible value for x. Because there are N variables
each with K states, there are KV values for x and so evaluation and storage of the
joint distribution, as well as marginalization to obtain p(z,,), all involve storage and
computation that scale exponentially with the length N of the chain.

We can, however, obtain a much more efficient algorithm by exploiting the con-
ditional independence properties of the graphical model. If we substitute the factor-
ized expression (8.49) for the joint distribution into (8.50), then we can rearrange the
order of the summations and the multiplications to allow the required marginal to be
evaluated much more efficiently. Consider for instance the summation over x 5. The
potential ¢)x_1 n(xn_1,2n) iS the only one that depends on x, and so we can
perform the summation

Zwal,N(folaxN) (8.51)

TN

first to give a function of x_;. We can then use this to perform the summation
over xn_1, which will involve only this new function together with the potential
YN_2,N—1(xN_2,xN_1), because this is the only other place that = y_; appears.
Similarly, the summation over z; involves only the potential v »(z1,22) and so
can be performed separately to give a function of x5, and so on. Because each
summation effectively removes a variable from the distribution, this can be viewed
as the removal of a node from the graph.

If we group the potentials and summations together in this way, we can express
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the desired marginal in the form

pen) =
Z Un-1m(Tp_1,2p) - [Z W.3(22, 3) [Z ¢1’2(x1,x2)”
: | fia ()
Y Yt @y ) - [Z le,N(le,xN)] e (8.52)
_ 1 (Tn)

The reader is encouraged to study this re-ordering carefully as the underlying idea
forms the basis for the later discussion of the general sum-product algorithm. Here
the key concept that we are exploiting is that multiplication is distributive over addi-
tion, so that

ab+ ac = a(b+ c) (8.53)

in which the left-hand side involves three arithmetic operations whereas the right-
hand side reduces this to two operations.

Let us work out the computational cost of evaluating the required marginal using
this re-ordered expression. We have to perform N — 1 summations each of which is
over K states and each of which involves a function of two variables. For instance,
the summation over x; involves only the function «; »(x1, z2), which is a table of
K x K numbers. We have to sum this table over x; for each value of x5 and so this
has O(K?) cost. The resulting vector of K numbers is multiplied by the matrix of
numbers 1z 3(z2, x3) and so is again O(K?). Because there are N — 1 summations
and multiplications of this kind, the total cost of evaluating the marginal p(x,,) is
O(NK?). This is linear in the length of the chain, in contrast to the exponential cost
of a naive approach. We have therefore been able to exploit the many conditional
independence properties of this simple graph in order to obtain an efficient calcula-
tion. If the graph had been fully connected, there would have been no conditional
independence properties, and we would have been forced to work directly with the
full joint distribution.

We now give a powerful interpretation of this calculation in terms of the passing
of local messages around on the graph. From (8.52) we see that the expression for the
marginal p(z,,) decomposes into the product of two factors times the normalization

constant 1
p(zy) = Eua(zn)ug(aﬁn). (8.54)

We shall interpret 11, (z,,) as a message passed forwards along the chain from node
Zn—1 to node z,,. Similarly, p5(x,,) can be viewed as a message passed backwards
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p(zr) for a node z,, along the chain is ob- — — -— -

taEined by multiplying the two messages Oﬁ . () () 07 ..... 40
ta(zn) and pg(x,), and then normaliz- N /

ing. These messages can themselves <1 n—1 Tn Tn+1 IN
be evaluated recursively by passing mes-

sages from both ends of the chain to-
wards node .

Figure 8.38 The marginal distribution po(Tn_1)  pa(ry) pa(zn)  pa(Tnt1)

3]

along the chain to node x,, from node z,, ;. Note that each of the messages com-
prises a set of K values, one for each choice of x,,, and so the product of two mes-
sages should be interpreted as the point-wise multiplication of the elements of the
two messages to give another set of K values.

The message p,,(x,,) can be evaluated recursively because

Ma(xn) = Zﬂ}n*l,n(mn*l,:ﬂn) Z

= Z ¢n—1,n(xn—17 xn)ﬂa (xTL—l)' (855)
We therefore first evaluate
Ha(w2) =Y ra(w1,72) (8.56)

and then apply (8.55) repeatedly until we reach the desired node. Note carefully the
structure of the message passing equation. The outgoing message pi (z,,) in (8.55)
is obtained by multiplying the incoming message . (z,—1) by the local potential
involving the node variable and the outgoing variable and then summing over the
node variable.

Similarly, the message ps(xy,) can be evaluated recursively by starting with
node x  and using

Mﬁ(mn) = Z anﬂm(aznﬂ, zcn) Z ...

Typ41 Tn+2
= Z 77Z)n—&-1,n(xn+la xn)ﬂﬂ(xn+l)' (8-57)
Tn41

This recursive message passing is illustrated in Figure 8.38. The normalization con-
stant Z is easily evaluated by summing the right-hand side of (8.54) over all states
of x,,, an operation that requires only O(K') computation.

Graphs of the form shown in Figure 8.38 are called Markov chains, and the
corresponding message passing equations represent an example of the Chapman-
Kolmogorov equations for Markov processes (Papoulis, 1984).
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Exercise 8.15

Chapter 9

Now suppose we wish to evaluate the marginals p(z,,) for every node n €
{1,..., N} in the chain. Simply applying the above procedure separately for each
node will have computational cost that is O(N?M?). However, such an approach
would be very wasteful of computation. For instance, to find p(z) we need to prop-
agate a message 1.5(-) from node x x back to node x,. Similarly, to evaluate p(x5)
we need to propagate a messages jz(-) from node z back to node x3. This will
involve much duplicated computation because most of the messages will be identical
in the two cases.

Suppose instead we first launch a message pi5(zny—1) starting from node z
and propagate corresponding messages all the way back to node x;, and suppose we
similarly launch a message p..,(z2) starting from node x; and propagate the corre-
sponding messages all the way forward to node x . Provided we store all of the
intermediate messages along the way, then any node can evaluate its marginal sim-
ply by applying (8.54). The computational cost is only twice that for finding the
marginal of a single node, rather than N times as much. Observe that a message
has passed once in each direction across each link in the graph. Note also that the
normalization constant Z need be evaluated only once, using any convenient node.

If some of the nodes in the graph are observed, then the corresponding variables
are simply clamped to their observed values and there is no summation. To see
this, note that the effect of clamping a variable z,, to an observed value 7, can
be expressed by multiplying the joint distribution by (one or more copies of) an
additional function I(x,,, z, ), which takes the value 1 when z,, = Z,, and the value
0 otherwise. One such function can then be absorbed into each of the potentials that
contain z,,. Summations over x,, then contain only one term in which z,, = Z,,.

Now suppose we wish to calculate the joint distribution p(x,_1,z,) for two
neighbouring nodes on the chain. This is similar to the evaluation of the marginal
for a single node, except that there are now two variables that are not summed out.
A few moments thought will show that the required joint distribution can be written
in the form

1
P(an—la xn) == Eﬂa(mnfl)wnfl,n(xnflv xn)ﬂﬁ(xn) (858)

Thus we can obtain the joint distributions over all of the sets of variables in each
of the potentials directly once we have completed the message passing required to
obtain the marginals.

