arXiv:2308.12785v1 [cs.LG] 24 Aug 2023

SINGLE-SHOT BAYESIAN APPROXIMATION FOR NEURAL

NETWORKS

Kai Brach Elektrobit Automotive GmbH Germany kai.brach@elektrobit.com

Beate Sick IDP, Zurich University of Applied Sciences EBPI, University of Zurich Switzerland sick@zhaw.ch

Oliver Dürr IOS, Konstanz University of Applied Sciences Germany oliver.duerr@htwg-konstanz.de

ABSTRACT

Deep neural networks (NNs) are known for their high-prediction performances. However, NNs are prone to yield unreliable predictions when encountering completely new situations without indicating their uncertainty. Bayesian variants of NNs (BNNs), such as Monte Carlo (MC) dropout BNNs, do provide uncertainty measures and simultaneously increase the prediction performance. The only disadvantage of BNNs is their higher computation time during test time because they rely on a sampling approach. Here we present a single-shot MC dropout approximation that preserves the advantages of BNNs while being as fast as NNs. Our approach is based on moment propagation (MP) and allows to analytically approximate the expected value and the variance of the MC dropout signal for commonly used layers in NNs, i.e. convolution, max pooling, dense, softmax, and dropout layers. The MP approach can convert an NN into a BNN without re-training given the NN has been trained with standard dropout. We evaluate our approach on different benchmark datasets and a simulated toy example in a classification and regression setting. We demonstrate that our singleshot MC dropout approximation resembles the point estimate and the uncertainty estimate of the predictive distribution that is achieved with an MC approach, while being fast enough for real-time deployments of BNNs. We show that using part of the saved time to combine our MP approach with deep ensemble techniques does further improve the uncertainty measures.

Keywords Deep neural networks, Bayesian neural networks, moment propagation, error propagation, MC dropout approximation, uncertainty

1 Introduction

Deep neural networks (NNs) have arisen as the dominant technique in many fields of computer vision in the last decade for the analysis of perceptual data.

NNs are also proposed for safety-critical applications such as autonomous driving [1, 2] or medical applications [3]. However, classical NNs have deficits in capturing the model uncertainty [4, 5]. But for safety-critical applications, it is mandatory to provide an uncertainty measure that can be used to identify unreliable predictions [6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. These can be situations that are completely different from all that occurred during training. In many application areas such as robotics or autonomous driving [1, 11], where machines interact with humans, it is furthermore important to identify those situations in real time where a model prediction is unreliable and a human intervention is necessary.

Bayesian NNs (BNNs) [12] are an established method to compute an uncertainty measure for individual model predictions that take the model uncertainty into account, in addition to the uncertainty inherent in the data. However, state-of-the-art BNNs require sampling during deployment. This leads to enlarged computation times compared to classical NNs limiting their usage for real-time applications. This work overcomes this drawback by providing a method that allows to approximate the expected value and variance of a BNN’s predictive distribution in a single run. It has therefore a comparable computation time as a classical NN. We focus here on a sampling free approximation for a special variant of BNNs which is known as MC dropout [5].

Ensembling-based models take an alternative approach to estimate uncertainties and have been successfully applied to NNs [13, 14]. Recently it has been shown that ensembles of BNNs can further improve the quality of the uncertainty measure of both approaches [15].

2 Related work

2.1 Quantization of uncertainty

For the discussion of uncertainty, it is beneficial to treat deep learning (DL) models in a probabilistic framework where distributions are used to capture uncertainties. It’s common to distinguish between aleatoric uncertainty capturing the data inherent variability and epistemic uncertainty capturing the uncertainty of the model parameter.

Aleatoric uncertainty can be modeled by controlling the parameters of a predictive distribution p(y|x) of the outcome y given x via the output nodes of a NN, e.g. for a Gaussian predictive distribution p(y|x) = N(y; μ, σ) μ and σ need to be controlled by an NN. For more complex predictive distributions for which the distribution family cannot be specified, a parametric transformation model can be used [16]. In computer vision, the input x is often an image and outcome y may be a scalar (regression), a categorical variable (classification), or might have as many categorical variables as there are pixels (semantic segmentation). These models are trained on the training data D = (x_i, y_i)^N_{i=1} minimizing the negative log-likelihood

NLL = − 1 N N∑ i=1 log (p(y_i|x_i)) , (1)

To evaluate probabilistic models, the NLL on the test data is used. It can be shown that the NLL is a strictly proper scoring rule [17], meaning it gets only minimal if, and only if, the predictive distribution corresponds to the data generation distribution. The model with the smallest test NLL yields the most appropriate predictive distribution.

For regression type problems a common choice for the family of the predictive distribution is the normal distribution N(μ(x), σ(x)^2 ), where the variance σ(x)^2 quantifies the uncertainty at a particular value of x. Several choices exist to model the variance σ^2(x). In [5] the variance is treated as the reciprocal of a hyperparameter τ, σ^2 = τ^{−1}, and the value τ is chosen by cross-validation. Alternatively, the NN can be used to learn the variance from the data, if necessary in dependence on the input x [4]. Note that a non-probabilistic regression model that is trained with the mean-square-error (MSE) loss corresponds to a model with a Gaussian predictive distribution and a constant variance.

For classification, a common choice for the predictive distribution is a categorical distribution p(y|x) = Cat(y; π(x)) where the number of classes defines the length of the parameter vector π(x) with π_i(x) being the predicted probability of class i. Again, the parameters of the predictive distribution are controlled by an NN that computes π(x) by turning the NN output logits of the last layer into probabilities using the softmax function.

Another, less common approach, is to use a Dirichlet distribution instead of the categorical [18]. Alternatively, an NN can be used to control the parameter of a transformation model to estimate the predictive distributions of an disordered or ordered categorical outcome [19].

