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Abstract

Traditionally, learning the structure of a Dynamic Bayesian Network has been centralized,
with all data pooled in one location. However, in real-world scenarios, data are often dispersed
among multiple parties (e.g., companies, devices) that aim to collaboratively learn a Dynamic
Bayesian Network while preserving their data privacy and security. In this study, we introduce
a federated learning approach for estimating the structure of a Dynamic Bayesian Network
from data distributed horizontally across different parties. We propose a distributed structure
learning method that leverages continuous optimization so that only model parameters are
exchanged during optimization. Experimental results on synthetic and real datasets reveal that
our method outperforms other state-of-the-art techniques, particularly when there are many
clients with limited individual sample sizes.

1 Introduction

The learning of Dynamic Bayesian Network (DBN) structures is a crucial technique in causal
learning and representation learning. More importantly, it has been applied in various real-world
applications, such as modeling gene expression [20], measuring network security [7], studying man-
ufacturing process parameters [46], and recognizing interaction activities [53]. Traditionally, the
learning of DBNs has been conducted at a centralized location where all data is aggregated. How-
ever, with the rapid advancements in technology and the Internet of Things (IoT) [26] devices, data
collection has become significantly more accessible. Consequently, in real-world scenarios, data is
typically owned and dispersed among multiple entities, including mobile devices, individuals, com-
panies, and healthcare institutions.

In many cases, these entities, referred to as clients, may lack an adequate number of samples to
independently construct a meaningful DBN. They might seek to collaboratively gain comprehensive
insights into the DBN structure without disclosing their individual data due to privacy and security
concerns. For instance, consider several hospitals aiming to work together to develop a DBN
that uncovers the conditional independence relationships among their variables of interest, such as

*Corresponding Author: x.yue@northeastern.edu



various medical conditions. Sharing patients’ records is clearly prohibited by privacy regulations
[1]. Consequently, the sensitive nature of the data renders the centralized aggregation of data from
different clients for DBN learning infeasible.

A robust privacy-preserving learning strateqy is therefore essential. In recent years, federated
learning (FL) [30] has gained significant attention, enabling numerous clients to collaboratively
train a machine learning model through a coordinated and privacy-preserving approach. In this
framework, each client is not required to share its raw data; instead, they only provide the minimal
necessary information, such as model parameters and gradient updates, pertinent to the specific
learning task. This approach has been applied across various research domains, including the
Internet of Things [19] and recommender systems [6]. Readers may refer to these review papers for
more comprehensive insights [22] 50].

Traditionally, score-based learning of DBNs relies on discrete optimization, making it incom-
patible with common continuous optimization approaches used in federated learning methods. For-
tunately, recent work by Zheng et al. [54] and Pamfil et al. [35] have made continuous optimization
strategies possible for DBN learning by providing algebraic characterizations of acyclicity. Despite
this advancement, directly applying popular federated optimization techniques (FedAvg [30], Ditto
[21]) to these continuous formulations remains challenging due to the acyclicity constraint inherent
in DBN structure learning.

Contributions. In this work, we present a federated learning approach for estimating the struc-
ture of Dynamic Bayesian Network from observational data (with temporal information) that is
horizontally partitioned across different agents. Our contributions are threefold.

e We propose a Federated DBN Learning method 2Dbn based on continuous optimization using
the Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM). 2Dbn can simultaneously learn
contemporaneous and time-lagged causal structure without any implicit assumptions on the
underlying graph topology.

e Using extensive simulations and two real-world, high-dimensional datasets, we demonstrate
that 2Dbn is scalable and effectively identifies the true underlying DBN graph.

e To our knowledge, this is the first study to explore learning DBN within the FL framework.

Our full code is available on GitHub: https://github.com/PeChen123/2DBN_learning,.

Literature Review. Dynamic Bayesian Network are probabilistic models that extend static
Bayesian Networks to represent multi-stage processes by modeling sequences of variables over dif-
ferent stages. Learning DBN involves two key tasks: structure learning (identifying the network
topology) and parameter learning (estimating the conditional probabilities). Friedman et al. [I1]
laid the foundation for this field by developing methods to learn the structure of dynamic probabilis-
tic networks, effectively extending Bayesian Networks to capture temporal dynamics in sequential
data. Building on this work, Murphy [31] adapted static Bayesian Network learning techniques for
temporal domains, employing methods such as the Expectation-Maximization algorithm for param-
eter estimation. Advancements in structure learning from time series data were further propelled
by Pamlfil et al. [35], who developed an extension of Bayesian Network inference using continuous
optimization methods. Their approach enabled efficient and scalable learning of DBN structures by
formulating the problem as a continuous optimization task with acyclicity constraints tailored for
temporal graphs. To address non-linear dependencies in time series data, Tank et al. [47] introduced
neural Granger causality methods, which leverage neural networks within the DBN framework to
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capture complex non-linear interactions. In the field of bioinformatics, Yu et al. [51] enhanced
Bayesian Network inference techniques to generate causal networks from observational biological
data. Their work demonstrated the practical applicability of DBN in the investigation of intricate
biological relationships and regulatory mechanisms. However, traditional DBN learning methods
often require centralized data aggregation, which can pose significant privacy risks and scalability
challenges, particularly in sensitive domains such as healthcare and genomics. These limitations
have spurred interest in privacy-preserving and distributed learning frameworks. Using Federated
Learning, DBNs can be trained collaboratively across distributed datasets, enabling secure and
scalable model inference while preserving data privacy.

