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Abstract

Given a Bayesian network structure (directed acyclic graph), the celebrated d-separation algorithm efficiently determines
whether the network structure implies a given conditional independence relation. We show that this changes drastically when we
consider two Bayesian network structures instead. It is undecidable to determine whether two given network structures imply a
given conditional independency, that is, whether every collection of random variables satisfying both network structures must also
satisfy the conditional independency. Although the approximate combination of two Bayesian networks is a well-studied topic, our
result shows that it is fundamentally impossible to accurately combine the knowledge of two Bayesian network structures, in the
sense that no algorithm can tell what conditional independencies are implied by the two network structures. We can also explicitly
construct two Bayesian network structures, such that whether they imply a certain conditional independency is unprovable in the
ZFC set theory, assuming ZFC is consistent.

I. INTRODUCTION

Bayesian network is a popular graphical model which describes the dependency between a collection of random variables
by a directed acyclic graph. Given a Bayesian network structure (directed acyclic graph), the celebrated d-separation algorithm
[LL], (21, [30, (4] efficiently determines whether a conditional independency (CI) among the random variables is implied by the
network. The simplicity and algorithmic efficiency of conditional independence inference is one of the major advantages of
Bayesian networks.

When there are multiple Bayesian networks, each representing the knowledge of one agent, the knowledge of the networks
should be combined to obtain the overall knowledge [S], [6], [7], [8]], [9]. There are two lines of existing works on combining
Bayesian networks: qualitative combination about combining the structures of two Bayesian networks (i.e., the directed acyclic
graphs) [S], [6], [10], [Z1, (91, (11, [(12], [13], [14]], [1S], and quantitative combination about combining the structures and
parameters (i.e., the probabilities) of two Bayesian networks [8]], [12]. We focus on qualitative combination in this paper,
though we will not restrict the result to be a combined Bayesian network. Instead, we ask the following more basic question:

Given two Bayesian network structures, what are the conditional independencies implied by them? In other words, what is
the set of conditional independencies that must be satisfied if we know that the random variables satisfy both networks?
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Figure 1. Two examples of the problem of combining the knowledge of two Bayesian network structures. In the first example on top, if we know that
the random variables W, X, Y, Z satisfy Network 1 (which implies the CIs W 1L (Y, Z)|X and (W, X) 1L Z|X) and Network 2 (which implies the CI
(X, W) 1L Y), then this is equivalent to W, X, Y, Z satisfying Network 3 (which implies the CI (X, W) L (Y, Z)). This CI implied by Network 3 is not
implied by Network 1 or 2, and hence we cannot simply take the union of the set of CIs implied by Network 1 and the set of CIs implied by Network 2 to
obtain the combined set of CIs. The combination might not even be a Bayesian network, as shown in the second example below. These observations have
been noted in [[11]. This paper shows that generally, the combined set of CIs cannot even be computed.



Refer to Figure 1| for examples. Although this question is completely solved by d-separation [2], [3] when we have only one
Bayesian network structure, the situation becomes significantly more complex when we have two networks. This problem is
referred as “union of independence models” in [11], though the set of CIs implied by the two networks together can generally
be strictly larger than the union of the set of CIs implied by network 1 and the set of CIs implied by network 2 [1 1]E]

The semi-graphoid axioms by Pearl and Paz [16] is a set of axioms on the implication between conditional independence
relations. One method to combine two Bayesian network structures investigated in [10], [11] is to compute the union of the
two aforementioned set of Cls, and then take its closure with respect to the semi-graphoid axioms. Nevertheless, this set of
axioms is incomplete as shown by Studeny [[17], and no finite axiomatization of conditional independence exists [ISJEI Also
see [21]], [22] for some non-axiomatizability results on Bayesian networks. Furthermore, conditional independence implication
(i.e., given a set of conditional independencies, determine whether it implies another conditional independency) has recently
been shown to be undecidable by Li [23], and also concurrently by Kiihne and Yashfe [24], resolving a long-standing open
problemE] This eliminates the possibility of the “first compute the union of the two sets of Cls, and then algorithmically
complete the union” approach. Even though methods and algorithms more powerful than the semi-graphoid axioms exist [[17],
[29], [300, [31], [32]], [33]], these methods cannot be complete.

In this paper, we show that it is impossible to algorithmically combine the knowledge of two Bayesian network structures,
by proving that the problem of determining whether two given network structures imply a given conditional independency is
undecidable, that is, no algorithm can take two network structures and a CI as inputs, and output whether the CI is implied
by the two network structures. This not only means that two Bayesian network structures cannot be accurately combined into
one Bayesian network structure, but also means that two Bayesian network structures cannot be algorithmically combined
into any data structure that is capable of answering conditional independency queries, even if we allow structures that are
more general than Bayesian networks. An interesting consequence of our main result is that we can explicitly construct two
Bayesian network structures, such that whether they imply a certain CI is unprovable in the ZFC set theory, assuming ZFC is
consistent ]

We emphasize that our result is not a direct corollary of the undecidability of conditional independence implication [23]],
[24] (though we utilize some results in [27], [23] in our proof). The result in [23]] only implies that it is undecidable to
determine whether a given CI is implied by a collection of network structures, where the number of network structures is
unbounded. This is because the number of CIs that appear in the formula in [23]] is unbounded, and require an unbounded
number of Bayesian networks to impose. This makes such a hardness result detached from practical scenarios where the number
of Bayesian networks to be combined is often small. The difficulty in the proof in this paper lies in limiting the number of
Bayesian networks to only two. To this end, we require some novel constructions for imposing functional dependencies on
sufficient statistics that are not present in [27], [23].