From the predictive distribution an uncertainty measure can be constructed. For regression type problems the spread of the distribution, quantified by the variance σ^2(x), can be used. For classification tasks it is less obvious which measure captures the spread of the probabilities across the classes best. A common measure is the entropy: H(x) = − K∑ i π_i(x) · ln(π_i(x)), (2)

The entropy takes its minimal value zero, if the whole probability mass of one is assigned to only a single class indicating that there is no uncertainty about the outcome. Another common choice for the uncertainty of a prediction is 1 − max(π_i) [20].

So far, the spread of the predictive distribution reflects the fact that the input x does not completely define the value of the outcome y. This corresponds to the uncertainty inherent in the data (aleatoric uncertainty). Note that the aleatoric uncertainty cannot be reduced when adding more training data. However, it is obvious that a lack of training data hinders a precise estimation of the model parameters, leading to a high uncertainty. This kind of model uncertainty is called epistemic uncertainty. This gets especially important when leaving the range of the training data in case of regression, or when presenting an instance of a novel class in case of classification.

Recent work shows that ensembles of NNs can be used to capture epistemic uncertainty. In this approach an ensemble of NNs with identical architecture are trained on the same data but with different random initialization of the weights [13, 15]. During test time the differently initialized NNs of the ensemble yield for the same input different outputs, from which the moments of the predictive distribution can be estimated.

A well-established approach to model the epistemic uncertainty of a model is Bayesian modeling. In BNNs the fixed weights are replaced by distributions p(w|D). The more training data are available, the narrower these posteriors get indicating a low model uncertainty. The uncertainty of the weights translates in the uncertainty of the predictive distribution. The predictive distribution in a BNN is given by marginalizing over different weight configurations via: p(y|x) = ∫ p(y|x, w)p(w|D) dw (3) An analytical solution for (3) can not be determined for a BNN with millions of weights. For small networks it is possible to do a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulation [21]. In the MCMC T samples of w_t ∼ p(w|D) from the posterior are drawn. Using these samples, the integration in (3) can be approximated by summation:

p(y|x) ≈ 1 T T∑ t=1 p(y|x, w_t) (4) For common-sized networks MCMC is way too slow and approximations of the posterior need to be used. One way to approximate the posterior is the variational inference approach, where a simple parametric distribution q_ϕ(w), called variational distribution, is used to approximate the true posterior. The variational parameter ϕ of the variational distribution q_ϕ(w) is tuned to minimize the Kullback–Leibler divergence between the true posterior and q_ϕ(w). A common approach is the mean-field variational approximation, in which the weight distributions are modeled independently, often using simple independent Gaussians for q_ϕ(w) [22, 23]. While complex multivariate distributions are possible in principle [24], recent work [25] suggests that for deep neural networks the mean-field assumption gives a sufficient approximation to the predictive distribution in equation 3. The mean-field variational approximation can be further approximated, which is commonly done by MC dropout.

2.2 MC dropout

In case of MC dropout BNNs, each weight distribution is a Bernoulli distribution: the weight takes with the dropout probability p^∗ the value zero and with probability 1 − p^∗ the value w. All weights starting from the same neuron are set to zero simultaneously. The dropout probability p^∗ is usually treated as a fixed hyperparameter and the weightvalue w is the variational parameter that is tuned during training. In contrast to standard dropout [26], the weights in MC dropout are not frozen and rescaled after training, but the dropout procedure is also done during test time. It can be shown that MC dropout can be interpreted as a variational inference approach [5]. MC dropout BNNs were successfully used in many applications, have proven to yield improved prediction performance, and allow to define uncertainty measures to identify individual unreliable predictions [27, 28, 29, 30]. To employ a trained BNN in practice one performs T runs of predictions p(y|x, w_t) with different weight configurations w_t ∼ q_ϕ during test time. As in the MCMC case, we can make use of equation 4 to calculate p(y|x). In this way, the outcome distribution incorporates the epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty.

The only drawback of an MC dropout BNN compared to its classical NN variant is the increased computing time due to the sampling procedure. The sampling procedure leads to a computing time that is prohibitive for many real-time applications like such as autonomous driving. To overcome this limitation, a single shot method, which does not require sampling, is desirable.

2.3 Moment propagation

In this work, we are aiming to approximate MC dropout BNN without sacrificing their benefits over NN, i.e. improved prediction performance and quantification of the epistemic uncertainty without the need to do time-costly sampling. To do so we do not treat the activation of the neural network as a distribution. This is similar to natural parameter networks [31], which are based on exponential distributions and so requires that the network components approximately keep the distributions in the exponential family. This disallows the use of important but highly non-linear network components such as softmax needed for classification or dropout needed for quantification of uncertainty.

In contrast, our method mainly relies on statistical moment propagation (MP). More specifically, we propagate the expectation E and the variance V of the signal distribution, through the different layers of an NN. This approach is known in statistics as the delta method [32]. In MP, we approximate the layer-wise transformations of the variance and the expected value of our signal. A similar approach has also been used for NNs before [18, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37].

However, quantifying the epistemic uncertainty [18] and [36] did not include the MC dropout activity in their framework, but did time-consuming MC dropout runs. Due to our best knowledge, so far only [38] and [37] have modeled the MC dropout within the MP framework thus allowing to evaluate the epistemic uncertainty in a single-shot approximation without the need to do several MC dropout runs. While [38] included the MC dropout in a sampling-free manner to estimate the ”injected” noise, they did not consider mean value but just propagated the variance. However, treating the mean value as part of the MP increases the predictive performance. Further, we here treat a more complete set of activations in contrast to our preliminary previous work [37] for regression-like problems, by including convolutions, max pooling, and softmax which are important for classification problems.