To the best of our knowledge, there is very limited work on federated or privacy-
preserving approaches for learning Dynamic Bayesian Networks. However, there are
numerous studies based on distributed learning for Bayesian Networks. Gou et al. [15] adopted a
two-step procedure that first estimates the BN structures independently using each client’s local
dataset and then applies a further conditional independence test. Na and Yang [32] proposed a
voting mechanism to select edges that were identified by more than half of the clients. These
approaches rely solely on the final graphs that are independently derived from each local dataset,
which might result in suboptimal performance due to the limited exchange of information. More
importantly, Ng and Zhang [34] proposed a distributed Bayesian learning method based on con-
tinuous optimization, using ADMM. Notably, no prior work has tackled distributed learning of
DBN.

2 Problem Statement

We consider a scenario with a total of K clients, indexed by k € {1,2,...,K}. Each client k
possesses its own local dataset consisting of M realizations of a stationary time series. Specifically,
for the k-th client, we have time series {z¥, ,}[_ for zf, , € R?, where m € {1,2,..., M} indexes
each realization, and d is the number of variables. Due to privacy regulations, these time series
cannot be shared directly among clients. For clarity and conciseness, the main text omits the
subscript m corresponding to multiple time series, with the complete m notation detailed in the
supplementary material and consider a generic realization {z }?:D. In this setting, we assume
that the data from all clients follow the same underlying distribution. The extension to non-
homogeneous distributions is left for future work (see Sec. [6]).

For each client k, its dataset (for a single realization) can be written as D* = {xf};‘r:p, where
te€{p,p+1,...,T} and p denotes the autoregressive order. We model our data using Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) and consider a Vector Autoregressive structure (SVAR) of order p:

()" = (&) "W (2 0) " AL+ () T Ap o+ (u)) (1)
where:
1. uf ~ N(0,1) is a vector of centered noise terms, independent across time and variables;

2. W is a weighted adjacency matrix capturing intra-slice dependencies (edges at the same time
step);

3. A;, for i € {1,...,p}, are the coefficient matrices capturing inter-slice dependencies (edges
across different time steps).

For each client k, the effective sample size is n, =T + 1 — p. Given the collection of datasets
X = Ule DF from all clients, the objective is to recover the true W and A in a privacy-preserving



manner. We focus on a setup where clients are motivated to collaborate on learning the DBN
structure but are only willing to share minimal information, such as model parameters or estimated
graphs, about their local datasets. This setup involves horizontal partitioning of the dataset, which
means that, while all local datasets share the same set of variables, the sample data differ between
clients. The total sample size, n, is the sum of the local sample sizes: n = Zle Ng.

3 Federated DBN Inference with ADMM

To implement Federated learning to DBN, our method builds on the DYNOTEARS approach
introduced by Pamfil et al. [35], which frames the structural learning of linear Dynamical Bayesian
Networks as a continuous constrained optimization problem. By incorporating ¢;-norm penalties
to encourage sparsity, the optimization problem is formulated as follows:

%11141 (W, A) subject to W is acyclic,
1
W, 4) = o[ Xy — XeW — Xit—pye-1) Al T+ Aw W+ Aall Al
For the acyclicity constraint, following Zheng et al. [54],

(W) =tr (VW) —d

is equal to zero if and only if W is acyclic. Here, o represents the Hadamard product (element-wise
multiplication) of two matrices. By replacing the acyclicity constraint with the equality constraint
h(W) = 0, the problem can be reformulated as an equality-constrained optimization task.

The ADMM [4] is an optimization algorithm designed to solve convex problems by breaking
them into smaller, more manageable subproblems. It is particularly effective for large-scale op-
timization tasks with complex constraints. By following ADMM framework, we decompose the
constrained problem into multiple subproblems and utilize an iterative message-passing ap-
proach to converge to the final solution. ADMM proves particularly effective when subproblems
have closed-form solutions, which we derive for the first subproblem. To cast problem in an
ADMM framework, we reformulate it using local variables By, ..., Bg € R%*? for the intra-slice
matrices and Dy,...,Dg € R¥? for the inter-slice matrices, along with shared global variables
W e R¥™4 and A € R¥? representing an equivalent formulation:

K
i Ly (Bg, D A AallA
Bk,%lklgV,A; k(Br, Di) + Aw[[Wl1 + AallAll1
subject to h(W) =0,
BL=W, k=12, .. K,
Di=A, k=12, . K.

