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. Augmented Naive Bayes Classifiers (ANB)
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1.1 RADOT7 Ry FDO—9 5538 (Friedman et al., 1988)
EEERERMESV = (X, X, X 2L I2RA TRy b
T—I1ZDWNT, X, ZBHEH, F={X, -, X} ZinBAZT &%
ELT D LWEFDEX = {xy, -, x, 2B EE, LTOELSIC
X DHETEECZTS.

¢ = argmax P(Xy =c | F =x)
C={1,"‘,T0}
P(X, = ¢, F = x)
= dIrgmax
C={%,'“ﬂ”o} P(F = x)
argmax P(X, = c,F =Xx).

C={1,“',T0}

N. Friedman, D. Geiger, and M. Goldszmidt, “Bayesian Network Classifiers,”
Machine Learning, vol.29, no.2, pp.131-163, 1997.



1.2 Friedman et al. (1997) (= & B #t#

FlALETEE LERASAOT7ORY NIJ—0 O ERED,
_%mfcﬁﬁ # & BNaive Bayes (Minsky, 1961) K UL B2 &M
ZRHDDB. Naive Bayes®45l

Eﬁﬁﬂgégﬂ : Xl; )X4

N. Friedman, D. Geiger, and M. Goldszmidt, “Bayesian Network Classifiers,” Machine
Learning, vol.29, no.2, pp.131-163, 1997.

Marvin Minsky. Steps toward Artificial Intelligence. In Proceedings of the IRE, volume 49, pp.
8—30. 1961.



1.2 Friedman et al. (1997) (= & B #t#

FLOXLE, ML : BRSSP (Xo, Xy, Xn | G)%&
ERC

=

"ETILEEE
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N. Friedman, D. Geiger, and M. Goldszmidt, “Bayesian Network Classifiers,”
Machine Learning, vol.29, no.2, pp.131-163, 1997.



1.2 Friedman et al. (1997) (= & B #t#

Jﬁ‘ﬂjﬁfﬁ, 1) == S """"‘n ) " n | G)’E %Iﬁ,
9 7

S EASEMRET Ve B R P (X, | Xy, , X, G) ERIEBT
BFAETETILZFEERT HARNE

N. Friedman, D. Geiger, and M. Goldszmidt, “Bayesian Network Classifiers,”
Machine Learning, vol.29, no.2, pp.131-163, 1997.
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1.2 Friedman et al. (1997) (= & B #t#

S = Z log P(xg, x2, ..

, x| G,@)

TRICEET S

CLL(G,© | D)
TEHEREZEZEOL-OITIEAREL,
AR S BL
AWSRE.

73\7:” ZEAE L7

ELL(D|G,0) Tl <,
i (Conditional Log Likelihood: CLL) &%

N. Friedman, D. Geiger, and M. Goldszmidt, “Bayesian Network Classifiers,”
Machine Learning, vol.29, no.2, pp.131-163, 1997. :



F31.3 Conditional MDL (Grossman and
Domingos, 2004)
Conditional MDL(CMDL)Z:?(QZJJ'F’Cﬁié*L%)

CMDL(G,0 | D) = i zqi(ri—l)—CLL(G,@)lD).

D. Grossman and P. Domingos, “Learning Bayesian Network classifiers by maximizing

conditional likeli- hood,” Proceedings, Twenty-First International Con- ference on Machine
Learning, I[CML 2004, pp.361— 368, 2004.



1.4 CLLORMIER

CLLR a7 XD EER[gE TIX7E LV=8D,
BEIERITHENLGT7ILT) A LHEH
TZ9, BEBEFSICEXLGFEENIII -
TLES.



1.5 CLLODELLFi&

1‘% EFERICLTILEY EZZFERA L - EL=5E (Grossman et
. 2004)
. CLL75“ﬁa\ﬁ’q’=EIﬁ'é 15 AHEK DTl L F-approximated CLL (aCLL)
X377 (Carvalho et al., 2013)
e CLLRO7AFEGZEEZEE L TERLGEVE>DLTENFEE
7J)L3d1) XL (Mihal jevié et al., 2018)

THERE
CLLZAWERLFZEZ > RBAXLEZAVERFE

D. Grossman and P. Domingos. Learning Bayesian Network classifiers by maximizing conditional likelihood. In Proceedings of
the International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 361-368, 2004.

A. M. Carvalho, P. Adao, and P. Mateus. Efficient Approximation of the Conditional Relative Entropy with

Applications to Discriminative Learning of Bayesian Network Classifiers. Entropy, 15:2716-2735, 2013.

B. Mihaljevi¢, C. Bielza, and P. Larrafiaga. Learning Bayesian network classifiers with completed partially directed acyclic
graphs. In Proceedings of the Interna tional Conference on Probabilistic Graphical Models, pages 272—-283, 2018.
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1.8 FAAEEESRS ECLLELET DS BEIEELLE
LB IR /f

- Naive Bayes (Mins

‘): Jﬁﬂjﬂxé
Ky, 1961)

- BN-CMDL (Grossman and Domingos,

- BNC2P (Grossman and Domingos,
FrEWMEEZIEME LT, CLLZH

- TAN-aCLL (Carvalho et al., 2013):

- BN(ILZE) -

7J)L31) XL (Mihal jevié et al.

bW

£ %,

2004) :

IV TEESFE L 7=BN

2004) : CMDL %

1 NTiE{el=& L =BN

aCLLZ AW T

BLEHHOPRK 2 DETLHIERE
WTiE{el=& L 7=BN

BEFE LT-TAN

L\’C &Y &’O&M%E‘ L 7=BN
- MC-DAGGES : CLLX O 7#%1&5@1‘%3_75’ 545 L TIER

,2018)

Marvin Minsky. Steps toward Artificial Intelligence. In Proceedings of the IRE, volume 49, pages 8-30, 1961.

D. Grossman and P. Domingos,

ference on Machine Learning, ICML 2004, pp.361— 368, 2004.

LAWK ST ENFEE

“Learning Bayesian Network classifiers by maximizing conditional likeli- hood,” Proceedings, Twenty-First International Con-

A. M. Carvalho, P. Ado, and P. Mateus. Efficient Approximation of the Conditional Relative Entropy with Applications to Discriminative Learning ofi
Bayesian Network Classifiers. Entropy, 15(7): 2716-2735, 2013.
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Sample Naive- GBN- TAN- GBN MC-DAG GBN

No. Dataset Variables Classes size Bayes CMDL BNC2P aCLL (L) GES (k2
1 Balance Scale 5 3 625 09152 03333 0.8560 0.8656 0.9152 0.7432  0.9152
2 banknote authentication 5 2 1372 0.8433 0.8819 0.8797 0.8761 0.8819 0.8768 0.8812
3  Hayes-Roth 5 3 132 0.8182 0.6136 0.6894 0.6742 0.7525 0.6970 0.6136
4 iris 5 3 150 0.7133 0.7800 0.8200 0.8200 0.8133 0.7800 0.8267
5  lenses 5 3 24 0.7500 0.8333 0.6667 0.7083 0.8333 0.8333  0.8333
6  Car Evaluation 7 4 1728  0.8571 0.9497 09416 09433 09416 09126 0.9416
7 liver 7 2 345 0.6319 0.6145 0.6290 0.6609 0.6029 0.6435 0.6087
8  MONK’s Problems 7 2 432 0.7500 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.8449 1.0000 1.0000
9  muxé 7 2 64 0.5469 03750 0.5625 04688 0.4063 0.7656 0.4531
10 LED7 8 10 3200 07294 0.7366 0.7375 0.7350 0.7297 0.7331 0.7294
11 HTRU2 9 2 17898 0.7031 0.7096 07070 0.7018 0.7188 0.7214 0.7305
12 Nursery 9 5 12960 0.6782 0.7126 0.6092 0.5862 0.7126 0.6322  0.7126
13 pima 9 2 768  0.8966 09086 09118 0.9130 0.9092 09093 0.9112
14 post 9 3 87 09033 0.5823 0.9442 09177 09291 09046 0.9340
15 Breast Cancer 10 2 277 09751 0.8917 0.9473 09488 0.7058 0.6354 0.9751
16  Breast Cancer Wisconsin 10 2 683  0.7401 0.6209 0.6823 0.7184 0.7094 09780 0.7184
17 Contraceptive Method Choice 10 3 1473 04671 04501 0.4745 04705 04440 04576  0.4542
18 glass 10 6 214 05561 0.5654 0.5794 0.6308 0.4626 0.5888 0.5701
19  shuttle-small 10 6 5800 0.9384 0.9660 09703 09583 09683 0.9586 0.9693
20 threeOf9 10 2 512 0.8164 09434 0.8691 0.8828 0.8652 0.8750 0.8887
21 Tic-Tac-Toe 10 2 958  0.6921 0.8841 0.7338 0.7203 0.6754 0.7557 0.8340
22  MAGIC Gamma Telescope 11 2 19020 0.7482 0.7849 0.7806 0.7631 0.7844 07781 0.7873
23 Solar Flare 11 9 1389 0.7811 0.8265 0.8315 0.8229 0.8431 0.8013  0.8431
24 heart 14 2 270  0.8259 0.8185 0.8037 0.8148 0.8222 0.8333 0.8259
25 wine 14 3 178 09270 0.9438 009157 0.9326 0.9045 09438 0.9270
26 cleve 14 2 296  0.8412 0.8209 0.8007 0.8378 0.7973 0.8041 0.7973
27  Australian 15 2 690 0.8290 0.8312 0.8348 0.8464 0.8420 0.8406 0.8536
28 crx 15 2 653  0.8377 0.8346 0.8208 0.8560 0.8622 0.8576  0.8591
29 EEG 15 2 14980 05778 0.6787 0.6374 0.6125 0.6732 0.6182  0.6814
30 Congressional Voting Records 17 2 232 09095 09698 09612 09181 0.9741 0.9009 0.9655
31 zoo 17 5 101 0.9802 09109 0.9505 1.0000 09505 0.9802  0.9307
32 pendigits 17 10 10992 0.8032 09062 0.8719 0.8700 0.9253 0.8359  0.9290
33 letter 17 26 20000 0.4466 05796 0.5132 0.5093 05761 04664 0.5761
34 ClimateModel 19 2 540 09222 0.9407 09241 09333 09370 09296  0.9000
35 Image Segmentation 19 7 2310 07290 0.7918 0.7991 0.7407 0.8026 0.747 0.8156
36 lymphography 19 4 148 0.8446 0.7939 07973 0.8311 0.7905 0.8 0.7500
37 wvehicle 19 4 846 04350 0.5910 05910 0.5816 0.5461 05414 0.5768
38 Thepatitis 20 2 80 0.8500 0.7375 0.8875 0.8750 0.8500 0.8875 0.5875
39 German 21 2 1000 0.7430 0.6110 0.7340 0.7470 0.7140 0.7180 0.7210
40 bank 21 2 30488 0.8544 0.8618 0.8928 0.8618 0.8952 0.8708  0.8956
41 waveform-21 22 3 5000 0.7886 0.7862 0.7754 0.7896 0.7698 0.7926  0.7846
42 Mushroom 22 2 5644 0.9957 1.0000 1.0000 09995 1.0000 09986 0.9949
43 spect 23 2 263  0.7940 0.7940 0.7903 0.8090 0.7603 0.8052 0.7378

average 07764 07721 0.7936 07943 0.7867 0.7944  0.7963



1.9 BLVSEREZTI AALEREF

7—4%%> ~ Variables Classes # > 7 /L% 14 X Naive Bayes GBN-CMDL

HTRU2
Nursery
MAGIC
EEG

9 2 17898
9 5 12960
11 2 19020
15 2 14980

0.7031
0.6782
0.7482
0.5778

0.7096
0.7126
0.7849
0.6787

7NV L XHAKENVWE X
BLHALXEIC & D EBFEE

g

=

BNC2P  TAN-aCLL GBN(E#) MC-DAGGES GBN(#E&#)

0.707 0.7018
0.6092 0.5862
0.7806 0.7631

0.6374 0.6125

0.7188
0.7126
0.7844
0.6732

0.7214
0.6322
0.7781
0.6182

0.7305
0.7126
0.7873
0.6814

> CLLIC & %88l%



Sample Naive- GBN- TAN- GBN MC-DAG GBN
No. Dataset Variables Classes size = Bayes CMDL BNC2P aCLL (L&) GES (&%)

1 1 O H 1 Balance Scale 5 3 625 09152 0.3333 0.8560 0.8656 0.9152 0.7432  0.9152
- x % bandenede pnbieatie B . AT e e R B T2 2 Fe AR Be8840 ARslea

