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Abstract

Score functions for learning the structure of Bayesian networks in the literature assume
that data are a homogeneous set of observations; whereas it is often the case that they
comprise different related, but not homogeneous, data sets collected in different ways.
In this paper we propose a new Bayesian Dirichlet score, which we call Bayesian Hi-
erarchical Dirichlet (BHD). The proposed score is based on a hierarchical model that
pools information across data sets to learn a single encompassing network structure,
while taking into account the differences in their probabilistic structures. We derive
a closed-form expression for BHD using a variational approximation of the marginal
likelihood, we study the associated computational cost and we evaluate its performance
using simulated data. We find that, when data comprise multiple related data sets, BHD
outperforms the Bayesian Dirichlet equivalent uniform (BDeu) score in terms of recon-
struction accuracy as measured by the Structural Hamming distance, and that it is as
accurate as BDeu when data are homogeneous. This improvement is particularly clear
when either the number of variables in the network or the number of observations is
large. Moreover, the estimated networks are sparser and therefore more interpretable
than those obtained with BDeu thanks to a lower number of false positive arcs.

Keywords: Bayesian networks; structure learning; hierarchical priors; Dirichlet
mixtures; network scores.

1. Introduction

Investigating challenging problems at the forefront of science increasingly requires
large amounts of data that can only be gathered through collaborations between several
institutions. This naturally leads to heterogeneous data sets that are in fact the collation
of related, but not identical, subsets of data that will necessarily differ in the details
of how they are collected. Examples can be found in multi-centre clinical trials, in
which protocols are applied in slightly different ways to different patient populations
[L, 2]]; population genetics, which studies the architecture of phenotypic traits across

*Corresponding author
Email address: 1aura.azzimonti@idsia.ch (Laura Azzimonti)

Preprint July 20, 2021



populations and their evolution [3}, 14} 5, 6]]; ecology and environmental sciences, which
produce different patterns of measurement errors and limitations in different environ-
ments [7, 18, 19]. A common goal in analysing these complex data is to construct a
mechanistic model that elucidates the interplay between different elements under in-
vestigation, either as a step towards building a causal model or to perform accurate
prediction from a purely probabilistic perspective.

The task of efficiently modelling such related data sets is usually tackled by hierar-
chical models [[10], which pool the information common to the different subsets of the
data while encoding the information that is specific to each subset. For instance multi-
level regression models estimate the conditional distribution of the response variables
in these cases.

Bayesian networks (BNs) [[L1] provide a rigorous approach for modelling joint dis-
tributions, by representing variables as nodes and probabilistic dependencies as arcs in
a graph. They can be used for both causal and predictive modelling. To the best of our
knowledge, however, no method has been proposed in the literature to combine these
two approaches to learn a single BN structure from a set of related data sets and get the
best of both worlds.

Available methods focus on learning an ensemble of BNs that have similar struc-
tures by penalising differences in their arc sets [12} |13]]. Parameter learning from re-
lated data sets has been investigated in [[14] for Gaussian BNs and in [[15] for discrete
BNs. However, they only consider a naive Bayes structure and they initialise their
hyperprior with maximum likelihood point estimates.

In this paper, we show how to learn the structure of a BN from related data sets,
containing the same variables, by building on our previous work on parameter learning
in [16]]. The proposed approach is particularly suited to deal with multiple related
data sets characterised by few observations per data set or by an unbalanced number
of observations across data sets. In these settings, it is important to share information
across data sets to obtain robust estimates of both the parameters and the structure of the
BN. First, we briefly introduce BNs and hierarchical models in the context of discrete
data as well as prior work on parameter learning from related data sets in Section[2] We
propose a score function for related data sets in Section [3|and we study the associated
computational complexity in both a theoretical and empirical way in Section 4 Then,
we show an example of structure learning by means of BHD in Section [5|and we study
its performance on different simulation studies in Section @ Finally, we discuss our
results and possible future research directions in Section

2. Background and Notation

Bayesian networks (BNs) are a class of graphical models that use a directed acyclic
graph (DAG) G to model a set of random variables X = {X3,..., Xy }: each node
is associated with one X; € X and arcs represent direct dependence relationships.
Graphical separation of two nodes implies the conditional independence of the corre-
sponding random variables. In principle, there are many possible choices for the joint
distribution of X literature has focused mostly on discrete BNs [17]], in which both X
and the X; are categorical (multinomial) random variables. Other possibilities include



Gaussian BNs and conditional linear Gaussian BNs [[18]], which include both discrete
and Gaussian BNs as particular cases.

The task of learning a BN from a data set D of n observations is performed in two
steps in an inherently Bayesian fashion:

P(G,0|D)= P(G|D) -P(©O|G,D), (1)
——— —— ———
learning structure learning parameter learning

where © are the parameters of X. Structure learning consists in finding the DAG G that
encodes the dependence structure of the data. In this paper we will focus on score-based
algorithms, which are typically heuristic search algorithms that use a goodness-of-fit
score such as BIC [[19] or the Bayesian Dirichlet equivalent uniform (BDeu) marginal
likelihood [[17] to find an optimal G. Parameter learning involves the estimation of
the parameters © given the DAG G learned in the first step. Thanks to the Markov
property, this step is computationally efficient because if the data are complete the
global distribution of X decomposes into

N

P(X|G) = [[P(Xi|Tix,) )

i=1

and the local distribution associated with each node X; depends only on the configura-
tions of its parents ITy,. If we estimate the parameters © = {Ox,,...,Ox, } in such
a way that they are independent across local distributions, parameter learning simpli-
fies into a collection of low-dimensional estimation problems for the © x, associated
with each X; | I, given the data available for those variables.