3 Methods

The goal of our MP method is to approximate the expected value E and the variance V of the predicted output that is obtained by the above described MC dropout method. When propagating the signal of an observation through an MC dropout network, we get each layer with p nodes, an activation signal with an expected value E (of dimension p) and a variance given by a variance-covariance matrix V (of dimension p × p). In the dropout layer, uncertainty is introduced yielding to a non-zero variance in intermediate layers and the output, despite the fact that the input signal variance is assumed to be zero. We neglect the effect of correlations between different activations, which are small anyway in deeper layers due to the decorrelation effect of the dropout. Hence, we only consider diagonal terms in the correlation matrix. In the following, we describe the essential layer types in fully connected and convolutional networks and how the expected value E and its variance V is propagated. As layer types we consider dropout, convolution, dense, max pooling, softmax, and ReLU activation layers. Figure 1 provides an overview of the layer-wise abstraction.

Figure 1: Overview of the proposed method. The expectation E and variance V flow through different layers of the network in a single forward pass. Shown is an example configuration in which dropout (DO) is followed by a convolution (CONV), an ReLU activation and a max pooling layer (POOL). The network output is specified by a softmax activation (SM) which follows a dense layer (FC) with linear activation. More complex networks can be built by different arrangements of the individual blocks.

3.1 Dropout layer

We start our discussion with the effect of MC dropout. Let E_i be the expectation at the ith node of the input layer and V_i the variance at the ith node. In a dropout layer the random value of a node i is multiplied independently with a Bernoulli variable Y ∼ Bern(p^∗) that is either zero or one. The expectation E^D_i of the ith node after dropout is then given by:

E^D_i = E_i(1 − p^∗) (5)

For computing the variance V^D_i of the ith node after dropout, we use the fact that the variance V (X · Y ) of the product of two independent random variables X and Y , is given by [39]:

V (X · Y ) = V (X)V (Y ) + V (X)E^2(Y ) + E^2(X)V (Y ) (6)

With V (Y ) = p^∗(1 − p^∗), we get:

V^D_i = V_i · p^∗(1 − p^∗) + V_i(1 − p^∗)^2 + E^2_i · p^∗(1 − p^∗) (7)

Dropout is the only layer in our approach where uncertainty is created, even if the input has V_i = 0 and the output of the dropout layer has for p^∗ ≠ 0 a variance V^D_i > 0.

3.2 Dense and convolutional layer

For the dense layer with p input and q output nodes, we compute the value of the ith output node as ∑_p j w_{ji}x_j + b_i, where x_j , j = 1 . . . p are the values of the input nodes. Using the linearity of the expectation, we get the expectation E^F_i of the ith output node from the expectations, E^F_j , j = 1 . . . p, of the input nodes:

E^F_i = p∑ j=1 w_{ji}E_j + b_i (8)

To calculate the change of the variance, we use the fact that the variance under a linear transformation behaves like V (w_{ji} · x_j + b) = w^2_{ji}V (x_j ). Further, we assume independence of the j different summands, yielding:

V^F_i = p∑ j=1 w^2_{ji}V_j (9)

For convolutional layers, which are also just another form of affine linear layers, the results above stay true. The sum in equation (8) is now over all neighboring pixels j of i. For the expectation E^C , the usual convolutional formula stays valid and is now taken with respect to the expectation of the activations E(x_j ). In the technical implementation, the highly optimized convolution of the underlying deep learning framework can be used, one just has to provide the expectations E instead of the activations. For the variance V^C_i the weights of the kernel have to be squared and a version without bias has to be used.

3.3 ReLU activation layer

To calculate the expectation E^R_i and variance V^R_i of the ith node after an ReLU, as a function of the E_i and V_i of the layer before the ReLU, we need to make a distributional assumption. We assume that the input is standard Gaussian distributed, with ϕ(x) = N(x; 0, 1) the PDF, and Φ(x) the corresponding CDF, we get the following output for the expectation and variance. Derivation is given by [33]:

E^R_i = E_i · Φ ( E_i √ V_i ) + √ V_i · ϕ ( E_i √ V_i ) (10)

V^R_i = (E^2_i + V_i)Φ ( E_i √ V_i ) + E_i √ V_i · ϕ ( E_i √ V_i ) − E^R_i^2 (11)

3.4 Max pooling layer

The most commonly used pooling operation in convolutional neural networks (CNN) is max pooling. It has found to be superior for capturing invariances in image-like data, compared to other sub-sampling operations [40, 41]. Max pooling takes the maximum values out of each pooling-region, specified by a K = (N × N) kernel matrix and creates a new matrix containing the maximum values.

For MP, we again have to make distributional assumptions. Specifically, we assume that the values within each pooling-region follow independent Gaussians with x_k ∼ N(E_k, V_k), where k = 1, . . . , K.

Extracting the maximum values of the K-independent Gaussians cannot be applied directly using the conventional max pooling approach. To our best knowledge, there exists no closed-form expression to calculate the maximum of more than two Gaussian variables directly. We therefore decompose the problem into repeated calculations of two Gaussians. The exact moments E and V of X = max(X_1, X_2) for two random variables X_i ∼ N(E_i, V_i), i ∈ 1, 2 are given by [42] as

E^P (X) = E_1Φ ( E_1 − E_2 θ ) + E_2Φ ( E_2 − E_1 θ )

+θϕ ( E_2 − E_1 θ ) (12)

V^P (X) = ( V_1 + E^2_1 ) Φ ( E_1 − E_2 θ )

+ ( V_2 + E^2_2 ) Φ ( E_2 − E_1 θ )

+ (E_1 + E_2) θϕ ( E_1 − E_2 θ ) (13)

where θ = √ V_1 + V_2 for uncorrelated random variables.