3  Hayes-Roth 5 3 0.8182 0.6136
- : - s PTG PROT0" . . .
w | L \ F E 5  lenses 5 3 24 07500 0.8333 0.6667 0.7083 0.8333 0.8333  0.8333
H x 6  Car Evaluation 7 4 1728  0.8571 0.9497 09416 09433 09416 09126 0.9416
7 liver 7 2
? 8 __MONK'’s Problems 7 2
9 mux6 7 2
11 HTRU2 9 2 17898 0.7031 0.7096¢ 07070 0.7018 0.7188 0.7214 0.7305
12 Nursery 9 5 12960 0.6782 0.7126 0.6092 0.5862 0.7126 0.6322  0.7126
_U_ 7 } l/ .|j_ ,r Z 0) IJ \ é L \ 3 pima 9 2 768  0.8966 09086 09118 09130 09092 09093 09112
,/ 14 post 9 3 87 0.9033 0.5823 0.9442 09177 09291 09046 0.9340
Breast Cancer 10 2 277 09751 0.8917 0.9473 09488 0.7058 0.6354 0.9751
16 Breast Cancer Wisconsin 10 2 683  0.7401 0.6209 0.6823 0.7184 0.7094 09780 0.7184
’ t ‘ J I\ i ‘ i 17 Contraceptive Method Choice 10 3 1473 04671 04501 0.4745 04705 04440 04576  0.4542
18 glass 10 6 214 05561 0.5654 0.5794 0.6308 0.4626 0.5888 0.5701
N 19  shuttle-small 10 6 5800 0.9384 0.9660 0.9703 0.9583 0.9683 0.9586  0.9693
G B N ( M\ ) @ *i h\ 20 threeOf9 10 2 512 0.8164 09434 0.8691 0.8828 0.8652 0.8750 0.8887
)L 1 > 21 Tic-Tac-Toe 10 2 958  0.6921 0.8841 0.7338 0.7203 0.6754 0.7557 0.8340
22 MAGIC Gamma Telescope 11 2 19020 0.7482 0.7849 0.7806 0.7631 0.7844 0.7781 0.7873
m o * L) % L < 23 Solar Flare 11 9 1389 0.7811 0.8265 0.8315 0.8229 0.8431 0.8013  0.8431
1 l £ 4 I_J\ . 24 heart 14 2 270  0.8259 0.8185 0.8037 0.8148 0.8222 0.8333 0.8259
wine 14 3 178 09270 0.9438 009157 0.9326 0.9045 09438 0.9270
26 cleve 14 2 296  0.8412 0.8209 0.8007 0.8378 0.7973 0.8041 0.7973
27 Australian 15 2 690  0.8290 0.8312 0.8348 0.8464 0.8420 0.8406  0.8536
28 crx 15 2 653  0.8377 0.8346 0.8208 0.8560 0.8622 0.8576  0.8591
29 EEG 15 2
i ingRecords 17 2
31 zoo 17 5
pendigits 17 10
33 letter 17 26
34 ClimateModel 19 2
35 Image Segmentation 19 7
36 lymphography 19 4
37 wvehicle 19 4
38 Thepatitis 20 2
39 German 21 2
40 bank 21 2 . . . . . .
41 waveform-21 22 3 5000 0.7886 0.7862 0.7754 0.7896 0.7698 0.7926  0.7846
42 Mushroom 22 2 5644 0.9957 1.0000 1.0000 0.9995 1.0000 [0)[§86 0.9949
43 spect 23 2 263 07940 0.7940 0.7903 0.8090 0.7603 52  0.7378

average 07764 07721 0.7936 0.7943 0.7867 0.7944  (0.7963
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BT

BN (B %) DR EREMEFELYELIBLVEOT -2ty

Br7I BN- GBN
z \ BNC2P TAN-aCLL
B yex NB CMDL (%)
5 132 0.8182 0.8333 0.6364 0.6742 0.7879
7 64 0.5469 0.3906 0.5625  0.4688 0.3750
17 101 0.9802 0.8416 0.9505 1.0000 0.9406

GBN
(B&#)

0.6136
0.4531
0.9307
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Sheet1

		EAP																														ELR

		No.		dataset		変数数 ヘンス		クラス		サンプルサイズ				Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu						No.		dataset		変数数 ヘンス		クラス		サンプルサイズ		Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu

		1		Balance Scale 		5		3		625				0.9152		0.9152		0.8688		0.8656		0.9152		0.9152		0.9152						1		Balance Scale 		5		3		625		0.9184		0.9168		0.8688		0.8656		0.9184		0.9200		0.9184		0.9200

		2		banknote authentication 		5		2		1372				0.8433		0.8819		0.8819		0.8761		0.8812		0.8812		0.8812						2		banknote authentication 		5		2		1372		0.8761		0.8819		0.8819		0.8724		0.8812		0.8812		0.8812		0.8819										変数		サンプル
サイズ		Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		TAN-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		GBN-BDeuの
目的変数の
親変数数 モクテk		GBN-BDeuの
目的変数の
子変数数 モクテk

		3		Hayes-Roth 		5		3		132				0.8182		0.8333		0.6364		0.6742		0.7879		0.6136		0.8182						3		Hayes-Roth 		5		3		132		0.8182		0.8333		0.6364		0.6742		0.7879		0.6136		0.8182		0.8333										5		132		0.8182		0.8333		0.6364		0.6742		0.7879		0.6136		3.0		0.0

		4		iris 		5		3		150				0.7133		0.7533		0.8133		0.8200		0.8156		0.8267		0.8200						4		iris 		5		3		150		0.7133		0.7533		0.8133		0.8200		0.8156		0.8267		0.8200		0.8267										7		64		0.5469		0.3906		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		5.8		0.0

		5		lenses 		5		3		24				0.7500		0.8333		0.6667		0.7083		0.8750		0.8333		0.7500						5		lenses 		5		3		24		0.7500		0.8333		0.6667		0.7083		0.8750		0.8333		0.7500		0.8750										17		101		0.9802		0.8416		0.9505		1.0000		0.9406		0.9307		4.3		1.6

		6		Car Evaluation 		7		4		1728				0.8571		0.8571		0.9410		0.9433		0.9416		0.9416		0.9427						6		Car Evaluation 		7		4		1728		0.9091		0.8976		0.9358		0.9450		0.9317		0.9306		0.9375		0.9450

		7		liver 		7		2		345				0.6319		0.6029		0.6377		0.6493		0.6116		0.6087		0.6348						7		liver 		7		2		345		0.6319		0.6029		0.6377		0.6493		0.6116		0.6087		0.6348		0.6493

		8		MONK’s Problems 		7		2		432				0.7500		0.8426		1.0000		1.0000		0.9468		1.0000		1.0000						8		MONK’s Problems 		7		2		432		0.7500		0.9005		1.0000		1.0000		0.9468		1.0000		1.0000		1.0000

		9		mux6 		7		2		64				0.5469		0.3906		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469						9		mux6 		7		2		64		0.5469		0.3906		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469		0.5625

		10		led7 		8		10		3200				0.7294		0.7294		0.7375		0.7350		0.7300		0.7294		0.7294						10		led7 		8		10		3200		0.7294		0.7294		0.7375		0.7350		0.7300		0.7294		0.7294		0.7375

		11		pima 		9		2		768				0.7031		0.7135		0.7057		0.7018		0.7122		0.7305		0.7188						11		pima 		9		2		768		0.7214		0.7135		0.7057		0.7044		0.7122		0.7305		0.7188		0.7305

		12		post 		9		3		87				0.6782		0.7126		0.5747		0.5862		0.7011		0.7126		0.6782						12		post 		9		3		87		0.6782		0.7126		0.5747		0.5747		0.7011		0.7126		0.6782		0.7126

		13		HTRU2 		9		2		17898				0.8966		0.9097		0.9104		0.9130		0.9071		0.9112		0.9141						13		HTRU2 		9		2		17898		0.9062		0.9065		0.9082		0.9112		0.9049		0.9112		0.9141		0.9141

		14		Nursery 		9		5		12960				0.9033		0.9394		0.9427		0.9177		0.9258		0.9340		0.9181						14		Nursery 		9		5		12960		0.9242		0.9575		0.9620		0.9567		0.9560		0.9596		0.9624		0.9624

		15		Breast Cancer 		10		2		277				0.7401		0.7437		0.6859		0.7184		0.6787		0.7184		0.7040						15		Breast Cancer 		10		2		277		0.7437		0.7437		0.6859		0.7184		0.6679		0.7076		0.7040		0.7437

		16		Breast Cancer Wisconsin 		10		2		683				0.9751		0.9458		0.9634		0.9488		0.9619		0.9751		0.9751						16		Breast Cancer Wisconsin 		10		2		683		0.9751		0.9458		0.9634		0.9488		0.9619		0.9751		0.9751		0.9751

		17		Contraceptive Method Choice 		10		3		1473				0.4671		0.4840		0.4739		0.4705		0.4372		0.4542		0.4650						17		Contraceptive Method Choice 		10		3		1473		0.4868		0.4847		0.4759		0.4874		0.4372		0.4542		0.4766		0.4874

		18		glass 		10		6		214				0.5561		0.5841		0.6028		0.6262		0.5421		0.5701		0.6449						18		glass 		10		6		214		0.5607		0.5841		0.6028		0.6262		0.5421		0.5701		0.6449		0.6449

		19		shuttle-small 		10		6		5800				0.9384		0.8984		0.9703		0.9567		0.9674		0.9693		0.9716						19		shuttle-small 		10		6		5800		0.9700		0.9190		0.9716		0.9676		0.9674		0.9693		0.9716		0.9716

		20		threeOf9 		10		2		512				0.8164		0.8770		0.8730		0.8828		0.8770		0.8887		0.8730						20		threeOf9 		10		2		512		0.8184		0.8730		0.8770		0.8809		0.8789		0.8867		0.8750		0.8867

		21		Tic-Tac-Toe 		10		2		958				0.6921		0.7714		0.7244		0.7203		0.7573		0.8340		0.8497						21		Tic-Tac-Toe 		10		2		958		0.8257		0.7735		0.7411		0.8507		0.7573		0.8351		0.8601		0.8601

		22		MAGIC Gamma Telescope 		11		2		19020				0.7482		0.7836		0.7809		0.7631		0.7846		0.7873		0.7874						22		MAGIC Gamma Telescope 		11		2		19020		0.7768		0.7849		0.7828		0.7558		0.7851		0.7863		0.7875		0.7875

		23		Solar Flare 		11		9		1389				0.7811		0.8431		0.8265		0.8229		0.8431		0.8431		0.8229						23		Solar Flare 		11		9		1389		0.8330		0.8431		0.8265		0.8229		0.8431		0.8431		0.8236		0.8431

		24		heart 		14		2		270				0.8259		0.8037		0.8148		0.8148		0.7963		0.8259		0.8185						24		heart 		14		2		270		0.8333		0.8037		0.8148		0.8185		0.7963		0.8259		0.8185		0.8333

		25		wine 		14		3		178				0.9270		0.9157		0.9213		0.9326		0.8820		0.9270		0.9270						25		wine 		14		3		178		0.9270		0.9157		0.9213		0.9326		0.8820		0.9270		0.9270		0.9326

		26		cleve 		14		2		296				0.8412		0.8108		0.8041		0.8378		0.8176		0.7973		0.8277						26		cleve 		14		2		296		0.8514		0.8108		0.8041		0.8378		0.8176		0.7973		0.8311		0.8514

		27		australian 		15		2		690				0.8290		0.8536		0.8406		0.8464		0.8145		0.8536		0.8246						27		australian 		15		2		690		0.8565		0.8536		0.8406		0.8536		0.8145		0.8536		0.8246		0.8565

		28		crx 		15		2		653				0.8377		0.8622		0.8239		0.8560		0.8300		0.8591		0.8515						28		crx 		15		2		653		0.8576		0.8622		0.8239		0.8637		0.8300		0.8591		0.8499		0.8637

		29		EEG 		15		2		14980				0.5778		0.6657		0.6370		0.6125		0.6696		0.6814		0.6864						29		EEG 		15		2		14980		0.6112		0.6683		0.6452		0.6264		0.6692		0.6826		0.6875		0.6875

		30		Congressional Voting Records 		17		2		232				0.9095		0.9310		0.9784		0.9181		0.9440		0.9655		0.9483						30		Congressional Voting Records 		17		2		232		0.9310		0.9310		0.9784		0.9224		0.9440		0.9655		0.9483		0.9784

		31		zoo 		17		5		101				0.9802		0.8416		0.9505		1.0000		0.9406		0.9307		0.9505						31		zoo 		17		5		101		0.9802		0.8416		0.9505		1.0000		0.9406		0.9307		0.9505		1.0000

		32		pendigits 		17		10		10992				0.8032		0.8897		0.8727		0.8706		0.9303		0.9290		0.9279						32		pendigits 		17		10		10992		0.8430		0.8969		0.8863		0.8957		0.9299		0.9332		0.9347		0.9347

		33		letter 		17		26		20000				0.4466		0.5244		0.5132		0.5093		0.5535		0.5761		0.5935						33		letter 		17		26		20000		0.5130		0.5344		0.5331		0.5300		0.5567		0.5802		0.6044		0.6044

		34		ClimateModel 		19		2		540				0.9222		0.9407		0.9259		0.9333		0.9130		0.9000		0.8426						34		ClimateModel 		19		2		540		0.9222		0.9407		0.9259		0.9333		0.9130		0.9000		0.8426		0.9407

		35		Image Segmentation 		19		7		2310				0.7290		0.7619		0.8052		0.7407		0.8056		0.8156		0.8225						35		Image Segmentation 		19		7		2310		0.8000		0.7818		0.8147		0.8000		0.8043		0.8173		0.8251		0.8251

		36		lymphography 		19		4		148				0.8446		0.7500		0.7568		0.8311		0.5850		0.7500		0.7770						36		lymphography 		19		4		148		0.8446		0.7500		0.7568		0.8311		0.5895		0.7500		0.7770		0.8446

		37		vehicle 		19		4		846				0.4350		0.5544		0.6123		0.5816		0.5615		0.5768		0.6253						37		vehicle 		19		4		846		0.5946		0.5556		0.6099		0.6017		0.5603		0.5768		0.6253		0.6253

		38		hepatitis 		20		2		80				0.8500		0.8250		0.8875		0.8750		0.6813		0.5875		0.6250						38		hepatitis 		20		2		80		0.8500		0.8250		0.8875		0.8750		0.6813		0.5875		0.6250		0.8875

		39		german 		21		2		1000				0.7430		0.7100		0.7310		0.7470		0.6260		0.7210		0.7380						39		german 		21		2		1000		0.7530		0.7100		0.7320		0.7430		0.6260		0.7210		0.7350		0.7530

		40		bank 		21		2		30488				0.8544		0.8843		0.8931		0.8618		0.8936		0.8956		0.8950						40		bank 		21		2		30488		0.8952		0.8836		0.8931		0.8912		0.8939		0.8951		0.8962		0.8962

		41		waveform-21 		22		3		5000				0.7886		0.7808		0.7782		0.7896		0.7724		0.7846		0.7966						41		waveform-21 		22		3		5000		0.8094		0.7800		0.7812		0.8054		0.7742		0.7856		0.8002		0.8094

