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SUMMARY: Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) provide flexible function approximations for a wide variety of
applications when the input variables are in the form of images or spatial data. Although CNNs often outperform
traditional statistical models in prediction accuracy, statistical inference, such as estimating the effects of covari-
ates and quantifying the prediction uncertainty, is not trivial due to the highly complicated model structure and
overparameterization. To address this challenge, we propose a new Bayesian approach by embedding CNNs within
the generalized linear models (GLMs) framework. We use extracted nodes from the last hidden layer of CNN with
Monte Carlo (MC) dropout as informative covariates in GLM. This improves accuracy in prediction and regression
coefficient inference, allowing for the interpretation of coefficients and uncertainty quantification. By fitting ensemble
GLMs across multiple realizations from MC dropout, we can account for uncertainties in extracting the features. We
apply our methods to biological and epidemiological problems, which have both high-dimensional correlated inputs
and vector covariates. Specifically, we consider malaria incidence data, brain tumor image data, and fMRI data. By
extracting information from correlated inputs, the proposed method can provide an interpretable Bayesian analysis.
The algorithm can be broadly applicable to image regressions or correlated data analysis by enabling accurate Bayesian

inference quickly.
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1. Introduction

With recent advances in data collection technologies, it is increasingly common to have
images as part of the collected data. Specifically, we consider three important applications:
(1) Malaria data contain spatially correlated confirmed cases. Detecting disease hotspots
and studying spatial patterns of incidence are crucial for public health problems. (2) Brain
tumor data contain magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) images and texture-based statis-
tics. Developing automated decision rules about brain tumor status can be beneficial to
practitioners. (3) Anxiety disorder example contains functional magnetic resonance imaging
(fMRI) data with psychological assessment collected from the survey questions. Analyzing
the relationship between brain images and survey responses is an important psychological
contribution. For all cases, we have both correlated matrix images and vector covariates,
which are challenging to analyze simultaneously. Traditional statistical approaches face
inferential issues when dealing with input image variables due to high dimensionality and
multicollinearity. Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) are popular approaches for image
processing by alleviating such multicollinearity issues (Krizhevsky et al., 2012). However,
CNNs cannot quantify uncertainties, which are often of primary interest in statistical infer-
ence. Furthermore, the complex structure of CNN can lead to nonconvex optimization, which
cannot guarantee the convergence of weight parameters (Alzubaidi et al., 2021). We propose
a computationally efficient Bayesian approach by embedding CNNs within generalized linear
models (GLMs). Our method can take advantage of both statistical models and advanced
neural networks (NNs).

There is a growing literature on Bayesian deep learning methods (Neal, 2012) to quantify
the uncertainty by regarding weight parameters in deep neural networks (DNNs) as random
variables. With a choice of priors, we have posterior distributions for the standard Bayesian

inference. Bayesian alternatives can be robust for a small sample size compared to the
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standard DNN (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016a,b). Despite its apparent advantages, Bayesian
DNNs have been much less used than the classical one due to the difficulty in exploring
the full posterior distributions. To circumvent the difficulty, variational Bayes (VB) methods
have been proposed to approximate complex high-dimensional posteriors; examples include
VB for DNNs (Tran et al., 2020) and CNNs (Shridhar et al., 2019). Although VB can
alleviate computational costs, to the best of our knowledge, no existing approach provides
a general Bayesian framework to study the image and vector-type variables simultaneously.
Furthermore, most previous works have focused on prediction uncertainty but not on esti-
mation uncertainty of model parameters; interpretations of regression coefficients have not
been studied much in the Bayesian deep learning context.

We propose a Bayesian convolutional generalized linear model (BayesCGLM) that can
study different types of variables simultaneously in various applications. First, we train
Bayesian CNN (BayesCNN) (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016a) with the correlated input (images
or correlated variables) and output. Then, we extract Monte Carlo (MC) samples of features
from the last layer of the fitted BayesCNN. Lastly, we fit a GLM by regressing an output
variable on augmented covariates with the features obtained from each MC sample. For each
MC sample of the feature, we fit an individual GLM and aggregate its posterior in parallel.
These steps allow us to account for uncertainties in estimating the features. We also study an
often overlooked challenge in Bayesian deep learning: practical issues in obtaining credible
intervals of parameters and assessing whether they provide nominal coverage.