The local variables By, ..., Bx and D, ..., Dk represent the model parameters specific to each
client. Notably, this problem resembles the global variable consensus ADMM framework. The
constraints By = W and Dy, = A are imposed to enforce consistency, ensuring that the local model
parameters across clients remain identical.

Since ADMM combines elements of dual decomposition and the augmented Lagrangian method,
making it efficient for handling separable objective functions and facilitating parallel computation,



we employ the augmented Lagrangian method to transform the constrained problem into a series
of unconstrained subproblems. The augmented Lagrangian is given by:

ﬁ ({Bk7 Dk}é{:b W A7 «, {ﬁkv ’yk}é(:l; P1, p2) -
K
k=1
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where {ﬁk,'yk}le € R¥? and a € R are estimations of the Lagrange multipliers; p; and po are
the penalty coefficients and || * ||z is Frobenius norm. Then, we have the iterative update rules of
ADMM as follows:
Local Updates for B, and Dy

(B, D) —arg min {zk(Bk, Dy) +tr (BT (B - W)

k> Dk
Py T Py )
)i = WO +tr (30T (D — A9)) + 21Dy — A
Global Updates for W and A
p(t)
(WD, AT = argmin | aOA(W) + Z-A(W)* + Aw [Wll + Aal| Al
- (OT (Rlt+1) Py | e
_l’_
+y ( (BT (B —w)) + P Bt - WH%) (4)
k=1
& (t)T t+1) P(t) (t+1)
+Z( (4 - 4)) + 2|0} —AH%>
k=1
Update Dual Variables
5}(:+1) _ (t) (t)( (t+1) W(t+1))
%Sfﬂ) _ () (t)( (t+1) A(t—l—l))
QD) — (t) +p(t)h(W(t+1))’ (5)
t+1) — ¢ p(t)
t+1) — 4 p

where ¢1, 2 € R are hyperparameters that control how fast the coefficients p1, po are increased.
As previously mentioned, ADMM is particularly efficient when the optimization subproblems
have closed-form solutions. The subproblem in equation is a well-known proximal minimization
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problem, extensively explored in the field of numerical optimization [8, [36]. For readability, we
define the following matrices:

1
ng

S=—XFTXF,

1
M= —XF Xk

- (t-p):(t-1)
_ 1 kT k
N = Xm0 X a-pye-1y
P=S+,r1
Q=N+p1,

and vectors:

bi=25-p8" + oW,
b2 — MT o ’7](:) 4 p(Qt)A(t)
By computing the gradient, we can derive the following closed-form solutions:

° B](:—H):

B = (P MQ—lMTy1 (b1 — MQ 'by).

e DD

Ea

DY = (@ - MTP‘1M>71 (b= MTP 0.

For a comprehensive procedure, we have summarized it in the supplementary material
The presence of the acyclicity term h(W') prevents us from obtaining a closed-form solution for
the problem in equation (4. Instead, the optimization problem can be addressed using first-
order methods, such as gradient descent, or second-order methods, like L-BFGS [5]. In this work,
we reproduce the approach of Pamfil et al. [35] and employ the L-BFGS method to solve the
optimization problem. We have summarized our procedure in Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Distributed DBN Inference with ADMM

Require: Initial parameters p1, p2, a®, F), el Bg),yil), ... ,7§{1); multiplicative factors ¢1, ¢o >
1; initial points W) and AM)
1: fort=1,2,...do
: Each client solves problem (3] in parallel

t+1 t+1 t+1
D Bl pi+y) |

Central server solves problem

2

3 Central server collects B

4:

5. Central server sends Wt and AT to all clients
6

7

8:

.. ,D%—H) from all clients

Central server updates ADMM parameters (1) pgtH), p;tﬂ) according to Eq.(5)

Each client updates ﬁ,gt+1),7,gt+1) according to Eq.
end for
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Figure 1: An example result using 2Dbn for Gaussian noise data with n = 500 samples, d = 5
variables, an autoregressive order p = 3, and K = 10 clients. We set the thresholds 7,, = 7, = 0.3.
Our algorithm recovers weights close to the ground truth.

4 Experiments

In this section, we first study the performance of 2Dbn on simulated data generated by a linear SVAR
structure [14]. We then compare it against three linear baseline methods using three evaluation
metrics, demonstrating the effectiveness of our proposed method. Figure |1 provides an illustrative
example.

