arXiv:1911.00922v2 [cs.LG] 5 Nov 2019

VARIABLE GROUPING BASED BAYESIAN ADDITIVE REGRESSION TREE

Yuhao Su and Jie Ding

School of Mathematics and School of Statistics University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455, USA

ABSTRACT

Using ensemble methods for regression has been a large success in obtaining high-accuracy prediction. Examples are Bagging, Random forest, Boosting, BART (Bayesian additive regression tree), and their variants. In this paper, we propose a new perspective named variable grouping to enhance the predictive performance. The main idea is to seek for potential grouping of variables in such way that there is no nonlinear interaction term between variables of different groups. Given a sum-of-learner model, each learner will only be responsible for one group of variables, which would be more efficient in modeling nonlinear interactions. We propose a two-stage method named variable grouping based Bayesian additive regression tree (GBART) with a well-developed python package gbart. The first stage is to search for potential interactions and an appropriate grouping of variables. The second stage is to build a final model based on the discovered groups. Experiments on synthetic and real data show that the proposed method can perform significantly better than classical approaches.

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider a general regression problem Y = f(X) + ϵ where the regression function f is unknown, Y is the variable of interest, X = [X_1, · · · , X_p]^T are predictors, and ϵ denotes the white noise. This formulation is common in a variety of statistical analysis and machine learning tasks (in particular supervised learning with continuously-valued Y ). Various ensemble decision tree methods including Bagging [1], Gradient boosting [2], Random forest (RF) [3], multivariate adaptive regression splines [4], and Bayesian additive regression tree (BART) [5] have been proposed and widely used to estimate the regression function. These methods use an ensemble of weak learners, typically nonparametric decision trees, to reduce variance as well as bias in approximating f(·). Despite their practical success, it remains a challenge to develop comprehensive theoretical tools for understanding those sum-of-learner ensemble methods. Some general results on rates of convergence for function estimation can be found in, e.g., [6, 7] and the references therein.

Another direction of research imposes more strict assumptions on the regression function. A common assumption is the additive model originally proposed in [8]:

f(X) = μ + p∑ i=1 f_i(X_i), E{f_i(X_i)} = 0, (1)

where μ is the expectation of f(X), each f_i is a scalar function, and the expectation is with respect to the distribution of X_i (required to ensure identifiability). Under the additivity condition, the multivariate function can be estimated with better statistical efficiency and computational easiness. For example, each scalar function f_i may be approximated with series expansions such as polynomials, wavelets, or Bsplines [9]. The nonlinear regression is then turned into a linear regression that involves an enlarged set of regression variables, and those variables usually require further selection [10]. Sparse additive models have also drawn much attention in recent works [11–15]. Additionally, a spline-based additive model for time series modeling was proposed and studied [16]. Extensions to second-order polynomial regression have been considered as well (e.g. in the recent work of [17]). Nevertheless, it is not clear whether the additivity assumption is too strong. In fact, the additive model class is not invariant under linear transformations of X. Though techniques developed under the additive models could be theoretically used to model higher-order interactions using multidimensional splines or polynomials, they are often unrealistic due to the curse of dimensionality.

In this work, motivated by both literature of sum-of-learner ensemble tree methods and additive models, we proposed a new method for estimating the regression function and to enhance the predictive performance. The main idea is to amalgamate the generality of tree methods with the additive structure that typically leads to less estimation variance and faster convergence. We will build our method based on BART, an ensemble tree method that naturally fits the Bayesian perspective and supports a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) based fast implementation. In fact, BART and its extensions (e.g. [5, 18]) have already shown remarkable prediction accuracy compared with other popular decision tree methods [5], so we will also use BART as a benchmark algorithm to compare with. Our method, referred to as variable grouping based

Bayesian additive regression tree (GBART), consists of two stages. The first stage is to search for potential interactions and an appropriate partition of variables. The second stage is to build the final model based on the discovered groups. Our main contributions are two folds. First, the proposed algorithm can naturally bring prior knowledge of additive structure into learning and prediction. Though ensemble tree is a classical supervised learning tool that can be traced back to 1960s [19, 20], existing methods can barely benefit from prior structural information of the unknown function f. For example, if it is known that f(x_1, . . . , x_4) can be written as f(x_1, x_2) + f(x_3, x_4), the estimation accuracy of an appropriately design learning method could be faster than that of a method without such prior. Second, our proposed solution performs much better than the state-of-the-art approaches when a grouping pattern does exist. Our implementation and detailed documentation are available as a Python package at gbart. The remainder is structured as follows. We introduce some background on the variable grouping and BART in Section 2. Details of the proposed GBART are presented in Section 3. Section 4 provides various experimental studies (on both synthetic and real datasets). We conclude the paper in Section 5.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1. Variable grouping