This is a useful result because in practice we may wish to use parametric forms
for the clique potentials, or equivalently for the conditional distributions if we started
from a directed graph. In order to learn the parameters of these potentials in situa-
tions where not all of the variables are observed, we can employ the EM algorithm,
and it turns out that the local joint distributions of the cliques, conditioned on any
observed data, is precisely what is needed in the E step. We shall consider some
examples of this in detail in Chapter 13.

8.4.2 Trees

We have seen that exact inference on a graph comprising a chain of nodes can be
performed efficiently in time that is linear in the number of nodes, using an algorithm
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Figure 8.39 Examples of tree-
structured graphs, showing (a) an
undirected tree, (b) a directed tree,
and (c) a directed polytree.

Exercise 8.18

(@) (b) (©)

that can be interpreted in terms of messages passed along the chain. More generally,
inference can be performed efficiently using local message passing on a broader
class of graphs called trees. In particular, we shall shortly generalize the message
passing formalism derived above for chains to give the sum-product algorithm, which
provides an efficient framework for exact inference in tree-structured graphs.

In the case of an undirected graph, a tree is defined as a graph in which there
is one, and only one, path between any pair of nodes. Such graphs therefore do not
have loops. In the case of directed graphs, a tree is defined such that there is a single
node, called the root, which has no parents, and all other nodes have one parent. If
we convert a directed tree into an undirected graph, we see that the moralization step
will not add any links as all nodes have at most one parent, and as a consequence the
corresponding moralized graph will be an undirected tree. Examples of undirected
and directed trees are shown in Figure 8.39(a) and 8.39(b). Note that a distribution
represented as a directed tree can easily be converted into one represented by an
undirected tree, and vice versa.

If there are nodes in a directed graph that have more than one parent, but there is
still only one path (ignoring the direction of the arrows) between any two nodes, then
the graph is a called a polytree, as illustrated in Figure 8.39(c). Such a graph will
have more than one node with the property of having no parents, and furthermore,
the corresponding moralized undirected graph will have loops.

8.4.3 Factor graphs

The sum-product algorithm that we derive in the next section is applicable to
undirected and directed trees and to polytrees. It can be cast in a particularly simple
and general form if we first introduce a new graphical construction called a factor
graph (Frey, 1998; Kschischnang et al., 2001).

Both directed and undirected graphs allow a global function of several vari-
ables to be expressed as a product of factors over subsets of those variables. Factor
graphs make this decomposition explicit by introducing additional nodes for the fac-
tors themselves in addition to the nodes representing the variables. They also allow
us to be more explicit about the details of the factorization, as we shall see.

Let us write the joint distribution over a set of variables in the form of a product

of factors
p(x) =[] fs(x:) (8.59)

where x, denotes a subset of the variables. For convenience, we shall denote the
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Figure 8.40 Example of a factor graph, which corresponds 1 T2 T3

T

@

T3

to the factorization (8.60).

fa fb fc fd

individual variables by x;, however, as in earlier discussions, these can comprise
groups of variables (such as vectors or matrices). Each factor f, is a function of a
corresponding set of variables x.

Directed graphs, whose factorization is defined by (8.5), represent special cases
of (8.59) in which the factors f,(x) are local conditional distributions. Similarly,
undirected graphs, given by (8.39), are a special case in which the factors are po-
tential functions over the maximal cliques (the normalizing coefficient 1/Z can be
viewed as a factor defined over the empty set of variables).

In a factor graph, there is a node (depicted as usual by a circle) for every variable
in the distribution, as was the case for directed and undirected graphs. There are also
additional nodes (depicted by small squares) for each factor f,(xs) in the joint dis-
tribution. Finally, there are undirected links connecting each factor node to all of the
variables nodes on which that factor depends. Consider, for example, a distribution
that is expressed in terms of the factorization

p(x) = fa(z1,22) fo (21, 22) fe(2, 73) fa(23). (8.60)

This can be expressed by the factor graph shown in Figure 8.40. Note that there are
two factors f,(x1,x2) and f,(x1, z2) that are defined over the same set of variables.
In an undirected graph, the product of two such factors would simply be lumped
together into the same clique potential. Similarly, f.(z2,x3) and fy4(z3) could be
combined into a single potential over x5 and 3. The factor graph, however, keeps
such factors explicit and so is able to convey more detailed information about the
underlying factorization.

T2 T T2 T X2

fo
T3 T3

(b) (©

Figure 8.41 (a) An undirected graph with a single clique potential ¢(x1,z2,x3). (b) A factor graph with factor
f(z1,x2,23) = ¥(z1, 22, x3) representing the same distribution as the undirected graph. (c) A different factor
graph representing the same distribution, whose factors satisfy fo(z1, z2, z3) fo (1, 22) = ¥(x1, 22, x3).
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T2 T T2 X X2

xs3 zs3

(b) (©

Figure 8.42 (a) A directed graph with the factorization p(z1)p(z2)p(zs|z1, z2). (b) A factor graph representing
the same distribution as the directed graph, whose factor satisfies f(x1,22,23) = p(z1)p(z2)p(zs|z1,z2). (C)
A different factor graph representing the same distribution with factors fo(z1) = p(z1), fo(z2) = p(z2) and
fe(z1, w2, 23) = p(as|re, 2).

Factor graphs are said to be bipartite because they consist of two distinct kinds
of nodes, and all links go between nodes of opposite type. In general, factor graphs
can therefore always be drawn as two rows of nodes (variable nodes at the top and
factor nodes at the bottom) with links between the rows, as shown in the example in
Figure 8.40. In some situations, however, other ways of laying out the graph may
be more intuitive, for example when the factor graph is derived from a directed or
undirected graph, as we shall see.

If we are given a distribution that is expressed in terms of an undirected graph,
then we can readily convert it to a factor graph. To do this, we create variable nodes
corresponding to the nodes in the original undirected graph, and then create addi-
tional factor nodes corresponding to the maximal cliques x . The factors f,(x;) are
then set equal to the clique potentials. Note that there may be several different factor
graphs that correspond to the same undirected graph. These concepts are illustrated
in Figure 8.41.

Similarly, to convert a directed graph to a factor graph, we simply create variable
nodes in the factor graph corresponding to the nodes of the directed graph, and then
create factor nodes corresponding to the conditional distributions, and then finally
add the appropriate links. Again, there can be multiple factor graphs all of which
correspond to the same directed graph. The conversion of a directed graph to a
factor graph is illustrated in Figure 8.42.

We have already noted the importance of tree-structured graphs for performing
efficient inference. If we take a directed or undirected tree and convert it into a factor
graph, then the result will again be a tree (in other words, the factor graph will have
no loops, and there will be one and only one path connecting any two nodes). In
the case of a directed polytree, conversion to an undirected graph results in loops
due to the moralization step, whereas conversion to a factor graph again results in a
tree, as illustrated in Figure 8.43. In fact, local cycles in a directed graph due to
links connecting parents of a node can be removed on conversion to a factor graph
by defining the appropriate factor function, as shown in Figure 8.44.

We have seen that multiple different factor graphs can represent the same di-
rected or undirected graph. This allows factor graphs to be more specific about the
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@

(b) ()

Figure 8.43 (a) A directed polytree. (b) The result of converting the polytree into an undirected graph showing
the creation of loops. (c) The result of converting the polytree into a factor graph, which retains the tree structure.