To calculate the maximum of an arbitrary number of K random variables X = max(X_1, X_2, X_3, . . . , X_k) for k = 1 . . . K, we apply the equations (12) and (13) K − 1 times. For example a K = (2 × 2) kernel matrix lead to a vector X = (X_1, . . . , X_4) of four independent Gaussians with X_k ∼ N(E_k, V_k) where k = 1, . . . , 4. To find the maximum of X, we need to calculate the maximum of two independent random variables recursively.

In [35] the random variables X_k have been sorted using a heuristic. However, in preliminary studies we did not find a consistent beneficial effect of the ordering and did refrain from reordering.

3.5 Softmax layer

For classification, the output of the NN are the probabilities π_i, for the respective classes k = 1, . . . K. Usually the probabilities are calculated via a softmax (sm) layer, from the output z_i (logits) of the final layer of a network as

π_i = sm(z_i) = exp(z_i) ∑_K k=1 exp(z_k)

(14)

Again, we assume that the input z_i follows independent Gaussians z_i ∼ N(E_i, V_i). An approximation, for the expectation of the softmax, is given in [43] with σ(z) being the sigmoid function:

E(sm(z_i)) ≈ 1 2 − K + ∑ k^′ ≠k 1 E(σ(z_i−z^′_k )) (15)

Since z_i and z^′_k are independent Gaussian z_k − z^′_k ∼ N(E(z_k) − E(z^′_k), V (Z_k) + V (z^′_k)). For the calculation of the equation (15), we thus need the expectation of a Gaussian "piped through" a sigmoid function. While [43] also gives an approximation for this, we found in Monte Carlo studies that the approximation given in equation (8.68) of Murphy’s book [44] yields better results. In this approximation the sigmoid function is approximated by the CDF Φ of the standard Gaussian, as: σ(x) ≈ ∫_x ∞ N( π 8 · x^′; 0, 1)dx^′ = Φ( π 8 x) (16)

This allows to write the expectation E[σ(x)] of a X ∼ N(E_i, V_i) (see [44]) as

E_{x∼N(Ei,Vi )}[σ(x)] = Φ ( E_i √ V_i + 8/π ) (17)

TensorFlow^1 implementations of all described layers are available on GitHub^2. Note that in order to use the MP approach to transfer a DNN into a BDNN no re-training has to be done, provided that the original network has been trained with standard dropout.

1https://www.tensorflow.org/ 2https://github.com/kaibrach/Moment-Propagation

4 Results

4.1 Toy dataset

We first apply our approach on a one dimensional regression toy dataset, with only one input feature and additional Gaussian noise of μ_{noise} = 0 and σ_{noise} = 0.1 on training data. We use a fully connected NN with three layers each with 256 nodes, ReLU activations, and dropout after the dense layers. We have a single node in the output layer which is interpreted as the expected value μ of the conditional outcome distribution p(y|x). We train the network for 2000 epochs using the MSE loss and apply dropout with p^∗ = 0.3. From the MC dropout BNN, we get at each x-position T = 30 MC samples μ_t(x) from which we can estimate the expectation E_μ by the mean and V_μ by the variance of μ_t(x). We use our MP approach on the same data to approximate the expected value E_μ and the variance V_μ of μ at each x position. In addition we use an NN in which dropout has only been used during training yielding a deterministic output μ(x). All three approaches yield within the range of the training data nearly identical results for the estimated μ(x) (see upper panel in figure 2). We attribute this to the fact that we have plenty of training data and so the epistemic uncertainty is neglectable. In the lower panel of figure 2 a comparison of the uncertainty of μ(x) is shown by displaying an interval given by the expected value of μ(x) plus/minus two times the standard deviation of μ(x). Here the width of the resulting intervals of a BNN via the MP approach and the MC dropout are comparable (the NN does not yield an estimation for the epistemic uncertainty). This demonstrates that our MP approach is equally useful as the MC approach to provide epistemic uncertainty estimations.

Figure 2: Comparison of the MP and MC dropout results. The NNs were fitted on training data in the range of -3 to 19 (vertical lines). In the upper panel the estimated expectations of the MC, the MP, and additionally the NN methods are compared. In the lower panel the predicted spread of μ(t) for the MC and MP method is shown.

4.2 UCI-datasets

To benchmark our method in regression tasks, we redo the analysis of [5] for the UCI regression benchmark dataset, using the same NN model structure as provided in the experiment. The NN model is a fully connected neural network including one hidden layer with ReLU activation in which the predictive distribution p(y|x) is estimated via: p(y|x) = 1 T ∑ t N(y; μ_t(x), τ^{−1}) (18)

Again μ_t(x) is the single output of the BNN for the tth out of T = 10 000 MC runs. To derive a predictive distribution, Gal assumes in each run a Gaussian distribution, centered at μ, and a precision τ, corresponding to the reciprocal of the variance. The parameter μ is received from the NN and τ is treated as a hyperparameter. For the MP model, the MC sampling in equation (18) is replaced by integration:

Table 1: Comparison of the average prediction performance in test RMSE (root-mean-square error), test NLL (negative log-likelihood) and test RT (runtime) including ± standard error on UCI regression benchmark datasets between MC and MP. N and Q correspond to the dataset size and the input dimension. For all test measures, smaller means better.