We first introduce the concept of variable grouping. Suppose that an unknown function f with two variables x_1, x_2 is written as

f(x_1, x_2) = f_1(x_1) + f_2(x_2) + f_{1,2}(x_1, x_2)

for some functions f_1, f_2, f_{1,2}, where f_{1,2}(x_1, x_2) cannot be expressed as an addition of terms one of which involves only x_1 or x_2. Specifically, if f_{1,2}(x_1, x_2) can be written as g_{1,2}(x_1, x_2) + g_1(x_1) + g_2(x_2), then both g_1 and g_2 must be constant functions. If f_{1,2}(x_1, x_2) is not a constant function, it is called an interaction term, and variables x_1, x_2 interact within the same group. In general, a function can be expressed as a summation of non-constant functions of various orders of interactions (including first-order terms such as f_1(x_1)). In particular, a function f(x) can be written as

f(x) = m∑ s=1 f_s({x_i : i ∈ g_s}) (2)

where G = {g_s}_{s=1,...,m} is a partition of {1, . . . , p} such that 1) a variable interacts with at least another one in the same group, and 2) variables from different groups do not interact. A similar formulation in the linear regression case was studied in the context of group LASSO [21].

2.2. Bayesian additive regression tree

We briefly review Random forest and its Bayesian counterpart BART. Let T_b denote the b-th tree, b = 1, . . . , B. Each tree T_b has an internal structure S_b that contains information such as the selected splitting variables and splitting values on internal nodes. Each tree also has a set of values associated with each terminal node, which is denoted by M. Then both Random forest and BART can be written in the form of a sumof-learner model ^f(X) =^B ∑ b=1 T_b(X; S_b, M_b). The main difference between them is that BART is based on a generative model and Bayesian-based inference methodology. Compared with a single tree and other sum-of-learner models, BART can incorporate interactions and additive effects more easily due to the adaptation of tree structure in each weak learner [5]. As we mentioned in the introduction, ensemble methods such as Random forest and BART do not exploit potential additive structures of the unknown regression function, which is a prior knowledge that has been commonly assumed in the context of additive models. This motivates us to propose a new methodology that attains both advantages of ensemble tree methods and additive structures.

3. VARIABLE GROUPING THROUGH BAYESIAN ADDITIVE REGRESSION TREE

3.1. Solution with a known partition In this section we provide a solution to solve the reformulated regression problem (2) with a known partition. Suppose that a partition G of {1, 2, . . . , p} is given, and D = {z_j }_{j=1,...,n} are the observations with z_j = [x_j , y_j ], x_j ∈ R^p , y_j ∈ R. To obtain a regression model from D and G, we estimate f(X) in (2) with a sum-of-learner model B∑ b=1 T_b(X; S_b, M_b)

where each weak learner (tree) T_b is a Bayesian regression tree used in BART. The main difference with BART during learning is the sampling of variables and trees. We incorporate variable grouping information G by uniformly sampling s from {1, . . . , m} and assigning g_s to each weak learner T_b, meaning that the available space of predictors is restricted to g_s only. In this way, each term ^f_s({x_i : i ∈ g_s}) in (2) is approximated by a sum of weak learners involving only {x_i : i ∈ g_s}. Compared with a uniform sampling from all the variables for each weak learner, as was used in Random forest, BART, etc., our proposed sampling method concentrates computational resources on where is needed and thus the estimation is expected to be more accurate. This has been verified in our experimental studies. The pseudocode is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Group based Bayesian trees: m_G ← G(D_t, G) input Observations D = {zj }j=1,...,n, partition G of {1, . . . , p} output Trained model mG 1: for b = 1 → B do 2: initialize the b-th Bayesian additive regression tree 3: uniformly draw a group from G and assign it to the b-th tree 4: restrict the search space of variables to be the assigned group 5: end for 6: Use back-fitting Markov chain Monte Carlo to update trees 7: Return m_G

3.2. GBART: a two-stage variable grouping based method

In estimating a general regression function f(X), it is helpful to consider its approximation in the form of (2). As we mentioned in the last subsection, a higher predictive performance could be obtained by taking advantage of a variable grouping structure. However, unless such grouping structure is given as domain knowledge, we have to search for the most appropriate grouping in practice. We thus propose a two-stage method where the first stage is to search for proper variable grouping information given observations D, and the second stage is to build the final model based on the partition G discovered in the first stage. The second stage has been addressed in Subsection 3.1. Next we focus on the first stage.