		42		Mushroom 		22		2		5644				0.9957		0.9963		1.0000		0.9995		1.0000		0.9949		1.0000						42		Mushroom 		22		2		5644		0.9981		0.9975		1.0000		0.9995		1.0000		0.9957		1.0000		1.0000

		43		spect 		23		2		263				0.7940		0.7865		0.7978		0.8090		0.7566		0.7378		0.8240						43		spect 		23		2		263		0.8165		0.7865		0.7978		0.8052		0.7566		0.7378		0.8240		0.8240

				average										0.7764		0.7892		0.7936		0.7939		0.7849		0.7963		0.8061								average								0.7989		0.7933		0.7957		0.8026		0.7853		0.7967		0.8083		0.8083

				p-value										0.0015		0.0126		0.0044		0.0228		0.0005		0.1131		-								p-value								0.4202		0.0136		0.0046		0.2468		0.0007		0.1255		-



																																								もともと		0.14007		0.00453		0.00154		0.08226		0.00022		0.04182

		EAP				MB																										ELR				MB

		No.		dataset		変数数 ヘンス		クラス		サンプルサイズ				Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu						No.		dataset		変数数 ヘンス		クラス		サンプルサイズ		Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu

		1		Balance Scale 		5		3		625				0.9152		0.9152		0.8656		0.8656		0.9152		0.9152		0.9152						1		Balance Scale 		5		3		625		0.9184		0.9152		0.8656		0.8656		0.9168		0.9200		0.9184

		2		banknote authentication 		5		2		1372				0.8433		0.8819		0.8812		0.8761		0.8819		0.8812		0.8812						2		banknote authentication 		5		2		1372		0.8761		0.8819		0.8812		0.8724		0.8819		0.8812		0.8812

		3		Hayes-Roth 		5		3		132				0.8333		0.8333		0.7727		0.7879		0.7778		0.6136		0.8333						3		Hayes-Roth 		5		3		132		0.8333		0.8333		0.7727		0.7879		0.7778		0.6136		0.8333

		4		iris 		5		3		150				0.8267		0.8000		0.8000		0.8200		0.8267		0.8267		0.8267						4		iris 		5		3		150		0.8267		0.8000		0.8000		0.8200		0.8267		0.8267		0.8267

		5		lenses 		5		3		24				0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333						5		lenses 		5		3		24		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333

		6		Car Evaluation 		7		4		1728				0.8559		0.8744		0.9375		0.9363		0.9416		0.9416		0.9416						6		Car Evaluation 		7		4		1728		0.8935		0.9115		0.9253		0.9387		0.9387		0.9306		0.9444

		7		liver 		7		2		345				0.6348		0.6116		0.6000		0.5942		0.6116		0.6087		0.5855						7		liver 		7		2		345		0.6348		0.6116		0.6000		0.5942		0.6087		0.6087		0.5855

		8		MONK’s Problems 		7		2		432				0.7500		0.9236		0.9815		1.0000		0.9444		1.0000		1.0000						8		MONK’s Problems 		7		2		432		0.7500		0.9514		0.9815		1.0000		0.9444		1.0000		1.0000

		9		mux6 		7		2		64				0.5469		0.3750		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469						9		mux6 		7		2		64		0.5469		0.3750		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469

		10		led7 		8		10		3200				0.7294		0.7294		0.7381		0.7350		0.7325		0.7294		0.7294						10		led7 		8		10		3200		0.7294		0.7294		0.7381		0.7350		0.7325		0.7294		0.7294

		11		pima 		9		2		768				0.7083		0.7135		0.7005		0.7070		0.7201		0.7305		0.7227						11		pima 		9		2		768		0.7057		0.7135		0.7005		0.7057		0.7201		0.7305		0.7227

		12		post 		9		3		87				0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126						12		post 		9		3		87		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126

		13		HTRU2 		9		2		17898				0.9102		0.9070		0.9067		0.9141		0.9073		0.9112		0.9141						13		HTRU2 		9		2		17898		0.9087		0.9059		0.9084		0.9112		0.9063		0.9112		0.9141

		14		Nursery 		9		5		12960				0.8996		0.9324		0.9290		0.9103		0.9305		0.9340		0.9174						14		Nursery 		9		5		12960		0.9225		0.9477		0.9454		0.9435		0.9567		0.9596		0.9539

		15		Breast Cancer 		10		2		277				0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7166						15		Breast Cancer 		10		2		277		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076

		16		Breast Cancer Wisconsin 		10		2		683				0.9751		0.9341		0.9561		0.9458		0.9488		0.9751		0.9751						16		Breast Cancer Wisconsin 		10		2		683		0.9751		0.9341		0.9561		0.9458		0.9488		0.9751		0.9751

		17		Contraceptive Method Choice 		10		3		1473				0.4549		0.4569		0.4549		0.4535		0.4426		0.4542		0.4549						17		Contraceptive Method Choice 		10		3		1473		0.4569		0.4569		0.4549		0.4535		0.4426		0.4542		0.4549

		18		glass 		10		6		214				0.5841		0.5841		0.5514		0.5841		0.5280		0.5701		0.5654						18		glass 		10		6		214		0.5841		0.5841		0.5514		0.5841		0.5280		0.5701		0.5654

		19		shuttle-small 		10		6		5800				0.9360		0.9243		0.9667		0.9605		0.9686		0.9693		0.9693						19		shuttle-small 		10		6		5800		0.9679		0.9198		0.9678		0.9648		0.9686		0.9693		0.9693

		20		threeOf9 		10		2		512				0.8145		0.9004		0.8770		0.8809		0.8633		0.8887		0.8711						20		threeOf9 		10		2		512		0.8145		0.9004		0.8809		0.8828		0.8652		0.8867		0.8691

		21		Tic-Tac-Toe 		10		2		958				0.7182		0.8017		0.7265		0.7213		0.7850		0.8340		0.8476						21		Tic-Tac-Toe 		10		2		958		0.7088		0.8048		0.7265		0.7255		0.7881		0.8351		0.8466

		22		MAGIC Gamma Telescope 		11		2		19020				0.7520		0.7850		0.7806		0.7699		0.7857		0.7873		0.7880						22		MAGIC Gamma Telescope 		11		2		19020		0.7768		0.7853		0.7826		0.7787		0.7858		0.7863		0.7881

		23		Solar Flare 		11		9		1389				0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431						23		Solar Flare 		11		9		1389		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431

		24		heart 		14		2		270				0.8222		0.7926		0.8000		0.8259		0.8185		0.8259		0.8296						24		heart 		14		2		270		0.8222		0.7926		0.8000		0.8259		0.8185		0.8259		0.8296

		25		wine 		14		3		178				0.9607		0.9270		0.9438		0.9494		0.9157		0.9270		0.9326						25		wine 		14		3		178		0.9607		0.9270		0.9438		0.9494		0.9157		0.9270		0.9326

		26		cleve 		14		2		296				0.8176		0.8176		0.8007		0.8108		0.8142		0.7973		0.8108						26		cleve 		14		2		296		0.8142		0.8176		0.8041		0.8108		0.8142		0.7973		0.8108

		27		australian 		15		2		690				0.8536		0.8580		0.8551		0.8522		0.8507		0.8536		0.8507						27		australian 		15		2		690		0.8536		0.8580		0.8551		0.8522		0.8507		0.8536		0.8507

		28		crx 		15		2		653				0.8622		0.8545		0.8560		0.8622		0.8622		0.8591		0.8622						28		crx 		15		2		653		0.8622		0.8545		0.8560		0.8622		0.8622		0.8591		0.8622

		29		EEG 		15		2		14980				0.5774		0.6759		0.6360		0.6111		0.6660		0.6814		0.6935						29		EEG 		15		2		14980		0.6111		0.6796		0.6389		0.6236		0.6672		0.6826		0.6912

		30		Congressional Voting Records 		17		2		232				0.9353		0.9224		0.9655		0.9397		0.9655		0.9655		0.9569						30		Congressional Voting Records 		17		2		232		0.9353		0.9267		0.9655		0.9397		0.9655		0.9655		0.9569

		31		zoo 		17		5		101				0.9406		0.8713		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9505						31		zoo 		17		5		101		0.9406		0.8713		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9505

		32		pendigits 		17		10		10992				0.8032		0.8897		0.8727		0.8706		0.9303		0.9290		0.9279						32		pendigits 		17		10		10992		0.8430		0.8969		0.8863		0.8957		0.9299		0.9332		0.9347

		33		letter 		17		26		20000				0.4536		0.5270		0.5068		0.5036		0.5607		0.5761		0.5779						33		letter 		17		26		20000		0.5015		0.5365		0.5261		0.5217		0.5633		0.5802		0.5835

		34		ClimateModel 		19		2		540				0.9259		0.9407		0.9222		0.9352		0.8991		0.9000		0.8667						34		ClimateModel 		19		2		540		0.9241		0.9407		0.9222		0.9352		0.9019		0.9000		0.8667

		35		Image Segmentation 		19		7		2310				0.7662		0.7459		0.7970		0.7922		0.8009		0.8156		0.8203						35		Image Segmentation 		19		7		2310		0.7978		0.7684		0.8069		0.8017		0.8009		0.8173		0.8242

		36		lymphography 		19		4		148				0.8176		0.7500		0.7838		0.8041		0.7703		0.7500		0.8108						36		lymphography 		19		4		148		0.8176		0.7500		0.7838		0.8041		0.7703		0.7500		0.8108

		37		vehicle 		19		4		846				0.4634		0.5626		0.5650		0.5922		0.5686		0.5768		0.6028						37		vehicle 		19		4		846		0.5946		0.5615		0.5615		0.5993		0.5686		0.5768		0.6028

		38		hepatitis 		20		2		80				0.8750		0.8125		0.9000		0.8500		0.6688		0.5875		0.6625						38		hepatitis 		20		2		80		0.8750		0.8125		0.9000		0.8500		0.6750		0.5875		0.6625

		39		german 		21		2		1000				0.7210		0.6920		0.7310		0.7230		0.7230		0.7210		0.7240						39		german 		21		2		1000		0.7210		0.6920		0.7310		0.7230		0.7230		0.7210		0.7240

		40		bank 		21		2		30488				0.8680		0.8944		0.8910		0.8777		0.8958		0.8956		0.8966						40		bank 		21		2		30488		0.8938		0.8945		0.8910		0.8889		0.8954		0.8951		0.8976

		41		waveform-21 		22		3		5000				0.7852		0.7922		0.7798		0.7814		0.7782		0.7846		0.7920						41		waveform-21 		22		3		5000		0.8060		0.7872		0.7752		0.7974		0.7786		0.7856		0.7916

		42		Mushroom 		22		2		5644				0.9970		0.9810		0.9991		0.9972		1.0000		0.9949		1.0000						42		Mushroom 		22		2		5644		0.9981		0.9888		0.9991		0.9984		1.0000		0.9957		1.0000

		43		spect 		23		2		263				0.7865		0.7378		0.7566		0.7715		0.7715		0.7378		0.7603						43		spect 		23		2		263		0.8052		0.7378		0.7566		0.7715		0.7715		0.7378		0.7603

				average										0.7867		0.7915		0.7997		0.7981		0.7950		0.7963		0.8074								average								0.7978		0.7942		0.8007		0.8013		0.7956		0.7967		0.8085

				p-value										0.0089		0.0021		0.0062		0.0057		0.0040		0.0301		-								p-value								0.0516		0.0010		0.0036		0.0126		0.0014		0.0126		-

																																										0.7978		0.7942		0.8007		0.8013		0.7956		0.7967		0.8085

		No.		dataset		変数数 ヘンス		クラス		サンプルサイズ		estimator		Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu

		1		Balance Scale 		5		3		625		EAP		0.9152		0.9152		0.8656		0.8656		0.9152		0.9152		0.9152						Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu

												maximum CLL		0.9184		0.9152		0.8656		0.8656		0.9168		0.9200		0.9184

		2		banknote authentication 		5		2		1372		EAP		0.8433		0.8819		0.8812		0.8761		0.8819		0.8812		0.8812

												maximum CLL		0.8761		0.8819		0.8812		0.8724		0.8819		0.8812		0.8812

		3		Hayes-Roth 		5		3		132		EAP		0.8333		0.8333		0.7727		0.7879		0.7778		0.6136		0.8333

												maximum CLL		0.8333		0.8333		0.7727		0.7879		0.7778		0.6136		0.8333

		4		iris 		5		3		150		EAP		0.8267		0.8000		0.8000		0.8200		0.8267		0.8267		0.8267

												maximum CLL		0.8267		0.8000		0.8000		0.8200		0.8267		0.8267		0.8267

		5		lenses 		5		3		24		EAP		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333

												maximum CLL		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333		0.8333

		6		Car Evaluation 		7		4		1728		EAP		0.8559		0.8744		0.9375		0.9363		0.9416		0.9416		0.9416

												maximum CLL		0.8935		0.9115		0.9253		0.9387		0.9387		0.9306		0.9444

		7		liver 		7		2		345		EAP		0.6348		0.6116		0.6000		0.5942		0.6116		0.6087		0.5855

												maximum CLL		0.6348		0.6116		0.6000		0.5942		0.6087		0.6087		0.5855

		8		MONK’s Problems 		7		2		432		EAP		0.7500		0.9236		0.9815		1.0000		0.9444		1.0000		1.0000

												maximum CLL		0.7500		0.9514		0.9815		1.0000		0.9444		1.0000		1.0000

		9		mux6 		7		2		64		EAP		0.5469		0.3750		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469

												maximum CLL		0.5469		0.3750		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469