DATASET N Q T^{EST} RMSE T^{EST} NLL T^{EST} RT [^S] MC MP MC MP MC MP

BOSTON 506 13 3.14 ±0.20 3.10 ±0.20 2.57 ±0.07 2.56 ±0.08 2.51 ±0.03 0.04 ±0.00 CONCRETE 1,030 8 5.46 ±0.12 5.40 ±0.12 3.12 ±0.02 3.13 ±0.03 3.37 ±0.04 0.04 ±0.00 ENERGY 768 8 1.65 ±0.05 1.61 ±0.05 1.95 ±0.04 2.01 ±0.04 2.84 ±0.03 0.04 ±0.00 KIN8NM 8,192 8 0.08 ±0.00 0.08 ±0.00 -1.10 ±0.01 -1.11 ±0.01 7.37 ±0.06 0.04 ±0.00 NAVAL 11,934 16 0.00 ±0.00 0.00 ±0.00 -4.36 ±0.01 -3.60 ±0.01 9.69 ±0.11 0.04 ±0.00 POWER 9,568 4 4.05 ±0.04 4.04 ±0.04 2.82 ±0.01 2.84 ±0.01 6.85 ±0.07 0.04 ±0.00 PROTEIN 45,730 9 4.42 ±0.03 4.41 ±0.02 2.90 ±0.00 2.91 ±0.00 31.38 ±0.09 0.05 ±0.00 WINE 1,599 11 0.63 ±0.01 0.63 ±0.01 0.95 ±0.01 0.95 ±0.01 4.78 ±0.01 0.04 ±0.00 YACHT 308 6 2.93 ±0.22 2.91 ±0.26 2.35 ±0.07 2.11 ±0.07 2.01 ±0.01 0.04 ±0.00

p(y|x) = ∫ N(y; μ^′, τ^{−1})N(μ^′; E^{MP}, V^{MP}) dμ^′

= N(y; E^{MP}, V^{MP} + τ^{−1}) (19)

For comparison of our MP method against MC dropout we follow the same protocol as [5]^3. Accordingly, we train the network for 10× the epochs provided in the individual dataset configuration. As described in [5], an excessive grid search over the dropout rate p^∗ = 0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, and different values of the precision τ is done. The hyperparameters minimizing the validation NLL are chosen and applied on the test set.

We report in table 1 the test performance (RMSE and NLL) achieved via MC BNN using the optimal hyperparameters for the different UCI datasets. We also report the test RMSE and the NLL achieved with our MP method. Allover, the MC and MP approaches produces very similar results (the NAVAL dataset is a special case, because the outcome depends in a deterministic manner on the input, and also the epistemic uncertainty is close to zero). But we want to stress that our MP approach is much faster, as shown in the last column in the table 1, because it has only to perform one forward pass instead of T = 10 000 forward passes.

4.3 Classification

We also want to benchmark our MP method on a classification task. For this we use a conventional CNN as illustrated in figure 1 on CIFAR-10 data^4. We set up a CNN with three convolutional layers with filter sizes of 16, 32, and 64, and 3x3 kernel. ReLU activations followed by a max pooling operation are applied after each convolution. Dropout with p^∗ = 0.3 is applied to each max-pooling layer as well as to the two additional dense layers with 128 neurons each. In the last layer of the CNN a softmax function is used to transform the logits z_i into a vector of probabilities (π_1, . . . , π_K ) for the categorical predictive distribution with K classes.

To investigate if the MP approach approximates the MC dropout uncertainty we performed an out-of-distribution (OOD) experiment. This experiment is set up by training the CNN only on five out of ten classes of the CIFAR-10 dataset, which we call in-distribution (IND) classes (airplane, cat, deer, dog, ship); the remaining classes are OOD classes (automobile, bird, frog, horse, truck). This allows us to evaluate the quality of the uncertainty measures for aleatoric (for the IND setting) and combined aleatoric and epistemic (for the OOD setting) uncertainty. We used a train/validation split of 80/20 and as loss function the NLL of the categorical distribution p(y|x) = Cat(π).

We apply an automatic reduction of the learning rate after five epochs by a factor of 15% if the monitored validation NLL does not improve. Further, we use early stopping mechanism if no decrease in the validation NLL for a consecutive number of ten epochs is observed. We use the same trained network during test time in three settings, as a non-Bayesian NN with fixed weights (NN), an MC dropout version with T = 50 samples (MC), and our approximation (MP).

3https://github.com/yaringal/DropoutUncertaintyExps 4https://www.cs.toronto.edu/~kriz/cifar.html

As a first test of our MP method, we compare how well our approach approximates the MC method with respect to the predictive distribution p(y|x) = Cat(π(x)). A direct comparison of the output of the network, the five estimated parameters π_i, requires a multivariate treatment. Since the π_is are probabilities the restriction ∑ i π_i = 1 applies. A sound discussion would need to take this into account and compare the probabilities in the framework of compositional data which is beyond the scope of this study. To still provide an impression of the similarity of the probabilities received with the three methods (NN, MC, MP), we compare the marginal probabilities of the first class (the IND class airplane) for all predictions in the test set (see figure 3).

In the upper panel of figure 3 we look only at samples from the test set that correspond to a class that is in the training set, and we can see from the color code that for airplane samples all models predict usually high airplane probabilities whereas for non-airplane samples all models predict usually rather low airplane probabilities. For the 5000 OOD images (lower panel in figure 3), by definition, none of the possible classes are correct, leading to a larger spread of the probability values, but still the wrongly assigned airplane probabilities are quite reproducible across all three models. Comparing the left versus the right panel of figure 3 shows that the results from the MP and MC models are much

Figure 3: Density plots for comparison of the marginal probability values that were predicted for the IND class airplane in the OOD experiment, where the true class is indicated by the color code. The upper row (A, B) shows the results for 5000 IND images. The lower row (C, D) shows results for 5000 OOD images. Shown is the the MC dropout approach against our approximation (MP) (panels A and C) and against a NN (panels B and D).

closer to each other than the results from the NN and MC model, indicating again that our MP approach is a good approximation for the MC model.