We initialize with the trivial partition where all the variables form a group. In each round, we first search for a variable that is marginally most significant, measured by the increased estimation error when such variable forms an individual group. We then search for another variable that, when joining the group of the last significant variable, will greatly reduce the estimation error. After that, we separate out a group of two variables. This procedure can be extended to discover higher order interactions (i.e. groups of more than two variables). However, due to space limit we will focus on second-order nonlinear interactions in this conference paper. A pseudocode of the first stage of GBART is presented in Algorithm 2.

Details of the pseudocode are elaborated below. In line 1, we split the data for evaluating validation errors in later stages. Though the validation data may be reused in later stages, it is theoretical valid as long as the size of the validation dataset is much larger than the number of validation times. Relevant theory will be included in a journal version of this work. In line 2, G is a list storing the discovered groups (from a greedy search). In line 3, various variable selection may be performed for dimension reduction purpose (see [10] and the references therein). In lines 4-5, a sum-of-learner ensemble tree model is learned from the trivial grouping, and the validation error is recorded as a benchmark. In lines 6-10, the marginally most significant variable X_i∗ is selected. In lines 11-15, we search another variable X_k∗ that is best grouped with X_i∗ , as measured by the validation error. In lines 16-17, we then update the grouping G and other temporary quantities.

Algorithm 2 Interaction Search based Grouping (isG): G ← ISG(D) input Observations D = {zj }j=1,...,n output Variable grouping G 1: Randomly split the dataset D into D_t for training and D_v for validation 2: Initialize grouping G = ∅ 3: (Optional) Apply variable screening techniques to reduce vari- ables to {xi : i ∈ I} where card(I) ≤ p 4: Train model m_{G0} ← G(D_t, G_0), where G_0 denote the trivial partition {I} 5: Obtain the (mean squared) validation error e_0 using D_v 6: for i in I do 7: Let G_i^Δ= {i, I \ i} 8: Obtain model m_{Gi} ← G(D_t, G_i) and validation error e_i 9: end for 10: Let i^∗ = arg max_{i∈I} e_i 11: for k in I and k ≠ i^∗ do 12: Let G_k^Δ= {{i^∗, k}, I \ {i^∗, k}} 13: Obtain m_{Gk} ← G(D_t, G_k) and validation error e^′_k 14: Let k^∗ = arg min_{k∈I,k≠i}∗ e^′_k 15: end for 16: Let g^Δ= {i^∗, k^∗} 17: Update I ← I \ g, and G.append(g) 18: Repeat lines 4-17 until e_0 < e^′_k∗ or card(I) ≤ 1 19: G.append(I) 20: Return G

In line 18, a group was found in a round and the searching is continuously applied to the remaining variables. The searching process is terminated once a stopping criterion is met. In lines 19-20, we complete the variable grouping and return the discoverd partition G. The complete GBART algorithm is outlined in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Variable Grouping based Bayesian Additive Regression Tree: m_G ← GBART(D) input Observations D = {zj }j=1,...,n, partition G of {1, . . . , p} output Trained model mG 1: Run Algorithm 2 to obtain G ← ISG(D) 2: Run Algorithm 1 to obtain m_G ← G(D, G) 3: Return m_G

4. EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

In this section we introduce our experimental results comparing GBART against BART and Random forest on both synthetic and real datasets. We start by introducing the experimental setting. Our comparison is based on our developed Python package gbart that can perform both GBART and BART. The popular machine learning python package scikitlearn [22] was used to implement Random forest. Throughout the experiments, 100 trees were used in the first stage of GBART to search for an appropriate variable grouping, and