We review some other hardness results about probabilistic inference with Bayesian networks. Cooper [37] showed that the
computation of the marginal distribution of a random variable in a Bayesian network is NP-hard. Dagum and Luby [38]]
showed that, assuming P # NP, there is no polynomial-time algorithm for approximating the conditional distribution between
two random variables in a Bayesian network. Also see [39] for another hardness result. Note that these hardness results are
quantititave — they are about the computation of probabilities, and hence concern not only the Bayesian network structure (the
directed acyclic graph), but also the parameters (the probabilities). In comparison, our hardness result is purely qualitative —
it is about the Bayesian network structure alone.

In sum, for a single Bayesian network, qualitative questions about the structure are easy to answer (linear-time solvable
using d-separation [1I], [2]], (3], [4]), and quantititave questions about the probabilities are hard (no polynomial-time algorithm
exists assuming P # NP [37]], [38]], [39]); whereas for two Bayesian networks, even qualitative questions about the structure
are extremely hard (undecidable, not even exponential-time algorithm exists, regardless of whether P = NP or not) as shown
in this paper.

IThe intersection of the two sets of Cls given by two Bayesian network stuctures has also been studied in [6], [11]]. The intersection is the set of CIs
that must be satisfied if we know that the random variables satisfy at least one of the network stuctures. Therefore, our knowledge is weakened by such an
intersection operation. Also, determining whether a CI is implied by such an intersection is trivial — simply check whether the CI is in the intersection [L1].
In this paper, we focus on the combination of knowledge, where we know that the random variables satisfy both network stuctures, corresponding to a gain
in knowledge. Determining whether a CI is implied by such a combination is significantly harder, as we will see in this paper.

2Semi-graphoid axioms can be complete if restricted to certain forms of conditional independencies, for example, saturated conditional independencies
where each conditional independency must involve all random variables [19], [20]. This fact was utilized in the method proposed in [9] to combine Markov
networks modelling saturated conditional independencies.

3The proof in [23] is based on some ideas in Herrmann’s proof of the undecidability of embedded multivalued dependency [25]. Also refer to [26], [27],
[28] for some related or partial undecidability results on conditional independence implication.

4A Turing machine that does not halt, though the fact that it does not halt cannot be proved in ZFC, can be constructed [34], [33]. Since the undecidability
proof in this paper is by a reduction from the undecidability of conditional independence implication [23], which in turn was shown by a reduction from the
uniform word problem for finite monoids in [36], and ultimately from the halting problem, it is possible to use this sequence of reductions to construct two
Bayesian network structures given the aforementioned Turing machine, though such networks would be enormous.



II. PRELIMINARIES

All random variables in this paper are assumed to be discrete with finite support. For a random variable X, write its probability
mass function as px (z). For a collection of random variables X;,..., X, and A C {1,...,n}, we write X 4 := (X;);en for
the joint random variable of X; where i € A. The support of a random variable X is denoted as X := {z : px(x) > 0}. The
cardinality of X is |X)|.

We say that X and Y are conditionally independent given Z, written as X 1L Y'|Z,if px v, z(x,y, 2)pz(2) = px,z(x, 2)py,z (y, 2)
for all z,y,z. We say that X;,...,X,, are conditionally independent given Z, written as X; 1L --- 1l X,|Z, if X; 1
n\{i}|Z for every i = 1,...,n. We say that X; — X5 — --- — X, forms a Markov chain if X1 1 X¢q ;13| X;

..........

fore=2,...,n—1.

We say that X functionally determines Y [40], written as X > Y, if Y = f(X) for some function f, or equivalently,

L L

Y 1L Y|X. We say that X and Y are informationally equivalent, written as X =Y, if X >Y and Y > X

Given a joint probability mass function px of a collection of random variables X = (X1,...,X,), its set of conditional
independencies (ClIs) is the set of tuples (A, C, B) with disjoint sets A, B,C C {1,...,n} where X4 Ll Xp|X¢. It is written
as [42]

Z(px) = {(A,C,B) disjoint : X4 1L Xp|Xc}.

A Bayesian network structure is a directed acyclic graph G [1I]. The set of local conditional independencies of G = (V,€)

is [, [42]
Zo(G) := {({i}, pag(i), ndesg(i)) : i € V},

where pag (i) is the set of parents (in-neighbors) of node i in the graph G, and ndesg(7) is the set of nodes that are not a

descendant or parent of node 7. Given a joint probability mass function px, we say that px satisfies the Bayesian network
structure G with set of nodes {1,...,n}, or G is an independency map (I-map) for px [1ll, [42], if

L,(G) € Z(px),

or equivalently, X; 1l Xy qesq (i)l Xpag (i) holds for all node ZEI We have Z,(G) C Z(px) if and only if px can be factorized
as [11, [43]

n

px(T1,...,%n) = HPXI-|XMGU)($¢ | (25)jepag(i))- (D
=1

Given a set of CIs S C (2{17})3, we say that S implies the CI (A,C, B) (where A, B,C C {1,...,n} are disjoint) if for
every px satisfying X 4 1l Xp/|X¢r for all (A',C’,B’) € S, we must have X 4 Ll Xp|X¢ [20]. The set of all CIs implied
by S is given by the following “closure” operation:

as)= ) Zkx).
px:SCI(px)

where “px : S C Z(px)” ranges over all joint probability mass functions of X1, ..., X, where S C Z(px). In particular, we
say that the Bayesian network structure G implies the CI (A,C, B) , if for every joint probability mass function px satisfying
G, we must have X 4 1l Xp|Xc. The set of all CIs implied by G is denoted as

Z(G) = ClZy(@))
_ {(A,C, B) disjoint : Vpx.