2.1. Classic Multinomial-Dirichlet Parameterisation

In the case of discrete BNs, we assume that each X; |IIx, follows a categorical
distribution for each configuration of ITx,. Hence the parameters of X; | ITx, are the
conditional probabilities O, |, = {0x.15,5 = 1,...,|IIx,[}, whose kth element
corresponds to P(X; = k |IIx, = j), for which we assume a conjugate Dirichlet prior:

Ox, |1y, ‘ a; ~ Dirichlet(a;)

X;

Ilx,,0x, 11y, ~ Categorical (0& |Hxi) : 3)

where o; = {aj,j = 1,...,[IIx,[;k = 1,...,|X;|}, with¢ = 1,... N, is a
hyperparameter vector defined over a simplex with sum jk @ik = s; > 0. The
posterior estimator of 6 x, |1, is:

A Qijk + Nijk

Ox, ] == W2 where n;; = Nijk, j = Qg 4

|: Xl & aij+nij ) i Zk ijk>s i Zk ijk> ( )
and n; 3, represents the number of observations for which X; = k and Iy, = j. Itis
common to set o, = S; /(| X;||Ix,|) with the same imaginary sample size s; = s for
all X;.



In the context of structure learning, we have P(G |D) « P(D|G)P(G) and we
can use P(D|G) as a score function. (Implicitly, we are saying that P(G) o« 1 by
disregarding it while still searching for the maximum a posteriori DAG.) Assuming
positivity (O x, i X, > 0), parameter independence (columns of 0 x, |11 <, associated
with different parent configurations are independent), parameter modularity (0 x, |1 X,
associated with different nodes are independent) and complete data, [17] derived a
closed form expression for P(D | G) known as the Bayesian Dirichlet (BD) family of
scores:

N [ X5

ok + nijk)

N x|
L I'(ov;)
BD(G, D) = [[ B0 (X se) =TT IT |50 50
i=1 i=1 j=1 K K

[(eviji)
®)
Choosing again «;j, = s/(|X;||IIx,|) gives the Bayesian Dirichlet equivalent uniform
(BDeu) score. A default value of s = 1 has been recommended by [20]. Assuming a
uniform prior for both G and O x, | Ty, is common in the literature, even if they can have
serious impact on the accuracy of the learned structures [21]], especially for sparse data
that are likely to lead to violations of the positivity assumption [22]. These assumptions
are taken to represent lack of prior knowledge, and they make BDeu the only BD score
giving the same score value to BNs in the same equivalence class (score-equivalence
[23]). Equivalence classes are characterised by the skeleton of G (its underlying undi-
rected graph) and its v-structures (patterns of arcs of the type X; — X; < X}, with
no arc between X; and X},), and group DAGs that encode the same global distribution.

k=1

2.2. Hierarchical Multinomial-Dirichlet Parameterisation for Related Data Sets

The classic Multinomial-Dirichlet model in (3) can be extended to handle related
data sets by treating it as a particular case of the hierarchical Multinomial-Dirichlet
(hierarchical MD) model presented in [[16]. For this purpose, we introduce an auxiliary
variable F' which identifies the | F'| related data sets. Assuming that the data sets contain
the same variables and that F' is always observed, we can learn a BN with a common
structure G but with different parameter estimates for each related data set.

For simplicity, we apply the hierarchical model independently to each local distri-
bution to estimate the joint distribution of (X;, II,) conditional on F', O x, 11 x, |F =
{Gﬁ(hnxv ,f = 1,...,]|F|}, by pooling information between different data sets. The
resultinglhierarchical model is shown in the top panel of Figure[T] Specifically, for each

node X; we assume ¢; to be a latent random vector and we add a Dirichlet hyperprior
to make 6% ; a mixture of Dirichlet distributions:

o ISi, Qo ~ S Dirichlet(aoyi),
Hﬁi’nxv’ai ~ Dirichlet(a;) f=1,...,]F|, (6)

X, 1x,

F=f, 05(1,71_[)(1» ~ Categorical (agﬁ,,ﬂxi) f=1...|F|

where this time o; = {a;;x} is a latent random vector defined over a simplex of
dimension |X;||[IIx,| — 1 with sum s;. The new hyperparameters of this model are
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Figure 1: Directed factor graphs representing hierarchical Multinomial-Dirichlet model for related data sets
(top panel) and its variational approximation (bottom panel). Cat. and Dir. represent respectively Categorical
and Dirichlet distributions.

the imaginary sample size s; and the parameter vector g ;, which in turn is defined
over a simplex with sum s¢ ;. The two parameters sg and s; control respectively the
concentration of the a; random vectors around the discrete distribution ay ;/s¢ and
the variance of Gﬁi,ﬂxi’ with f = 1,...,|F|, around the normalised random vector

a;/s;. Larger values of s; yield 05; M. that are more similar to each other, while

larger values s provide Gﬁl(“nxi closer to the uniform distribution. In the following
we will drop both hyper-parameters from the notation for brevity.

The marginal posterior distribution for Oéﬁ,nxi is not analytically tractable, as
noted in [[16]. However, the posterior average can be compactly expressed as:

f
~f Elaii] +n, . .
0 } = - W where n; = E nd. . 7
|: X, Ilx, ik s TL{ 7 ik ijk ( )

E[aijk] represents the posterior average of «yj; it cannot be written in closed form

but can be approximated using variational inference [24} 25]]. The resulting éﬁ(n x
are data-set-specific but depend on all the available data via the partial pooling [10] of
the information present in the |F| related data sets, thanks to the shared E[cv; ;] term.
On the one hand, this produces more reliable estimates for sparse data and for related
data sets with unbalanced sample sizes [26]]. On the other hand, the prior in (6) violates
the parameter independence assumption, leading to a marginal likelihood that does not
decompose over parent configurations and that is not score-equivalent. The prior is
specified on (X;, ITx, ), as opposed to X | ITx,, which is only later computed from the
joint distribution. As a result, the distribution of (X;,IIx, | F) is different from the
product of the distributions of (X; | IIx,, F') and (Ilx, | F') because (X;,IIx, | F') and



(I1x, | F') are estimated by applying the hierarchical model separately to two different
sets of variables, thus pooling the available information differently.