		10		led7 		8		10		3200		EAP		0.7294		0.7294		0.7381		0.7350		0.7325		0.7294		0.7294

												maximum CLL		0.7294		0.7294		0.7381		0.7350		0.7325		0.7294		0.7294

		11		pima 		9		2		768		EAP		0.7083		0.7135		0.7005		0.7070		0.7201		0.7305		0.7227

												maximum CLL		0.7057		0.7135		0.7005		0.7057		0.7201		0.7305		0.7227

		12		post 		9		3		87		EAP		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126

												maximum CLL		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126		0.7126

		13		HTRU2 		9		2		17898		EAP		0.9102		0.9070		0.9067		0.9141		0.9073		0.9112		0.9141

												maximum CLL		0.9087		0.9059		0.9084		0.9112		0.9063		0.9112		0.9141

		14		Nursery 		9		5		12960		EAP		0.8996		0.9324		0.9290		0.9103		0.9305		0.9340		0.9174

												maximum CLL		0.9225		0.9477		0.9454		0.9435		0.9567		0.9596		0.9539

		15		Breast Cancer 		10		2		277		EAP		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7184		0.7166

												maximum CLL		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076		0.7076

		16		Breast Cancer Wisconsin 		10		2		683		EAP		0.9751		0.9341		0.9561		0.9458		0.9488		0.9751		0.9751

												maximum CLL		0.9751		0.9341		0.9561		0.9458		0.9488		0.9751		0.9751

		17		Contraceptive Method Choice 		10		3		1473		EAP		0.4549		0.4569		0.4549		0.4535		0.4426		0.4542		0.4549

												maximum CLL		0.4569		0.4569		0.4549		0.4535		0.4426		0.4542		0.4549

		18		glass 		10		6		214		EAP		0.5841		0.5841		0.5514		0.5841		0.5280		0.5701		0.5654

												maximum CLL		0.5841		0.5841		0.5514		0.5841		0.5280		0.5701		0.5654

		19		shuttle-small 		10		6		5800		EAP		0.9360		0.9243		0.9667		0.9605		0.9686		0.9693		0.9693

												maximum CLL		0.9679		0.9198		0.9678		0.9648		0.9686		0.9693		0.9693

		20		threeOf9 		10		2		512		EAP		0.8145		0.9004		0.8770		0.8809		0.8633		0.8887		0.8711

												maximum CLL		0.8145		0.9004		0.8809		0.8828		0.8652		0.8867		0.8691

		21		Tic-Tac-Toe 		10		2		958		EAP		0.7182		0.8017		0.7265		0.7213		0.7850		0.8340		0.8476

												maximum CLL		0.7088		0.8048		0.7265		0.7255		0.7881		0.8351		0.8466

		22		MAGIC Gamma Telescope 		11		2		19020		EAP		0.7520		0.7850		0.7806		0.7699		0.7857		0.7873		0.7880

												maximum CLL		0.7768		0.7853		0.7826		0.7787		0.7858		0.7863		0.7881

		23		Solar Flare 		11		9		1389		EAP		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431

												maximum CLL		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431		0.8431

		24		heart 		14		2		270		EAP		0.8222		0.7926		0.8000		0.8259		0.8185		0.8259		0.8296

												maximum CLL		0.8222		0.7926		0.8000		0.8259		0.8185		0.8259		0.8296

		25		wine 		14		3		178		EAP		0.9607		0.9270		0.9438		0.9494		0.9157		0.9270		0.9326

												maximum CLL		0.9607		0.9270		0.9438		0.9494		0.9157		0.9270		0.9326

		26		cleve 		14		2		296		EAP		0.8176		0.8176		0.8007		0.8108		0.8142		0.7973		0.8108

												maximum CLL		0.8142		0.8176		0.8041		0.8108		0.8142		0.7973		0.8108

		27		australian 		15		2		690		EAP		0.8536		0.8580		0.8551		0.8522		0.8507		0.8536		0.8507

												maximum CLL		0.8536		0.8580		0.8551		0.8522		0.8507		0.8536		0.8507

		28		crx 		15		2		653		EAP		0.8622		0.8545		0.8560		0.8622		0.8622		0.8591		0.8622

												maximum CLL		0.8622		0.8545		0.8560		0.8622		0.8622		0.8591		0.8622

		29		EEG 		15		2		14980		EAP		0.5774		0.6759		0.6360		0.6111		0.6660		0.6814		0.6935

												maximum CLL		0.6111		0.6796		0.6389		0.6236		0.6672		0.6826		0.6912

		30		Congressional Voting Records 		17		2		232		EAP		0.9353		0.9224		0.9655		0.9397		0.9655		0.9655		0.9569

												maximum CLL		0.9353		0.9267		0.9655		0.9397		0.9655		0.9655		0.9569

		31		zoo 		17		5		101		EAP		0.9406		0.8713		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9505

												maximum CLL		0.9406		0.8713		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9307		0.9505

		32		pendigits 		17		10		10992		EAP		0.8032		0.8897		0.8727		0.8706		0.9303		0.9290		0.9279

												maximum CLL		0.8430		0.8969		0.8863		0.8957		0.9299		0.9332		0.9347

		33		letter 		17		26		20000		EAP		0.4536		0.5270		0.5068		0.5036		0.5607		0.5761		0.5779

												maximum CLL		0.5015		0.5365		0.5261		0.5217		0.5633		0.5802		0.5835

		34		ClimateModel 		19		2		540		EAP		0.9259		0.9407		0.9222		0.9352		0.8991		0.9000		0.8667

												maximum CLL		0.9241		0.9407		0.9222		0.9352		0.9019		0.9000		0.8667

		35		Image Segmentation 		19		7		2310		EAP		0.7662		0.7459		0.7970		0.7922		0.8009		0.8156		0.8203

												maximum CLL		0.7978		0.7684		0.8069		0.8017		0.8009		0.8173		0.8242

		36		lymphography 		19		4		148		EAP		0.8176		0.7500		0.7838		0.8041		0.7703		0.7500		0.8108

												maximum CLL		0.8176		0.7500		0.7838		0.8041		0.7703		0.7500		0.8108

		37		vehicle 		19		4		846		EAP		0.4634		0.5626		0.5650		0.5922		0.5686		0.5768		0.6028

												maximum CLL		0.5946		0.5615		0.5615		0.5993		0.5686		0.5768		0.6028

		38		hepatitis 		20		2		80		EAP		0.8750		0.8125		0.9000		0.8500		0.6688		0.5875		0.6625

												maximum CLL		0.8750		0.8125		0.9000		0.8500		0.6750		0.5875		0.6625

		39		german 		21		2		1000		EAP		0.7210		0.6920		0.7310		0.7230		0.7230		0.7210		0.7240

												maximum CLL		0.7210		0.6920		0.7310		0.7230		0.7230		0.7210		0.7240

		40		bank 		21		2		30488		EAP		0.8680		0.8944		0.8910		0.8777		0.8958		0.8956		0.8966

												maximum CLL		0.8938		0.8945		0.8910		0.8889		0.8954		0.8951		0.8976

		41		waveform-21 		22		3		5000		EAP		0.7852		0.7922		0.7798		0.7814		0.7782		0.7846		0.7920

												maximum CLL		0.8060		0.7872		0.7752		0.7974		0.7786		0.7856		0.7916

		42		Mushroom 		22		2		5644		EAP		0.9970		0.9810		0.9991		0.9972		1.0000		0.9949		1.0000

												maximum CLL		0.9981		0.9888		0.9991		0.9984		1.0000		0.9957		1.0000

		43		spect 		23		2		263		EAP		0.7865		0.7378		0.7566		0.7715		0.7715		0.7378		0.7603

												maximum CLL		0.8052		0.7378		0.7566		0.7715		0.7715		0.7378		0.7603

				average								EAP		0.7867		0.7915		0.7997		0.7981		0.7950		0.7963		0.8074

												maximum CLL		0.7978		0.7942		0.8007		0.8013		0.7956		0.7967		0.8085

				p-value								EAP		0.0089		0.0021		0.0062		0.0057		0.0040		0.0301		-

												maximum CLL		0.0516		0.0010		0.0036		0.0126		0.0014		0.0126		-













		No.		dataset		変数数 ヘンス		クラス		サンプルサイズ		estimator		Naïve Bayes		GBN-CMDL		BNC2P		tan-aCLL		gGBN-BDeu		GBN-Bdue		ANB-BDeu

		1		Balance Scale 		5		3		625		EAP		0.9152		0.9152		0.8688		0.8656		0.9152		0.9152		0.9152

												maximum CLL		0.9184		0.9168		0.8688		0.8656		0.9184		0.9200		0.9184

		2		banknote authentication 		5		2		1372		EAP		0.8433		0.8819		0.8819		0.8761		0.8812		0.8812		0.8812

												maximum CLL		0.8761		0.8819		0.8819		0.8724		0.8812		0.8812		0.8812

		3		Hayes-Roth 		5		3		132		EAP		0.8182		0.8333		0.6364		0.6742		0.7879		0.6136		0.8182

												maximum CLL		0.8182		0.8333		0.6364		0.6742		0.7879		0.6136		0.8182

		4		iris 		5		3		150		EAP		0.7133		0.7533		0.8133		0.8200		0.8156		0.8267		0.8200

												maximum CLL		0.7133		0.7533		0.8133		0.8200		0.8156		0.8267		0.8200

		5		lenses 		5		3		24		EAP		0.7500		0.8333		0.6667		0.7083		0.8750		0.8333		0.7500

												maximum CLL		0.7500		0.8333		0.6667		0.7083		0.8750		0.8333		0.7500

		6		Car Evaluation 		7		4		1728		EAP		0.8571		0.8571		0.9410		0.9433		0.9416		0.9416		0.9427

												maximum CLL		0.9091		0.8976		0.9358		0.9450		0.9317		0.9306		0.9375

		7		liver 		7		2		345		EAP		0.6319		0.6029		0.6377		0.6493		0.6116		0.6087		0.6348

												maximum CLL		0.6319		0.6029		0.6377		0.6493		0.6116		0.6087		0.6348

		8		MONK’s Problems 		7		2		432		EAP		0.7500		0.8426		1.0000		1.0000		0.9468		1.0000		1.0000

												maximum CLL		0.7500		0.9005		1.0000		1.0000		0.9468		1.0000		1.0000

		9		mux6 		7		2		64		EAP		0.5469		0.3906		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469

												maximum CLL		0.5469		0.3906		0.5625		0.4688		0.3750		0.4531		0.5469

		10		led7 		8		10		3200		EAP		0.7294		0.7294		0.7375		0.7350		0.7300		0.7294		0.7294

												maximum CLL		0.7294		0.7294		0.7375		0.7350		0.7300		0.7294		0.7294

		11		pima 		9		2		768		EAP		0.7031		0.7135		0.7057		0.7018		0.7122		0.7305		0.7188

												maximum CLL		0.7214		0.7135		0.7057		0.7044		0.7122		0.7305		0.7188

		12		post 		9		3		87		EAP		0.6782		0.7126		0.5747		0.5862		0.7011		0.7126		0.6782

												maximum CLL		0.6782		0.7126		0.5747		0.5747		0.7011		0.7126		0.6782

		13		HTRU2 		9		2		17898		EAP		0.8966		0.9097		0.9104		0.9130		0.9071		0.9112		0.9141

												maximum CLL		0.9062		0.9065		0.9082		0.9112		0.9049		0.9112		0.9141

		14		Nursery 		9		5		12960		EAP		0.9033		0.9394		0.9427		0.9177		0.9258		0.9340		0.9181

												maximum CLL		0.9242		0.9575		0.9620		0.9567		0.9560		0.9596		0.9624

		15		Breast Cancer 		10		2		277		EAP		0.7401		0.7437		0.6859		0.7184		0.6787		0.7184		0.7040

												maximum CLL		0.7437		0.7437		0.6859		0.7184		0.6679		0.7076		0.7040

		16		Breast Cancer Wisconsin 		10		2		683		EAP		0.9751		0.9458		0.9634		0.9488		0.9619		0.9751		0.9751

												maximum CLL		0.9751		0.9458		0.9634		0.9488		0.9619		0.9751		0.9751

		17		Contraceptive Method Choice 		10		3		1473		EAP		0.4671		0.4840		0.4739		0.4705		0.4372		0.4542		0.4650

												maximum CLL		0.4868		0.4847		0.4759		0.4874		0.4372		0.4542		0.4766

		18		glass 		10		6		214		EAP		0.5561		0.5841		0.6028		0.6262		0.5421		0.5701		0.6449

												maximum CLL		0.5607		0.5841		0.6028		0.6262		0.5421		0.5701		0.6449

		19		shuttle-small 		10		6		5800		EAP		0.9384		0.8984		0.9703		0.9567		0.9674		0.9693		0.9716

												maximum CLL		0.9700		0.9190		0.9716		0.9676		0.9674		0.9693		0.9716

		20		threeOf9 		10		2		512		EAP		0.8164		0.8770		0.8730		0.8828		0.8770		0.8887		0.8730

												maximum CLL		0.8184		0.8730		0.8770		0.8809		0.8789		0.8867		0.8750

		21		Tic-Tac-Toe 		10		2		958		EAP		0.6921		0.7714		0.7244		0.7203		0.7573		0.8340		0.8497

												maximum CLL		0.8257		0.7735		0.7411		0.8507		0.7573		0.8351		0.8601

		22		MAGIC Gamma Telescope 		11		2		19020		EAP		0.7482		0.7836		0.7809		0.7631		0.7846		0.7873		0.7874

												maximum CLL		0.7768		0.7849		0.7828		0.7558		0.7851		0.7863		0.7875

		23		Solar Flare 		11		9		1389		EAP		0.7811		0.8431		0.8265		0.8229		0.8431		0.8431		0.8229

												maximum CLL		0.8330		0.8431		0.8265		0.8229		0.8431		0.8431		0.8236

		24		heart 		14		2		270		EAP		0.8259		0.8037		0.8148		0.8148		0.7963		0.8259		0.8185

												maximum CLL		0.8333		0.8037		0.8148		0.8185		0.7963		0.8259		0.8185

		25		wine 		14		3		178		EAP		0.9270		0.9157		0.9213		0.9326		0.8820		0.9270		0.9270

												maximum CLL		0.9270		0.9157		0.9213		0.9326		0.8820		0.9270		0.9270

		26		cleve 		14		2		296		EAP		0.8412		0.8108		0.8041		0.8378		0.8176		0.7973		0.8277