(T(G) S Z(px)) = (Xa AL X5|Xe) |,

where “px” quantifies over all joint probability mass functions of X7, ..., X,,. It is straightforward to generalize this definition
to a collection of Bayesian network structures G, . .., G. The set of all CIs implied by the collection G, ..., G is denoted
as

I(Gh e, Gk) = Cl(Ig(Gl) U--- UI@(G;C))
- {(A,c, B) disjoint : Vpx.
(Vi. Zo(G:) € Z(px)) — (Xa 1L XB\XC)}.

In other words, Z(Gf4,...,Gy) is the set of CIs that are guaranteed to hold if we know that px satisfies every Bayesian
network structure in G1,...,Gp.

SThese notations are adopted from [23], [41]. We avoid the notation X — Y for functional dependency in [40] since it can be confused with edges in
Bayesian networks and Markov chains, which do not represent functional dependency.

SIn the literature, a Bayesian network often refers to a pair (G, px) where Z,(G) C Z(px ). The directed acyclic graph G is called the structure (hence
we call G a Bayesian network structure), and the distribution px (or its factorized form (I)) is called the parameters 11, [42]], [43].



III. UNDECIDABILITY RESULTS

For a single Bayesian network structure G, the celebrated d-separation method [, [2], [3]], [4], [44] is a sound and complete
characterization of all CIs implied by a Bayesian network structure G:

I(G) = {(A,C,B) : A,B are d-separated given C in G},

and hence one Bayesian network structure has decidable CIs. Moreover, the d-separation algorithm is efficient, with a O(|E|)
running time complexity, where |E| is the number of edges [4].

Theorem 1 ([2], [3], [4]). The following problem is decidable: Given n € Z., a directed acyclic graph G with set of
nodes {1, ...,n}, and disjoint A,B,C C {1,...,n}, determine whether (A,C,B) € Z(QG), i.e., whether the Bayesian network
structure G implies the conditional independency X 4 1L Xg|Xe.

Next, we study the set of CIs Z(G1,G2) implied by two Bayesian network structures G, Ga. Generally Z(G1,G2) #
Z(G1) UZ(G9) []]. We find out that Z(G1, G) is impossible to compute by an algorithm. We now present the main result
in this paper, which shows the undecidability of CIs implied by two Bayesian network structures. The proof will be presented
in Sections [[V] to

Theorem 2. The following problem is undecidable: Given n € 7., two directed acyclic graphs G1,Gs with set of nodes
{1,...,n}, and disjoint A, B,C C {1,...,n}, determine whether (A,C,B) € Z(G1,G>), i.e., whether the Bayesian network
structures G1 and Gy imply the conditional independency X o A\l Xg|Xc. This problem is still undecidable if we restrict
A, B,C to be singleton sets.E]

Theorem [2] is in stark contract to Theorem [} For one Bayesian network structure, CIs can be determined efficiently in
O(|E|) time. For two Bayesian network structures, CIs cannot be determined by any algorithm, not even exponential time
algorithms. There is no analogue of the d-separation algorithm for two Bayesian networks.

We can also study the implication between Bayesian network structures. The implication problem with one antecedent in
the form “whether GGy implies G is known as the inclusion problem [45], [46l, which is clearly decidable due to the d-
separation algorithm [4]]. As an immediate corollary of Theorem [2] the Bayesian network structure implication problem with
two antecedents in the form “whether G; and G2 imply G” is undecidable.

Corollary 3. Consider the following problem for a fixed k: Given directed acyclic graphs Gy, G1, ..., Gy with set of nodes
{1,...,n}, determine whether the Bayesian network structures G1,...,Gy imply the Bayesian network structure Gy, i.e.,
whether

Z(Go) CZ(Gy, . .., Gi).
This problem is decidable when k = 1, and undecidable when k > 2.

Proof: When k = 1, we can check whether G imply G by computing Z(Go),Z(G1) using the d-separation algorithm
[4]. When k = 2, this problem is undecidable via a reduction from Theorem [2] by taking Gy to be the Bayesian network that
imposes only the CI X 4 Il Xg|X¢, for example, a network with edges within each of the sets A, B,C,{1,...,n}\(AUBUC),
and with edges i — j for (i,7) € C x A, (i,7) € C x B, and (4,j) € (AUBUC) x {1,...,n}\(AUBUC(). [

IV. SUFFICIENT STATISTICS
Before we present the proof of the main result, we review the basic notion of sufficient statistics [47].
Definition 4 (Sufficient statistic [47]). Given random variables X, U, T, we say that T is a sufficient statistic of X for U if
L
X >T and U UL X|T, or equivalently, the Markov chain U — T'— X — T holds. We say that T* is the minimal sufficient
L
statistic of X for U if it is a sufficient statistic of X for U, and for every sufficient statistic 7' of X for U, we have T' > T™.

We denote the minimal sufficient statistic of X for U as

T* =S(X;U).

In the context of Bayesian statistics, U would be a parameter to be estimated, and X would be an observed sample. T being
a sufficient statistic means that all information about U that can be obtained from X is contained in 7.

7 Although we focus on discrete random variables with finite cardinalities in this paper, the problem in Theoremcontinues to be undecidable if the discrete
random variables are with at most countable cardinalities. This is because Lemma [7] discussed later can ensure that all random variables of interest in the
construction are of finite cardinalities.



Note that if X,U are discrete, the minimal sufficient statistic is given by the random vector 7" = (py|x (u|X))uey With
entries indexed by u € U (where U is the support of U). Minimal sufficient statistic is unique, in the sense that any two
minimal sufficient statistics are informationally equivalent. We then show a basic property of minimal sufficient statistics,
showing that if we are to find the minimal sufficient statistic of X for U, then including an additional piece of information Y
that is obtained by processing X locally would not change the minimal sufficient statistic.