In our method, we model BayesCNN via a deep Gaussian process (GP) (Damianou and
Lawrence, 2013), which is a nested GP. GPs (Rasmussen, 2003) are widely used to represent
complex function relationships due to their flexibility. However, due to its nested functional
compositions, Bayesian inference for deep GP is computationally expensive. Recently, Sauer

et al. (2023) approximated each layer of the deep GP through the Vecchia approximation,
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which scales linearly. With somewhat different perspectives, Gal and Ghahramani (2016a,b)
developed VB for deep GP based on MC approximations. They showed that NNs with
dropout applied after every hidden layer are equivalent to the approximation of the posteriors
of the deep GP. We build upon their approach to sample features from the approximate
posterior of the last layer in BayesCNN. Training BayesCNN with dropout approximation
does not require additional computing costs compared to the frequentist one. There have
been several recent proposals to extract features from the hidden layer of NN models (Tran
et al., 2020; Bhatnagar et al., 2022; Fong and Xu, 2021), and our method is motivated by
them. The features can be regarded as reduced-dimensional summary statistics that measure
complex non-linear relationships between the high-dimensional input and output. We observe
that CNNs are specifically useful for extracting information from correlated inputs. There
have been a number of recent proposals for forecasting spatio-temporal processes through
ensembles of echo state networks (McDermott and Wikle, 2017, 2019). Similarly, Daw and
Wikle (2022) developed the random ensemble deep spatial approach that combined a deep
neural model with random weights. Our work has similarities to these previous attempts in
that we aggregate fitted models obtained from each MC sample of the feature. Such ensemble
techniques can improve prediction over a single model and quantify uncertainties (Sagi and
Rokach, 2018).

In addition to methodological improvements, our method can contribute to scientific
advancement. We study the relationships between the features and response variables via
principal component analysis (PCA), providing valuable insights. Furthermore, by providing
adequate uncertainty quantification in both estimation and prediction, our method can aid
statistically sound scientific decisions.

The outline of the remainder of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we introduce a

Bayesian DNN based on GP approximation and its estimation procedure. In Section 3, we
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propose an efficient BayesCGLM and provide implementation details. In Section 4, we apply

BayesCGLM to several real-world data sets. We conclude with a discussion in Section 5.

2. A Bayesian Deep Neural Network: Gaussian Process Approximation

Here, we provide a brief overview of Bayesian DNNs and their approximations to deep GPs.
Let {(xn,¥n),n =1,---, N} be the observed input-response pairs. A standard DNN is used
to model the relationship between the input x,, and the output o, € R? which can be
regarded as an expectation of y,, given x,, from a statistical viewpoint. Suppose we consider
a DNN with L layers, where the [th layer has k; nodes for [ = 1,--- | L. Then we can define
the weight matrix W; € R¥>**-1 that connects the (I — 1)th layer to the Ith hidden layer
and the bias vector b; € R¥. Then @ = {(W;,b;),l =1,--- , L} is a set of parameters in the
DNN that belongs to a parameter space ©.

To model complex data, the number of NN parameters grows tremendously with increasing
[ and k;. Such large networks are computationally intensive and can lead to overfitting
issues. Dropout (Srivastava et al., 2014) is a simple but effective strategy to address both
problems. The term “dropout” refers to randomly removing connections from nodes with

some probability during training. The structure of NNs with dropouts is
0, = 0], <WLO'L_1 ( 03 (WgO’Q (W20'1 (W1Xn+b1> Od2+b2> Od3+b3> tee )OdL+bL> s (].)

where o;(+) is an activation function; for example, the rectified linear (ReLU) or the hy-
perbolic tangent function (TanH) can be used. Here, d; € R¥, [ = 2,..- L, are dropout
vectors whose elements follow a Bernoulli distribution with a pre-specified success probability
1, independently. The notation “o” indicates the elementwise multiplication of vectors. As

in Gal and Ghahramani (2016b), we apply dropout to the output of every o;(-) (i.e., the

nonlinear feature). Since oy(-) has W; and by in its argument, both weight and bias terms
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are regularized. Although dropout can alleviate overfitting issues, quantifying uncertainties
in predictions or parameter estimates remains challenging for the frequentist approach.