												maximum CLL		0.8514		0.8108		0.8041		0.8378		0.8176		0.7973		0.8311

		27		australian 		15		2		690		EAP		0.8290		0.8536		0.8406		0.8464		0.8145		0.8536		0.8246

												maximum CLL		0.8565		0.8536		0.8406		0.8536		0.8145		0.8536		0.8246

		28		crx 		15		2		653		EAP		0.8377		0.8622		0.8239		0.8560		0.8300		0.8591		0.8515

												maximum CLL		0.8576		0.8622		0.8239		0.8637		0.8300		0.8591		0.8499

		29		EEG 		15		2		14980		EAP		0.5778		0.6657		0.6370		0.6125		0.6696		0.6814		0.6864

												maximum CLL		0.6112		0.6683		0.6452		0.6264		0.6692		0.6826		0.6875

		30		Congressional Voting Records 		17		2		232		EAP		0.9095		0.9310		0.9784		0.9181		0.9440		0.9655		0.9483

												maximum CLL		0.9310		0.9310		0.9784		0.9224		0.9440		0.9655		0.9483

		31		zoo 		17		5		101		EAP		0.9802		0.8416		0.9505		1.0000		0.9406		0.9307		0.9505

												maximum CLL		0.9802		0.8416		0.9505		1.0000		0.9406		0.9307		0.9505

		32		pendigits 		17		10		10992		EAP		0.8032		0.8897		0.8727		0.8706		0.9303		0.9290		0.9279

												maximum CLL		0.8430		0.8969		0.8863		0.8957		0.9299		0.9332		0.9347

		33		letter 		17		26		20000		EAP		0.4466		0.5244		0.5132		0.5093		0.5535		0.5761		0.5935

												maximum CLL		0.5130		0.5344		0.5331		0.5300		0.5567		0.5802		0.6044

		34		ClimateModel 		19		2		540		EAP		0.9222		0.9407		0.9259		0.9333		0.9130		0.9000		0.8426

												maximum CLL		0.9222		0.9407		0.9259		0.9333		0.9130		0.9000		0.8426

		35		Image Segmentation 		19		7		2310		EAP		0.7290		0.7619		0.8052		0.7407		0.8056		0.8156		0.8225

												maximum CLL		0.8000		0.7818		0.8147		0.8000		0.8043		0.8173		0.8251

		36		lymphography 		19		4		148		EAP		0.8446		0.7500		0.7568		0.8311		0.5850		0.7500		0.7770

												maximum CLL		0.8446		0.7500		0.7568		0.8311		0.5895		0.7500		0.7770

		37		vehicle 		19		4		846		EAP		0.4350		0.5544		0.6123		0.5816		0.5615		0.5768		0.6253

												maximum CLL		0.5946		0.5556		0.6099		0.6017		0.5603		0.5768		0.6253

		38		hepatitis 		20		2		80		EAP		0.8500		0.8250		0.8875		0.8750		0.6813		0.5875		0.6250

												maximum CLL		0.8500		0.8250		0.8875		0.8750		0.6813		0.5875		0.6250

		39		german 		21		2		1000		EAP		0.7430		0.7100		0.7310		0.7470		0.6260		0.7210		0.7380

												maximum CLL		0.7530		0.7100		0.7320		0.7430		0.6260		0.7210		0.7350

		40		bank 		21		2		30488		EAP		0.8544		0.8843		0.8931		0.8618		0.8936		0.8956		0.8950

												maximum CLL		0.8952		0.8836		0.8931		0.8912		0.8939		0.8951		0.8962

		41		waveform-21 		22		3		5000		EAP		0.7886		0.7808		0.7782		0.7896		0.7724		0.7846		0.7966

												maximum CLL		0.8094		0.7800		0.7812		0.8054		0.7742		0.7856		0.8002

		42		Mushroom 		22		2		5644		EAP		0.9957		0.9963		1.0000		0.9995		1.0000		0.9949		1.0000

												maximum CLL		0.9981		0.9975		1.0000		0.9995		1.0000		0.9957		1.0000

		43		spect 		23		2		263		EAP		0.7940		0.7865		0.7978		0.8090		0.7566		0.7378		0.8240

												maximum CLL		0.8165		0.7865		0.7978		0.8052		0.7566		0.7378		0.8240

				average								EAP		0.7764		0.7892		0.7936		0.7939		0.7849		0.7963		0.8061

												maximum CLL		0.7989		0.7933		0.7957		0.8026		0.7853		0.7967		0.8083

				p-value								EAP		0.0015		0.0126		0.0044		0.0228		0.0005		0.1131		-

												maximum CLL		0.4202		0.0136		0.0046		0.2468		0.0007		0.1255		-
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.11 BALEBEFEDHEREETOR

E(IC, BHEROBEHIBS LT
T—ANRAT B/ — A EML TLV=.
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PA4X | REHH INR— 8
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2.1 Augmented Natve Bayes Classifiers (ANB)
FIRHEMNICENZERI L LBATH~AT v O %ETF|L.
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2.1 Augmented Natve Bayes Classifiers (ANB)

HRZEHEMNSEHHAERICT Yy ORI TWNSEEZ,
Augmented Natve Bayes (ANB) (Friedman et al., 1997) & FESL.

BENZEBOHEZHNH0T, 2 TOHRAZR 2 FEHNET H7-9,
Feik LR EETOREDLE LW,

N. Friedman, D. Geiger, and M. Goldszmidt, “Bayesian Network Classifiers,”
Machine Learning, vol.29, no.2, pp.131-163, 1997. 2!




2.2 ANBOBEEFEFE7ILTY) XL

ANBTT (&

ETOMBEENDEENL, FULEZHEKXNICT HEEZTH

MERIFZFL-GEWEH, UTOXRO7 %

ExjgbeuANB%(ftlB) = BDeu(G,D) — LocalBDeuy(®, D).

Silander and Myl lymaki (2006) A 12 LT’E)JE’J=+E/£

1K D8

EORL T oLy hJ— 70)7‘—&50)&'&

B7/)L3d) XLz, ANBEEIZIELE.

T. Silander and P. Myllyma'ki. A Simple Approach for finding the Globally Optimal Bayesian
Network Structure. In Proceedings of Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, pages 445452,

2006.



2.3 Notation

;3.3 29 (Pearl, 1988)
FEBRFTFELTWER T VD EFA
TEK3. 4 REHTEHES (Silander and Myl lymaki, 2006)
EHERL X e D)DREZFEEDFTX, Z2E2LCLDDEEZFN(Z)
E95E, XiDZIZHET AmEHREHESIILUT TEEIND.
g; (Z) = argmax LocalBDeu;(W, D).
WETI(Z)
- BHEREL (X € ) THER SN SANBIEED R TRELEL)
BEZGC(Z)TRY.
G'(DIZBTEHBHL U EXI(L)TKTY.

T. Silander and P. Myllyma'ki. A Simple Approach for finding the Globally Optimal Bayesian
Network Structure. In Proceedings of Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, pages 445—452, 2006.
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2.4 ANBOBEFEFBEDATYV T
1. FBAZEHX, e FEEHMESZCV\ X}, X, €eZD)DEZ LN

HETOHEAEHLEIZDIT,
TETHIT 5.

—AILA

¥ LocalBDeu;(Z,D)

2. BT, eFEEHERZICV\ X} X, €eZD)DEAZ NS
ETOHAENHEIZTDONT, MEREHES) (D ZT5tHET 5.

3. IRTODEHMESZCV, (X, €L)IZDWNT, 2o X: (D%

STET S

4. RTwIT2EIZFZAHAVNWTCV)EETET 5.



2.5 X7 T3DFHE L
G(DE X ()%= +HD.

G'(DITENWTX; (DT g Z\{X;s DN EREHESELT
HoTULAS.

CDIZBTBX (DN DERIIC (Z\{XI(DDH %
BT 5.

L=Hh>T,

X;(Z) = argrr;aﬁ{LocalBDeu,;(gf (Z\ {X;}),D) + BDeuyyp(G*(Z\ {X;}),D)}.
X;€Z\{X,



2.6 RTvTAOHE R

Xs(Z) = argrr;aX} {LocalBDeu;(g; (Z \ {X;}),D) + BDeuyyp(G*(Z \ {X;}), D)}
X;€Z\{X,

nN&kY, C@DEXCE\NX; DD E, g@\X;DHM 6
Xs@)ICRMN DTV OREEX;(DIZHETES.

GV BIRIICHDEZITO ZE T, mRBRMIZUUOEE
DEBEREHMEESEDORTnIZETES.

BRBONSWVINGIBIZC ) EX(DEFTEL TN 2 &
T, REBIZCF\V)DELNS.



2.7 ANBEZRFE7I)ILI1) XLOEN
COFLITYRLTHEENZO—ALRIT, REREK
£8, PUIOBETATAM - D22, (n— 1272, 2nt
ThH%.

ANBH|#9ZER XL 7 JLT 1) XL (Silander and Myl lymaki,
2000) [CH T 5 ENTNDETEMREEIIn2"L, n2™1, 2"TH
5.

ANBEEZFE 7LD ) ALIFANBRIFIZER S A LVFILT ) XL
K UF2ERNEEZ BN D.

T. Silander and P. Myllyma'ki. A Simple Approach for finding the Globally Optimal Bayesian
Network Structure. In Proceedings of Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, pages 445-452, 2006.




2.8 ANBEA# FE DEREMEED

T2 8 ”
N-oo®DeEZE, BEEFELEANBIFNT A—28
[-map ANBIZ#FUNZRT 5.

HX

INDD



2.9 ANBE:FFE DEHENMEEQ
EH2.9
UTDRE1~3NDHET, HEFSE L-ANBIEX, EDHEIEG"IC
DWT, UTOREBRZE-T LI LEHEBECICHIINGERT 5.

EEDART—2tY FD'IZDUVT,

P(X, | F,G,D’) = P(X, | F,G*,D").

ZDBEFZREGCECHNEEFMTH S EFEA.
RE1 /N—Tx9 Y THFET S.

RE2 ITARTOHRBEZTHD, DFHBICEZEZRIZFTITEHES (EOFEEIC
BITABHAZEHDOTILIAT7TSUFY M) I2EFEND.

RE3 EDEEIZEVWTBMZ#HO<ILOD IS Y MIEENS
ZHIIBNEEEBEET .



E&2.10 wJLa2T5>45 vy b+ (Pearl, 1988)
EHEBVIZBTEX,DTILaT7TS U5y k&I,
UTZml=-9 L HOHLEHMEEMTHS.

VX ¢ M,I(X,X, | M).
(2, EOBEGCICHITHIEMNERDFEN, HLEH, HET
ABFEMEZELODEHOERITTIINAT TS Y FTHA.

. EDEEDES, HEBTRS
NE-ZHOEENX,DTILOT T ‘
Sy RTHS.

Pearl, J. (1988). Probabilistic Reasoning
in Intelligent Systems: Networks of
Plausible Inference. Morgan Kanfmann,

San Mateo, CA.




2. 11 7BFMICKHFIR

ANBODFIFIIE—ARIC/N T A — X WIS ETLE S
TXYY bHHBD, REL~3DHLET, N> ood
L E, BEFEIN-ANBREOEELE<RILSH
EREZIFOBEICBINERT 3.



2.12 BEDEFIEE

IRE2 & 3%Z2HICHEIHEWRY FP7—2ASIAL, HIZHEE=T 2Ry F7—2Cancer

ZHAWS,

BORE L ANBEESE 2N ZThOSERE S L, Kullback-Leibler divergence

(KLD) % BI%E L 7=.

INT A —2EE/NDANBE, ANBEZEFE O TEEE Dstructural Hamming

distance (SHD) #HIE L 7=.
SHDII B ERDIERD LS LhbDERT.

£Fv b7—2%H%100, 500, 1,000, 10,000, 50,000, 100,000H > 7L FEE S H,

ZNZNICOWTKLD & SHDZBEIE L 7=.

RE2 & 3=2HiTHEESHVWRY F7—27ASIA

Pollution

Cancer

RE?2 & 3%HI(ZiE=F %y b 7—2Cancer



Sample PHD-(Proposal ] KLD-(Proposal,

2_ 13 / { 5 } —9 Network Variables size True structure)

&%l]\o) I_map 100 2.31 x 1072
e RE2&3% 500 1.24 x 107!
ANBZFE TE S presv =z
] Rt 1000 7.63 x 10
- & DE;RFE ASTA 8 5000 3.67 x 103
10000 9.26 x 10~
50000 6.28 x 10~
100000 3.59 x 103
100 8.79 x 1072
RE2L3% 500 2.43 x 107°
mr=y

b s 1000 0.00

CANCER 5 5000 0.00

10000 0.00

50000 0.00
100000 0.00




. Sample SHD-(Proposal, KLD-(Proposal,
2' 14 Ew*ﬁlﬁ t ﬁ Network Variables e [-map ANB)

size True structure)

FFMTmEdFE 100

3 2.31 x 1072
CEZ - LDET  sroese w o e
R 1000 2 7.63 x 102
ASIA 8 5000 1 3.67 x 1079
10000 0 9.26 x 10
50000 0 6.28 x 10~
100000 0 3.59 x 1075
100 1
RE2 & 3% 500 1
CANCER 5 5000 0
10000 0
50000 0
100000 0




2 1 4 Ew*ﬁiﬁ t ﬁ N . Sample SHD-(Proposal, JKLD-
. etwork Variables size [-map ANB) |True structure
REMmMTEEZFEE 0

3 2.31 x 1072

CERACEDEI  aroess w2 | 1esxioe

R 1000 2 7.63 x 102

ASIA 8 5000 1 3.67 x 1073

10000 0 9.26 x 10~

50000 0 6.28 x 10

100000 0 3.59 x 1072

100 1 8.79 x 1072

RE2L3% 500 1 2.43 x 1073
* ‘ﬁff_ 5 1000 0 0.00
CANCER 5 5000 0 0.00
10000 0 0.00
50000 0 0.00

100000 0 0.00 .