Lemma 5. If U 1L Y|X, then S(X;U) = S((X,Y);U).
Proof: Let T = S((X,Y); U) = (pu|x,y (u|X,Y))ueu. Since U 1L Y|X, we have pyx y(u|X,Y) = pyx (u|X), and
hence 7' = (py|x (ulX))ueu = S(X;U). =

We then show that we can insert sufficient statistics into Markov chains.

Lemma 6. IfV — U — X — Y forms a Markov chain, and T is a sufficient statistic of X forU, thenV — U - T — X - Y
forms a Markov chain.

Proof: Let T = f(X) (such f exists since X é T). We have pv,u x,y (v, u,2,y) = pv,u(v,u)px v (z|w)py|x (y|r), and
pxv(z|u) = prju(t|u)px|r(x|t). Hence, for v, u,t,x,y with py.ur xy(v,u,t,2,y) > 0, we have ¢t = f(z), and
pvurxy(v,ut,z,y) = pvuxy (v, z,y)
= pv,U(UaU)pX\U($|U)pY|X(Z/|x)
= pv,u (v, w)pro (tlw)px r (z[t)py | x (y]z),
which shows the desired result. [ ]
The purpose of discussing the concept of sufficient statistics is that, in the Bayesian networks constructed in Section [VII}

we will impose conditions not directly on the variables, but on their sufficient statistics. It is easier to impose functional
dependencies on sufficient statistics compared to the variables in the network.

V. MAJORIZATION

We also require some tools about the notion of majorization [48]]. Given two probability mass functions p, ¢ over the supports
X, Y, respectively, we say that p majorizes q, written as p > g, if

k k
PEUES O]

for every k > 1, where p* : Z~q — [0, 1], p*(4) is the i-th largest entry of p (if there are fewer than i entries, take p*(i) = 0).
Majorization is a partial order over probability mass functions modulo relabeling [48] (p &= ¢ > p if and only if p* = ¢').
Also note that if p = ¢, then the cardinalities satisfy |X| < |)|.

We prove the following useful result.

Lemma 7. Consider random variables X, Y, Z with probability mass functions px , py , pz, respectively. We have the following:
« IFX UL Z and X < (Y, Z), then px = py-
o If, in addition to the above, we have X 1l 'Y and py > px, then X and Y are uniformly distributed with the same
cardinality, Y I Z and Y < (X, Z).

We remark that although we focus on discrete random variables with finite cardinalities in this paper, Lemma [/| continues
to hold for discrete random variables with at most countable cardinalities. Note that a uniformly distributed discrete random
variable must have a finite cardinality.

Proof: Since X é (Y, Z), we can let X = fz(Y) for some functions f, : Y — X for z € Z. For any subset A C )
with |A| < k,

py(A) = pz(2)py|z—2(A)

z2€EZ
(a)
< Z pz(2)px (f-(A))
z€EZ
< max px(B), (2)

~ BCX:|B|<k



where (a) is because Y € A implies X = fz(Y) € f.(A), and hence py|z—.(A) < px|z=-(f:(A)) = px (f-(A)). Therefore
max gcy: |4|<k Py (A) < maxpcy.|pj<i px(B), and px = py.
Assume we also have X 1L Y and py > px. Then pi = pﬁf. Without loss of generality, assume X,Y € Z<q, px(x) is

sorted in descending order, and py (y) is also sorted in descending order. Equality must hold in the inequalities in (2) when
A=B=/{1,...,k}. Therefore,

ZPZ 2)py|z=x( sz 2)px (f-({1,..., k}))
=S b (L D).

This implies that for each z € Z,

pY|Z:z({1a LR k}) = pX(fz({lv [ k})) = pX({L LR k})

Taking the difference between the above expressions substituted with k£ and k — 1, we have

pY|Z:z(k) = pX(fz({]-7 ) k})\fz({]-? EAR) k— 1}))
= px (k). 3)

Hence, py|z—.(k) = px(k), implying that Y 1L Z and the support of Y is Y = X. Also whenever px (k) > 0, we have

{1, kPNSf({1,...,k — 1}) # 0. Therefore, f,(k) is injective over k € X, and Y < (X,Z). By @), for k € X, we
have px (f.(k)) = px (k). Since X L Y, X Il ZandY 1l Z, we have, for every z,y € X,

0 < px(z) = px|y=y ()

- Z P2y =y(2)PxX |y =y, 2=2(T)

z2€EZ

= Z pz(2).

2€Z: f.(y)=x

Hence, for every z,y € X, there exists z € Z such that f.(y) = x, which gives px(z) = px|z=.(2) = px|z=-(f-(y)) =
Py|z=-(y) = py (y) since f. is injective. Therefore, X and Y are uniformly distributed with the same cardinality. ]

VI. SPECIAL FORMS OF THE CONDITIONAL INDEPENDENCE IMPLICATION PROBLEM

Our strategy for proving Theorem [2|is to show a reduction from the following special form of the conditional independence
implication problem, which has recently been shown to be undecidable [23]]. It can be proved by noting that the construction
of the undecidable family of conditional independence implication problems in [23l Theorem 1] can be written in the form
below. The arguments are briefly described in Appendix [A]

Theorem 8 ([23]). The following problem is undecidable: Given n > 3, A; C {1,...,n} and b; € {1,...,n}\A; for
Jj=0,...,k where Ay is a singleton set, and cjo,c;j1 € {1,...,n}, ¢jo # ¢c;1 for j = 1,..., k', determine whether the
following implication holds: if:

o each of V1, ..., V, is uniformly distributed with the same cardinality,

e Vi {-L Vo AL V3,

o Vi < (W1, V5, V3) for all i,

o Vb, éVAjforj: 1,...,k and

e Vo, WV, forj=1,... K,

670

L
then we must have Vi, < Vy,.