3. Structure Learning from Related Data Sets

In this section we derive the marginal likelihood score associated with the hierar-
chical model in (6)) to implement structure learning from related data sets containing the
same variables. As the hierarchical model is not analytically tractable, we approximate
the associated posterior distribution with the product of two independent distributions
by means of variational inference. The approximate variational model, shown in the
bottom panel of Figure|l} is the following:

(8 73 | SiyTiy Ky ~ S; Dirichlet (TZ‘K),') y

9§<¢,Hxi I/{ ~ Dirichlet (Vf) f=1,...|F| (8)

where v = {V{’;k}, Ki ={kyptwithi=1,...N;j=1,..., ) | X
and f = 1,...,|F|; ij Kijk = land 7; € RT fori = 1...N. These parameters
are estimated from the available data by minimising the Kullback-Leibler divergence
between the exact posterior distribution p and its variational approximation ¢, as de-
scribed in [[16]. The algorithm used to estimate the variational parameters is sum-
marised in[Appendix_A]

Since F'is assumed to be the parent of any node in the network and to be always
observed, we treat it as an input variable in a conditional Bayesian network [[L1, Section
5.6] and we do not explicitly assign it a distribution. Therefore, the auxiliary variable
F will not influence the score.

The variational model (8) is s1m11ar to the original hierarchical MD model (€)), but
it removes the dependence between 0’ X, 1y and o thus making it possible to derive

in closed form the variational approx1mat10n of the marginal likelihood P(D | F, G).

Lemma 1. Given |F| complete and related data sets D = {Dy, f =1,...,
der the assumption that the related data sets have the same dependence structure G and
that each local distribution follows the hierarchical MD (6) with positive parameters,
the variational approximation of the marginal likelihood of the data P(D | F, G) is

N |P| x| S IXip /
Szlﬁz’j) (Sl’iwk + nuk)
«PIF9) HH H (siRi +nf)H L(siKijk) , ©
i=1f=1 j=1 ihvij k=1 v
where nf > an i Rij = Y pRijk and s;K;y, represents the posterior average of

Qi under the variational model (@®).

PROOF. Under the hierarchical model @), the conditional distribution of X; given
Iy, =jand FF = fisa categorical distribution with parameters 0§( I whose kth

element is [Hf( Tix, ]J W 2ok [ X, I, ] . The distribution of 0 X1 is a Dirichlet dis-
tribution with parameter ;| ;, whose k- th element is [ov; | ]k = aujr/ D 5 f



f .
Xilj

Since the

Under the variational model (8)), the approximate posterior distribution of

f

is a Dirichlet distribution with parameters V{j whose kth element is v;;; .

parameter l/-fj i, 1s estimated a posteriori as ﬁ]; & = SiRiji + nf] i (see [16] for a detailed

1 1,
derivation), we can approximate the prior distribution of Oﬁg ; with q(0§(i | |G) =
Dirichlet(s;K;;) because of conjugacy.
The variational approximation of the conditional distribution satisfies independence
between related data sets. Moreover, given a data set F' = f, both parameter modu-
larity and parameter independence are satisfied. Thus,

|F| N x|

o0|7.9) = [[ TITL IT i 11, = 3.F = 1,64, ;. 01,.0)

f=1i=1 j=1

J

Thanks to the independence between 0& I and ay; | ; induced by the variational model
and the fact that [ g(cy; |, |G)da;|; = 1, we obtain

|F| N [Tx,|

oI F,6) =111 II /q(Xz- Tix, = j, F = f,6%,,,,9)a(0%, ;19 d6% .,

f=1li=1 j=1

which has the same form as the marginal likelihood of the classic Multinomial-Dirichlet
model but with s;K; 5, as the parameter of the Dirichlet distribution. The approximate
marginal likelihood can be thus written as (9).

Note that the marginal likelihood (9) has the same form as the classic BD score
(E]), with o, replaced by SiK; jk» which represents the posterior average of o, under
the hierarchical variational model. The posterior average is shared between different
related data sets, thus inducing a pooling effect that makes 0? . and a; dependent

irlx
once more.

From Lemmal [I] we define the approximated Bayesian hierarchical Dirichlet score
as

BHD(G,D | F) = ¢(D| F, ).

The proposed BHD score can be factorised over the nodes, i.e.,

N
BHD(G,D|F) = [ BHD(X; | ILx,, F),
i=1

and can be used to learn a common structure for all related data sets, taking into account
potential differences in the probabilistic relationships between variables.
4. Computational Complexity

Estimating the BHD score in (9) is more complex than estimating the classic BD
score in (B) because the latter is available in closed-form but the former is not. In



this section we will assess the computational complexity of BHD (X | IIx,, F') and
BD(XZ' ‘ Hxi; ai).

