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Abstract

Hidden Markov models (HMMs) are stochastic models capable of statistical learning and
classification. They have been applied in speech recognition and handwriting recognition be-
cause of their great adaptability and versatility in handling sequential signals. On the other
hand, as these models have a complex structure, and also because the involved data sets usually
contain uncertainty, it is difficult to analyze the multiple observation training problem without
certain assumptions. For many years researchers have used Levinson’s training equations in
speech and handwriting applications simply assuming that all observations are independent of
each other. This paper present a formal treatment of HMM multiple observation training with-
out imposing the above assumption. In this treatment, the multiple observation probability
is expressed as a combination of individual observation probabilities without losing gener-
ality. This combinatorial method gives one more freedom in making different dependence-
independence assumptions. By generalizing Baum’s auxiliary function into this framework
and building up an associated objective function using Lagrange multiplier method, itis proved
that the derived training equations guarantee the maximization of the objective function. Fur-
thermore, we show that Levinson'’s training equations can be easily derived as a special case
in this treatment.

Index Terms — Hidden Markov model, forward-backward procedure, Baum-Welch algo-
rithm, multiple observation training
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1 Introduction

Hidden Markov models (HMMs) are stochastic models which were introduced and studied in the
late 1960s and early 1970s [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. As the parameter space of these models is usually
super-dimensional, the model training problem seems very difficult at the first glance. In 1970
Baum and his colleagues published their maximization method which gave a solution to the model
training problem with a single observation [4]. In 1977 Dempster, Laird and Rubin introduced the
Expectation-Maximization (EM) method for maximum likelihood estimates from incomplete data
and later Wu proved some convergence properties of the EM algorithm [6], which made the EM al-
gorithm a solid framework in statistical analysis. In 1983 Levinson, Rabiner and Sondhi presented
a maximum likelihood estimation method for HMM multiple observation training, assuming that
all observations are independent of each other [7]. Since then, HMMs have been widely used in
speech recognition [7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12]. More recently they have also been applied to handwriting
recognition [18, 19, 20, 21, 22] as they are adaptive to random sequential signals and capable of
statistical learning and classification.

Although the independence assumption of observations is helpful for problem simplification,
it may not hold in some cases. For example, the observations of a syllable pronounced by a person
are possibly highly correlated. Similar examples can also be found in handwriting: given a set
of samples of a letter written by a person, it is difficult to assume or deny their independence
properties when viewed from different perspectives. Based on these phenomena, it is better not to
just rely on the independence assumption.

This paper presents a formal treatment for HMM multiple observation training without im-
posing the independence assumption. In this treatment, the multiple observation probability is
expressed as a combination of individual observation probabilities rather than their product. The
dependence-independence property of the observations is characterized by combinatorial weights.
These weights give us more freedom in making different assumptions and hence in deriving cor-
responding training equations. By generalizing Baum’s auxiliary function into this framework and
building up an associated objective function using Lagrange multiplier method, it is proved that
the derived training equations guarantee the maximization of the objective function and hence the
convergence of the training process. Furthermore, as two special cases in this treatment, we show
that Levinson’s training equations can be easily derived with an independence assumption, and
some other training equations can also be derived with a uniform dependence assumption.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 summarizes the first order
HMM. Section 3 describes the combinatorial method for HMM multiple observation training.
Section 4 shows two special cases: an independence assumption versus a uniform dependence
assumption. Finally, section 5 concludes this paper.
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2 First Order Hidden Markov M odel

2.1 Elementsof HMM

A hidden Markov process is a doubly stochastic process: an underlying process which is hidden
from observation, and an observable process which is determined by the underlying process. With
respect to first order hidden Markov process, the model is characterized by the following elements
[10]:
e set of hidden states:
52{517527"'75]\7} (1)
whereN is the number of states in the model.

e Statetransition probability distribution?:

A= {a;;} (2)
where forl <i,57 < N,
a;; = Pl = Silg = Si] (3)
0< ay
g: ai =1 )
=1
e set of observation symbols:
V ={vy,ve,- -, op} (5)

whereM is the number of observation symbols per state.

e observation symbol probability distribution?:

B = {b;(k)} (6)
whereforl <j; < N,1 <k <M,
bj(k) = Pluy, att|q: = Sj] (7)
0 < bj(k)
M
S bi(k) = 1 ©)
k=1

14 is also called transition matrix.
2B js also called emission matrix.
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e initial state probability distribution:

m = {m} 9)
where forl <i; < N,
mi = Pl = Si (10)
0 S w5
N
ZT{'Z’ =1 (11)
=1
For convenience, we denote an HMM as a triplet in all subsequent discussion:
A= (A, B,n) (12)

2.2 Ergodic model and left-right model

An HMM can be classified into one of the following types in the light of its state transition:

e ergodic model:
An ergodic model has full state transition.

o left-right model 3:
A left-right model has only partial state transition such that= 0, Vj < 1.