We want to construct Bayesian networks that impose the antecedents in Theorem [8] The condition Vi L V5 L V3 is easy
to impose since we can simply make a Bayesian network where the three nodes V7, VQ, V3 all have no parents. There are three
remaining difficulties. First, the functional dependencies V; < (V1,Va,V3) and Vj, § V4, cannot be imposed by Bayesian
networks, since a collection of independent random variables satisfies any Bayesian network, but does not satisfy any functional
dependency between the variables. This problem can be solved by considering sufficient statistics described in Section [[V]

Second, we have to impose that each of Vi,...,V,, is uniformly distributed with the same cardinality. Third, the conditions
Vejo L Ve, for j=1,..., k" would require k" Bayesian networks to impose. To this end, we utilize the following lemma.



Lemma 9. Let V ~ Unif({1,...4"}) for some {,n > 1. Assume the random variables X1, ..., Xy (k < n) with cardinalities

|X;| < € for i =1,...,k, satisfies that (X1, ..., X}) é V. Then the following statements are equivalent:
1) Xi,..., Xy are mutually independent, each being uniformly distributed with cardinality Y.
2) There exists random variables Y1, . .., Y,y satisfying |V;| < € fori=1,....n—k and (X;)F_,, (Y))'=F) = V.
3) There exists random variables Y1, . . ., Y, each being uniformly distributed with cardinality {, satisfying ((X;)_,, (Y;)"=)) =
V.
Proof: Statement 3 = Statement 2 is obvious. For Statement 2 = Statement 1, assume Y7,...,Y,_; with |};| < ¢ for

L

i=1,...,n—kand ((X;);, (Yi);) = V. The number of possibilities of ((X;);, (Y;);) is at most £™. Since ((X;);, (V;);) =V
and |V| = ¢, there is a bijection between the values of ((X;);,(Y;);) and the values of V. Hence, all ¢™ possibilities of
((X4)4, (Y3);) are equally likely, and hence (X;);, (Y;); are mutually independent, each being uniform with cardinality .

For Statement 1 = Statement 3, consider X1, ..., X mutually independent, each being uniformly distributed with cardinality
¢. We construct Y7,...,Y, _; as follows. Since (X1,...,Xk) 1§ V, we can find f : {1,...,0"} — {1,...,£}* such that
(X:); = f(V). Since (X;); is uniform over ¢* choices, the preimage f~'((x;);) has size |f~'((z;);)| = £*~* for each
(LUZ‘)Z‘ S Hz X;. Let f_l((l‘i)i) = {g((l‘i)i,y) Ly € {1,...,£"_k}}. Then g : (1_[Z XZ‘) X {1,...,€n_k} — {1,...,[’1}
is bijective, and has an inverse g~ !. Take Y = (¢71(V))2 € {1,...,¢" *} (the second component of g~*(V')). We have
Y ~ Unif({1,...,£" *}) and ((X;);,Y) = V. The proof is completed by breaking Y into n — k independent uniform random
variables (Y1,...,Y, ;) =Y. n

We now show a useful intermediate result, which is the undecidability of determining whether two mutual independence
relations and some functional dependencies imply another functional dependency. This is in contrast to the implication problem
of functional dependencies, which is decidable and finitely axiomatizable [40]. This result might be interesting on its own.

Theorem 10. The following problem is undecidable: Given n > 1, C1,Co C {1,...,n} withCyNCy =0, A; C {1,...,n}

and b; € {1,...,n}\ A, for j =0,...,k where Ay is a singleton set, determine whether the following implication holds: if

Vi,...,Vy satisfy that the random variables (V;)icc, are mutually independent, the random variables (V;);cc, are mutually
L L

independent, and V,;, <V, for j =1,...,k, then we must have Vi, < Vy,.

Proof: We first show that the conditions V., ; 1L V., , for j = 1,... k" are unnecessary for the problem in Theorem
i.e., we show that the following implication problem without those conditions is still undecidable:

Implication A: “If V;,...,V,, satisfy that each of Vi,...,V,, is uniform with the same cardinality, V; 1l V5 1l V3,
Vi < (V4,Va, V) for all i, and Vi, < Vg, for j = 1,...,k, then we must have Vi, < Vi,

We show that Implication A is undecidable by a reduction from Theorem [8| Consider an instance of the implication problem
in Theorem E By Lemma (9} if each of Vi,...,V,, is uniform with the same cardinality and V; é (V1, Vo, V) for all i,
then V., , AL V, , if and only if there exists Y; uniform with the same cardinality such that (V;, ,, V., ,Y;) = (V1, Va, V3).
Therefore, we can impose the “V;., , 1L V., ,” conditions by introducing new variables Y; and imposing functional dependencies
“Vey 00 Ve, Y5) = (V4, Vs, V3)” instead. The functional dependency conditions in Implication A suffice to impose the Ve, 0 L
L Ve, ,” conditions.

Next, we show the desired undecidability via a reduction from Implication A. Consider an instance of Implication A given
as A; C{1,...,n}and b; € {1,...,n} for j =0,..., k. We will prove that this instance of Implication A holds if and only
if the following implication (which is in the form in Theorem [I0) holds:

Implication B: “If Q,V1,..., V3, W1,..., Ws,41, M1, ..., M3, satisfy these antecedents:

e QU Vy UL V5 Al Vs,

« Wy < (Wisr, M;) and Wisy < (Wi, M;) fori=1,...,3n,

o W1 < (W3py1,Q),

o Vi=W,; fori=12,3,

o Vi< (W1, Vo, V5) fori=1,...,3n,

A é (W;,Q) fori=1,...,3n,

o (Vi,Va, V3) = (Vi, Vign, Vigon) for i =1,...,m,

« Vi, SV forj=1,...k

IN=

L
then we must have V,, < Vy,.”