2.15 ANBEZFEMN T EREZUE

Naive- GBN- TAN- BN(L2) MC-DAG BN@  ANB
Bayes CMDL BNC2P aCLL GES ¥  (E®)

0.7944  0.7963 10.8061

average 0.7764 0.7721 0.7936  0.7943 0.786
p-value (ANB-BDeu vs. the other methods)

|

BN (52%) CEBRZE#MNRZEHEZZ <L > TV
FDT—2 1ty FODERE

AT H> It A4 X BN@E®E) | ANB(E®)
5 132 0.6136 0.8333
7 64 0.4531 0.5469
17 101 0.9307 0.9505
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2.16 ZERLER

DHEFEMHOTEETIE, I RXTOHRAZHNEDEEIZEITHSEHNERD

E@12=

T2 MIB8FENETEZRELTLSD, EhIE—HRIC

[ZRk Y ILT=7%5 0.

COBBEERAT AHIZIX, FRIICEMEHOTILIAT ISV FOHF
RHERT HIVLELDHS.

REIMNKYILDESE, HHEROTILIOT7 TSy MIEMZERD
HEMEFZEE (Parents and Children : PC) MESIZ—HT 518
_NZEERTS.

PCRED

L E LT, SSL(Niinimaki and Parviainen, 2012) %5

S?TMB (Gao and Ji, 2017) A& 5 HY, EHEMIEMNT 5 L ETERFEIATES
%KEM?%E%,%%@EEﬁ%E@E%.

Teppo Niinimiki and Pekka Parviainen. Local Structure Discovery in Bayesian Networks. In Proceedings of the

Twenty-Eighth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, UAI’12, pages 634—643. AUAI Press, 2012.
ISBN 9780974903989.

Tian Gao and Qiang Ji. Efficient score-based Markov Blanket discovery. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning,

80:277-293,

2017. ISSN 0888-613X. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijar.2016.09.009.



2. 11 PCERZREF &

PCDBEFEFELYNRMNLGFEE L TEHMMEHILEREE CITX F)
ZARAWVWEUTOE D BEHERFENTDoNTULNS.
- MMPC (Tsamardinos et al. 2006)
- HITON-PC (Aliferis et al. 2003)
- PCMB (Pena 2007)
CNbDFETIE, HHMEREGHRRAZHDETCITX FZ1T0Y,
WM ENRE SN-FHAERIIPCEEN B Y FRL.

LM™L, L£EFEDF
BEZRALTHY,

EFTATCIT R b ELTEYEANSHEFHRE CHRETHY
AIERICEDRMIMEZHRE T SRIEN G

I. Tsamardinos, L.E. Brown, and C.F. Aliferis. The max-min hill-climbing Bayesian
network structure learning algorithm. Machine Learning, 65(1):31-78, 2006.

C.F. Aliferis, I. Tsamardinos, and A. Statnikov. HITON: A Novel Markov Blanket Algorithm for
Optimal Variable Selection. AMIA Annual Symposium proceedings, pages 21-25, 2003.

J.M. Pena, R. Nilsson, J. Bjorkegren, J. Tegnér. Towards scalable and data efficient learning of
Markov boundaries International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, 45 (2) (2007), pp. 211-232



2. 18 Bayes factor

HENICEDHMIEZ2EHE T BCITX & LT, Steck and

Jaakkola (2002) DB AL E %

JLv/=Bayes factorzigR L TW 3,

FE&E3. 12 B DA EIZ Xk BBayes factor ( Steck and Jaakkola (2002) )

“EHXYEERERZIZTOWT, BABLEZ,

factor logBF,(X,Y | D)ITLLFTEESNS.
log BFp(X,Y | Z) = LocalBDeuy (Z,D) — LocalBDeuy (Z U {Y}, D).
BF,(X,Y I Z)=1D&EZTIX,Y I L) EHIFEL,

BF,(X,Y |2) < 1D EZLIX,Y I EFHIET S.

1L Vf=xf%4Bayes

Harald Steck and Tommu S. Jaakkola. On the Dirichlet Prior and Bayesian Regularization. In
Proceedings of the 15th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems,
NIPS’02, pages 713—720. MIT Press, 2002b.



2.19 Bayes factorZzFAL\/=ZEHBRIRZFEAL 7=
ANBEZ FE (I RE DA EEEZTRT

Naive- GBN- TAN- 6N  MC-DAG @BN  AnB , ANB
Bayes CMDL BNC2P aCLL i®  GES (@) e B W

average 0.7764 0.7721 0.7936 0.7943 0.7867 0.7944  0.7963 0.8061] 0.8184

p-value (fsANB-BDeu vs. the other methods) 0.00001 0.00014 0.00013 0.00280 0.00015 0.00212 0.00064 0.01101

ﬁﬁ*ﬁlg :
ANB (B %, ZEHLEFGER) > WKBRF; (BE/KE 0.05)
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3.1 AAT7AR—R770—FDRER

RAAT7R—R7T7O—F[, BEDERHMN/ — FHUC
I LIESRIICIEMLTLES.




3.2 BEFEBFE (FENRLTEHH)
« BIRYETIENE | 2938

» T. Silander and P. Myllymaki, “A simple approach for finding the globally
optimal Bayesian network structure,” in Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence

(UAI), 445-452, AUAI Press, 2006

‘A" RER  20%R

» Yuan, C., and Malone, B., Learning optimal Bayesian networks: A shortest
path perspective. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 48, 23—65, 2013.

= VAN — 3t . I,
s IBBEDRREE : 33K
» Malone, B., Yuan, C., Hansen, E., and Bridges, Improving the scalability of
optimal Bayesian network learning with external-memory frontier breadth-

first branch and bound search. in Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, 479—
488, 2011

« BETIEE : 60K

> J . Cussens, “Bayesian network learning with cutting planes,” in Uncertainty in
Artificial Intelligence (UAI), 153—160, AUAI Press, 2011.



3.2 BERFEFE (RFEURLGERE)
« BIRYETIENE | 2938

» T. Silander and P. Myllymaki, “A simple approach for finding the globally
optimal Bayesian network structure,” in Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence

BREFEFAEDORER
it FWLV CEO0ZHIEE N PRFR

first branch and bound search. in Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, 479—
488, 2011

. BEMGHEE : 602

» J. Cussens, “Bayesian network learning with cutting planes,” in Uncertainty in
Artificial Intelligence (UAI), 153—160, AUAI Press, 2011. o0



3.3 HR—R7TO—F

. BHEMICEOWEERET ARIEIEF O
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 EBERIMRE Cl TRR) TEBZI VSO
Bl E Ty SOAAMITIC L ZBELTF R

S @ 3 N
" :5 :> (X,
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3.4 fIHIR—X7TO—FDREIRER

FFR—RT7 T O0—FDRFEF%
-PC7JLa) XL (Spirtesis, 2000)

« MMHC7ZJL31) X L. (Tsamardinos, 2006)

- RAI7ZJ)L31) XL (Yehezkel and Lerner, 2009)

EEFEZNAWNWBCITR MMEEHEMIZCEDHIIEZE
B9 AREEN TN,

P. Spirtes, C. Glymour, and R. Scheines, Causation, Prediction, and Search, MIT press, 2000.
I. Tsamardinos, L.E. Brown, and C.F. Aliferis, “The max-min hill-climbing Bayesian network
structure learning algorithm,” Machine Learning, vol.65, no.1, pp.31-78, 2006.

R. Yehezkel and B. Lerner, “Bayesian network structure learning by recursive autonomy
1dentification,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol.10, pp.1527-1570, 2009.




3.5 Bayes factorZR UL \f=RAI 7L T 1) XL (Natori s, 2017)
HE—EEZEB L OOV ARELGEEZFE CTEHF;

-Bayes factor
CIX,)Y | Z) =

E (logBFp,(X,Y1Z)=0)
Mm3r (logBFy(X,Y 1Z)<0)

1) X Ly

j> @'@ j> @x@ CIEEF

CIF 2 b (5] @ Aadre |kl ol P @
=

fEEn I CI-XR bk
HEEEE

A — LIJ l:I
STEEM) T T BmJ S 4 ERE
K. Natori, and M. Ueno, “Consistent learning Bayesian networks with thousands of variables,” Advanced
Methodologies for Bayesian Networks (Proceedings of Machine Learning Research), vol.73, pp.57-68,
272017




3.6 Bayes factorZFAUL\/=RAl7ZJ)LT1) X L

- ST
AN :T—43, TEERITT, CITRX DR, =0
H A *EIEé’haT-777
%&T &/ —Fdn, + AREDHR/ — FZHFD
. B I v oloxt L TBayes factorz ALV =CIT X & T v O DHEIR
2. HEIL vy EAMATIT
3. V5 7%8nU 5 27I127E
4. n,«n, +1ELTRTEHZH-I T THIRICENME




3.7 RAIANB7Z LT ) X LIZK HFE

TEEMI T IICHINEMR, CITR FOETHHEZHIBET S
CETAMBIEEZFET 5.

—FEFIE
AH: T—8, SHEEHA L LRLEMT T T,
CIF R FOREn, = 1 (FHBIX, EBTED), B : RSN T

1. HREATHEOLZ Ty oIz%t L TBayes factor#FALN-CITR FETIT Y O DHEIR
2. XLy ZEARTIT

3. RIS 78R I 3 7IZHE|
4. n, + 1ARGBEDHRZHED/ — W FET HHE, n, «n, + 1& L THIGMIZEIME

5. BHE#EDN o EZETOHRBAEBAEITTI Vv ZE5IL.
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3.8 RAIANBO B {E 4

BOEHE A EBOERIH LTUTR P&V S

BN X)X,
% m el mp

) X, 25 & LT
(Xa=X,) 5z b (X))  (Xs)

SEREMM D DRET ST
HEE S fu=ANB
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3.9 RAIANB7Z LT 1) X LDFhEEHE

RAIANBZ )L XALIZUTOERIZEZYBEDORAIZ)Ld) X L
KUY EEIZEETES.

- RAIMB7 LT ) ALTIEEMNEREHAZRFEDCITA +&
T2 WEMITLN.

- BEDIEENMBIEETHHIHE, YN BHE#HZMELEL
=ClT7 X FZEITHORAIAMNBO AN EEDRAI L Y B B EFFEHE
9518, BHIICI YO ZBRETHAENTES. nlzky,
FILOd) ALPDBEDHENINRT 5.




3.10 RAIANB7 JLT') X LD EHERTEE

4. 10
N ->oo®D&ZE, RAIMBZ )LD XLTEELT:

BiElE, /N A—F & /NDI-map ANBIZHEUR R
9 5.



3. 11 RAIANB & PERFEDH FRE LR

 Naive Bayes
« ETHHBAEHMNBHERDHZTHIZED

 Tree Augmented Naive Bayes (TAN)
« ETOHBAZHMNEMEHZRICESL., HHZHETKRE
ExED
s MEBFEFiE FTZHHER)
« GBN (E&%)
- FIMEHEETEEFEE L 1-GBN
« ANB (E&%8)
- FHIMETEETEHREFE L1-ANB

» WIWAN—XFE

« RAI-GBN
e CI5 X FIZBayes factor#AALZ\THEEFE L 1-GBN
« RAI-ANB

« RAIANB7 )L 31) X L THEE L1-ANB



3.12 /Mg
RIZHIT

Naive GBN- TAN- GBN ANB RAI-

EE T = | dataset variable number of data classes Bayes TAN CMDL BNC2P aCLL (g%2) (#%) GBN
1 | magic 11 19020 2 0.7447 0.7767 0.7849 0.7806 0.7631 0.7865 0.7863 0.7793
é le 2 | Flare 11 1389 9 0.7804 0.7976 0.8265 0.8315 0.8229 0.8430 0.8265 0.8423
3 | heart 14 270 2 0.8296 0.8407 0.8185 0.8037 0.8148 0.8444 0.8148 (.7666
4 | wine 14 178 3 0.9205 09212 0.9438 09157 0.9326 09424 0.9490 0.9212
5 | Cleve 14 296 2 0.8309 08175 0.8209 0.8007 0.8378 08144 0.8309 0.7771
6 | Australian 15 690 2 0.8362 08304 0.8312 0.8348 0.8464 0.8492 0.8449 0.8405
7 | erx 15 653 2 0.8391 0.8483 0.8346 0.8208 0.8560 0.8481 0.8482 0.8544
8 | EEG 15 14980 2 0.5774 06298 0.6787 0.6374 0.6125 06843 0.6937 0.6421
9 | Congressional 17 232 2 0.9137 09398 0.9698 0.9612 0.9181 0.9699 0.9699 0.9655
10 | zoo 17 101 5 09709 09427 09109 09505 1.0000 09900 0.9700 0.8809
11 | pendigits 17 10992 10 0.7998 0.8477 0.9062 0.8719 0.8700 0.9329 09326 0.8757
12 | letter 17 20000 26 0.4456 04866 0.5796 0.5132 0.5093 0.5777 0.5950 0.5560
13 | ClimateModel 19 540 2 0.9203 09314 0.9407 09241 09333 09259 0.9055 0.9074
14 | ImageSegmentation 19 2310 7 0.7324 0.7510 0.7918 0.7991 0.7407 0.8233 0.8290 0.7839
15 | lymphography 19 148 4 0.8523 08109 0.7939 0.7973 0.8311 0.8647 0.7909 0.6842
16 | vehicle 19 846 4 0.4266 05472 0.5910 0.5910 0.5816 0.5910 0.6417 0.4893
17 | hepatitis 20 80 2 0.8750 0.8750 0.7375 0.8875 0.8750 0.9250 0.9000 0.8125
18 | German 21 5000 2 0.7440 0.7340 0.6110 0.7340 0.7470 0.7320 0.7420 0.7000
19 | bank 21 30488 2 0.8542 0.8774 0.8618 0.8928 0.8618 0.8954 0.8956 0.8959
20 | waveform-21 22 5000 3 0.7894 0.7914 0.7862 0.7754 0.7896 0.7938 0.8048 0.7328
21 | Mushroom 22 5644 2 0.9962 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 09995 09946 1.0000 1.0000
22 | spect 23 263 2 0.7868 0.8101 0.7940 0.7903 0.8090 0.7759 0.8207 0.7937
Classification accuracy Arithmetic average 0.7939 0.8094 0.8097 0.8143 0.8160 0.8366 0.8360 0.7955
p-value 0.0024 0.0117 0.0324 0.0099 0.0574 >0.1 >0.1 0.0013