Section 13.3

Figure 8.44

precise form of the factorization. Figure 8.45 shows an example of a fully connected
undirected graph along with two different factor graphs. In (b), the joint distri-
bution is given by a general form p(x) = f(z1, 22, x3), Whereas in (c), it is given
by the more specific factorization p(x) = fu (21, x2) fo (21, x3) fe(x2, 23). 1t should
be emphasized that the factorization in (c) does not correspond to any conditional
independence properties.

8.4.4 The sum-product algorithm

We shall now make use of the factor graph framework to derive a powerful class
of efficient, exact inference algorithms that are applicable to tree-structured graphs.
Here we shall focus on the problem of evaluating local marginals over nodes or
subsets of nodes, which will lead us to the sum-product algorithm. Later we shall
modify the technique to allow the most probable state to be found, giving rise to the
max-sum algorithm.

Also we shall suppose that all of the variables in the model are discrete, and
so marginalization corresponds to performing sums. The framework, however, is
equally applicable to linear-Gaussian models in which case marginalization involves
integration, and we shall consider an example of this in detail when we discuss linear
dynamical systems.

(@ A fragment of a di- <1 T2 X1 T2
rected graph having a lo-

cal cycle. (b) Conversion

to a fragment of a factor

graph having a tree struc- f(z1, 29, 3)
ture, inwhich f(x1,z2,x3) =

p(z1)p(z2|21)p(ws |1, v2).

T3 T3

(@) (b)
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T T2 T T2 1 fa T2

f($1,$2,1'3)

fb .fc

T3 x3 T3
@ (b) ()

Figure 8.45 (a) A fully connected undirected graph. (b) and (c) Two factor graphs each of which corresponds
to the undirected graph in (a).

There is an algorithm for exact inference on directed graphs without loops known
as belief propagation (Pearl, 1988; Lauritzen and Spiegelhalter, 1988), and is equiv-
alent to a special case of the sum-product algorithm. Here we shall consider only the
sum-product algorithm because it is simpler to derive and to apply, as well as being
more general.

We shall assume that the original graph is an undirected tree or a directed tree or
polytree, so that the corresponding factor graph has a tree structure. We first convert
the original graph into a factor graph so that we can deal with both directed and
undirected models using the same framework. Our goal is to exploit the structure of
the graph to achieve two things: (i) to obtain an efficient, exact inference algorithm
for finding marginals; (ii) in situations where several marginals are required to allow
computations to be shared efficiently.

We begin by considering the problem of finding the marginal p(z) for partic-
ular variable node x. For the moment, we shall suppose that all of the variables
are hidden. Later we shall see how to modify the algorithm to incorporate evidence
corresponding to observed variables. By definition, the marginal is obtained by sum-
ming the joint distribution over all variables except = so that

p(x) = p(x) (8.61)

x\z

where x \ z denotes the set of variables in x with variable = omitted. The idea is
to substitute for p(x) using the factor graph expression (8.59) and then interchange
summations and products in order to obtain an efficient algorithm. Consider the
fragment of graph shown in Figure 8.46 in which we see that the tree structure of
the graph allows us to partition the factors in the joint distribution into groups, with
one group associated with each of the factor nodes that is a neighbour of the variable
node x. We see that the joint distribution can be written as a product of the form

px)= [ Fol@ X (8.62)
s€ne(x)

ne(x) denotes the set of factor nodes that are neighbours of z, and X, denotes the
set of all variables in the subtree connected to the variable node x via the factor node
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Figure 8.46 A fragment of a factor graph illustrating the
evaluation of the marginal p(z).

fs, and Fs(z, X;) represents the product of all the factors in the group associated

with factor f,.
Substituting (8.62) into (8.61) and interchanging the sums and products, we ob-
tain
o = 11 ZFS@,)@]
s€ne(z) L X,
= ][ wp-al@). (8.63)
s€ne(x)

Here we have introduced a set of functions .5, ., (x), defined by

pp—a(@) =Y Fuo(z,X,) (8.64)
X

which can be viewed as messages from the factor nodes f, to the variable node .
We see that the required marginal p(x) is given by the product of all the incoming
messages arriving at node .

In order to evaluate these messages, we again turn to Figure 8.46 and note that
each factor F;(z, X) is described by a factor (sub-)graph and so can itself be fac-
torized. In particular, we can write

Fs(z,Xs) = fs(z, 21, ..., 20)G1 (w1, Xo1) - .. Gpr (ag, Xsar) (8.65)

where, for convenience, we have denoted the variables associated with factor f, in

addition to x, by 1, ..., xs. This factorization is illustrated in Figure 8.47. Note

that the set of variables {x, x4, ...,z } is the set of variables on which the factor

fs depends, and so it can also be denoted x, using the notation of (8.59).
Substituting (8.65) into (8.64) we obtain

L —z(x) = Z...Zfs(x,ml,...,xM) H

D Gnl@m, Xsm)]

sz

T1 T M meéene(fs)\z
= Y D fmwnnan) [ pew—r(@m)  (8:66)
T T meéene(fs)\z
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Figure 8.47 lllustration of the factorization of the subgraph as- 7™
sociated with factor node fs.

\/iwzvz—’fs (xM)

where ne( f,) denotes the set of variable nodes that are neighbours of the factor node
fs, and ne(fs) \ = denotes the same set but with node = removed. Here we have
defined the following messages from variable nodes to factor nodes

Mwmﬁfs (.’Em) = Z Gm(-rm; Xsm) (867)
Xcm

We have therefore introduced two distinct kinds of message, those that go from factor
nodes to variable nodes denoted 1., (x), and those that go from variable nodes to
factor nodes denoted 1., r(x). In each case, we see that messages passed along a
link are always a function of the variable associated with the variable node that link
connects to.

The result (8.66) says that to evaluate the message sent by a factor node to a vari-
able node along the link connecting them, take the product of the incoming messages
along all other links coming into the factor node, multiply by the factor associated
with that node, and then marginalize over all of the variables associated with the
incoming messages. This is illustrated in Figure 8.47. It is important to note that
a factor node can send a message to a variable node once it has received incoming
messages from all other neighbouring variable nodes.

Finally, we derive an expression for evaluating the messages from variable nodes
to factor nodes, again by making use of the (sub-)graph factorization. From Fig-
ure 8.48, we see that term G, (x.,, Xsn,) associated with node x,,, is given by a
product of terms F;(z,,, X,,;) each associated with one of the factor nodes f; that is
linked to node x,, (excluding node f,), so that

Gm(xvasm) = H F‘l(l’maXml) (868)
l€ne(zm)\fs

where the product is taken over all neighbours of node z,,, except for node f,. Note
that each of the factors Fi(z,,, X,;) represents a subtree of the original graph of
precisely the same kind as introduced in (8.62). Substituting (8.68) into (8.67), we
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Figure 8.48

Figure 8.49

lllustration of the evaluation of the message sent by a fr
variable node to an adjacent factor node.