Some of the functional dependencies are illustrated below (note that this is not a Bayesian network). A directed hyperedge
X

Y
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— Z” means (X,Y) é Z. Technically the number of M;’s must be a multiple of 3, though we ignore this for the



illustration.

/§<\ /?ﬁ/fi\

—

Q Vi Vs

L
Intuitively, the conditions M7 1L --- 1L Ms, 1l Ws,4q and W; < (W;y1, M;) gives a Markov chain W5, 11 — W3, —

- — W;. This together with the dependency W, é (W3n+1, @) in the other direction gives a “cyclic” condition that ensures
that Wy, ..., W3, are identically distributed. We can then use Lemma [/| to argue that the random variables are uniformly
distributed.

First prove the “only if” direction and assume that Implication A holds, and let Q, (V;);, (W;);, (M;); satisfy the antecedents

of Implication B. Note that since W; S (Wig1, M;) fori =1,...,3n, we have
Wigr < (Miga, ..., May, Wapq1) 1L M;.

By Wii1 é (Wi, M;), we have pw,,, = pw, fori =1,...,3n by Lemmal 7| Also since W, = V1 1 @ and W1 (W3n+1, Q),
we have pw, = pw,,,, by Lemma Therefore, we have p%,v = = pW3 e Since W7 = V1 U Wy = Vo, Wo 1L M,
and Ws é (W1, My), Wi is uniformly distributed by Lemma (7| Therefore, all of Wi,..., W3, are uniformly distributed

with the same cardinality. Let the cardinality be ¢. By Lemma , since V; é (V1, Vo, V3) 1L @ and V; é (W;, @), we have
|Vi| < fori=1,...,3n. By Lemma @ since (V1,Va, V3) = (Vi, Vitn, Vigon), we know that V; is uniform with cardinality

¢for¢=1,...,n. Applying Implication A on Vi,...,V,, we have V},, < Vy,.

Then prove the “if” direction and assume that Implication B holds, and let V7, . .., V,, satisfy the antecedents in Implication A.
Without loss of generality, assume each of V4,..., V), has a distribution Unif ({0, ...,£—1}). Since V; < (V1, V2, V3) and V; is
uniform with cardinality £ for i = 1, ..., n, we can construct V; ,, Viyo, such that V;, Vi, Viyon i Unif({0,...,£—1}), and

(V1, Vo, Va) = (Vi, Vign, Vison). Take Q = (Qu, ..., Qsny1) Where Qu, ..., Q3np1 u Unif({0,...,£—1}), and W; = V; for
i=1,2,3, Wi = (V;+Q;) mod £ fori = 4,...,3n, Wan1 = (Vi+Qsnr1) mod £. We have V; = (W;—Q;) mod ¢ < (W;, Q)
fori=4,...,3n, and V; 2 (W;, Q) clearly holds for i = 1,2,3. Also, Wy =V} = (W3n+1 Q3n+1) mod ¢ é (W3na1, Q).
Take M; = (W; + W;t1) mod E fori =1,...,3n. We have W; é (Wit1, M;) and Wz+1 < (W;, M;). Tt is straightforward
to check that W7, ..., Wy, 41 ~ Umf({O E —1}), and l}ence My, ..., Mz, Wap i1 ~ Umf({O ., £ —1}). Hence, the

antecedents of Implication B are satisfied, and we have V3, < Vy,. |

VII. CONSTRUCTION OF THE BAYESIAN NETWORKS

We now complete the proof of Theorem [2] by constructing the two Bayesian network structures, according to an instance of
the implication problem in Theorem [T0] For the sake of convenience of the construction, we impose an additional constraint
on the list of functional dependencies, and consider this problem:

Corollary 11. The following problem is undecidable: Given n > 2, C1,Co C{1,...,n} with CtNCy =0, A; C{1,...,n},
bj € {1,...,n}\A;j for j = 0,...,k where Ay is a singleton set, and by € {1,...,n}\(Ao U {bo}) such that there are
two entries ({bo},by) and ({by},bo) among the list of functional dependencies (A;,b;)5_,, determine whether the following
implication holds: if Vi,...,V,, satisfy that the random variables (V;);cc, are mutually independent, the random variables

L L
(Vi)iec, are mutually independent, and Vo, SV, for j=1,...,k, then we must have Vi, < V4.

The purpose of the two entries ({bo},by) and ({b}},bo) are to impose V;, é Vi, and Vy, é Vb, and hence V;,, = Vi, -
Corollary clearly follows from Theorem since we can always introduce a new random variable V3, and impose that
Vir = Vj,, without affecting the truth value of the original implication problem. Having two identical copies Vj, = Vi, makes

L
it more convenient to check whether Vj,, < V4, in the construction introduced later.



Y1 = X{ X2 X3 Z;

Zy o X3 o X2 oo X} Y,

Figure 2. An illustration of the two networks when n=4, k=23, 01 = {1,2}, Cl ={2,3}, A1 = {1,3}, b1 =2, A> = {3}, bo = 4, A3 = {4},

bs = 3, ie., we impose Vi L Vo, Vo UL V3, Vo < (Vi,V3), Vi < V3, and V3 < V4. The red zig-zag edges are Network 1. The black solid edges are
Network 2.