In the case of BD(eu), the score in () is a closed-form function of the counts
nijx which are tallied from {X;, Iy, } in O(n(1 + Ny )) time, where N1 is the
dimension of the parent set ITx,. Assuming that each variable takes at most [ values,

there are ' TV"x; counts. Hence both computing the marginal counts n,; and multiply-

1+NnXi

ing/summing up all the terms in (5) take O (l ) time. The overall computational

complexity of computing BD (X; | ILx,; «;) then is
0 (n(l + Niy,) + z“N“Xi) . (10)

As for BHD, the counts nfjk are tallied from {X;, IIx,, F'} in O(n(2 + Nny,))
f

time because of the auxiliary variable F'. Computing the marginal counts n;; and

multiplying/summing up all the terms in (9) takes O <|F | [N,

) time.
The increased complexity of BHD(X; | Ix,, F'), however, comes from the algo-
rithm used to estimate the variational parameters 7;, v; ik and k;;5. The variational

algorithm is derived in [16] and is reproduced for convenience as Algorithm [T]in [Ap

The update of i)fj , 10 stepof Algorithmtakes 0 <| F| NIy ) since there are
as many 7; 1, as there are n; ;..

Each update of 7; in step [3al requires the computation of OL/07; and 9?L/0?T;:
both are closed-form functions that sum over the indices j and k of ¥, ;. Updating the
parameter 7; by means of thus takes O (ZHN“Xi )

Each update of & 1, in steprequires the computation of 0L /dk; 1 and 02 L/ 0%k ;i
which scale respectively as | F|l PN and as 1MTVxG | Given the partial derivatives,

the cost of updating the parameter %;;;, by means of (A.3) scales as the number of ele-

. 14N . 14N, ~ .
ments, that is, [ T, Thus, since there are [ TN terms Kijk» the computational

cost of stepis O ((|F| + 3)1 TV, )

Once we take into account the number of iterations m, and mo, we have that the
overall computational complexity of computing BHD(X;; | IIx,, F') is

0 (n(g + Ny, ) + | F| 11+N“X,:> +0 <m1|F| ll"'N“Xl) n

formula in (9) step[T]

+0 (m1m2 lHNHXi) +0 <m1m2(|F| + S)IHNHXi) =

step[Bal step[3H]
—0 (m1m2|F| z“NHxi) )

If we compare (L)) with , we can see that they are both linear in [ 1+|IIx; |, but the
former also depends on the number of related data sets |F'|. The computational cost



of each step of the iterative procedure for computing BHD is thus comparable to the
computational cost associated with learning a network by means of BDeu.

4.1. Empirical evaluation

In order to confirm the derived computational complexity of BHD, we evaluate the
time needed to compute the BHD score for a single node as different parameters vary.
We consider in particular:

* Ny, € {2,3,4,6,8,10,12,14, 16}, where N, represents the size of the par-
ent set;

* |F| € {5,10,20,40}, where | F'| represents the number of related data sets;

o | = |X;| € {2,3,4,5}, where | X;| represents the number of states for each
variable.

For each parameter combination, we sample 10 different parameter sets with the fol-
lowing methods:

hier: the parameters associated with each of the related data sets are sampled from a
hierarchical Dirichlet distribution with imaginary sample size equal to 10 and
with a parameter o; sampled from a Dirichlet distribution with all ag 5, = 1;

iid: the parameters associated with each of the related data sets are independently
sampled from the same Dirichlet distribution with imaginary sample size equal
to 10 and uniform ;.

For each parameter set, we sample |F'| related data sets comprising the same number
of observations ny € {5000, 10000, 20000}

Figure |2| shows how the logarithm of the computational time varies as a function
of the dimension of the parent set Ny, for different values of | X;|. The logarithm
of the computational time scales linearly in the dimension of the parent set for each
value of | X;|, with a slope that is proportional to the value | X;|. A deviation from this
behaviour is visible for small values of NHxi in the iid case, where the time needed
to estimate the parameters is negligible compared to fixed computational costs like
memory allocation.

The effect of || on the computational times is weaker than that of N, and |X;;
while the effect of the number of observations 7 is negligible.

To estimate the effect of N, , |X;| and [F| on the computational time, we esti-
mated the parameters of the linear model

log(Time) = By + B1lliia + B2 log(| F|) + B3(1 + Ny, ) log(|Xi]) + ¢,

corresponding to

)

Time = eﬁo-&-ﬁlﬂiid‘F‘Bz |X'Z,|B3 (1+Nnxi)e€7

where € represents the measurement error. All the parameter estimates are significantly
different from zero (the associated p-values are smaller than 10~'°) and the model
fits the computational times well (R?> = 0.95). Moreover, the estimated parameters
Bo = —6.20, 81 = —0.84, 85 = 0.71 and 3 = 1.15 are consistent with the theoretical
computational complexity derived in (TT).



hier

.o g
=R L0 : s §
T . é ﬁ
o = u b
£ 4 2 ’E ' L H N
= — L L
2 3= ? H =
=2 m T E 1
TT TE E N
o T LI
EE? H n
Lt +
T T T T T T T T
2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
iid
=B c 8 8
- ] =
T T Z 8 =
£ - S &
g P & o |Xi|=2
TTT Tél T é ° |X?|:3
o1 aE=EE g = o |Xil=4
B8t -
T 4 |XI|—5
T T T T T T T T
2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Nnx,

Figure 2: Boxplots of the logarithm of the computational time with different dimensions of the parent set
N1, and number of states | X;|, with parameters sampled with the hierarchical (top panel) or i.i.d (bottom
panel) approach.

5. Numerical example

We consider a simple example to illustrate the steps involved in learning a network
structure with BHD and in estimating the associated parameters.

We consider in this example the set of variables X7, ..., X5, with | X;| = 2 for
i =1,...5,and |F| = 2 related data sets. We assume that the true underlying struc-
ture for both the related data sets is that shown in the top panel of Figure [3] and that
the parameters for the two related data sets are those summarised in Tables [B.2}{B.6]in
These parameters have been sampled from a hierarchical Dirichlet distri-
bution with imaginary sample size equal to 10 and with a parameter « that is sampled
from a Dirichlet distribution with all g ;5 = 1.