For a global comparison of the predictive distribution taking all classes into account, we use the entropy from equation (2) quantifying the uncertainty of the predictive distribution in one number. For both test samples (IND and OOD), the entropy values from the MP method nicely approximate the entropy values from the MC dropout method (see left panel of figure 4). Most data lies on a diagonal, and the Pearson correlation coefficient between MP and MC is 0.981 with a 95% CI [0.980, 0.982] for the IND images, and 0.970 [0.968 0.971] for the out-train-classes images. Figure 4 shows also that the non-Bayesian network (NN) has a significant weaker correlation with the MC approach, the correlation here is 0.931 [0.927 0.934] for the in training examples and 0.893 [0.887 0.899] for the novel examples.

Figure 4 also shows that the predictive distribution of IND classes typically has a low entropy (indicating a low uncertainty of the predictions), and OOD classes often have larger entropy values (indicating a high uncertainty).

Altogether, our MP model yields a good approximation for the MC dropout model. MC dropout models are usually used for two reasons, first to quantify the uncertainty and secondly to enhance the predictive performance. We now check if our MP method approximates the MC dropout results with respect to both aspects.

To access the predictive performance, we use all ten classes of the CIFAR-10 dataset for training and testing. The achieved predictive performance in terms of accuracy is 0.7168 with a 95% Wilson CI [0.7079, 0.7255] in case of NNs, 0.7467 [0.7381 0.7551] in case of MC, and 0.7459 [0.7372 0.7543] in case of MP. In terms of the NLL, where a smaller value indicates a better performance, we see a similar picture and achieve 0.82 ± 0.02 (NN), 0.77 ± 0.02 (MC),

Figure 4: Density plots for comparison of entropy values of the predicted categorical CPDs in the OOD experiment. On the one hand the MC model is compared to the MP model (panels A and C) and on the other hand to the NN model (panels B and D). In the upper panel the comparison is done on 5000 IND images, and in the lower panel the comparison is done on 5000 OOD images .

and 0.75 ± 0.02 (MP)^5. For both measures the MP and MC significantly outperform the simple neural network, while no significant performance difference has been observed between the MC method and the fast MP approximation.

To study if the quality of the uncertainty measures resulting from MC and MP are equally reliable, we want to check if the uncertainty measures from both methods perform equally good in identifying novel classes. For this purpose we switch back to the OOD experiment in which five classes were left out for training. We use the entropy as uncertaintyscore to decide if an example is from a novel class [20, 28].

In the following, we present a ROC analysis for the ability to detect the OOD classes examples. We use the entropy to distinguish between in-distribution (IND) from OOD examples. In figure 5 the histograms for (NN) upper panel, (MC) middle panel, and (MP) lower panel are shown. As expected the IND examples generally have a lower entropy. This effect is especially pronounced for the MP and MC case.

The entropy, thus, can be seen as a continuous score to distinguish IND from OOD examples. With such a score, we can cast the OOD detection as a binary classification and do a ROC analysis. The ROC curve corresponding to the histograms in 5 is shown in figure 6 with dashed lines. In addition the results for an ensemble of five trained models (ens=5) are shown, where each model was trained with different random initialization, and the predicted probabilities of the five models have been averaged. In [45], the area under the receiver operation curve (AUC) is suggested as an measure for the ability of an OOD detection method, as reported in the legend.

Finally, we investigate how many MC samples are required to achieve AUC values similar to the AUC values from the sampling-free MP approximation (see figure 7) indicating that our MP model can discriminate equally well between IND and OOD samples as the MC model with a certain number of sampling steps.

To get a feeling for the reproducibility, we repeated the experiment 20 times. Figure 7 shows that, with an increasing number of MC forward passes, the AUC of the MC method gradually improves and outperforms an NN. After ≈ 20 MC forward passes the AUC of the MC method is comparable to the AUC that we achieve with our MP method. At about T = 30 the MC method slightly surpasses the performance of the MP approximation.

Finally, we compare the performance of our approximation to the MC method with a filter experiment relevant in practice. We, therefore, sort the 10 000 test examples according to their entropy value and then quantify for each threshold of the entropy the accuracy of the subset of test examples with entropy values below this threshold. In case of a useful uncertainty measure (low entropy values indicate reliable predictions), we expect better accuracies for smaller subsets corresponding to test examples with lower entropy values. With our MP method (see dotted lines in figure 8) we achieve a performance very similar to the MC approach, and both approaches are clearly superior to the

5The 95% CI have been calculated using ±1.96 times the standard error

Figure 5: Entropy as OOD score. Shown are the histograms of the entropy separated between IND and OOD for NN, MC, MP from top to bottom.

Figure 6: ROC curves for an OOD classification based on the entropy for CIFAR10 with five OOD classes. The different ROC curves correspond to the entropy values from NN, MC and MP for a single network (ens=1) and an network ensemble of five networks (ens=5)

simple NN. Also shown in the figure are the results for an ensemble of five members (ens=5). The beneficial effect of ensembling for MC and MP becomes evident but is interestingly less pronounced in case of the NN.

5 Discussion

With our MP approach we have introduced an approximation to MC dropout that requires no sampling but instead propagates the expectation and the variance of the signal through the network. This results in a time saving by a factor that approximately corresponds to the number of MC runs. Further, the proposed approach can be applied to a traditional NN without re-training if the NN has been trained with standard dropout beforehand.

Figure 7: Dependence of AUC on the number of MC samples. Shown are the AUC values corresponding to the OOD classification experiment achieved with different models: a non-Bayesian NN (black horizontal line), our MP approach (red horizontal line), and an MC approach (blue). The MC approach was performed with different numbers of MC Samples T . Dotted MC results belong to 20 iterations, solid line indicates the average values.