Consider an instance of the implication problem in Corollary given as C1,Co C {1,...,n} with C; NCy = 0, A; C
{1,...,n}, b5 € {1,...,n}\A; for j = 0,...,k where Ay is a singleton set, and bj € {1,...,n}\(AoU{bo}) such that there
are two entries ({bo},b;) and ({by}, bo) among (A;, b; ))¥_,. The variables in the networks are Ui, Yi, Zi, X fori=1,.
and j =1,...,k (note that the superscript j in X; J is an index to the two-dimensional array (X7); ;, and is not a power) We
now describe the two networks.

o Network 1 has edges:

- U; —» Uy for i € Cq, i e {1,. .. ,n}\Cl,

- U; = Uy for i,i € {1,...,n}\C; where i < ¢,

-Ui—=Yi—» X = =X Zifori=1,...,n.
o Network 2 has edges:

- U; - U; fori e Cg, i’ € {1, .. ,n}\CQ,

- U, - Uy fori,i' € {1,...,n}\Cy where i <7/,

- U}—>ZZ—>YVz fori=1,...,n,

- Ui = X]) forj=1,... .k ie{l,...,n}\{b;},

- X] = Xj forjel,... ki€A;.

Refer to Figure [2] for an illustration of the networks. Let
U .= (Ul,... U )
T; = S((X))h_y,Y3, Z:); U).

Our goal is to show that the networks imply that T1,...,T;, satisfy the antecedents in the implication problem in Corollary
We first show that S(X7;U) = T; for all j. Intuitively, the variables X}, ..., X¥ act as “copies” of the sufficient statistic
T;, so that we can impose separate functional dependencies on the copies without them interfering each other.

Lemma 12. Networks I and 2 imply that
S(Yi;U) = S(Zi;U) =S(X/,U0) = T,

for every 1, j.



Proof Since Network 1 implies that U — V; — X} = X = oz, forms a Markov chain, by Lemma
S(Y;; U) = T;. Also, the Markov chain U — Y; — Z gives S((YZ, Z;);U) = S(Y;;U) = T;. Since Network 2 implies that
U — Z; =Y, forms a Markov chain, by Lemma S(Zi;U) = S((Vi, Z;); U) = T;. Network 1 gives U — Y; — X! — Z,,
and hence by Lemma [] we have the Markov chain

UsT,=Yi— X = 2> T,

by definition of the sufficient statistics S(Y;; U) = S(Z;;U) = T;. Since U — T; — Vi, agam by Lemma [5 l S(Ty; U) =

S((E,Y ) = S(Y;;U) = T; since (Tl,Yl) Y;. We have T; — X/ — T;, and hence X7/ > T;. Since U — T; — X7, by
Lemma |5, T; = S(T}; U) = S((Ty, X7); U) = S(X7;U). [

We show that T7,. .., T, must satisfy the mutual independence conditions in Corollary [TT]

Lemma 13. Networks 1 and 2 imply that (T;);cc, are mutually independent, and (T;);cc, are mutually independent.

Proof: Since there is no edge pointing towards (U;);cc, in Network 2, it imposes that (U;);ec, are mutually independent.
Fix any ¢ € C2. Network 1 implies the Markov chain Y¢,\ () — Ue,\(iy — U; — Y; by d-separation. Considering that

Ue,\giy AL Ui, we have Ye,\ (3 AL Y;, and hence Tg,\ (4 AL T; since T; = S(Y;;U) é Y;. The same arguments hold for
T;)iec, - u

To show that T, ..., T, satisfy functional dependency conditions in Corollary [TT] we require the following tool.

Lemma 14. For any set S C {1,...,n} and j € {1,...,k}, Networks 1 and 2 imply that Ts is a sufficient statistic of Xi;
(or Ys, or Zs) for U.

Proof: Network 1 implies the Bayesian network with edges U — Xj for i = 1,...,n, which implies the Bayesian
network with edges U — T; — X; Jfori=1,...,n by invoking Lemma@to insert the sufﬁ01ent statistics T; = S(X iU ). By
d-separation, we have the Markov chain U — Tg — Xs. J . Hence Ts is a sufficient statistic of Xg J for U. The same arguments
hold for Ys and Zs.

|

We can now show that T, ..., T, must satisfy the functional dependency conditions in Corollary [TT]

Lemma 15. Networks 1 and 2 imply that Ty, é T, for every j=1,... k.
Proof: Fix any j € {1,...,k}. The only edges incident with X Z; in Network 2 are X ;7 - X gj for i € A;. Therefore, X Zj
is conditionally independent of every other nodes given X j . In particular, we have the Markov chain Y;, — X7 J L X; j .

Since Tp, < Yy, and Ty, < Xb , we have T, — XA — Tb and hence T), < Xj From Network 1, we have V,, — U —
Xy J by d-separation. Since Lemma H shows that T4, is a sufficient statistic of X J for U, invoking Lemma @ we have
Vs, —> U— Ty, — X2, J . Hence, we have the Markov chain

Ty, > Yy, U =Ty, —>Xi1j — Ty,

implying that 7}, é Ta,. [ ]

We now complete the proof of Theorem [2] by a reduction from the problem in Corollary [IT] We will also see the purpose
of introducing b},.

Theorem 16. Networks 1 and 2 imply the conditional independency Yy, L Yy, |Y 4, if and only if the implication in Corollary
L1l holds.