Benchmark Methods. We compare our ADMM-based approach described in Sec. [3] referred
to as 2Dbn, with three other methods. The first is a baseline, denoted as Ave, which computes
the average of the weighted adjacency matrices estimated by DYNOTEARS [35] from each client’s
local dataset, followed by thresholding to determine the edges. The second baseline, referred to
as Best, selects the best graph from among those estimated by each client based on the lowest
Structural Hamming Distance (SHD) to the ground truth. While this approach is unrealistic in
practical scenarios (since it assumes knowledge of the ground truth), it serves as a useful point of
reference. For additional context, we also consider DYNOTEARS applied to the combined dataset
from all clients, denoted as Alldata. Note that the final graphs produced by Ave may contain
cycles, and we do not apply any post-processing steps to remove them, as doing so could reduce
performance. Since there is no official source code for DYNOTEARS, we re-implement it using
only the numpy and scipy packages in about a hundred lines of code. This simpler, self-contained
implementation eases understanding and reusability compared to available versions on GitHub.

Evaluation Metrics. We use three metrics to evaluate performance: Structural Hamming Dis-
tance, True Positive Rate (TPR), and False Discovery Rate (FDR). SHD measures the dissimilarity
between the inferred graph and the ground truth, accounting for missing edges, extra edges, and
incorrectly oriented edges [48]. Lower SHD indicates closer alignment with the ground truth. TPR
(also known as sensitivity or recall) quantifies the proportion of true edges correctly identified, cal-
culated from true positives and false negatives [12]. Higher TPR means the model identifies more
true edges. FDR measures the proportion of false positives among all predicted edges, computed
as the ratio of false positives to the sum of false positives and true positives [3]. A lower FDR
indicates that most detected edges are correct. Together, these metrics provide a comprehensive



understanding of the model’s accuracy in graph structure inference.

Data Generation & Settings. We generate data following the Structural Equation Model
described in Eq. . This involves four steps: (1). Constructing weighted graphs Gy and G 4; (2).
Creating data matrices X and Y aligned with these graphs; (3). Partitioning the data among K
clients as Xjjent and Yejient; (4). Applying all algorithms to X jiens and Yeient (or X and Y) and
evaluating their performance. For details of steps (1) and (2), see §7.2. We use Gaussian noise with
a standard deviation of 1. The intra-slice DAG is an Erdés-Rényi (ER) graph with a mean degree
of 4, and the inter-slice DAG is an ER graph with a mean out-degree of 1. Although this results
in very sparse graphs at high d, they remain connected under our settings [I0]. We set the base
of the exponential decay of inter-slice weights to n = 1.5.For the hyperparameters A, and \,, we
generate heatmaps to systematically identify their optimal values. These values are documented in
the Supplementary Materials (§7.3). We set ¢ = 1.6 and ¢o = 1.1 with initial p; = p2 = 1, and
the initial Lagrange multipliers are zero. For DYNOTEARS (and thus Ave and Best), we follow
the authors’ recommended hyperparameters. To avoid confusion, we summarize the data shape
used in 2Dbn:

e For 2Dbn, X and Y are of size K x n’ x d and K x n’ x pd, respectively, where K is the
number of clients, n’ is the number of samples per client, d is the dimensionality, and p is the
autoregressive order.

Experiment Settings. We consider two types of experimental settings. First, we fix the
number of clients K and increase the number of variables d while maintaining a consistent total
sample size n. This allows us to assess how well the methods scale with increasing dimensionality.
Second, we fix the total sample size n € {256,512} and vary the number of clients K from 2 to 64.
This setting evaluates adaptability and robustness as the data becomes more distributed.

4.1 Varying Number of Variables

In this section, we focus on DBNs with n = 5d samples evenly distributed across K = 10 clients
for d = 10,20, and n = 6d for d € {5,15}. Note that setting n = 5d or 6d ensures that each client
has an integer number of samples. We generate datasets for each of these cases. Typically, each
client has very few samples, making this a challenging scenario.

SHD Comparison FDR for W TPR for W

60

SHD

a0

20

d (Number of agents) d (Number of agents) d (Number of agents)

Figure 2: Structure learning results for W in a DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 5,10, 15,20
variables, an autoregressive order p = 1, and K = 10 clients.

Figure [2] shows the results for the inferred W. The corresponding results for A are provided
in §7.71 Across all tested values of d, 2Dbn consistently achieves the lowest SHD compared to Ave



and Best, and even outperforms Alldata for d = 5,15. This advantage may be due to the need
for more refined hyperparameter tuning in Alldata. In addition to a lower SHD, 2Dbn achieves a
relatively high TPR, close to that of Alldata and higher than that of Best, indicating that 2Dbn
accurately identifies most true edges. Moreover, 2Dbn attains a lower FDR than Ave and Best,
emphasizing its superior reliability in edge identification under this challenging setup.