No. p Data Generating Function

1 6 Y = (x1 + x2)^2 + (x3 + x4)^2 + (x5 + x6)^2 + ϵ 2 6 Y = x1x2 + x3x4 + x5x6 + ϵ 3 6 Y = x1x2 + x3 + x4 + x5 + ϵ 4 6 Y = x1x2 + x3x4 + x5 + x6 + ϵ 5 6 Y = sinx1sinx2 + (x3 + x4)^2 + (x5 + x6)^2 + ϵ 6 20 Y = 5(x1 + x2)^2 + (x3 + x4)^2 + 0.2(x5 + x6)^2 + 0.04(x^2_7 + x^2_8 + · · · + x^2_0) + ϵ 7 20 Y = 5x1x2 + x3x4 + 0.2x5x6 + 0.04(x7 + x8 + · · · + x20) + ϵ 8 20 Y = 5 sin x1 sin x2 +(x3 +x4)^2 +0.2(x5 +x6)^2 + 0.04(x7 + · · · + x20) + ϵ 9 20 Y = 5 sin x1 sin x2 +x3x4 +0.2x5 x6 +0.04(x7 + · · · + x20) + ϵ 10 20 Y = 5(x1 +x2)^2 +(x3+x4)^2 +0.2(x5 +x6)^2 +ϵ 11 20 Y = 5x1x2 + x3x4 + 0.2x5x6 + ϵ 12 7 Y = 10 sin πx1x2 +20(x3 −0.5)^2 +10x4 +5x5 +ϵ

Table 1. Twelve data generating models used for synthetic data experiments. The 12 case indices are corresponding to those in Table 2.

200 trees were adopted in the second stage of GBART, as well as in BART and Random Forest. Performance is evaluated using the mean squared error (MSE) based on five-fold crossvalidation. To show the significance of differences in performance comparison, each experiment has been independently replicated 30 times to obtain the standard errors. We reported 12 synthetic datasets of various nature. The first 11 datasets were generated according to commonly considered nonlinear functional relations including multiplication, sum-of-squares, trigonometric functions. And we used the well-known Friedman dataset [1, 23] to be our last generated dataset. Details of generating functions and dimensions in 12 datasets are presented in Table 1.

In the first 6 datasets, x_1, . . . , x_6 were drawn from a multivariate normal distribution with a unit mean vector and identity covariance matrix. The additional 14 variables x_7, . . . , x_{20} (whenever applied) are uniformly drawn from the interval [0, 1]. Finally, the white noise ϵ ∼ N (0, 0.5^2) was added to all datasets. In Friedman dataset, all variables are uniformly draw from [0, 1], with noise ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). In the real data experiment, we used the concrete slump test dataset [24] to evaluate our method. Concrete is a mixture of many different materials, and water plays a bonding role. It is known that the performance in concrete slump test is mainly attributed to a group of variables containing water and other related variables [24]. Since there are three output variables, three different experiments were performed on the slump test data.

Table 2 and Table 3 show that the proposed GBART

No. GBART BART RF

1 9.03 (0.60) 10.28 (0.55) 23.61 (1.94) 2 0.81 (0.05) 1.05 (0.05) 2.66 (0.13) 3 0.57 (0.02) 0.73 (0.04) 1.34 (0.05) 4 1.09 (0.06) 1.30 (0.07) 2.07 (0.09) 5 4.48 (0.41) 6.46 (0.3) 12.71 (0.94) 6 80.99 (9.86) 114.37 (6.97) 232.57 (19.27) 7 9.88 (1.06) 17.15 (1.14) 20.43 (1.22) 8 7.83 (0.58) 8.25 (0.41) 13.11 (0.73) 9 2.67 (0.19) 3.62 (0.13) 3.14 (0.11) 10 75.9 (6.67) 121.15 (9.36) 254.8 (23.03) 11 9.79 (1.31) 18.15 (1.21) 21.15 (1.38) 12 1.98 (0.07) 2.8 (0.08) 4.54 (0.12)

Table 2. Performance comparison between the proposed GBART, BART, and RF on 12 different synthetic datasets, in terms of mean squared error. Standard errors from 30 independent replications are also reported (in the parenthesis). The optimal values are highlighted in bold.

Name GBART BART RF

slump_test1 5.34 (0.42) 6.04 (0.45) 14.97 (0.9) slump_test2 49.48 (1.28) 53.44 (1.33) 51.29 (3.42) slump_test3 162.86 (2.33) 179.39 (2.45) 178.95 (9.32)

Table 3. Performance comparison between the proposed GBART, BART, and RF on three different slump tests, in terms of mean squared error. Standard errors approximated from 30 re-samplings are also reported (in the parenthesis). The optimal values are highlighted in bold.

method performs significantly better than other approaches. These results support our idea that by exploiting nonlinear interactions, our proposed method can be more statistically efficiently in modeling nonlinear interactions.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We proposed a new Bayesian additive tree method based on variable grouping to enhance the predictive performance in supervised learning. Our method was motivated by ensemble tree methods which typically ignore variable grouping structures inherent to the unknown regression function. Experimental results show a much better performance compared with classical methods when such variable grouping exist.