Ji
F’l(-rmvxml)

then obtain

fa,—f. (Tm) = H

lEnc(zm)\fS

= 11 mwienten) (8.69)

le€ne(zm)\ fs

Z F‘l(xmy Xml)]

Xmi

where we have used the definition (8.64) of the messages passed from factor nodes to
variable nodes. Thus to evaluate the message sent by a variable node to an adjacent
factor node along the connecting link, we simply take the product of the incoming
messages along all of the other links. Note that any variable node that has only
two neighbours performs no computation but simply passes messages through un-
changed. Also, we note that a variable node can send a message to a factor node
once it has received incoming messages from all other neighbouring factor nodes.

Recall that our goal is to calculate the marginal for variable node z, and that this
marginal is given by the product of incoming messages along all of the links arriving
at that node. Each of these messages can be computed recursively in terms of other
messages. In order to start this recursion, we can view the node x as the root of the
tree and begin at the leaf nodes. From the definition (8.69), we see that if a leaf node
is a variable node, then the message that it sends along its one and only link is given
by

pap(z) =1 (8.70)

as illustrated in Figure 8.49(a). Similarly, if the leaf node is a factor node, we see
from (8.66) that the message sent should take the form

Hi—a() = f(2) (8.71)

The sum-product algorithm Iu,x_>f(:c) =1 Mfﬁt(x) = f(x)

begins with messages sent —_— e

by the leaf nodes, which de- O—- .—O
pend on whether the leaf f f

node is (a) a variable node, b

or (b) a factor node. @ (®)
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as illustrated in Figure 8.49(b).

At this point, it is worth pausing to summarize the particular version of the sum-
product algorithm obtained so far for evaluating the marginal p(x). We start by
viewing the variable node x as the root of the factor graph and initiating messages
at the leaves of the graph using (8.70) and (8.71). The message passing steps (8.66)
and (8.69) are then applied recursively until messages have been propagated along
every link, and the root node has received messages from all of its neighbours. Each
node can send a message towards the root once it has received messages from all
of its other neighbours. Once the root node has received messages from all of its
neighbours, the required marginal can be evaluated using (8.63). We shall illustrate
this process shortly.

To see that each node will always receive enough messages to be able to send out
a message, we can use a simple inductive argument as follows. Clearly, for a graph
comprising a variable root node connected directly to several factor leaf nodes, the
algorithm trivially involves sending messages of the form (8.71) directly from the
leaves to the root. Now imagine building up a general graph by adding nodes one at
a time, and suppose that for some particular graph we have a valid algorithm. When
one more (variable or factor) node is added, it can be connected only by a single
link because the overall graph must remain a tree, and so the new node will be a leaf
node. It therefore sends a message to the node to which it is linked, which in turn
will therefore receive all the messages it requires in order to send its own message
towards the root, and so again we have a valid algorithm, thereby completing the
proof.

Now suppose we wish to find the marginals for every variable node in the graph.
This could be done by simply running the above algorithm afresh for each such node.
However, this would be very wasteful as many of the required computations would
be repeated. We can obtain a much more efficient procedure by ‘overlaying’ these
multiple message passing algorithms to obtain the general sum-product algorithm
as follows. Arbitrarily pick any (variable or factor) node and designate it as the
root. Propagate messages from the leaves to the root as before. At this point, the
root node will have received messages from all of its neighbours. It can therefore
send out messages to all of its neighbours. These in turn will then have received
messages from all of their neighbours and so can send out messages along the links
going away from the root, and so on. In this way, messages are passed outwards
from the root all the way to the leaves. By now, a message will have passed in
both directions across every link in the graph, and every node will have received
a message from all of its neighbours. Again a simple inductive argument can be
used to verify the validity of this message passing protocol. Because every variable
node will have received messages from all of its neighbours, we can readily calculate
the marginal distribution for every variable in the graph. The number of messages
that have to be computed is given by twice the number of links in the graph and
so involves only twice the computation involved in finding a single marginal. By
comparison, if we had run the sum-product algorithm separately for each node, the
amount of computation would grow quadratically with the size of the graph. Note
that this algorithm is in fact independent of which node was designated as the root,
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Figure 8.50 The sum-product algorithm can be viewed

Exercise 8.21

purely in terms of messages sent out by factor
nodes to other factor nodes. In this example,
the outgoing message shown by the blue arrow
is obtained by taking the product of all the in-
coming messages shown by green arrows, mul-
tiplying by the factor fs, and marginalizing over
the variables z; and x».

and indeed the notion of one node having a special status was introduced only as a
convenient way to explain the message passing protocol.

Next suppose we wish to find the marginal distributions p(x) associated with
the sets of variables belonging to each of the factors. By a similar argument to that
used above, it is easy to see that the marginal associated with a factor is given by the
product of messages arriving at the factor node and the local factor at that node

p(xs) = fs(xs) H P — £, (T) (8.72)

i€ne(fs)

in complete analogy with the marginals at the variable nodes. If the factors are
parameterized functions and we wish to learn the values of the parameters using
the EM algorithm, then these marginals are precisely the quantities we will need to
calculate in the E step, as we shall see in detail when we discuss the hidden Markov
model in Chapter 13.

The message sent by a variable node to a factor node, as we have seen, is simply
the product of the incoming messages on other links. We can if we wish view the
sum-product algorithm in a slightly different form by eliminating messages from
variable nodes to factor nodes and simply considering messages that are sent out by
factor nodes. This is most easily seen by considering the example in Figure 8.50.

So far, we have rather neglected the issue of normalization. If the factor graph
was derived from a directed graph, then the joint distribution is already correctly nor-
malized, and so the marginals obtained by the sum-product algorithm will similarly
be normalized correctly. However, if we started from an undirected graph, then in
general there will be an unknown normalization coefficient 1/Z. As with the simple
chain example of Figure 8.38, this is easily handled by working with an unnormal-
ized version p(x) of the joint distribution, where p(x) = p(x)/Z. We first run the
sum-product algorithm to find the corresponding unnormalized marginals p(z;). The
coefficient 1/Z is then easily obtained by normalizing any one of these marginals,
and this is computationally efficient because the normalization is done over a single
variable rather than over the entire set of variables as would be required to normalize
p(x) directly.

At this point, it may be helpful to consider a simple example to illustrate the
operation of the sum-product algorithm. Figure 8.51 shows a simple 4-node factor
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Figure 8.51 A simple factor graph used to illustrate the ~ %1 L2 T3
sum-product algorithm. O » 7\ u O
fa fb
Je
T4

graph whose unnormalized joint distribution is given by

p(x) = fa(®1, 22) fo(T2, ¥3) fe(T2, T4). (8.73)

In order to apply the sum-product algorithm to this graph, let us designate node x 3
as the root, in which case there are two leaf nodes x; and x,. Starting with the leaf
nodes, we then have the following sequence of six messages

fonga(01) = 1 (8.74)
famw(®2) = Y falwr,20) (8.75)
/J“$4*>fc(x4) =1 (876)
ffooms(2) = Y folw2,24) 8.77)
M$2—’fb(x2) = Mfa_>x2(1'2)ﬂfc_>x2($2) (878)
be—u's(xB) = Zfb(x27x3)/'l’l'2—>fb' (8.79)

T2

The direction of flow of these messages is illustrated in Figure 8.52. Once this mes-
sage propagation is complete, we can then propagate messages from the root node
out to the leaf nodes, and these are given by

fas—p, (T3) = 1 (8.80)
s () = Y folw2,x3) (8.81)
Hay—t, (T2) = [ify—a, (T2)Hf.—a, (T2) (8.82)
Phooa (@) = > fal@r, @2) e, p, (T2) (8.83)
,Umcg—>fc(x2) = /J’fa—“h(:g?):ufb—mz(w?) (884)
Pfe—as(Ta) = ch($2,$4)ﬂx2—>fc(xz). (8.85)

T2
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Figure 8.52 Flow of messages for the sum-product algorithm applied to the example graph in Figure 8.51. (a)
From the leaf nodes x; and x4 towards the root node zs. (b) From the root node towards the leaf nodes.