4.2 Varying Number of Clients

We now examine scenarios where a fixed total number of samples is distributed among varying
numbers of clients. For d € {10,20}, we generate n = 512 samples with p = 1. These are evenly
allocated across K € {2,4,8,16,32,64} clients. For A\, and \,, we follow the recommendations of
[35] for DYNOTEARS, Ave, and Best. For 2Dbn, we select the best regularization parameters from
[0.05,0.5] in increments of 0.05 by minimizing SHD.
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Figure 3: Structure learning for W of a DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 10 variables, p = 1,

and varying numbers of clients. There are n = 512 total samples, distributed evenly across K €
{2,4,8,16,32,64}.
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Figure 4: Structure learning for W of a DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 20 variables, p = 1,
and varying numbers of clients. There are n = 512 total samples, distributed evenly across K €
{2,4,8,16,32, 64}.

Figures [3] and [] show the results for W with d = 10 and d = 20. The results for A are in
As K increases, the TPRs of Ave and Best drop sharply, resulting in high SHDs. Although
2Dbn’s TPR also decreases as K grows, it remains significantly higher than those of the other
baselines. For example, with d = 20 and K = 64, 2Dbn achieves a TPR of 0.7, while Ave and Best
achieve only 0.5 and 0.3, respectively. This highlights the importance of information exchange in



the optimization process, enabling 2Dbn to learn a more accurate DBN structure even in highly
distributed scenarios.

Next, we consider the case of n = 256 samples. The corresponding W-based results are shown
below, and A-based results are in §7.7
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Figure 5: Structure learning for W of a DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 10 variables, p = 1,

and varying numbers of clients. There are n = 256 total samples, distributed evenly across K €
{2,4,8,16,32,64}.
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Figure 6: Structure learning for W of a DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 20 variables, p = 1,

and varying numbers of clients. There are n = 256 total samples, distributed evenly across K €
{2,4,8,16,32,64}.

From Figures [5] and [6] 2Dbn consistently attains the lowest SHD compared with Best and Ave.
For d = 20, the TPRs of Ave and Best continue to decline as K increases, whereas 2Dbn’s TPR
remains higher for all K > 8. At extremely high distributions, such as K = 64 with d = 20,
each client has only 4 samples, leading to non-convergence for Ave and Best. Thus, we compare
metrics at K = 32 for a fair assessment. For d = 10, while Ave achieves the highest TPR among
all methods for all K, its FDR is much larger than that of the other methods. This suggests that
the thresholding strategy used by Ave may lead to a high number of false positives. Nonetheless,
2Dbn’s TPR for d = 10 remains close to that of Alldata as K grows.

In some cases, when K or d is small, the other baselines may outperform 2Dbn. For exam-
ple, with d = 10,n = 512, Ave and Best achieve better SHDs than 2Dbn when K < 16. This is
expected since fewer clients and lower dimensionality provide each client with enough samples for
accurate independent structure learning. However, as complexity grows (e.g., d = 20), 2Dbn outper-
forms the baselines by maintaining a lower FDR and effectively leveraging distributed information.
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These findings highlight the importance of both method selection and hyperparameter tuning, as
well as potential directions for future research in improving the efficiency of information exchange
mechanisms for DBN learning.

5 Applications

5.1 DREAMA4

Building on the DREAM4 Challenge [28, [44], [45], our paper focuses on the time-series track of the
InSilico_Size100 subchallenge. In this problem, the DREAM4 gene expression data are used to
infer gene regulatory networks. The InSilico_Size100 subchallenge dataset contains 5 independent
datasets, each consisting of 10 time-series for 100 genes, measured over 21 time steps. We assume
that each dataset corresponds to data collected from different hospitals or research centers, thereby
motivating our federated approach. More information and data about DREAM4 are available at
https://gnw.sourceforge.net/resources/DREAM4%20in%20silico%20challenge.pdf.