We learn the structure from |F| related data sets, each containing ny = 1000 ob-
servations sampled from the true underlying distribution, with the hill-climbing imple-
mentation in bnlearn [27] with the BHD score with imaginary sample s = 1.

The true underlying network is recovered after five optimisation steps, shown in
Figure [3] The scores associated with each node and the increasing overall score ob-
tained during the 5 steps of hill-climbing are summarised in Table [T} Tables [B.2}{B.6]
show the parameters estimated by means of the method described in [16]], associated
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Figure 3: Original underlying network (top central panel) and networks estimated by means of BHD score
during the 5 hill-climbing steps.



Table 1: Scores associated with each node and overall score obtained in the numerical example hill-climbing
optimisation. Step 0 corresponds to the starting empty graph, step 5 corresponds to the estimated network.
The scores updated at each step due to arc addition are highlighted in bold.

step X1 Xo X3 X4 X5 overall
0 -466.205 | -528.450 | -695.655 | -642.506 | -672.477 || -3005.293
-466.205 | -463.584 | -695.655 | -642.506 | -672.477 || -2940.427
-466.205 | -463.584 | -651.734 | -642.506 | -672.477 || -2896.506
-466.205 | -463.584 | -651.734 | -642.506 | -666.052 || -2890.081
-466.205 | -463.584 | -651.734 | -642.506 | -650.698 || -2874.727
-466.205 | -463.584 | -651.734 | -638.011 | -650.698 || -2870.232

O S O R S

with the estimated network. The average absolute error in parameter estimation is
0.023. The average absolute error decreases to 0.005 when the number of observations
increases to ny = 10000, thus showing the consistency of both the BHD score and the
parameter estimation method as the size of the data set increases. In contrast, even with
ny = 10000 both BDeu and BIC are unable to learn the true underlying network from
the pooled data sets due to the differences between their distributions. Notice, e.g.,
the parameters associated to the node Xo summarised in Table which represent
different associations between X; and X5 across the two data sets. BHD is able to take
into account different associations across data sets and to properly estimate the associ-
ated parameters (see Table [B.3). Both BDeu and BIC estimate instead no association
between X7 and X5 because they pool the two data sets.

5.1. Sensitivity to the hyperparameters

We repeat the experiment for different values of the hyperparameters s and sp in
the set {0.1,0.5,1,10,100}. The results are summarised in Figure 4l As s increases
the learned networks become more connected, similarly to what usually happens with
BDeu (see [28] for a more detailed discussion). However, given a value of s, the same
graph is learned for all the values of sg. In future works, it may be interesting to further
study how to choose a suitable value for s for the BHD score or to model it as an hidden
random variable with its own prior distribution.

s=01 s=10

LTS TP TS

Figure 4: Networks estimated by means of BHD score with s € {0.1,0.5,1,10,100} and so = 1. For a
given value of s, the estimated network does not change as so varies.
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6. Simulation Studies

We now perform some simulation studies to compare the empirical performance of
BHD to that of BDeu and BIC. For brevity, we will not discuss the results for BIC in
detail since they are fundamentally the same as those for BDeu. We are interested in
structure learning in the following two scenarios:

(a) the true underlying network is the same for all the related data sets;
(b) the true underlying network is the same for all the related data sets, apart from
N data sets in which N4 randomly selected arcs have been removed.

For each scenario, we generate synthetic data following three different models for the
local distributions of each node:

hier: the parameters associated with each of the related data sets are sampled from a
hierarchical Dirichlet distribution with imaginary sample size equal to 10 and
with a parameter «; sampled from a Dirichlet distribution with all «g ;55 = 1;
iid: the parameters associated with each of the related data sets are independently
sampled from the same Dirichlet distribution with imaginary sample size equal
to 10 and uniform «; vector;
id: the parameters are identical for all data sets.

The first approach follows the distributional assumptions of the hierarchical model
underlying BHD and may favour the proposed score. The last approach may favour
methods that do not take into account that data may comprise related data sets, thus
pooling all the data and assuming that all observations are generated from the same
distribution. The second approach is a middle ground between the first and the third,
since parameters associated with the related data sets are different but they are not
generated from the hierarchical model.

We then perform structure learning on the simulated data using the hill-climbing
implementation in bnlearn [27] with the BHD and BDeu scores, both with imaginary
sample s = 1. In the case of BDeu we pool all the available data from different re-
lated data sets. We evaluate the accuracy of network reconstruction with the Structural
Hamming Distance (SHD) [29] between the estimated and the true underlying struc-
ture, True Positive (TP), False Positive (FP) and False Negative (FN) arcs.

6.1. Simulation study 1

The aim of this simulation study is to evaluate the performance of BHD as different
networks parameters vary. Specifically, we consider different number of nodes, related
data sets and states for each variable.

We first sample 3 network structures for each of three different levels of sparsity,
such that they contain {1,1.2,1.5} - N arcs, and each combination of:

* N € {5,10}, where N represents the number of nodes;
* |F| € {2,5,10}, where | F| represents the number of related data sets;

* |X;| € {2,5}, where | X,| represents the number of states for each variable.
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Figure 5: Simulation study 1: Boxplots of SHD difference between BHD and BDeu score for scenario (a)
(left panel) and (b) (right panel). Positive values favour the hierarchical score.

Then, for both scenario (a) and (b), we replicate the same structure for all the |F|
related data sets. In scenario (b), for each of the N data sets differing from the others,
we randomly remove N4 arcs from the network, with Np € {1,2} and N4 € {1,2}.
Thus, in scenario (b) we deal with N structures that differ from one another and from
the main structure by N 4 arcs.