One message has now passed in each direction across each link, and we can now
evaluate the marginals. As a simple check, let us verify that the marginal p(x») is
given by the correct expression. Using (8.63) and substituting for the messages using
the above results, we have

plre) = lufaﬂlé(xQ)N‘fb*ﬁTz(‘T‘.Q),J’fcﬂl‘g(mz)

[Zfa(l’th)] [Zfb(Iz,I?,)] [ch(xg,x4)]
= SONTN falwn, @) folwa, w3) fulwn, 24)

Ty T2 T4

— Z Z Zﬁ(x) (8.86)

] T3 Ty

as required.

So far, we have assumed that all of the variables in the graph are hidden. In most
practical applications, a subset of the variables will be observed, and we wish to cal-
culate posterior distributions conditioned on these observations. Observed nodes are
easily handled within the sum-product algorithm as follows. Suppose we partition x
into hidden variables h and observed variables v, and that the observed value of v
is denoted v. Then we simply multiply the joint distribution p(x) by ], I(vs, ),
where I(v,v) = 1if v = v and I(v,v) = 0 otherwise. This product corresponds
to p(h,v = V) and hence is an unnormalized version of p(h|v = V). By run-
ning the sum-product algorithm, we can efficiently calculate the posterior marginals
p(h;|[v = V) up to a normalization coefficient whose value can be found efficiently
using a local computation. Any summations over variables in v then collapse into a
single term.

We have assumed throughout this section that we are dealing with discrete vari-
ables. However, there is nothing specific to discrete variables either in the graphical
framework or in the probabilistic construction of the sum-product algorithm. For
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Table 8.1 Example of a joint distribution over two binary variables for ‘ r=0 x=1
which the maximum of the joint distribution occurs for dif- —
. . y=0 0.3 0.4
ferent variable values compared to the maxima of the two y=1 0.3 0.0

Section 13.3

Exercise 8.27

marginals.

continuous variables the summations are simply replaced by integrations. We shall
give an example of the sum-product algorithm applied to a graph of linear-Gaussian
variables when we consider linear dynamical systems.

8.4.5 The max-sum algorithm

The sum-product algorithm allows us to take a joint distribution p(x) expressed
as a factor graph and efficiently find marginals over the component variables. Two
other common tasks are to find a setting of the variables that has the largest prob-
ability and to find the value of that probability. These can be addressed through a
closely related algorithm called max-sum, which can be viewed as an application of
dynamic programming in the context of graphical models (Cormen et al., 2001).

A simple approach to finding latent variable values having high probability
would be to run the sum-product algorithm to obtain the marginals p(z;) for ev-
ery variable, and then, for each marginal in turn, to find the value x} that maximizes
that marginal. However, this would give the set of values that are individually the
most probable. In practice, we typically wish to find the set of values that jointly
have the largest probability, in other words the vector x™2* that maximizes the joint
distribution, so that

ma

XM = arg max p(x) (8.87)

X

for which the corresponding value of the joint probability will be given by

p(x™*) = max p(x). (8.88)
In general, x™** is not the same as the set of =} values, as we can easily show using
a simple example. Consider the joint distribution p(x,y) over two binary variables
x,y € {0,1} given in Table 8.1. The joint distribution is maximized by setting x =
1 and y = 0, corresponding the value 0.4. However, the marginal for p(z), obtained
by summing over both values of y, is given by p(x = 0) = 0.6 and p(z = 1) = 0.4,
and similarly the marginal for y is given by p(y = 0) = 0.7 and p(y = 1) = 0.3,
and so the marginals are maximized by = = 0 and y = 0, which corresponds to a
value of 0.3 for the joint distribution. In fact, it is not difficult to construct examples
for which the set of individually most probable values has probability zero under the
joint distribution.

We therefore seek an efficient algorithm for finding the value of x that maxi-
mizes the joint distribution p(x) and that will allow us to obtain the value of the
joint distribution at its maximum. To address the second of these problems, we shall
simply write out the max operator in terms of its components

max p(xX) = max...max p(x) (8.89)
x T TM
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where M is the total number of variables, and then substitute for p(x) using its
expansion in terms of a product of factors. In deriving the sum-product algorithm,
we made use of the distributive law (8.53) for multiplication. Here we make use of
the analogous law for the max operator

max(ab, ac) = amax(b, c) (8.90)

which holds if « > 0 (as will always be the case for the factors in a graphical model).
This allows us to exchange products with maximizations.

Consider first the simple example of a chain of nodes described by (8.49). The
evaluation of the probability maximum can be written as

1
mfxp(x) = 7 max.--max Y1 2(1,22) - YN—1,N(ZN-1,TN)]

= 3 max [¢172(x1,x2) [ . maxz/)N_LN(xN_l,xN)H )
1 TN

As with the calculation of marginals, we see that exchanging the max and product

operators results in a much more efficient computation, and one that is easily inter-

preted in terms of messages passed from node z v backwards along the chain to node

Zq.

We can readily generalize this result to arbitrary tree-structured factor graphs
by substituting the expression (8.59) for the factor graph expansion into (8.89) and
again exchanging maximizations with products. The structure of this calculation is
identical to that of the sum-product algorithm, and so we can simply translate those
results into the present context. In particular, suppose that we designate a particular
variable node as the ‘root’ of the graph. Then we start a set of messages propagating
inwards from the leaves of the tree towards the root, with each node sending its
message towards the root once it has received all incoming messages from its other
neighbours. The final maximization is performed over the product of all messages
arriving at the root node, and gives the maximum value for p(x). This could be called
the max-product algorithm and is identical to the sum-product algorithm except that
summations are replaced by maximizations. Note that at this stage, messages have
been sent from leaves to the root, but not in the other direction.

In practice, products of many small probabilities can lead to numerical under-
flow problems, and so it is convenient to work with the logarithm of the joint distri-
bution. The logarithm is a monotonic function, so that if a > b then lna > Inb, and
hence the max operator and the logarithm function can be interchanged, so that

In (maxp(x)> = max In p(x). (8.91)
The distributive property is preserved because
max(a + b,a + ¢) = a + max(b, c). (8.92)

Thus taking the logarithm simply has the effect of replacing the products in the
max-product algorithm with sums, and so we obtain the max-sum algorithm. From
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the results (8.66) and (8.69) derived earlier for the sum-product algorithm, we can
readily write down the max-sum algorithm in terms of message passing simply by
replacing ‘sum’ with ‘max’ and replacing products with sums of logarithms to give

pr—a(@) = max |nf(xon,..om)+ Y. fa,—y(@m)| (8.93)
T1yeeny T M
meéne(fs)\z
pap(z) = D proa(@). (8.94)
l€ne(z)\ f

The initial messages sent by the leaf nodes are obtained by analogy with (8.70) and
(8.71) and are given by

poop(z) = 0 (8.95)
Mf—mv(x) = Inf(x) (8.96)

while at the root node the maximum probability can then be computed, by analogy
with (8.63), using

P = max Z ff.—a(z) | - (8.97)

s€ne(x)

So far, we have seen how to find the maximum of the joint distribution by prop-
agating messages from the leaves to an arbitrarily chosen root node. The result will
be the same irrespective of which node is chosen as the root. Now we turn to the
second problem of finding the configuration of the variables for which the joint dis-
tribution attains this maximum value. So far, we have sent messages from the leaves
to the root. The process of evaluating (8.97) will also give the value x™* for the
most probable value of the root node variable, defined by

ma.