Let th,r denote the expression level of gene g at time ¢ € {0,1,2,...,20} in replicate r €
{0,1,2,..., R}. Note that R depends on the dataset used — for instance, if only one dataset is
used, then R = 10. Consequently, X;, € R0 and X; € REX100 In this experiment, we set
p = 1, aligning with the VAR method proposed in the DREAM4 Challenge by Lu et al. [25].
The federated setting of our 2Dbn approach includes K = 5 clients, each with R = 2 replicates.
Thus, each client contains a time-series dataset for 100 genes over 42 time steps. We found that
small regularization parameters, A, = A, = 0.0025, work well for all DREAM4 datasets. Lu et al.
[25] evaluated various methods for learning these networks, including approaches based on Mutual
Information(MI), Granger causality, dynamical systems, Decision Trees, Gaussian Processes (GPs),
and Dynamic Bayesian Networks. Notably, we did not compare DYNOTEARS in this study, as
its source code is not publicly available, and our implemented version did not achieve optimal
results. The comparisons were made using AUPR (Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve) and
AUROC (Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve) across the 5 datasets. From
Table. (1} the GP-based method outperforms all others, achieving the highest mean AUPR (0.208)
and AUROC (0.728). In terms of AUPR, our 2Dbn approach outperforms the TSNI (ODE-based)
method in its non-federated version. Furthermore, the AUPR of 2Dbn is comparable to those of
Ebdnet (DBN-based), GCCA (VAR-based), and ARACNE (MI-based) approaches. Importantly,
the mean AUROC of 2Dbn surpasses those of GCCA (VAR-based), ARACNE (MI-based), and
TSNI (ODE-based) methods, and is close to those of Ebdnet and VBSSMa (DBN-based).

Overall, 2Dbn is comparable to other non-federated benchmarks. However, the GP-based
method still achieves superior results in both AUPR and AUROC. One possible reason for this
superiority is that the GP-based approach may more effectively capture nonlinear relationships
and complex temporal dynamics, which can be challenging in a federated setting where data distri-
butions and conditions vary across sources. Unsurprisingly, the GP-based method outperforms all
approaches because Gaussian Processes naturally handle nonlinear dynamics and are more adaptive
to varying, complex relationships. In contrast, the 2Dbn model, although suitable for distributed
data, might impose stronger parametric assumptions or face computational constraints that limit
its ability to capture subtle nonlinear interactions. Thus, we believe GP-based methods could be ex-
tended to a distributed approach for structure learning, making them more applicable to real-world
problems. We discuss this further in Section [6]
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Method Type AUPR AUROC

2Dbn FED-DBN  0.040 0.600
Ebdnet [40] DBN 0.043 0.640
VBSSMa [38] DBN 0.086 0.620
CSId [37] GP 0.208 0.728
GCCA 33| VAR 0.050 0.584
TSNI B8] ODE 0.026 0.566
ARACNE [29] MI 0.046 0.558

Table 1: Comparison of mean AUPR and mean AUROC scores on the DREAM4 dataset.

5.2 Functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (FMRI)

In this experiment, we apply the proposed learning methods to estimate connections in the human
brain using simulated blood oxygenation level-dependent (BOLD) imaging data [42]. The dataset
consists of 28 independent datasets with the number of observed variables d € {5,10,15}. Each
dataset contains 50 subjects (i.e., 50 ground-truth networks) with 200 time steps. To conduct
the experiments, we use simulated time series measurements corresponding to five different human
subjects for each d and compute the Average AUROC using the sklearn package.

For the federated setting, we partition the 200 time steps among 5 clients (K = 5). Detailed in-
formation and descriptions of the data are available at https://www.fmrib.ox.ac.uk/datasets/
netsim/index.html. In our experiments, we evaluate the proposed method for d € {5,10,15}. For
d = 5, we use the 3rd, 6th, 9th, 12th, and 15th subjects from Sim-1.mat. For d = 10, we use the
2nd, 4th, 6th, 8th, and 10th subjects from Sim-2.mat. Finally, for d = 15, we use the 1st, 3rd,
5th, 7th, and 9th subjects from Sim-3.mat. Further details of this experiment are provided in the
supplementary materials (see §7.5)). We compare our method to the economy Statistical Recurrent
Units (eSRU) proposed by Khanna and Tan [18] for inferring Granger causality, as well as existing
methods based on a Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), a Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network
[47], and a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN)-based model, the Temporal Causal Discovery
Framework (TCDF) [33], on multivariate time series data for d = 15, as examined by Khanna and
Tan [I8]. As shown in Tab our proposed 2DBNs achieve an AUROC of 0.74, outperforming the
LSTM-based approach and approaching the performance of the CNN-based TCDF method. Even
though 2DBNs do not surpass the MLP-based and eSRU-based methods, it is notable that the Fed-
erated version of our approach outperforms or closely matches several established non-Federated
benchmarks. This outcome is reasonable, as the MLP and eSRU methods rely on deep architectures
adept at modeling complex structural dependencies. Notably, our 2DBN method provides a new per-
spective on this problem by ensuring data security through its Federated approach. This capability
is particularly important in scenarios involving sensitive or distributed datasets, as it allows for
effective analysis without compromising privacy or data integrity. We have further elaborated on
this aspect in Sec[6]
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Method Averaged AUROC

MLP [47] 0.8140.04
LSTM [47] 0.704:0.03
TCDF [33] 0.7540.04
SRU [18] 0.8440.03
2DBNs 0.7440.04

Table 2: Mean AUROC comparison of different methods for d = 15.