2.3 Observation evaluation: forward-backward procedure

Let O = 0,0, - - - or be an observation sequence where V' is the observation symbol at time

and letQ) = ¢1¢2 - - - g7 be a state sequence wheyec S is the state at time. Given a modeh

and an observation sequen@ethe observation evaluation problef{O|)) can be solved using

forward-backward procedure in terms of forward and backward variables (reference Figure 1):
o forward variable’:

(1) = P(orog -+ 01, qp = Si|A) (13)

a.(1) can be solved inductively:

3This type of model is widely used in modeling sequential signals.
4i.e. the probability of the partial observation sequenge; - - - o, with stateg, = S;, given model.
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Figure 1: lllustration of forward-backward procedure

1. initialization:
ar(1) =mbi(o1), 1<i <N

2. induction:
N
ap1(f) = D_a(i)aglbj(omg1), 1<t <T—1,1<j<N
=1
e backward variable®:
ﬁt(l) = P(0t+10t+2 Tt 0T|Qt = Sz’, )\)

(:(7) can be solved inductively:
1. initialization:
Briiy=1, 1<i<N

2. induction:

N
Bi(i) =D aiibj(omg1)Beyr(j), 1<t <T—-1,1<i<N
=

Si.e. the probability of the partial observation sequeage o; 4 - - - or, given statey, = S; and model\.

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)
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Figure 2: lllustration of the joint event

e observation evaluation:

P(OP‘) = Eat(i)ﬁt(i)a vt (19)
especially,
N
P(OIA) = > ar(i) (20)

=1

It is easy to see that the computational complexity of the forward-backward procedure is
O(TN?).

2.4 Model training: Baum-Welch algorithm

Now let us consider the model training problem: given an observation seqUeiosy to find the
optimum model parameter vectare A that maximizesP(O|A). To solve this problem, Baum
and his colleagues defined an auxiliary function and proved the two propositions below [4]:

e auxiliary function:

QA A) =3 P(0,Q\)log P(O,Q|N) (21)
Q

where) is the auxiliary variable that correspondsito
e proposition 1:

If the value ofQ (), )) increases, then the value BfO|)) also increases, i.e.

QA1) = QA A) — P(OIA) = P(OI) (22)
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e proposition 2:
) is a critical point of P(O|)) if and only if it is a critical point ofQ(A, \) as a function of

A, le.

oP(01)) _ 9Q(\,N)
ox  ON ’

A=)

1<i<D (23)

whereD is the dimension ofi and);, 1 < ¢ < D, are individual elements of.

In the light of the above propositions, the model training problem can be solved by the Baum-
Welch algorithm in terms of joint events and state variables (reference Figure 2):
e joint event ©:

ft(%]) = P(qt = Sivqt-l-l = S]|Ov)‘)
ay(7)aibi(0141)Bi1(7)

= 24
P(OIA) &Y
o statevariable’:
Ye(i) = Plg = 5]0,))
N
= 2 60,)) (25)
7=1
e parameter updating equations:
1. state transition probability:
T-1
Z ft(lv.])
ajj="=——, 1<i<N,1<j<N (26)
Z Ye(1)
t=1
2. symbol emission probability:
T
Z Y(7)
bilk)= == 1< j<NI1<k<M (27)
Z’Yt(j)
t=1
3. initial state probability:
mi=m0), 1<i<N (28)

8i.e. the probability of being in stat®; at timet, and stateb; attimet + 1, given the observation sequenteand
model .
’i.e. the probability of being in stat§; at timet given the observation sequen@eand the modeA.
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3 Multiple Observation Training

3.1 Combinatorial method

Now let us consider a set of observation sequences from a pattern class:
0 ={0W, 0¥ ... 0N (29)
where
0" = oMo ..o 1<k <K (30)

Y

are individual observation sequences. Usually, one does not know if these observation sequences
are independent of each other or not. And a contravercy can arise if one assumes the independence
property while these observation sequences are statistically correlated. In either case, we have the
following expressions without losing generality:
P(O|)) = p(0(1)|)\)p(()(2)|()(1)7 A)-- p(()(I«”)|O(I«"—1) oW A)
P(O|X) = P(OPN)P(OPOP) \)--- P(OM]OTE) ... 07 )) (31)
P(O|)) = p(O(K)|)\)p(0(1)|()(1«")7 A)--- p(o(K—l)|O(I«")O(I«"—2) -0, A)

Based on the above equations, the multiple observation probability given the model can be ex-
pressed as a summation:

P(O|)) = Z wi P(O (32)

where
w; = =P(OP|OM N). .. P(OF|OE=D...0W) )
A

) P(OM|OE) ... 0@) )
(33)

wi = LP(OW]OE), 3). .. P(OE-D|OEIOE=2 ... o), ))
are weights. These weights are conditional probabilities and hence they can characterize the
dependence-independence property.

Based on the above expression, we can construct an auxiliary function below for model train-
ing:
— IXV —
k=1
where) is the auxiliary variable corresponding)toand
Qu(XN) ZP D.QIN1og POOM,QIN), 1<k <K (35)

are Baum’s guxillary functlons related to individual observations. Singel < £ < K, are not
functions of\, we have the following theorem related to the maximizatio® o®|\)[23]:
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e theorem1:
If the value ofQ (), \) increases, then the value BfO|)\) also increases, i.e.