2™ = arg max > ppa(@)] (8.98)

x s€ne(x)

At this point, we might be tempted simply to continue with the message passing al-
gorithm and send messages from the root back out to the leaves, using (8.93) and
(8.94), then apply (8.98) to all of the remaining variable nodes. However, because
we are now maximizing rather than summing, it is possible that there may be mul-
tiple configurations of x all of which give rise to the maximum value for p(x). In
such cases, this strategy can fail because it is possible for the individual variable
values obtained by maximizing the product of messages at each node to belong to
different maximizing configurations, giving an overall configuration that no longer
corresponds to a maximum.

The problem can be resolved by adopting a rather different kind of message
passing from the root node to the leaves. To see how this works, let us return once
again to the simple chain example of IV variables z1, ...,z each having K states,
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Figure 8.53 A lattice, or trellis, diagram show-

ing explicitly the K possible states (one per row

of the diagram) for each of the variables z, inthe . — 1 D D
chain model. In this illustration K = 3. The ar-

row shows the direction of message passing in the
max-product algorithm. For every state k of each
variable z,, (corresponding to column n of the dia-
gram) the function ¢(z,) defines a unique state at
the previous variable, indicated by the black lines.
The two paths through the lattice correspond to
configurations that give the global maximum of the
joint probability distribution, and either of these
can be found by tracing back along the black lines
in the opposite direction to the arrow.

n—2 n—1 n n—+1

corresponding to the graph shown in Figure 8.38. Suppose we take node z  to be
the root node. Then in the first phase, we propagate messages from the leaf node x
to the root node using

Han—frnes (Tn) = Hfy s now, (Tn)
Bfnin—an(Tn) = max [ln frn—1n(Tn-1,2n) + anflﬁfn—l,n@n)]
n—1

which follow from applying (8.94) and (8.93) to this particular graph. The initial
message sent from the leaf node is simply

/J’$1*>f1,2(x1) = 0. (899)

The most probable value for x y is then given by

TN = arg max [qu_LNHIN(xN)] : (8.100)

TN

Now we need to determine the states of the previous variables that correspond to the
same maximizing configuration. This can be done by keeping track of which values
of the variables gave rise to the maximum state of each variable, in other words by
storing quantities given by

¢(x,) = arg max [ln fr—in(Tn_1,2,) + umn_lﬂfn,lm(xn)] . (8.101)

Tn—1

To understand better what is happening, it is helpful to represent the chain of vari-
ables in terms of a lattice or trellis diagram as shown in Figure 8.53. Note that this
is not a probabilistic graphical model because the nodes represent individual states
of variables, while each variable corresponds to a column of such states in the di-
agram. For each state of a given variable, there is a unique state of the previous
variable that maximizes the probability (ties are broken either systematically or at
random), corresponding to the function ¢(z,,) given by (8.101), and this is indicated
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by the lines connecting the nodes. Once we know the most probable value of the fi-
nal node z , we can then simply follow the link back to find the most probable state
of node = _; and so on back to the initial node x;. This corresponds to propagating
a message back down the chain using

rp = p(a)™) (8.102)
and is known as back-tracking. Note that there could be several values of x,,_ all
of which give the maximum value in (8.101). Provided we chose one of these values
when we do the back-tracking, we are assured of a globally consistent maximizing
configuration.

In Figure 8.53, we have indicated two paths, each of which we shall suppose
corresponds to a global maximum of the joint probability distribution. If & = 2
and k£ = 3 each represent possible values of zy**, then starting from either state
and tracing back along the black lines, which corresponds to iterating (8.102), we
obtain a valid global maximum configuration. Note that if we had run a forward
pass of max-sum message passing followed by a backward pass and then applied
(8.98) at each node separately, we could end up selecting some states from one path
and some from the other path, giving an overall configuration that is not a global
maximizer. We see that it is necessary instead to keep track of the maximizing states
during the forward pass using the functions ¢(x,,) and then use back-tracking to find
a consistent solution.

The extension to a general tree-structured factor graph should now be clear. If
a message is sent from a factor node f to a variable node x, a maximization is
performed over all other variable nodes x1, ...,z that are neighbours of that fac-
tor node, using (8.93). When we perform this maximization, we keep a record of
which values of the variables =y, ..., x5, gave rise to the maximum. Then in the
back-tracking step, having found x™2*, we can then use these stored values to as-
sign consistent maximizing states =", ... zy/*. The max-sum algorithm, with
back-tracking, gives an exact maximizing configuration for the variables provided
the factor graph is a tree. An important application of this technique is for finding
the most probable sequence of hidden states in a hidden Markov model, in which
case it is known as the Viterbi algorithm.

As with the sum-product algorithm, the inclusion of evidence in the form of
observed variables is straightforward. The observed variables are clamped to their
observed values, and the maximization is performed over the remaining hidden vari-
ables. This can be shown formally by including identity functions for the observed
variables into the factor functions, as we did for the sum-product algorithm.

It is interesting to compare max-sum with the iterated conditional modes (ICM)
algorithm described on page 389. Each step in ICM is computationally simpler be-
cause the ‘messages’ that are passed from one node to the next comprise a single
value consisting of the new state of the node for which the conditional distribution
is maximized. The max-sum algorithm is more complex because the messages are
functions of node variables = and hence comprise a set of K values for each pos-
sible state of x. Unlike max-sum, however, ICM is not guaranteed to find a global
maximum even for tree-structured graphs.
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8.4.6 Exact inference in general graphs

The sum-product and max-sum algorithms provide efficient and exact solutions
to inference problems in tree-structured graphs. For many practical applications,
however, we have to deal with graphs having loops.