6 Discussion

We proposed a federated framework for learning DBNs on horizontally partitioned data. Specifi-
cally, we designed a distributed DBN learning method using ADMM, where only model parameters
are exchanged during optimization. Our experimental results demonstrate that this approach
outperforms other state-of-the-art methods, particularly in scenarios with numerous clients, each
possessing a small sample size — a common situation in federated learning that motivates client
collaboration. Below, we address some limitations of our approach and suggest potential directions
for future research.

Assumptions. We assumed that the structure of the DBN is fixed over time and is identical
for all time series in the dataset (i.e., it is the same for all m € M). Relaxing these assumptions
could be useful in various ways, such as allowing the structure to change smoothly over time [43].
Another direction for future work is to investigate the behavior of the algorithm on non-stationary
or cointegrated time series [27] or in scenarios with confounding variables [16].

Federated Learning. The proposed ADMM-based approach to federated learning relies on a
stateful setup, requiring each participating client to be involved in every round of communication
and optimization. This “always-on” requirement can be burdensome in real-world scenarios. For
instance, in large-scale deployments, clients such as mobile devices or IoT sensors may experience
intermittent connectivity, limited power, or varying levels of availability. Ensuring that all such de-
vices participate consistently and synchronously in every round is often impractical and can result
in significant performance bottlenecks. An important future direction is to explore asynchronous
techniques, which would enable stateless clients and facilitate cross-device learning. Furthermore,
data may be vertically partitioned across clients, meaning that each client owns different variables
but collectively aims to perform Bayesian Network Structure Learning (BNSL). Developing a fed-
erated approach tailored to this vertical setting represents another promising research direction.
Additionally, the ADMM procedure involves sharing model parameters with a central server, rais-
ing concerns about potential privacy risks. Research has shown that these parameters can leak
sensitive information in certain scenarios, such as with image data [39]. To address this, exploring
differential privacy techniques [9] to enhance the protection of shared model parameters is a critical
avenue for future work. Moreover, our current work focuses on non-heterogeneous data. However,
heterogeneous settings are more applicable to many real-world problems, as clients often differ in
computational capabilities, communication bandwidth, and local data distributions. These vari-
ations pose significant challenges for model convergence and performance. Several methods have
been proposed to address these issues. For example, FedProx [23] incorporates a proximal term
to stabilize and unify updates from clients with varying local training conditions, while FedNova
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[49] normalizes aggregated updates to mitigate the impact of heterogeneous local computational
workloads.

Nonlinear Dependencies. Finally, we emphasize that the linear assumption of our methodology
was made purely for simplicity, allowing us to focus on the most salient dynamic and temporal
aspects of the problem. It is possible to model more complex nonlinear dependencies using Gaussian
Processes [17, [41), 13], 52, 24] or neural networks. Additionally, the least squares loss function can
be replaced with logistic loss (or more generally, any exponential family log-likelihood) to model
binary data. Further, it would be valuable to consider combinations of continuous and discrete
data [2], which are essential for many real-world applications.
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Supplementary Materials

7.1 Notation of multivariate time-series

After reintroducing the index m for the M realizations, we can stack the data for client k. For each
client k, define ny = M (T + 1 — p) as the effective sample size. Then, we can write:

XF=XfW+XF A+ + XA + 28,

where:
o X[ is a ny x d matrix whose rows are (zf, ;)" for m =1,..., M;
e X[ . are similarly defined time-lagged matrices for i = 1,...,p;

A aggregates the noise terms (u

) -
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This formulation allows us to handle multiple realizations per client while maintaining the VAR
structure across time and variables. The remaining learning and optmization steps will follow
exactly the approach outlined in the main paper.

7.2 Simulation Data Generating:

Intra-slice graph: We use the Erdds-Rényi (ER) model to generate a random, directed acyclic
graph (DAG) with a target mean degree pr. In the ER model, edges are generated independently
using i.i.d. Bernoulli trials with a probability pr/dr, where dr is the number of nodes. The resulting
graph is first represented as an adjacency matrix and then oriented to ensure acyclicity by imposing
a lower triangular structure, producing a valid DAG. Finally, the nodes of the DAG are randomly
permuted to remove any trivial ordering, resulting in a randomized and realistic structure suitable
for downstream applications.

Inter-slice graph: We still use ER model to generate the weighted matrix. The edges are directed
from node i;_1 at time ¢t — 1 to node j; at time ¢t. The binary adjacency matrix Ap;, is constructed
as:

_ )1 with probability pr/dr for edges from node i; 1 to j,
e 0 otherwise.

Assigning Weights: Once the binary adjacency matrix is generated, we assign edge weights from
a uniform distribution over the range [—0.5, —0.3]U[0.3,0.5] for W and [—0.5«, —0.3¢] U [0.3cv, 0.5¢/]
for A, where:
1
o = F,
and n > 1 is a decay parameter controlling how the influence of edges decreases as time steps get
further apart.