Proof: First prove the “if” direction. Assume the implication in Corollary [IT] holds, and Networks 1 and 2 are satisfied.
By Lemma 13| (7};);cc, are mutually independent, and (T});cc, are mutually independent. By Lemma , Tb < TA for

every j = 1,..., k. Hence, the antecedents in the the implication in Corollary |11| are satisfied, and we have T}, = Tb/ < T a,-
Network 1 implies the Bayesian network
U
VAN

Y, Y4 Yy,

0 0

0



which implies the Bayesian network

U
v N
T, T4, Ty,
I 4 \
Yy, Y4, Yo,

by 1nvok1ng Lemma@ and . to insert the sufficient statistics. By d-separation, we have Y3, 1 Y, [(Ty, Ty, Ta Y4,)- Since

Ty, = Tb/ < T4, < Y4, this gives Yp, L Y3 [Y4,. Hence, Networks 1 and 2 imply Yy, L Y3 V4,
Then prove the “only if” direction. Assume Networks 1 and 2 imply the conditional 1ndependency Yo, AL Yy |Ya,, and
assume random variables Vi,...,V,, satisfy the antecedents in the implication in Corollary . ie., (Vi)icc, are mutually

independent, (V;);cc, are mutually independent, and V;, g Vg, for j = 1,... k. Take U; = Xg =Y, = Z; =V, for
i=1,...,n,j =1,...,k Network 1 is satisfied since (U;);ec, are mutually independent, and U; = Y; = X] = Z,. For
Network 2, since X g,- = Vbj § VAJ. =X it," the Markov condition for X gj is satisfied. The Markov conditions for other X f

are satisfied since Xij =U;. Itis straightfofward to check that all other conditions are satisfied. Hence Networks 1 and 2 are
satisfied, and we have Yy, 1L Yy, [Y4,, or equivalently, V;, L Vi [V4,. Recall that Corollary |11]also imposes that V3, = Vi -

Hence, V}, é V4, and the implication in Corollary holds. |

As a result, the problem in Theorem [2] is undecidable by a reduction from the problem in Corollary [IT} Note that Ay is a
singleton set, so Y3, L Y3 [Y 4, only involves three single random variables.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we showed that two Bayesian network structures have undecidable conditional independencies (Theorem [2).
Also, the implication problem of Bayesian network structures is undecidable when there are at least two networks in the
antecedent (Corollary [3)). This is in stark contrast to the situation with one Bayesian network structure, where the results on
d-separation shows that the conditional independencies of one Bayesian network, and the implication problem of Bayesian
network structures when there is one network in the antecedent, are decidable [2], [3l], [4]. Our undecidability results were
proved using some techniques in the proof of the undecidability of conditional independence implication in [23]], together with
some novel constructions to impose functional dependency conditions on sufficient statistics. It is perhaps interesting that,
although we cannot use one Bayesian network to impose functional dependencies among random variables, we can do so with
two Bayesian networks, but the functional dependencies are not imposed on the random variables themselves, but on their
sufficient statistics.

We now discuss several related problems, where it is still unknown whether they are decidable or not.

o Constructing a Bayesian network from a set of conditional independencies. Is there an algorithm that takes a set of
CIs S C (2{1-})3 among random variables X7, ..., X,, as input, and outputs a Bayesian network structure G which
is logically equivalent to S, i.e., they imply the same set of Cls

CI(S) = CUZ(G)),

or output () if no such G exists? Alternatively, is it decidable to determine whether a given set of CIs S and a given
Bayesian network structure G are logically equivalent? While this appears to be a fundamental problem about Bayesian
network, its decidability seems to be unknown. Note that if we relax the logical equivalence to implication (i.e., change
the “="" in the above formula to “C” or “2”), then it is decidable to determine whether C1(S) C Cl(Z,(G)), i.e., whether
G implies S (d-separation [2], [3], [4]), and undecidable to determine whether C1(S) 2 Cl(Z;(G)), i.e., whether G is
implied by S (same as CI implication [23]]).

o Compatibility of Bayesian networks. Given Bayesian network structures G, ..., Gy, determine whether there exist
random variables X7, ..., X, that are not all mutually independent that simultaneously satisfy all of G1, ..., Gy. Equiv-
alently, determine whether Z(Gq,...,Gy) (the CIs implied by G, ...,G}) contains every disjoint 3-tuple (A, B,C).
If Z(G4, . ..,Gy) contains every disjoint 3-tuple, then G, ..., G} are “incompatible” in the sense that they cannot be
satisfied simultaneously, except for the trivial case where X7, ..., X,, are mutually independent.

« Conditional independencies of a collection of Markov chains. Given aj €{1,...,n}forje{0,...,k},ie{1,...,¢},
determine whether the collection of Markov chains X ol X o X o for j =1,..., k about the random variables

Xi,..., X, imply the Markov chain X ; — X ; — -+ — X . This problem is clearly decidable if k is fixed to 1
(since a Markov chain is a Bayesian network thlS can be solved by d-separation), and clearly undecidable if k& can be

8This argument would not work if b(, = bo. This is the reason we require two identical copies V3, = Vb(/) in Corollary



arbitrarily chosen (same as CI implication [23]]). Is it decidable when k is fixed to 2? What is the largest fixed value of
k where this is decidable?
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APPENDIX
A. Proof of Theorem [§]

We now examine the construction of the undecidable family of conditional independence implication problems in [23|
Theorem 1] (we will not go into the details of the proof in [23] since it is quite complicated). In [23], the conditional
independencies are constructed using the predicates tri, fnf, ueq, end; ;, convﬁ’j and comp, ;. All random variables that appear
in tri, fnf, end; j, convf’j and comp; ; are restricted to be functions of the three independent random variables A;, A5, A3 in

fnf. Also, in [23], all random variables are restricted to be uniformly distributed with the same cardinality using fnf and ueq.

Only the functional dependency relation é and the unconditional independence relation in the form “X 1l Y (where X and
Y are single random variables, not joint random variables; this only appear in tri) and “A; 1l Ay 1l A3” (appears in fnf)
appear in the definitions of the predicates.

Therefore, [23]] establishes the undecidability of the special form of conditional independence implication problems, where all
random variables are uniformly distributed with the same cardinaliLty, and are functions of three independent random variables

Ay, As, As; and we only impose functional dependency relations > and additional unconditional independence relations in the
form “X 1l Y among random variables.
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