The message passing framework can be generalized to arbitrary graph topolo-
gies, giving an exact inference procedure known as the junction tree algorithm (Lau-
ritzen and Spiegelhalter, 1988; Jordan, 2007). Here we give a brief outline of the
key steps involved. This is not intended to convey a detailed understanding of the
algorithm, but rather to give a flavour of the various stages involved. If the starting
point is a directed graph, it is first converted to an undirected graph by moraliza-
tion, whereas if starting from an undirected graph this step is not required. Next the
graph is triangulated, which involves finding chord-less cycles containing four or
more nodes and adding extra links to eliminate such chord-less cycles. For instance,
in the graph in Figure 8.36, the cycle A-C-B-D-A is chord-less a link could be
added between A and B or alternatively between C and D. Note that the joint dis-
tribution for the resulting triangulated graph is still defined by a product of the same
potential functions, but these are now considered to be functions over expanded sets
of variables. Next the triangulated graph is used to construct a new tree-structured
undirected graph called a join tree, whose nodes correspond to the maximal cliques
of the triangulated graph, and whose links connect pairs of cliques that have vari-
ables in common. The selection of which pairs of cliques to connect in this way is
important and is done so as to give a maximal spanning tree defined as follows. Of
all possible trees that link up the cliques, the one that is chosen is one for which the
weight of the tree is largest, where the weight for a link is the number of nodes shared
by the two cliques it connects, and the weight for the tree is the sum of the weights
for the links. If the tree is condensed, so that any clique that is a subset of another
clique is absorbed into the larger clique, this gives a junction tree. As a consequence
of the triangulation step, the resulting tree satisfies the running intersection property,
which means that if a variable is contained in two cliques, then it must also be con-
tained in every clique on the path that connects them. This ensures that inference
about variables will be consistent across the graph. Finally, a two-stage message
passing algorithm, essentially equivalent to the sum-product algorithm, can now be
applied to this junction tree in order to find marginals and conditionals. Although
the junction tree algorithm sounds complicated, at its heart is the simple idea that
we have used already of exploiting the factorization properties of the distribution to
allow sums and products to be interchanged so that partial summations can be per-
formed, thereby avoiding having to work directly with the joint distribution. The
role of the junction tree is to provide a precise and efficient way to organize these
computations. It is worth emphasizing that this is achieved using purely graphical
operations!

The junction tree is exact for arbitrary graphs and is efficient in the sense that
for a given graph there does not in general exist a computationally cheaper approach.
Unfortunately, the algorithm must work with the joint distributions within each node
(each of which corresponds to a clique of the triangulated graph) and so the compu-
tational cost of the algorithm is determined by the number of variables in the largest
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clique and will grow exponentially with this number in the case of discrete variables.
An important concept is the treewidth of a graph (Bodlaender, 1993), which is de-
fined in terms of the number of variables in the largest clique. In fact, it is defined to
be as one less than the size of the largest clique, to ensure that a tree has a treewidth
of 1. Because there in general there can be multiple different junction trees that can
be constructed from a given starting graph, the treewidth is defined by the junction
tree for which the largest clique has the fewest variables. If the treewidth of the
original graph is high, the junction tree algorithm becomes impractical.

8.4.7 Loopy belief propagation

For many problems of practical interest, it will not be feasible to use exact in-
ference, and so we need to exploit effective approximation methods. An important
class of such approximations, that can broadly be called variational methods, will be
discussed in detail in Chapter 10. Complementing these deterministic approaches is
a wide range of sampling methods, also called Monte Carlo methods, that are based
on stochastic numerical sampling from distributions and that will be discussed at
length in Chapter 11.

Here we consider one simple approach to approximate inference in graphs with
loops, which builds directly on the previous discussion of exact inference in trees.
The idea is simply to apply the sum-product algorithm even though there is no guar-
antee that it will yield good results. This approach is known as loopy belief propa-
gation (Frey and MacKay, 1998) and is possible because the message passing rules
(8.66) and (8.69) for the sum-product algorithm are purely local. However, because
the graph now has cycles, information can flow many times around the graph. For
some models, the algorithm will converge, whereas for others it will not.

In order to apply this approach, we need to define a message passing schedule.
Let us assume that one message is passed at a time on any given link and in any
given direction. Each message sent from a node replaces any previous message sent
in the same direction across the same link and will itself be a function only of the
most recent messages received by that node at previous steps of the algorithm.

We have seen that a message can only be sent across a link from a node when
all other messages have been received by that node across its other links. Because
there are loops in the graph, this raises the problem of how to initiate the message
passing algorithm. To resolve this, we suppose that an initial message given by the
unit function has been passed across every link in each direction. Every node is then
in a position to send a message.

There are now many possible ways to organize the message passing schedule.
For example, the flooding schedule simultaneously passes a message across every
link in both directions at each time step, whereas schedules that pass one message at
a time are called serial schedules.

Following Kschischnang et al. (2001), we will say that a (variable or factor)
node a has a message pending on its link to a node b if node a has received any
message on any of its other links since the last time it send a message to b. Thus,
when a node receives a message on one of its links, this creates pending messages
on all of its other links. Only pending messages need to be transmitted because
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Exercise 8.29

other messages would simply duplicate the previous message on the same link. For
graphs that have a tree structure, any schedule that sends only pending messages
will eventually terminate once a message has passed in each direction across every
link. At this point, there are no pending messages, and the product of the received
messages at every variable give the exact marginal. In graphs having loops, however,
the algorithm may never terminate because there might always be pending messages,
although in practice it is generally found to converge within a reasonable time for
most applications. Once the algorithm has converged, or once it has been stopped
if convergence is not observed, the (approximate) local marginals can be computed
using the product of the most recently received incoming messages to each variable
node or factor node on every link.

In some applications, the loopy belief propagation algorithm can give poor re-
sults, whereas in other applications it has proven to be very effective. In particular,
state-of-the-art algorithms for decoding certain kinds of error-correcting codes are
equivalent to loopy belief propagation (Gallager, 1963; Berrou et al., 1993; McEliece
et al., 1998; MacKay and Neal, 1999; Frey, 1998).

8.4.8 Learning the graph structure

In our discussion of inference in graphical models, we have assumed that the
structure of the graph is known and fixed. However, there is also interest in go-
ing beyond the inference problem and learning the graph structure itself from data
(Friedman and Koller, 2003). This requires that we define a space of possible struc-
tures as well as a measure that can be used to score each structure.

From a Bayesian viewpoint, we would ideally like to compute a posterior dis-
tribution over graph structures and to make predictions by averaging with respect
to this distribution. If we have a prior p(m) over graphs indexed by m, then the
posterior distribution is given by

p(m|D) o< p(m)p(D|m) (8.103)

where D is the observed data set. The model evidence p(D|m) then provides the
score for each model. However, evaluation of the evidence involves marginalization
over the latent variables and presents a challenging computational problem for many
models.

Exploring the space of structures can also be problematic. Because the number
of different graph structures grows exponentially with the number of nodes, it is
often necessary to resort to heuristics to find good candidates.

Exercises

8.2

(%) By marginalizing out the variables in order, show that the representation
(8.5) for the joint distribution of a directed graph is correctly normalized, provided
each of the conditional distributions is normalized.

(%) Show that the property of there being no directed cycles in a directed
graph follows from the statement that there exists an ordered numbering of the nodes
such that for each node there are no links going to a lower-numbered node.
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The joint distribution over three binary variables. al| bl clplab,c)
0(0|0] 0192
0/0]|1 0.144
0|1|0] 0.048
0|1|1] 0.216
1/10(0 0.192
1]10|1] 0.064
1/1|0]| 0.048
1|1|1] 0.09

(%) Consider three binary variables a,b,c € {0, 1} having the joint distribution
given in Table 8.2. Show by direct evaluation that this distribution has the property
that « and b are marginally dependent, so that p(a,b) # p(a)p(b), but that they
become independent when conditioned on ¢, so that p(a,b|c) = p(a|c)p(b|c) for
bothc=0andc=1.

(%) Evaluate the distributions p(a), p(b|c), and p(c|a) corresponding to the joint
distribution given in Table 8.2. Hence show by direct evaluation that p(a,b,c) =
p(a)p(c|a)p(b|c). Draw the corresponding directed graph.