Once the network structures have been generated, we sample 10 different parameter
sets for each of hier, iid and id. Then, for each of these parameter sets, we sample |F|
related data sets, each containing ny € {10, 100, 200, 500, 1000} observations.

The difference between BDeu and BHD in terms of SHD for scenarios (a) and (b)
is shown in Figure 3] respectively in the left and right panel. Positive values favour the
proposed BHD score. When parameters are sampled from a hierarchical distribution
(hier), BHD outperforms BDeu in both scenarios, with a larger improvement in sce-
nario (b). In the iid case, BHD is competitive with BDeu when the underlying network
structures are homogeneous, and it outperforms BDeu when the underlying network
structures are different. On the other hand, in the id case BDeu has better accuracy
than BHD because it correctly assumes that all the data are generated form the same
distribution, while BHD has a large number of redundant parameters that would model
the non-existing related data sets.

Figure [6] shows how the difference in SHD between BHD and BDeu varies for
different simulation parameters in scenario (a). Specifically, the differences between
BHD and BDeu (positive for hier and iid, negative for id) become increasingly large in
magnitude as the number of variables N or the number of related data sets | F'| increase.
On the other hand, the differences between BHD and BDeu gradually decrease as the
number of states | X;| increases. As for the sample size, BHD increasingly outperforms
BDeu in both hier and iid as n ¢ increases. In the id case we expect the two scores to
be asymptotically equivalent, but the values we consider for ny are not large enough to
clearly show it empirically.

Figure[7]shows the relationship between the difference in SHD and some key simu-
lation parameters in scenario (b). The effect of both the number of related data sets | F|
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Figure 6: Simulation study 1: Boxplots of SHD difference between BHD and BDeu score for scenario (a)
(equal structures) with different values of number of variables N, number of related data sets | F'|, number
of states | X;| and number of observations n ¢, with parameters sampled with the hierarchical (left panels),
i.i.d (central panels) or identical distribution (right panels) approach. Positive values favour the hierarchical
score.
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Figure 7: Simulation study 1: Boxplots of SHD difference between BHD and BDeu score for scenario (b)
(different structures) with different values of number of related data sets | F'| and number of observations
n ¢, with parameters sampled with the hierarchical (left panels), i.i.d (central panels) or identical distribution
(right panels) approach. Positive values favour the hierarchical score.

and the number of observations 7y is more marked than in scenario (a). For the same
|F'| and n ¢, BHD outperforms BDeu by a larger margin when some network structures
are different (scenario (b)) compared to when they are all identical (scenario (a)).

Figure[§|shows the difference in TP (left), FP (center) and FN (right panel) between
BDeu and BHD for scenario (b). Positive values favour the proposed BHD score.
While the two methods perform similarly in terms of TP and FN, BHD outperforms
BDeu in terms of FP in the hier case. The structures learned by BHD are thus sparser
and more interpretable than those learned by BDeu.

We also perform some experiments with different values s € {1,2,5,10} of the
imaginary sample size. As s increases, BHD achieves marginally lower SHDs. How-
ever, its average SHD is not significantly different from that of BDeu for the same value
of s.

6.2. Simulation study 2

Given the results of the first simulation study, we now focus on the effect of specific
parameters on the performance of BHD. In particular, the aim of this simulation study
is to evaluate the behaviour of the proposed score as the number of related data sets
increases.

Similarly to the first simulation study, we sample one network structure for each
of three different levels of sparsity ({1, 1.2,1.5} - N arcs as before) and each of |F| €
{2,5,10,25,50,100} related data sets. We treat both the number of nodes (N = 10)
and the number of states for each variable (| X;| = 2) as fixed.
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between BHD and BDeu score for scenario (b) (different structures). Positive values always favour the
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Then, for both scenario (a) and (b), we replicate the same structure for all the
|F'| related data sets. In scenario (b), for each of the Ny data sets differing from the
others, we randomly remove N4 arcs from the network, with Np € {1,2,|F|} and
N4 ~ Bin(Nyp,p), where Ny is the total number of arcs and p € {0.01,0.1}. Thus,
in scenario (b) we deal with N structures that differ from one another and from the
main structure by N4 arcs.

Once the network structures have been generated, we sample 10 different parameter
sets for each structure and for each of hier and iid; for each of these parameter sets,
we sample |F'| related data sets composed of ny € {10, 100,200, 500, 1000, 2000,
5000, 10000} observations each. In this simulation study we disregard the id case and
we focus instead on the more interesting hier and iid cases.

Figures [9]and [I0] show how the SHD difference between BHD and BDeu varies as
the number of related data sets | F'| and the number of observations ny increase. Results
obtained in scenario (a) and (b) are presented together for brevity. Moreover, we did
not notice any practical difference as the number of removed arcs N4 or the number of
networks with a reduced number of arcs Ny vary.

For small values of |F'| the improvement of BHD with respect to BDeu increases
with | F'|, while for large values of | F'| the difference between BHD and BDeu reaches
a plateau. As expected, the gain is much larger in hier. In both hier and iid BHD
increasingly outperforms BDeu as ny increases. The difference between the two scores
is particularly clear for large values of n¢.

The improvement of BHD with respect to BDeu in terms of SHD is the result of a
lower number of FP arcs, as in the first simulation study. However, in this study BHD
outperforms BDeu also in terms of TP and FN for large values of n.

6.3. Simulation study 3

Following up from the second simulation study, we now evaluate the performance
of BHD as the number of nodes varies.

We sample a network structure for each of three different levels of sparsity (the
same as in the first two studies) and each of N € {5, 10, 25, 50, 100} nodes. We treat
the number of related data sets (|F'| = 10) and the number of states for each variable
(|1X;| = 2) as fixed.
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(right panel) approach. Positive values favour the hierarchical score.