Runtime (s) Arithmetic average 0.00 2.58 30.53 21.11 10.05 1790.93 500.76  26.06

Geometric average 0.00 0.798 9.50 6.87 3.27 201.76  110.69 7@6)




3.13 XHET—

FIZHBITHRE

AiIX

Naive RAI-  RAI-

dataset variables num of data classes Bayes TAN GBN ANB
1 | kr-vs-kp 37 3196 2 0.8773 0.9239 0.9405 0.9518
2 | Connect-4 43 67557 3 0.7212 0.7643 0.7467 0.7973
3 | Flowmeters D 44 180 4 0.8388 0.8388 0.8055 0.8277
4 | movement libras 91 360 15 0.5027 0.5388 0.1611 0.5666
5 | dota2 117 102944 2 0.5980 0.5810 0.5435 0.5957
6 | Muskl 167 478 2 0.6538 0.7565 0.6658 0.8219
7 | Musk2 167 6598 2 0.7443 0.8408 0.8808 0.9639
8 | Epileptic Seizure 179 11500 5t 0.2344 0.3650 0.1886 0.3820
9 | mfeat-fac 219 2000 10 0.3520 0.4590 0.3030 0.4730
10 | semeion 257 1600 10 0.8556 0.8719 0.4106 0.8794
11 | madelon 501 2000 2 0.5905 0.5270 0.6280 0.5830
12 | pd speech features 755 756 2 0.7182 0.7897 0.7657 0.8228
13 | pure-spectra-matrix 1301 o971 20 0.9088 0.8984 0.4833 0.9159
Classification accuracy Arithmetic average 0.6612 0.7042 0.5787 0.7370

p-value 0.0044 0.0012 0.0015 -

Runtime (s) Arithmetic average 0.0 545.7  2002.1 1665.9

Geometric average 0.0 52.6 2274

375.3
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313 R|IRT— 1 . e e D0 v N |
. atase variables num of data classes ayes
a 'h j:a (T 6 le 1 | kr-vs-kp 37 3196 2 0.8773 0.9239 0.9405 §0.9518
2 | Connect-4 43 67557 3 0.7212  0.7643 0.7467 §0.7973
3 | Flowmeters D 44 180 4 0.8388 0.8388 (.8055 j 0.8277
4 | movement libras 91 360 15 0.5027 0.5388 0.1611 §0.5666
5 | dota2 117 102944 2 0.5980 0.5810 0.5435 J 0.5957
6 | Muskl 167 478 2 0.6538 0.7565 0.6658 §0.8219
7 | Musk2 167 6598 2 0.7443  0.8408 0.8808 §0.9639
8 | Epileptic Seizure 179 11500 5 0.2344 0.3650 0.1886 J§0.3820
9 | mfeat-fac 219 2000 10 0.3520 0.4590 0.3030 §0.4730
10 | semeion 257 1600 10 0.8556 0.8719 0.4106 §0.8794
11 | madelon 501 2000 2 0.5905 0.5270 0.6280 j 0.5830
12 | pd speech features 755 756 2 0.7182 0.7897 0.7657 §0.8228
13 | pure-spectra-matrix 1301 571 20 0.9088 0.8984 0.4833 §0.9159
Classification accuracy Arithmetic average 0.6612 0.7042 0.5787 §0.7370
p-value 0.0044 0.0012 0.0015 -

Runtime (s) Arithmetic average 0.0 545.7  2002.1 | 1665.9

Geometric average 0.0 02.6 375.?9 227.4
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\l >o

Shouta Sugahara, Koya Kato and Maomi Ueno: Learning Bayesian Network Classifiers to Minimize the Class Variable
Parameters. Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 38(18), 20540-20549. (2024)
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v38i18.30039.




4.1 NCPEz/IND I-map

BN/ #8535 TlX, DIEHEEREDETEICETDEHDINT A —3 %
AWADHITTIEG L, DHEEROHETEICDELRZERHD/IND A —4
DHZERNSD.
EEFEIFTNT A —F2 /DD I-map ANBAFLNS Z &I
RiET HH, DFHEEERDHETEICETDEHD/INT A —F
(Number of Class variable Parameters: NCP) Z#&/IMEL 1=
A ERELDERNMERTZSHEEZEZbNS.
(r; —1gq; (i =0 VX, € Pay)
0 (Z D DIFE

n
NCP(G) = Z NCP,(Pa§), NCP,(Pa§)=
(=0



4.2 ZHIRFF

RYEF: BECOBFRBERRLET O bbrlIxL,
nDiFEBDEREX,, TR &, Vi,Pay S Ujs{Xy} B
IO, neRBIRFELS.

CCT, Pag [IEHRXDBEEHES.

Bl) ZHIERF (Xo, X1, X2, X3) IZHE D HaE




4.2 ZHIRFF

Sliding Window
i B ORMDERE DRI

miss R EIA 0 IR R D KIS E R




EE 4.3

)

2

ZHIEFZAME L LTRABLEZREKRIZT HEEIE, 0D
ZHIEFRICE S EQO RN FEERICENIINE T 5BEDH T
=

REBNT A —FBD/NPDBEIC—EHT .
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4.6 EBENARZBE~ADERIE

BB A —AHEARNELEBANET ST
(NPC) INN—RA—HE4557) DRENAIERMEEELT

€Ik,

X OZEHISHTBNPCY N—RA—F5 5T
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HERISHENRT OBEZFEIT D

X PUZEEIZxT BANPCYIN—RAFA—FH 5T




4.10 NPCYN—RFA—HF—5 57 BN
ASEBESBRREEDAERBIEEMNYIZE>THET S
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X NPCYN—RA—=HT 57
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4.10 NPCYN—RFA—HF—5 57 BN
ASEBESBRREEDAERBIEEMNYIZE>THET S

mEhoHD/ —RKUETOD
RE/NADOIRX B

_|_

Hd/)—FUNLERAETD
OX COTIRIE
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OX COTIRIE
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411 aXFOTIRE

— B4 11

Naive Bayes® BHIZH/\NT A —F
< BHZEBNSA—SHEZR/NMNITIHIEEDEHEBINS A —4H

(Xo)

& gD & @&

X] Naive Bayes
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4.12 RSBEABRRBREZEDOFR
BN Y (2 & YIREERRICH AR THEMMELIRTE 3

2. ERITIEF
B 18

\wa

AEVEDYYY—ANREFTELTHEEFENETOD
*%L’E'Efé Z EMAE[BEICTE B
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4.13 FHESRER
- BTk

1. Naive Bayes

2. ANBEEZFE (ZHLEIREHR)

3. 'IE@?EE?J K UNCPER/INDIEEZFE

4, FESEESBIETEE: Naive BayesIZE A TRIEZAV=ESEEASBIETEE

/\7)‘ RIFITRTHFEERHTEE (expected a posterior: EAP) THE L 1-.
cRT—4:

cWCILARD P T—FR=XIZEHEINTWVWEIRFI—VT—2ty I
« EERFIE:

«c BFEK BT—43+F J MZx LT, 100BIRREREEICEDBTRET—2D

EH—HEZFRD, nERELL, TERREIZAEL:




4. 14 HERE

F—2ty b EEE T—%% NaiveBayes ANB

Image Seg
Pendigits
Letter
Lympho
EEG

WCW

Zoo
Hepatitis
Wine
Australian
Vehicle

19
17
17
19
15
10
17
20
14
15
19

2310
10992
20000

148
14980
683
101
80
178
690
846

0.9286
0.8805
0.7384
0.8446
0.6874
0.9751
0.9406
0.8500
0.9831
0.8464
0.4350

0.9468
0.9636
0.8454
0.7770
0.7644
0.9751
0.9505
0.5750
0.9663
0.8420
0.6253

0.9550
0.9601
0.8608
0.8041
0.7304
0.9751
0.9505
0.7875
0.9775
0.8551
0.6019

RSB

0.9558
0.9609
0.8616
0.7905
0.7285
0.9751
0.9307
0.8000
0.9775
0.8507
0.5827

IBELERER S RREE

BreastCancer
Heart

HTRU2

CVR

Solar Flare
Glass

CMC
Hayes-Roth
Balance Scale
Lenses

Iris

LED7
Banknote
39

277
270
17898
232
1389
214
1473
132
625
24
150
3200
1372

0.7401
0.8444
0.9689
0.9095
0.7811
0.5561
0.4671
0.8182
0.9152
0.7500
0.9400
0.7294
0.9249
0.8106

0.7040
0.8407
0.9779
0.9483
0.8229
0.6449
0.4481
0.7879
0.9152
0.7500
0.9400
0.7294
0.9410
0.8201

0.7401
0.8074
0.9783
0.9655
0.8431
0.6262
0.4623
0.8333
0.9152
0.8750
0.9467
0.7316
0.9410
0.8385

0.7401
0.8074
0.9784
0.9698
0.8431
0.6075
0.4467
0.8333
0.9152
0.8750
0.9467
0.7325
0.9410
0.8354



4. 15

ATRERRE & BN Y B3

RSEX

No. Dataset Variables | IBESEHER SREEZE | BN [EIE

1 Lenses ) 0.0131 0.0100 3.9

2 Hayes-Roth ) 0.0170 0.0149 3.3

3 Iris ) 0.0181 0.0134 3.2

4 Balance Scale ) 0.0134 0.0170 4.0

5) Banknote ) 0.0188 0.0268 4.0

6 LED7 8 0.1214 0.1371 27.6

7 HTRU2 9 0.2785 0.3636 58.7

8 BC 10 0.3236 0.1719 176.1
9 BCW 10 0.3175 0.1221 | 98.0
10 Solar Flare 11 0.8851 0.4564 326.2
11 Wine 14 16.0481 4.6310 5945.4

ATEREAENG ZRF

12 Heart 14 9.9224 3.8845 6275.3
13 Australian 15 18.3376 8.1574 | 22030.4
14 EEG 15 166.2700  24.3754 | 42485.8
15 Zoo 17 459.3530 21.2139 | 29600.5
16 Congressional 17 427.0858 34.8079 | 42485.8
17 Pendigits 17 744.8170  145.3891 | 29600.5
18 Letter 17 530.7353 99.6420 | 22001.9
19 Lymphography 19 955.6909 97.3051 | 189638.4
20 Image Segmentation 19 5588.0012 261.5876 | 154339.2
21 Hepatitis 20 10044.8238 250.7541 | 386621.3
average 883.9567 45.3848 | 44368.1
85
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BT
INRIET DEBR & RO F %

EF—4
INRIERTHDEER LY RBFEBRGZIN~T16ZEHDODAR U FI—UT—3 1Y k
- RRFIE

cBFEHK KTty MIRLT, 109BIXERIEICEDTR b
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4.11 HERE

No. Dataset Variables | Naive Bayes ANB MEEE e ERR ﬁjl\d;ﬁgécf
1 wdbc 31 0.9139 TO TO 0.9350
2  turkiye 33 0.3442 TO TO 0.4897
3 ionosphere 35 0.7550 TO TO 0.8832
4 kr-vs-kp 37 0.6640 TO TO 0.9252
D Flowmeters_D 44 0.8333 TO TO 0.8833
6  Parkinson 48 0.7625 TO TO 0.7708
7 PAMAP2 53 0.6864 TO TO 0.8634
8 spam 58 0.8794 TO TO 0.9331
9  molecular 61 0.9433 TO TO 0.9464

10  Nuclear 75 0.9303 TO TO 0.9914
11 Ml 116 0.9154 TO TO 0.9375
average 0.7843 - - 0.8690

TO: 6FFEILINICIEEZ 1§22 T eATE LD Tl &2k T



4.18 T HEHMEDML

c RSEBETRREETFE LIBEISDOWVWTOLLZRKRIET DK 5/0
THA—BREHMETAIET, SOGHREDRLANAFTES.

e LML, CLLZ®RKIET /N5 A —F [LEEFTRIIZEETIZ N8, BED
ETCTHIERIICKO DD ENH AN, FEAEDGSEREICHD T
LE-SEENDHS.

BENI—FITSTTHAHEE, CLLAEIEEZET S8, /N3
A—3DMEEIZ K 5T HAEETREMEZEEBN T LN S Z &
5N TLVA (Roos et.al, 2005).

c FEREICH LO—AFINTSTELBELS Ty IEEML, CLLEX
MEETINTA—AFHET B LT, BFAFEOEIBLZBERTE 5.

T. Roos, H. Wetting, P. Grunwald, P. Myllymaki, H. Tirri, “On Discriminative Bayesian Network
Classifiers and Logistic Regression,” Machine Learning, vol.59, pp.26/7—-296, 2005.



419 CLLEXIEHEDTILIT) XL

1.

2.
3.

DREICHEET HSEHNEHNT A =2 INCP) Z&/MZ L TED D EEHERIZENAIUR

§oMEELET 5.

Bonr-##&gxE€3/)LEL, TOERI—FILILT 5.

2 TCHLNEO—FINTSI76ERILOATRY FJO—ODEEE L THKRL, <J)LO
232y b IT—0DCLLEZRKIET DL HINTA—2%ZH#HETSH. FET—2%
D=UN_1(x§xf,..x3) T DL, NTA=FP:(x) (X, €C) IZDVTHDCLLOIR

BRMIILTTHS.