(%) Draw a directed probabilistic graphical model corresponding to the
relevance vector machine described by (7.79) and (7.80).

(%) For the model shown in Figure 8.13, we have seen that the number of parameters
required to specify the conditional distribution p(y|x1, ..., 2 ), where z; € {0, 1},
could be reduced from 2% to M + 1 by making use of the logistic sigmoid represen-
tation (8.10). An alternative representation (Pearl, 1988) is given by

M
ply =1z, xn) =1— (1 - po) [J(1 = pa)™ (8.104)

i=1

where the parameters pi; represent the probabilities p(z; = 1), and i is an additional
parameters satisfying 0 < po < 1. The conditional distribution (8.104) is known as
the noisy-OR. Show that this can be interpreted as a ‘soft’ (probabilistic) form of the
logical OR function (i.e., the function that gives y = 1 whenever at least one of the
x; = 1). Discuss the interpretation of s.

(x*) Using the recursion relations (8.15) and (8.16), show that the mean and covari-
ance of the joint distribution for the graph shown in Figure 8.14 are given by (8.17)
and (8.18), respectively.

(*) Show that a LL b,c | d implies a 1L b | d.

(*) Using the d-separation criterion, show that the conditional distribution
for a node x in a directed graph, conditioned on all of the nodes in the Markov
blanket, is independent of the remaining variables in the graph.
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Figure 8.54

8.10

8.11

8.12

8.13

8.14

8.15

Example of a graphical model used to explore the con- ¢ b
ditional independence properties of the head-to-head

path a—c—b when a descendant of ¢, namely the node

d, is observed.

(%) Consider the directed graph shown in Figure 8.54 in which none of the variables
is observed. Show that a L b | (. Suppose we now observe the variable d. Show
that in general a ) b | d.

(x*) Consider the example of the car fuel system shown in Figure 8.21, and suppose
that instead of observing the state of the fuel gauge G directly, the gauge is seen by
the driver D who reports to us the reading on the gauge. This report is either that the
gauge shows full D = 1 or that it shows empty D = 0. Our driver is a bit unreliable,
as expressed through the following probabilities

p(D=1G=1) = 09 (8.105)
p(D=0/G=0) = 09. (8.106)

Suppose that the driver tells us that the fuel gauge shows empty, in other words
that we observe D = 0. Evaluate the probability that the tank is empty given only
this observation. Similarly, evaluate the corresponding probability given also the
observation that the battery is flat, and note that this second probability is lower.
Discuss the intuition behind this result, and relate the result to Figure 8.54.

(%) Show that there are 22 (M =1)/2 distinct undirected graphs over a set of
M distinct random variables. Draw the 8 possibilities for the case of M = 3.

(*) Consider the use of iterated conditional modes (ICM) to minimize the energy
function given by (8.42). Write down an expression for the difference in the values
of the energy associated with the two states of a particular variable z ;, with all other
variables held fixed, and show that it depends only on quantities that are local to x ;
in the graph.

(%) Consider a particular case of the energy function given by (8.42) in which the
coefficients 5 = h = 0. Show that the most probable configuration of the latent
variables is given by x; = y; for all 7.

(x%) Show that the joint distribution p(x,,_1,,) for two neighbouring
nodes in the graph shown in Figure 8.38 is given by an expression of the form (8.58).
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8.18

8.19

8.20

8.21

8.22

8.23

8.24
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(%) Consider the inference problem of evaluating p(x,|xy) for the graph shown
in Figure 8.38, for all nodes n € {1,..., N — 1}. Show that the message passing
algorithm discussed in Section 8.4.1 can be used to solve this efficiently, and discuss
which messages are modified and in what way.

(%) Consider a graph of the form shown in Figure 8.38 having N = 5 nodes, in
which nodes x5 and x5 are observed. Use d-separation to show that x5 L x5 | x3.
Show that if the message passing algorithm of Section 8.4.1 is applied to the evalu-
ation of p(z,|z3, z5), the result will be independent of the value of x5.

(x%) Show that a distribution represented by a directed tree can trivially
be written as an equivalent distribution over the corresponding undirected tree. Also
show that a distribution expressed as an undirected tree can, by suitable normaliza-
tion of the clique potentials, be written as a directed tree. Calculate the number of
distinct directed trees that can be constructed from a given undirected tree.

(x*) Apply the sum-product algorithm derived in Section 8.4.4 to the chain-of-
nodes model discussed in Section 8.4.1 and show that the results (8.54), (8.55), and
(8.57) are recovered as a special case.

(*) Consider the message passing protocol for the sum-product algorithm on
a tree-structured factor graph in which messages are first propagated from the leaves
to an arbitrarily chosen root node and then from the root node out to the leaves. Use
proof by induction to show that the messages can be passed in such an order that
at every step, each node that must send a message has received all of the incoming
messages necessary to construct its outgoing messages.

(% %) Show that the marginal distributions p(x) over the sets of variables
x, associated with each of the factors f, (x,) in a factor graph can be found by first
running the sum-product message passing algorithm and then evaluating the required
marginals using (8.72).

(*x) Consider a tree-structured factor graph, in which a given subset of the variable
nodes form a connected subgraph (i.e., any variable node of the subset is connected
to at least one of the other variable nodes via a single factor node). Show how the
sum-product algorithm can be used to compute the marginal distribution over that
subset.

(%) In Section 8.4.4, we showed that the marginal distribution p(x;) for a
variable node x; in a factor graph is given by the product of the messages arriving at
this node from neighbouring factor nodes in the form (8.63). Show that the marginal
p(x;) can also be written as the product of the incoming message along any one of
the links with the outgoing message along the same link.

(*%) Show that the marginal distribution for the variables x in a factor f;(xs) in
a tree-structured factor graph, after running the sum-product message passing algo-
rithm, can be written as the product of the message arriving at the factor node along
all its links, times the local factor f(x;), in the form (8.72).
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8.25

8.26

8.27

8.28

8.29

(x*) In (8.86), we verified that the sum-product algorithm run on the graph in
Figure 8.51 with node x5 designated as the root node gives the correct marginal for
2. Show that the correct marginals are obtained also for zz; and x3. Similarly, show
that the use of the result (8.72) after running the sum-product algorithm on this graph
gives the correct joint distribution for =1, x-.

(x) Consider a tree-structured factor graph over discrete variables, and suppose we
wish to evaluate the joint distribution p(z,,, ;) associated with two variables z, and
xp that do not belong to a common factor. Define a procedure for using the sum-
product algorithm to evaluate this joint distribution in which one of the variables is
successively clamped to each of its allowed values.

(x*) Consider two discrete variables = and y each having three possible states, for
example z,y € {0,1,2}. Construct a joint distribution p(z,y) over these variables
having the property that the value = that maximizes the marginal p(z), along with
the value 3 that maximizes the marginal p(y), together have probability zero under
the joint distribution, so that p(z,y) = 0.

(x%) The concept of a pending message in the sum-product algorithm for
a factor graph was defined in Section 8.4.7. Show that if the graph has one or more
cycles, there will always be at least one pending message irrespective of how long
the algorithm runs.

(%) Show that if the sum-product algorithm is run on a factor graph with a
tree structure (no loops), then after a finite number of messages have been sent, there
will be no pending messages.
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