The simulations are performed following the same steps as in the previous simula-
tion study. For both scenario (a) and (b), we replicate the same structure for all the | F|
related data sets. We then we randomly remove N4 arcs from the networks for each
of the N data sets differing from the others, as in simulation study 2; then we sample
10 parameter sets and, for each of them, |F| related data sets with ny € {10,100, 200,
500, 1000, 2000, 5000, 10000} observations.

Figure [IT] shows the SHD difference between BHD and BDeu as a function of the
number of nodes N. Results obtained in scenario (a) and (b) are presented together
for brevity as in simulation study 2. The boxplots show that the bigger the number of
nodes NNV, the larger the improvement of BHD with respect to BDeu. As expected, the
gain is much larger in hier compared to iid for the same N.

As in the previous simulation study, the improvement of BHD with respect to BDeu
can be attributed to a lower number of FP arcs. However, in this simulation study BHD
outperforms BDeu also in terms of TP and FN for large values of N.

6.4. Simulation study 4

The aim of this simulation study is to evaluate the performance of BHD when
each related data set is composed by a different number of observations. The simula-
tion proceeds as in the previous studies, while treating the number of related data sets
(|F| = 10), the number of nodes (N = 10) and the number of states for each variable
(| X;| = 2) as fixed.

Only for scenario (a), we replicate the same structure for all the |F'| related data
sets, we sample 10 different parameter sets for each structure and for each of hier
and iid. Then, for each of these parameter sets, we sample |F| related data sets, each
of them composed of a number of observations ny € {100,500, 1000} which is the
same for all the | F| related data sets apart from Ny data sets that are reduced to p - n ¢
observations, where p € {0.1,0.25,0.5}.

Furthermore, we consider an additional case with a different number of observa-
tions for each related data set. Specifically we consider for the 10 related data sets
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Figure 10: Simulation study 2: Boxplots of SHD difference between BHD and BDeu score with different
values of number of observations n s, with parameters sampled with the hierarchical (top panel) or i.i.d
(bottom panel) approach. Positive values favour the hierarchical score.

a number of samples equal to (0.25n¢,0.25n¢,0.5nf,0.5n5,0.75n,0.75n¢,0.75n ,
ng,ng,ny). This composite case will be identified by means of Np = 10. We com-
pare all these cases using the standard case where all the related data sets are composed
by the same number of observations n; as a baseline. This case will be identified by
means of Ngp = 0.

Figure[12]shows the SHD difference between BHD and BDeu for different values
of N and p. The performance of BHD in all the sub-sampled scenarios is similar to
the standard case (Np = 0). Also in the composite scenario, with a different number
of observations for each related data set (Ny = 10), the performance of BHD do
not decrease significantly with respect to the equal-number-of-observation scenario.
Analogously to the previous simulation studies, the gain is much larger in hier.

7. Conclusions and future work

In this work we propose a new Bayesian score, BHD, to learn a common BN struc-
ture from related data sets. BHD assumes that their joint distribution in each node of
the network follows a mixture of Dirichlet distributions, thus pooling information be-
tween the data sets. The joint distribution in each node is approximated by means of
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a variational method. We found that the resulting computational complexity is linear
in the number of related data sets, and that otherwise it is in the same class as BDeu.
We showed with a comprehensive set of simulation studies that BHD outperforms both
BDeu and BIC when applied to data that comprise related data sets; and that it has
comparable performance to BDeu and BIC when the data are a single, homogeneous
set of observations. Moreover, the larger is the number of the nodes in the network or
the larger is the number of observations, the larger is the improvement with respect to
both BDeu and BIC.

Learning a common BN structure with BHD builds on and complements our pre-
vious work on parameter learning from related data sets, described in [16]. We can
use the latter to learn the parameters associated with a network structure learned us-
ing BHD, thus obtaining different BNs (one for each related data set) with the same
structure and related parameters, as shown in the numerical example. Combining the
two approaches may increase the performance of the BN models such as BN classifiers
when dealing with related data sets. Future applications of the combined approach in-
clude, e.g., meta-analysis studies, which aim at combining information from several
data sources [10, Sec. 5.6].

The assumptions underlying BHD can be relaxed in several ways to extend its appli-
cability to more complex scenarios. For instance, relaxing the assumption that related
data sets share the same dependence structure may allow to detect independencies that
hold only in certain contexts, as in [30]. Such context-specific independences would
be directly modelled by learning different but related network structures for each data
set. Another interesting development would be to derive a conditional independence
test from BHD to learn BNs from related data sets with constraint-based algorithm
similarly to, e.g., [31]].
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Appendix A. Estimation of variational parameters

For each node X;, with 7 = 1,..., N, we estimate the variational parameters of
model (8) by maximising a lower bound of the evidence lower bound (ELBO) for the
marginal log-likelihood for the node X;. The derivation of the bound and the algorithm
used to estimate the variational parameters are described in detail in [16]]. Here we
summarise the parameter estimation method in Algorithm [T]and we adapt it to match
the notation used in this paper.