0
dpc(x)
==L , NJAFIiET—42d

1 DxD ]

N
CLL(®) = Ny — ) P(x*0 | xf,..,x),
d=1

ETHY, xXExIZEFBX,DETHS.
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1. FESEBEDPHETEZE EAP) RS EBENBREETEE LEBEDNTA—3%
EAP’C HEE L-5ERs
2. RF: Random forest

3. DL' Deep learning
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4.21 SERE

RSB RSBX
TRRREIE SRRREE

T—XZty b 255 Yo7 AX (EAP) RF Deep (CLL)
Hayes-Roth 5 132 0.8333 0.8088 0.7725 0.8032
Balance Scale 5 625 0.9152 0.8287 0.9840 0.9856
Banknote authentication 5 1372 0.9410 0.9432 0.9403 0.9428
Hepatitis 20 80 0.8000 0.8625 0.8750 0.8375
/00 17 101 0.9307 0.9500 0.9300 0.9604
Pendigits 17 10992 0.9609 0.9914 0.9899 0.9743
13 0.8968 0.8974 0.9153 0.9173
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3. L. XAy =7 b
/\*EL%Q?/_A%‘EE@#gﬁéI:]?X 2 (NCP) D&/t p—_— e
AR5 e A% e HIZ K ’f;f
NCP(G) =Y NCP(Pa(X;,G)) NEP= 1 e
1=0 . e
(ri—1)q; i=0V s <
NCP;(Pa(X;,G)) = X, € Pa(X;,q) |z en
0 otherwise NCP : 4 NCP : 4
#NCP : 9

G - BEESHESRZERV = Xy, X1, ... X, }&2/—R&ELU, ~
J— REIOMEEGE Ty S TR IIHERERIS T, X3: NCPODETEHI
L BERXHELD D BIREERY,
Pa(X G) : GICHBITDX,DHRE 51 A, q; : Pa(X;, O )NEAD DB/ 5T -

AUw b~ EOETIUABNICIED/RVGEEEDD SR (TERLR (C—EX.

Shouta Sugahara, Koya Kato and Maomi Ueno: Learning Bayesian Network Classifiers to Minimize Class Variable
Parameters. In the 38th AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI 2024)
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D B I

maximize Y Scorex(W)I(W — X)—vx » NCPx(W)I(W — X)
X, W X, W

DI DA NCPOXRE=

y i FA1—Z2TI\S A4
Scorex(W) : BHESWHEBXDIR THD ESDREILDALE
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4.3. 2RO EL

maximize Z Scorex (W)I(W — X) — v X Z NCPx(W)I(W — X)
X, W X, W

subject to VX : » I(W — X) =1

W
VCCV:Y Y I(W-oX)>1
XeC W:WnNC=()
I0— Xp) =1
VX, W:I(W — X) e {0,1}
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* Naive Bayes
-gGBN FELALEEZZRWCaM=EE L7-GBN
e GBN : FULEZHAHWTEHERZE L 7-GBN
« ANB : ANBiEE&EZ#IN & L7T-FEFE
« IBELIERIC L BZNCPERME(LUT AAAI2024 t81ES: & R EC)

RIBEDTIREEIC L DNCPRAVME (AT AAAI2024 R BF £ i)
REFENA/S—/8F X —%1(50.05, IBM CPLEX)

TTr—XK: B .
UCIL RS FY F—ZR—ZZEFENTVWERYFT—IF— &4ty k
= A
ES = JIE-
e e by FITH LT, 109EE R £ 27 R F T 4 DT —
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Sample Naive- AAAT2024 AAAT2024 BREFE

No. Dataset Variables  size SPP Bayes ¢gGBN GBN ANB i@ H3I@E ~+=0.05
1 Lymphography 19 148 1.63 x1077|0.8378 0.7905 0.7500 0.8108 0.7635  0.7838  0.7905
2  Breast Cancer Wisconsin 10 683 3.42 x1077|0.9751 0.7094 0.9751 0.9751  0.9737 0.9737 0.9737
3  Hepatitis 20 80 7.63 x107°|0.8500 0.8500 0.6125 0.5750  0.8250 0.8000 0.8250
4  Zoo 17 101 1.03 x107%0.9802 0.9505 0.9228 0.9406 0.9505 0.9208 0.9703
5  Australian 15 690 2.97 x10~*0.8290 0.8420 0.8507 0.8203  0.8493 0.8449 0.8580
6  Vehicle 19 846  8.07 x107%/0.4314 0.5461 0.5898 0.6217  0.6050 0.5843 0.5946
7  Breast Cancer 10 277 8.33 x1071[0.7364 0.7058 0.7256 0.6968  0.7076 0.7365 0.7184
8 Image Segmentation 19 2310 1.26 x10730.7290 0.8026 0.8255 0.8273  0.8264 0.8320 0.8264
9  Congressional Voting Records 17 232 1.77 x1073/0.9095 0.9741 0.9655 0.9483  0.9698 0.9655 0.9612
10 Heart 14 270  2.44 x1073|0.8259 0.8222 0.8370 0.8037 0.8222 0.8333 0.8222
11 Solar Flare 11 1389 3.72 x1073|0.7804 0.8431 0.8431 0.8215 0.8431 0.8409 0.8398
12 Wine 14 178  7.24 x10-3(0.9270 0.9045 0.9270 0.9270  0.9494 0.9494 0.9494
13 Letter 17 20000 1.17 x1072|0.4466 0.5761 0.6434 0.6434 0.6290 0.6303 0.6237
14 Pendigits 17 10992 1.68 x1072(0.8032 0.9253 0.9342 0.9332  0.9368 0.9373 0.9314
15 Contraceptive Method Choice 10 1473  5.99 x1072|0.4671 0.4440 0.4792 0.4481 0.4616 0.4396 0.4742
16 Glass 10 214  6.97 x1072[0.5514 0.4626 0.5888 0.6355 0.5794 0.6036 0.6122
17 Hayes-Roth 5 132 2.29 x10710.8333 0.7525 0.6212 0.7879  0.8333 0.8333 0.8333
18 Balance Scale 5 625 3.33 x10710.9152 0.9152 0.9152 0.9152  0.9152 0.9152 0.9152
19 Lenses 5 24 3.33 x1071|0.7083 0.8333 0.8333 0.7500  0.8750 0.8750 0.8750
20 EEG 15 14980 4.57 x10~7'[0.5778 0.6732 0.7246 0.7212 0.7155 0.7135 0.7115
21 LED7Y 8 3200 2.50 x10° |0.7294 0.7297 0.7303 0.7303 0.7316 0.7325 0.7275
22 Iris 5] 150 3.13 x10° 0.7133 0.8133 0.8267 0.8156  0.8200 0.8200 0.8133
23 HTRU2 9 17898 3.50 x10' [0.8966 0.9092 0.9141 0.9141  0.9140 0.9140 0.9141
24 Banknote authentication 5 1372 4.29 x10' |0.8433 0.8819 0.8812 0.8812 0.8819 0.8819 0.8812
average 0.7624 0.7774 0.7882 0.7893  0.8070 0.8067 0.8101
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Sample Naive- AAAT2024 AAAT2024 BREFE

No. Dataset Variables  size SPP Bayes ¢gGBN GBN ANB i@ H3I@E ~+=0.05
1 Lymphography 19 148 1.63 x1077|0.8378 0.7905 0.7500 0.8108 0.7635  0.7838  0.7905
2  Breast Cancer Wisconsin 10 683 3.42 x1077|0.9751 0.7094 0.9751 0.9751  0.9737 0.9737 0.9737
3  Hepatitis 20 80 7.63 x107°|0.8500 0.8500 0.6125 0.5750  0.8250 0.8000 0.8250
4  Zoo 17 101 1.03 x107%0.9802 0.9505 0.9228 0.9406 0.9505 0.9208 0.9703
5  Australian 15 690 2.97 x10~*0.8290 0.8420 0.8507 0.8203  0.8493 0.8449 0.8580
6  Vehicle 19 846  8.07 x107%/0.4314 0.5461 0.5898 0.6217  0.6050 0.5843 0.5946
7  Breast Cancer 10 277 8.33 x1071[0.7364 0.7058 0.7256 0.6968  0.7076 0.7365 0.7184
8 Image Segmentation 19 2310 1.26 x10730.7290 0.8026 0.8255 0.8273  0.8264 0.8320 0.8264
9  Congressional Voting Records 17 232 1.77 x1073/0.9095 0.9741 0.9655 0.9483  0.9698 0.9655 0.9612
10 Heart 14 270  2.44 x1073|0.8259 0.8222 0.8370 0.8037 0.8222 0.8333 0.8222
11 Solar Flare 11 1389 3.72 x1073|0.7804 0.8431 0.8431 0.8215 0.8431 0.8409 0.8398
12 Wine 14 178  7.24 x10-3(0.9270 0.9045 0.9270 0.9270  0.9494 0.9494 0.9494
13 Letter 17 20000 1.17 x1072|0.4466 0.5761 0.6434 0.6434 0.6290 0.6303 0.6237
14 Pendigits 17 10992 1.68 x1072(0.8032 0.9253 0.9342 0.9332  0.9368 0.9373 0.9314
15 Contraceptive Method Choice 10 1473  5.99 x1072|0.4671 0.4440 0.4792 0.4481 0.4616 0.4396 0.4742
16 Glass 10 214  6.97 x1072[0.5514 0.4626 0.5888 0.6355 0.5794 0.6036 0.6122
17 Hayes-Roth 5 132 2.29 x10710.8333 0.7525 0.6212 0.7879  0.8333 0.8333 0.8333
18 Balance Scale 5 625 3.33 x10710.9152 0.9152 0.9152 0.9152  0.9152 0.9152 0.9152
19 Lenses 5 24 3.33 x1071|0.7083 0.8333 0.8333 0.7500  0.8750 0.8750 0.8750
20 EEG 15 14980 4.57 x10~7'[0.5778 0.6732 0.7246 0.7212 0.7155 0.7135 0.7115
21 LED7Y 8 3200 2.50 x10° |0.7294 0.7297 0.7303 0.7303 0.7316 0.7325 0.7275
22 Iris 5] 150 3.13 x10° 0.7133 0.8133 0.8267 0.8156  0.8200 0.8200 0.8133
23 HTRU2 9 17898 3.50 x10' [0.8966 0.9092 0.9141 0.9141  0.9140 0.9140 0.9141
24 Banknote authentication 5 1372 4.29 x10' |0.8433 0.8819 0.8812 0.8812 0.8819 0.8819 0.8812
average 0.7624 0.7774 0.7882 0.7893 | 0.8070 0.8067 0.8101
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b2 KIBIE Y FT)— 20 TOEEER

F2: KRR DD RERBE

Naive- AAATI2024 $EZRFE

No. Dataset Variables Sample size | Bayes #H3IE%L ~ =0.05
25 Phishing 31 11055 |0.9276 0.9337*  0.9433
26 Postures 31 23906 | 0.8290 0.8727*  0.8760
27 connect-4 43 67557 |0.7058 0.6751*  0.7138
28 PAMAP2 53 174915 |0.6862 0.8266*  0.8430
29 spam 58 4601 0.8794 0.9063*  0.9107
average 0.8056  0.8429 0.8574

X", AEVF—NRNITE->THIBYYDREL, ZNEX TICF/I-ZBNCPO/MT WEEZ
AW EDODEREICHSGSNTWVDS.



D2 KIBIE Y N — 20 TOEEER

R2: KRR DD RERBE

Naive- AAATI2024 $EZRFE

No. Dataset Variables Sample size | Bayes #H3IE%L ~ =0.05
25 Phishing 31 11055 |0.9276 0.9337*  0.9433
26 Postures 31 23906 | 0.8290 0.8727*  0.8760
27 connect-4 43 67557 |0.7058 0.6751*  0.7138
28 PAMAP2 53 174915 |0.6862 0.8266*  0.8430
29 spam 58 4601 0.8794 0.9063*  0.9107
average 0.8056  0.8429 0.8574

X", AEVF—NICE > T DY Y DAREL, ZNEL TICE/I-m=BNCPO/NMT WEEZ
AW Z2DODEREICHEINTWNDS.
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[1] Rubin, D. B. 1974. Estimating causal effects of treatments in randomized and nonrandomized studies. Journal of;

Educational Psychology 66(5):688-701.
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Rosenbaum & Rubin [2] 1B X a7 2B W-HEZTSFEEA B /-

ERRIATe(x) : HEEX EREE L1 EDORKHENAEZ T BHEE
e(x) = p(z = 1ly1,y0,%) = p(z = 1|x)

ZDEZE E(yj|x)=E(y;|e)) (=10)
1uyo) Lzlelx), 0<p(z=1]lex))<1
ZDFEHFEDL &, E(yj | e(x)) =E(yj | e(x),z =j),(i =1,0)

E Y, ATE=E, (E(y, le(x),z=1) —E(yy | e(x),z = 0))
WY XL D18, WHEXRE AT E(Inverse probability weighting : IPW) T
ATEZ K& b1 5 [3]. . .
1 Vii 1 Yoi
ATE=75 ce() VTN L T—e(x) (1=2)

NIZXREEDE, y1 T RIDN AT ZT TR OB REL, v (TTRIDN AT XTG> 72
DIERZER, x; THTRIOHEE, z; TXIRION A DFH
[2] Rosenbaum, P. R., and Rubin, D. B. 1983. The central role of the propensity score in observational studies for causal effects. Biometrika

70(1):41-55. e
[3]K. Hirano, G.W. Imbens, and G. Ridder, “Efficient estimation of average treatment effects using the estimated propensity score,” Econometrica,
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logit(é(x))
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72 < 72 B [3]

= 1081 Z () = Po + B1x1 + Baxy + o+ X,y

TEHUIR, By, Ba) o) B |FBERRAZE L

RELMKFT S[4,5] 729

[3] Sant’Anna, P. H., Song, X., and Xu, Q. Covariate distribution balance via propensity scores. Journal of Applied Econometrics, 37(6):1093-1120,

2022.

[4] Hainmueller, J. Entropy balancing for causal effects: A multivariate reweighting method to produce balanced samples in observational studies.

Political analysis, 20 (1):25-46, 2012.

[5] Imai, K. and Ratkovic, M. Covariate balancing propensity score. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Statistical Methodology),
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