Figure 8: Filter experiment results where the entropy is used to filter out uncertain predictions. From left to right descending cutoffs of the entropy are used leading to an increasing number of samples that pass the less stringent uncertainty cutoff and a decreasing accuracy. The legend indicates the model type used: NN, MC, and MP for a single network (ens=1) and an ensemble of five networks (ens=5)

For the regression settings, we have shown that our MP approach approximates precisely the expectation and variance of the predictive distribution achieved by MC dropout. Also the achieved prediction performance in terms of RMSE and NLL do not show significant differences when using MC dropout or our MP approach.

For the classification setting, we compared our approximation with the MC method. Specifically, we found no major difference between MC and MP in terms of the probabilities for the different classes and the derived entropy in both the IND and the OOD class setting. This suggests that the MP approximation can be used in all settings that require a precise quantification of uncertainty. To verify this assumption, we demonstrated that the beneficial effect of MC dropout remains preserved in the MP approach. This showed the ability of MC and MP models to improve the accuracy in the IND setting, to detect OOD examples, and to allow for filtering out wrongly classified images. We also demonstrated that the MP approach can be used in conjunction with ensembling.

Hence, our presented MP approach opens the door to include uncertainty information in real-time applications or to use the saved computing time for deep ensembling approaches leading to an additional boost in performance.

6 Acknowledgements

We are very grateful to Elektrobit Automotive GmbH for supporting this research work. Further, part of the work has been founded by the Federal Ministry of Education and Research of Germany (BMBF) in the project DeepDoubt (grant no. 01IS19083A).

References

[1] Mariusz Bojarski, Davide Testa, Daniel Dworakowski, Bernhard Firner, Beat Flepp, Prasoon Goyal, Larry Jackel, Mathew Monfort, Urs Muller, Jiakai Zhang, Xin Zhang, Jake Zhao, and Karol Zieba. End to end learning for self-driving cars. 04 2016. 1

[2] Sorin Grigorescu, Bogdan Trasnea, Tiberiu Cocias, and Gigel Macesanu. A Survey of Deep Learning Techniques for Autonomous Driving. Journal of Field Robotics, 37(3):362–386, oct 2019. 1

[3] Jose Dolz, Karthik Gopinath, Jing Yuan, Herve Lombaert, Christian Desrosiers, and Ismail Ben Ayed.

Hyperdense-net: a hyper-densely connected cnn for multi-modal image segmentation. IEEE transactions on medical imaging, 38(5):1116–1126, 2018. 1

[4] Alex Kendall and Yarin Gal. What uncertainties do we need in bayesian deep learning for computer vision?

Advances in neural information processing systems, 30, 2017. 1, 2

[5] Yarin Gal and Zoubin Ghahramani. Dropout as a Bayesian approximation: Representing model uncertainty in deep learning. In 33rd International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2016, volume 3, pages 1651–1660. International Machine Learning Society (IMLS), 2016. 1, 2, 3, 7, 8

[6] Rhiannon Michelmore, Marta Kwiatkowska, and Yarin Gal. Evaluating uncertainty quantification in end-to-end autonomous driving control. arXiv preprint arXiv:1811.06817, 2018. 1

[7] Di Feng, Lars Rosenbaum, and Klaus Dietmayer. Towards Safe Autonomous Driving: Capture Uncertainty in the Deep Neural Network for Lidar 3D Vehicle Detection. IEEE Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems, Proceedings, ITSC, 2018-Novem:3266–3273, 2018. 1

[8] Ali Harakeh, Michael Smart, and Steven L Waslander. Bayesod: A bayesian approach for uncertainty estimation in deep object detectors. In 2020 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), pages 87–93. IEEE, 2020. 1

[9] Dimity Miller, Lachlan Nicholson, Feras Dayoub, and Niko Sunderhauf. Dropout Sampling for Robust Object Detection in Open-Set Conditions. In Proceedings - IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation, 2018. 1

[10] Rowan McAllister, Yarin Gal, Alex Kendall, Mark Van Der Wilk, Amar Shah, Roberto Cipolla, and Adrian Weller. Concrete problems for autonomous vehicle safety: Advantages of Bayesian deep learning. In IJCAI International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2017. 1

[11] Niko Sünderhauf, Oliver Brock, Walter Scheirer, Raia Hadsell, Dieter Fox, Jürgen Leitner, Ben Upcroft, Pieter Abbeel, Wolfram Burgard, Michael Milford, and Peter Corke. The limits and potentials of deep learning for robotics. International Journal of Robotics Research, 2018. 1

[12] David J. C. MacKay. A Practical Bayesian Framework for Backpropagation Networks. Neural Computation, 4(3):448–472, may 1992. 1

[13] Balaji Lakshminarayanan, Alexander Pritzel, and Charles Blundell. Simple and scalable predictive uncertainty estimation using deep ensembles. In Advances in neural information processing systems, pages 6402–6413, 2017. 2, 3

[14] Tim Pearce, Felix Leibfried, and Alexandra Brintrup. Uncertainty in neural networks: Approximately bayesian ensembling. In International conference on artificial intelligence and statistics, pages 234–244. PMLR, 2020. 2

[15] Andrew Gordon Wilson and Pavel Izmailov. Bayesian Deep Learning and a Probabilistic Perspective of Generalization. arXiv, feb 2020. 2, 3

[16] Beate Sick, Torsten Hothorn, and Oliver Dürr. Deep transformation models: Tackling complex regression problems with neural network based transformation models. Proceedings of the 25th International Conference on Pattern Recognition, 2021. 2