The lower bound of the ELBO for the node X is the the functional £;, which is
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Algorithm 1 Variational Estimator

Foreachi=1,..., N, while iter; < m and tol; > t1:

1. Update v; by means of
2. Fix the starting values of 7;, K;.
3. While itery < mo and toly > to:
(a) update 7; given K; and U; by means of (A.2));
(b) update K; given 7; and ; by means of (A3);
(c) increase the iterator iters.
4. Update 7;, K; with the values estimated at the end of step 3]
5. Increase the iterator iter;.

defined as

[F| 1| x|

Li=Y 3N dy — vl + simi) W) — e )+

f=1k=1 j=1

[F| | X ‘quzl [ X ] |HX1,|
153 35 BTLEANIID b pRTTIIE
f=1k=1 j=1 k=1 j=1
| X x|
+ ‘F‘ Z Z SiKijk — IOg(’izyk) d)(Ti’iijk) +¢(Tz))+
k=1 j5=1
| X x|
+ > ([eolijn — mikign) (W (Tikign) — ¥(7:)+
k=1 j=1
|X| Mx, | | X | Mx, | |F|
+Z Z log I'(Tikijk) Z log T'([exo] ijk) Zlogf lf
k=1 j=1 k=1 j=1

i

Si
+[FllogT(si) — —|F] (| Xs][ILx, | — 1) + log I' (s0) — log I'(7:),

[Tx, \

where I/f = Z‘Xl =1

the log I‘( ) function.
For each data set F' = f, with f = 1,...,|F|, we can first estimate the quantity
Vl-fj «» associated with the configuration k of X; and j of Ilx,, by maximising £; with

v ] . and 1(-) is the digamma function, the derivative of

respect to uf ;1 and by assuming £, to be fixed. By setting the partial derivative of L;

with respect to l/f

1, 10 zero, we obtain:
Dl =nly + sikijn. (A.1)

We can then estimate 7; and &) given the value of uifj . by means of a fixed-point
method, which alternates the optimisation of £; with respect to 7; and k5. Since no
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analytical solution is available, we perform this optimisation by means of a Newton
algorithm.

We obtain the Newton update for 7; by treating ; as fixed to a vector whose ele-
ments are the quantities x;;; with j = 1,..., [IIx,|and k = 1,...,|X;|. If we define

5
G (Tiy ki) = OL; /0T = p|F| (| Xy, [ = 1) +

%

|| 1T, |
AN W (ki) ik — (7)) (ewligr — Tikije — |Fl(sikije — 1)
k=1 j=1
and
28 | X 1T, |
hey(7i, k1) = 0°L:/07} = ——3 | F| ( ) - W (Titsijn) gt
7 k=1 j=1
| X | 1Tx, |
F () + DD W (mikigr)Rs, — (1) (ewligr — Tikige — | Fl(sikigr — 1)),
k=1 j=1
the Newton update for the parameter 7; becomes
old
A~ _ ~old 9r, (704, Kq)
T, = 0 eXp< th( Old F.'/,L) Old +ng( Old F.',Z)> ) (A.Z)
where 7014 i

is the estimate for 7; in the previous iteration of the Newton algorithm.

We obtain the Newton update for the parameter vector k; by treating 7; and v; as
fixed: their elements are the quantities uifjk with f =1,...,|F|,7=1,...,|lIx,]| and
kE=1,...,|X;| If we define

| F|
i (i, T v0) = 0L Ok = Y si((v]) — b)) + 7t (misign) (ol ignt
=1
= Tikijk — |F|(sikije — 1)) + Titp (1) + il FI(9(7:) — Y (Tikijn) — Y (sikijr)+
+ log("iijk) —+ 1) — IF‘
Kijk

and

hnw(l‘éi,ﬂ',w) 8 L; /a/‘&”k = '21///(Tilfijk)([ao]ijk — TiRijk+

si|F F
— |F|(sikijr — 1)) = 1 (Tikign) (13 + 284 F|) = s7|F|Y (sikijn) + L %,
Kijk  Rijk
we can write the Newton update for ;1 as
X;| Mx, |
SIS G 27 vs)
old
~old =1 y=1 hn”’ (KI T“VZ) gmjk(h"(‘)ldvTiaVi)
K”k_nijk_F\ | ITx, |  h, A B T ) (A3)
=1 j=1 hn”l( Tza’/z)
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old
where £,

Appendix B. Parameters of numerical example

Tables [B.6|show the original and the estimated parameters of the network used

in the numerical example presented in Section [3]

Table B.2: Parameters associated with X7.

is the estimate for ;1 in the previous iteration of the Newton algorithm.

original estimated
X.F | 1 2 1 2
1 042 | 0.18 || 0.41 | 0.17
2 0.58 | 0.82 || 0.59 | 0.83
Table B.3: Parameters associated with Xo.
original estimated
F 1 2 1
Xo|X; | 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
1 0.31 | 0.65 | 0.56 | 0.16 || 0.33 | 0.64 | 0.58 | 0.14
2 0.69 | 0.35 | 044 | 0.84 || 0.67 | 0.36 | 0.42 | 0.86
Table B.4: Parameters associated with X3.
original estimated
F 1 2 1
X3l X4 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
1 0.61 | 042 | 0.15 | 0.53 || 0.64 | 0.39 | 0.15 | 0.54
2 039 | 0.58 | 0.85 | 0.47 || 0.36 | 0.61 | 0.85 | 0.46
Table B.5: Parameters associated with X4.
original estimated
F 1 2 1
X4|X3 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2
1 047 | 0.51 | 0.38 | 0.28 || 0.45 | 0.51 | 0.40 | 0.28
2 053|049 | 0.62 | 0.72 || 0.55 | 0.49 | 0.60 | 0.72
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Table B.6: Parameters associated with X5.
original

1 046 | 0.56 | 0.57 | 0.52 | 0.65 | 0.43 | 0.22 | 0.38
2 054 | 044 | 043 | 048 | 0.35 | 0.57 | 0.78 | 0.62

estimated

1 041 | 058 | 053 | 0.53 | 0.77 | 0.44 | 0.14 | 0.38
2 0.59 | 042 | 047 | 047 | 0.23 | 0.56 | 0.86 | 0.62
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