Q(A.A) = Q(X,A) — P(O[}) = P(O])) (36)

Furthermore, asy;, 1 < k& < K are weights that characterize the dependence-independence
property of the observations, if one assumes that these weights are constants, one has the
following theorem|[23]:

e theorem 2:

For fixedwy, 1 < k < K, Alis a critical point ofP(OJA) ifand only if it is a critical point of
(A, A) as afunction of\, i.e.
8P(O|)\) DQ(\,N)

4 37
I, N |, (37)

In such a case, the maximization@f ), )) is equivalent to the maximization ¢f(O|)).

3.2 Maximization: Lagrange multiplier method

Based on theorem 1, one can always maxinjz&, \) to increase the value ¢f(O| ), regardless

of 1) if the individual observations are independent of one another or not, and 2) whether the
combinatorial weights are constants or not. Let us consider the auxiliary function with boundary
conditions:

k=1
N
1—2@”‘:0, 1< <N
i (38)
1= b(k)=0, 1<j<N

we can construct an objective function using Lagrange multiplier method:

N

M N
F(A) =Q(A\ )+ Z Caill Z aijl + Z epi[l Z bi(k)] + el — Z 7] (39)
=1 7=1 k=1 =1
wherec,;, ¢;; andc, are Lagrange multipliers. Differentiating the objective function with respect
to individual parameters and finding solutions to corresponding Lagrange multipliers, we obtain
the following training equations that guarantee the maximization of the objective function (see
appendix for detailed derivation):
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1. state transition probability'

zwkp ®1N) S €M (m,n)

Ay = & =1 1<m<N,1<n<N (40)

Zka ®B1x) 3 A (m)

2. symbol emission probability:

SwPOYN) > w7(n)
- k=1 t=1 o(k):vm
by(m) = = tT , 1<n<N,1<m<M (42)

S we POPIN) Y47 (n)
k=1 =1

3. initial state probability:

K
> w, PO ()
ﬁ-n = k=1 e 5 1 S n < N (42)

k=1

3.3 Convergence property

The training equations derived by Lagrange multiplier method guarantee the convergence of the
training process. Firstly, these training equations give the zero points of the first order Jacobi

differential matrix%&. Secondly, the second order Jacobi differential mai%@@ is diagonal
and all its diagonal elements are negative. Thus, the algorithm guarantees local maxima and hence
the convergence of the training process (See [23] for detailed proofs).

The above training equations are adaptive to both the ergodic model and the left-right model
since we do not put any constraints on the model type during the derivation.

4 Two Special cases - Independence versus Uniform Depen-
dence

4.1 Independence assumption

Now let us assume that the individual observations are independent of each other, i.e.

P(O)) = H P(O (43)
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In this case, the combinatorial weights become:

1
wy, = EP(OM)/P(O(’“)M), 1<k<K (44)

Substituting the above weights into equations (40) to (42), we obtain Levinson'’s training equations:

1. state transition probability:

K Tk -1

SN 69 (m,n)

_ _ k=1 t=1
mn = 37 7.1 , 1<m<N,1<n<N (45)

S 3 4P (m)

k=1 =1

2. symbol emission probability:

ﬁ: Zk: ¥9(n)

k=1 t:l,ogk)

=Um

by(m) = I , 1<n<N1<m<M (46)
(k)
Z Z’Yt (n)
k=1 t=1
3. initial state probability:
1 K
o= YBm), 1<n< N (47)

4.2 Uniform dependence assumption

If we assume that the individual observations are uniformly dependent on one another, i.e.

wy =const, 1 <k<K (48)
Substituting the above weights into equations (40) to (42), it readily follows that

1. state transition probability:

K Tk—l
S POP) Y € (m,n)
Ay = =1 =1 1<m<N,1<n<N (49)

S PO9) 3 51 m)
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2. symbol emission probability:

K Ty L
STPOYN Y 4P
- k=1 _ o(k)zvm
bu(m) = —————, CI<n<NI<m<M  (50)
S POMIN) Y 4P ()
k=1 t=1

3. initial state probability:

1<n<N (51)

5 Conclusions

A formal treatment for HMM multiple observation training has been presented in this paper. In
this treatment, the multiple observation probability is expressed as a combination of individual
observation probabilities without losing generality. The independence-dependence property of the
observations are characterized by the combinatorial weights, and hence it gives us more freedom
in making different assumptions and also in deriving corresponding training equations.

The well known Baum’s auxiliary function has been generalized into the case of multiple
observation training, and two theorems related to the maximization have been presented in this
paper. Based on the auxiliary function and its boundary conditions, an objective function has been
constructed using Lagrange multiplier method, and a set of training equations have been derived
by maximizing the objective function. Similar to the EM algorithm, this algorithm guarantees the
local maxima and hence the convergence of the training process.

We have also shown, through two special cases, that the above training equations are general
enough to include different situations. Once the independence assumption is made, one can readily
obtain Levinson'’s training equations. On the other hand, if the uniform dependence is assumed,
one can also have the corresponding training equations.
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