[17] Tilmann Gneiting and Adrian E. Raftery. Strictly proper scoring rules, prediction, and estimation. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 102(477):359–378, mar 2007. 2

[18] Jochen Gast and Stefan Roth. Lightweight probabilistic deep networks. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 3369–3378, 2018. 2, 4

[19] Lucas Kook, Lisa Herzog, Torsten Hothorn, Oliver Dürr, and Beate Sick. Ordinal neural network transformation models: deep and interpretable regression models for ordinal outcomes. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.08376, 2020. 2 [20] Yarin Gal, Riashat Islam, and Zoubin Ghahramani. Deep Bayesian Active Learning with Image Data. 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2017, 3:1923–1932, mar 2017. 2, 10

[21] Fredrik K Gustafsson, Martin Danelljan, and Thomas B Schön. Evaluating Scalable Bayesian Deep Learning Methods for Robust Computer Vision. In The IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR) Workshops, jun 2020. 3

[22] Diederik P. Kingma and Max Welling. Auto-encoding variational bayes. In 2nd International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2014 - Conference Track Proceedings. International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR, dec 2014. 3

[23] Charles Blundell, Julien Cornebise, Koray Kavukcuoglu, and Daan Wierstra. Weight Uncertainty in Neural Networks. 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2015, 2:1613–1622, may 2015. 3

[24] Christos Louizos and Max Welling. Multiplicative normalizing flows for variational bayesian neural networks.

In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning-Volume 70, pages 2218–2227. JMLR. org, 2017. 3

[25] Sebastian Farquhar, Lewis Smith, and Yarin Gal. Liberty or depth: Deep Bayesian neural nets do not need complex weight posterior approximations. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33, 2020. 3

[26] Nitish Srivastava, Geoffrey Hinton, Alex Krizhevsky, Ilya Sutskever, and Ruslan Salakhutdinov. Dropout: A simple way to prevent neural networks from overfitting. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2014. 3

[27] Seongok Ryu, Yongchan Kwon, and Woo Youn Kim. A Bayesian graph convolutional network for reliable prediction of molecular properties with uncertainty quantification. Chemical Science, 10(36):8438–8446, 2019. 3 [28] Oliver Dürr, Elvis Murina, Daniel Siegismund, Vasily Tolkachev, Stephan Steigele, and Beate Sick. Know When You Don’t Know: A Robust Deep Learning Approach in the Presence of Unknown Phenotypes. Assay and drug development technologies, 16(6):343–349, 2018. 3, 10

[29] Yongchan Kwon, Joong-Ho Won, Beom Joon Kim, and Myunghee Cho Paik. Uncertainty quantification using bayesian neural networks in classification: Application to biomedical image segmentation. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 142:106816, 2020. 3

[30] Lisa Herzog, Elvis Murina, Oliver Dürr, Susanne Wegener, and Beate Sick. Integrating uncertainty in deep neural networks for mri based stroke analysis. Medical Image Analysis, 65:101790, 2020. 3

[31] Hao Wang, Xingjian SHI, and Dit-Yan Yeung. Natural-parameter networks: A class of probabilistic neural networks. In D. Lee, M. Sugiyama, U. Luxburg, I. Guyon, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 29, pages 118–126. Curran Associates, Inc., 2016. 3

[32] Dorfman. A note on the! d-method for finding variance formulae. Biometric Bulletin, 1938. 4

[33] Brendan J Frey and Geoffrey E Hinton. Variational learning in nonlinear gaussian belief networks. Neural Computation, 11(1):193–213, 1999. 4, 5

[34] Jingo Adachi. Estimating and Factoring the Dropout Induced Distribution with Gaussian Mixture Model. In International Conference on Artificial Neural Networks, pages 775–792. Springer, 2019. 4

[35] Jonghoon Jin. Robust Convolutional Neural Networks under Adversarial Noise. CoRR, abs/1511.0, 2015. 4, 6

[36] A. Loquercio, M. Segu, and D. Scaramuzza. A general framework for uncertainty estimation in deep learning.

IEEE Robotics and Automation Letters, 5(2):3153–3160, 2020. 4

[37] Kai Brach, Beate Sick, and Oliver Dürr. Single shot mc dropout approximation. In ICML Workshop on Uncertainty and Robustness in Deep Learning, 2020. 4

[38] Janis Postels, Francesco Ferroni, Huseyin Coskun, Nassir Navab, and Federico Tombari. Sampling-free epistemic uncertainty estimation using approximated variance propagation. In Proceedings of the IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision, pages 2931–2940, 2019. 4

[39] Leo A Goodman. On the Exact Variance of Products. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 55(292):708–713, 1960. 4

[40] Víctor Suárez-Paniagua and Isabel Segura-Bedmar. Evaluation of pooling operations in convolutional architectures for drug-drug interaction extraction. BMC Bioinformatics, 19, 2018. 5

[41] Dominik Scherer, Andreas Müller, and Sven Behnke. Evaluation of pooling operations in convolutional architectures for object recognition. In International conference on artificial neural networks, pages 92–101. Springer, 2010. 5

[42] Saralees Nadarajah and Samuel Kotz. Exact Distribution of the Max/Min of Two Gaussian Random Variables.

IEEE Transactions on Very Large Scale Integration (VLSI) Systems, 16(2):210–212, jan 2008. 5

[43] Jean Daunizeau. Semi-analytical approximations to statistical moments of sigmoid and softmax mappings of normal variables. 02 2017. 6 [44] Kevin Murphy. Machine learning: a probabilistic perspective. The MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 2012. 6 [45] Dan Hendrycks and Kevin Gimpel. A baseline for detecting misclassified and out-of-distribution examples in neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.02136, 2016. 10