7.3 Hyperparameters analysis

In this section, we present the optimal parameter values for each simulation. The following table
records the optimal A, and A, values for experiments with varying numbers of variables (d). In
general, A\, = 0.5 and A\, = 0.5 perform well in all cases. However, when A4, A, > 0.5, the algorithm
sometimes outputs zero matrices.

Table 3: Optimal A\, and A\, values for varying d.
d=5 d=10 d=15 d=20

Aa 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Aw 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

The following tables summarize the optimal A, and A, values for experiments with varying
numbers of agents, keeping n = 256. In general, A, values between 0.4 and 0.5 and A, values
between 0 and 0.5 work well. Notably, simulations indicate that the optimal range of A, and )\,
should be between 0.05 and 0.5, depending on the network topology. Within this range, the error
in Structural Hamming Distance (SHD) is typically less than 5 units from the optimal value.

7.4 Closed form for B, and D,

Minimize with respect to By and Dy:
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Table 4: Sample Size with 256 and d = 10
k=2 k=4 k=8 k=16 k=32 k=64

Ao 0.05 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.35 0.4
Ay 0.3 0.5 0.45 0.5 0.25 0.3

Table 5: Sample Size with 256 and d = 20
k=2 k=4 k=8 k=16 k=32 k=64

Aa 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.05
0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.25

>
S

ﬂmi@:aﬁ%D@+ﬁ@ﬁ&—wmf)+fpﬁ—wwm
+ e ((Dg - AO)T) + 2 | Dy — a0

where: 1
0e(Br, D) = - [| X1 = XiBi = X py -1y Di |-

Due to gradients and optimality conditions, we can set the gradients of J(By, D) with respect
to B and Dy to zero. Thus we can have:
Gradient with respect to B:

1
Vi d = _ﬁXtT (Xt = XiBr — X(1—p)—1) k) + Bk + p5(Br — W¥) =0,
Simplify:

(=S + SBy, + MDy) + B} + ph(By — W) =0
= (S+ pbI)By + MDy = S — B, + py '

Gradient with respect to Dy:
1
Vil = ==X a1y (Xo = XiB = X(epys-1) D) + 9% + p5(Dr — AY) = 0.
Simplify:

(=M + M By, + NDy,) + % + pb(D, — AD) =0
— M "By + (N +phI)Dpy=M" —~f + phA®
- MTBk + QDy = bs.

7.5 Application in FMRI

In this section, we present the recorded AUROC values for our 2Dbn method, as shown in Table[7.5]
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Our model outputs two matrices, W and A, which represent strong connections and weak
connections, respectively. To produce the final weight matrix, we combine these two matrices using
an element-wise sum. We found that Ay = 0.05 and A4 = 0.01 work well across all datasets by

AUROC 1 3

)

d=15 0.68 0.75 0.71
d =10 0.69 0.77 0.71
d=5 0.70 075 0.76 0.78 0.70

7 9
0.77 0.77
0.69 0.83

several round experiment.

7.6 Application in Dream4

We have attached our AUPR and AUROC for each dataset at Tab[7.6] Similar to the fMRI data,
our model outputs two matrices, W and A. However, these are interpreted as representing fast-
acting and slow-acting influences, respectively. To produce the final weight matrix, we combine
these two matrices using an element-wise sum. Based on the hyperparameter analysis by Pamfil

et al. [35], we found that Ay = 0.0025 and A4 = 0.0025 work well across all datasets.

Dataset AUPR AUROC
1 0.054 0.64
2 0.032 0.58
3 0.041 0.60
4 0.034 0.58
5 0.035 0.62

Mean + Std 0.040 £ 0.008 0.60 % 0.022

7.7 Result for A

Figure 7: Structure learning results for A in a DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 5,10, 15,20
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variables, an autoregressive order p = 1, and K = 10 clients.
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Figure 8: Structure learning for A of DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 10 variables, p = 1
Autoregressive order and varying number of clients. There are n = 256 samples in total, distributed

evenly across K € {2,4,8,16,32,64} clients
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Figure 9: Structure learning for A of DBN with Gaussian
Autoregressive order and varying number of clients. There are n = 256 samples in total, distributed

evenly across K € {2,4,8,16,32,64} clients
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Figure 10: Structure learning for A of DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 10 variables, p = 1
Autoregressive order and varying number of clients. There are n = 512 samples in total, distributed

evenly across K € {2,4,8,16,32,64} clients
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Figure 11: Structure learning for A of DBN with Gaussian noise for d = 20 variables, p = 1
Autoregressive order and varying number of clients. There are n = 512 samples in total, distributed

evenly across K € {2,4,8,16,32,64} clients
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