An interesting future work is to apply the method to time series modeling. Another future work is to extend the method from regression to classification tasks.

6. REFERENCES

[1] Leo Breiman, “Bagging predictors,” Mach. Learn, vol.

24, no. 2, pp. 123–140, Aug 1996.

[2] Jerome H. Friedman, “Greedy function approximation:

A gradient boosting machine,” Ann. Statist., vol. 29, no. 5, pp. 1189–1232, 2001.

[3] Leo Breiman, “Random forests,” Mach. Learn, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 5–32, Oct 2001.

[4] Jerome H. Friedman, “Multivariate adaptive regression splines,” Ann. Statist., vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 1–67, 03 1991.

[5] Hugh A. Chipman, Edward I. George, and Robert E.

McCulloch, “Bart: Bayesian additive regression trees,” Ann. Appl. Stat., vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 266–298, 03 2010.

[6] Yuhong Yang, “Minimax nonparametric classification. i.

rates of convergence. ii. model selection for adaptation.,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 45, no. 7, pp. 2271–2284, 1999.

[7] Gerard Biau, “Analysis of a random forests model,” J. Mach. Learn. Res, vol. 13, no. Apr, pp. 1063–1095, 2012.

[8] Charles J Stone, “Additive regression and other nonparametric models,” Ann. Stat., pp. 689–705, 1985.

[9] Grace Wahba, Spline models for observational data, vol. 59, Siam, 1990.

[10] Jie Ding, Vahid Tarokh, and Yuhong Yang, “Model selection techniques: An overview,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 35, no. 6, pp. 16–34, 2018.

[11] Pradeep Ravikumar, John Lafferty, Han Liu, and Larry Wasserman, “Sparse additive models,” J. Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B, vol. 71, no. 5, pp. 1009–1030, 2009.

[12] Jian Huang, Joel L Horowitz, and Fengrong Wei, “Variable selection in nonparametric additive models,” Ann. Stat., vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 2282, 2010.

[13] Behtash Babadi, Nicholas Kalouptsidis, and Vahid Tarokh, “Sparls: The sparse rls algorithm,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 58, no. 8, pp. 4013–4025, 2010.

[14] Gerasimos Mileounis, Behtash Babadi, Nicholas Kalouptsidis, and Vahid Tarokh, “An adaptive greedy algorithm with application to nonlinear communications,”

IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 2998– 3007, 2010.

[15] Juan Andrés Bazerque, Gonzalo Mateos, and Georgios B Giannakis, “Group-lasso on splines for spectrum cartography,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 59, no. 10, pp. 4648–4663, 2011.

[16] Qiuyi Han, Jie Ding, Edoardo M Airoldi, and Vahid Tarokh, “Slants: Sequential adaptive nonlinear modeling of time series,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 65, no. 19, pp. 4994–5005, 2017.

[17] Chenglong Ye and Yuhong Yang, “High-dimensional adaptive minimax sparse estimation with interactions,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, 2019.

[18] Antonio R Linero and Yun Yang, “Bayesian regression tree ensembles that adapt to smoothness and sparsity,” J. Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B, vol. 80, no. 5, pp. 1087–1110, 2018.

[19] James N Morgan and John A Sonquist, “Problems in the analysis of survey data, and a proposal,” J. Amer. Statist. Assoc., vol. 58, no. 302, pp. 415–434, 1963.

[20] Wei-Yin Loh, “Fifty Years of Classification and Regression Trees,” Int. Stat. Rev., vol. 82, no. 3, pp. 329–348, December 2014.

[21] Ming Yuan and Yi Lin, “Model selection and estimation in regression with grouped variables,” J. Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B, vol. 68, no. 1, pp. 49–67, 2006.

[22] F. Pedregosa, G. Varoquaux, A. Gramfort, V. Michel, B. Thirion, O. Grisel, M. Blondel, P. Prettenhofer, R. Weiss, V. Dubourg, J. Vanderplas, A. Passos, D. Cournapeau, M. Brucher, M. Perrot, and E. Duchesnay, “Scikit-learn: Machine learning in Python,” J. Mach. Learn. Res, vol. 12, pp. 2825–2830, 2011.

[23] Jerome H. Friedman, “Multivariate adaptive regression splines,” Ann. Statist., vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 1–67, 03 1991.

[24] Ivy Yeh, “Modeling slump flow of concrete using second-order regressions and artificial neural networks,” Cement and Concrete Composites, vol. 29, pp. 474–480, 07 2007.