To address this difficulty, Bayesian methods have been proposed by considering proba-
bilistic alternatives of NNs. The Bayesian approaches consider an arbitrary function that is
likely to generate data. Specifically, a deep GP has been widely used to represent complex
NN structures for both supervised and unsupervised learning problems (Gal and Ghahra-
mani, 2016b; Damianou and Lawrence, 2013). Define f,; = Wix,, + by € R* and f., =
Wi, 1 +b; € R¥ 1 > 2 where ¢,; = oy(f)) € R is the nonlinear output feature
from the [th layer. For Bayesian inference, we set independent normal priors for weight and
bias parameters as p(W;) and p(b;) respectively. We denote the set of linear features f,; as
F, = {f,,})_, € RV** and the kth column of F; as Fl(k) (k=1,--- k). The columns of F,
are assumed to be independent of each other for given F;_;. Then, the deep GP model can

be represented as
FPF_, ~N0,%), (=2,...,L

Yn|fn,L71 ~ p(yn|fn,L71)-

Here the empirical covariance matrix 3; € RV*V is

-~ 1
3= E01(¢1—1W1T +b)oy (@, W] +by) ", (3)
!

where ®; are the collection of feature vectors {¢,;}Y_, € RYV**_  This empirical covariance
matrix is obtained through Monte Carlo integration, where each column of W; and each
element of b, are sampled from the p(W) and p(b), respectively. According to Gal and
Ghahramani (2016b), (3) becomes accurate in approximating the true covariance matrix
as the value of k; increases. It implies that an arbitrary data-generating function is mod-
eled through a nested GP with the covariance of the extracted features from the previous
hidden layer. In (2), y, is a response variable that has a distribution p(-|f, 1) belong-

ing to the exponential family with a continuously differentiable link function g such that
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9(Elynl®nr-1]) = Wi, 1 + br. Note that g*(-) can be regarded as o () in (1). As in

N

n—

the typical mixed effect models, conditional independence of {y,},_; is assumed.

Since Bayesian inference for deep GP using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) is not
straightforward to implement, Gal and Ghahramani (2016a) developed VB for deep GP based
on MC approximation, which is called MC dropout. They used a normal mixture distribution

as a variational distribution ¢(@) to approximate the posterior distribution m(8]{x,,y.}2_,)

of deep GP. Specifically, the variational distributions are defined as

gq(W)) = [[a(wiij), a(br) = HQ(bu)

Vi,j

dlun) = PN (35,0 + (1= )N (0, 0%) W

q(bii) = pN (pi;,0%) + (1= p)N(0,0%),

where wy;; is the (i,7)th element of the weight matrix W, € RFt*ki-1 and b;; is the ith
element of the bias vector b; € R¥. For the weight parameters, i and o? are variational
parameters that control the mean and spread of the distributions, respectively. As the
inclusion probability p; € [0,1] becomes close to 0, g(w;;;) becomes N(0,c?), indicating
that it is likely to drop the weight parameters (i.e., w;;; = 0). Similarly, the variational
distribution for the bias parameters is modeled with a mixture normal distribution. Then, the
optimal variational parameters are set by minimizing the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence
between ¢(0) and 7(0|{x,,y,}>_,) where minimizing the KL divergence is equivalent to
maximizing E,[log(7(0, {x,, y»}2_1))] — E,[log¢(0)], the evidence lower bound (ELBO).
With the independent variational distribution ¢(@) := [[, ¢(W;)q(b;), the log ELBO of

the deep GP is

Lopyi i= Z/--~/Hq(Wl)q(bl)logp(yn\xn,{Wl,bl}le)dwldbl---dWLdbL
n=1 B =1 (5)
— KL [Ta(Woa(bn)|[p({Wi i} ).

To emphasize the dependency of {W;, b;}-_ |, we represent p(y,|£,.—1) in (2) as p(ya|x., {Wi, b} ),



A Bayesian Convolutional Neural Network-based Generalized Linear Model

which is identical. Since the direct maximization of (5) is challenging due to the intractable

integration, Gal and Ghahramani (2016b) replaced it with MC approximation as

M N
1 m m
Loparc = 57 9 > ogp(yalx, (W™, b))
m=1 n=1
(6)

L L
= KL( [T aWoatb)|| TT(Wop(on).
=1 =1
where {{W™ b{™}L M is MC samples from the variational distribution in (4).

Note that the MC samples are generated for each stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
update, and the estimates from Lgpc would converge to those obtained from Lgpvr
(Paisley et al., 2012; Rezende et al., 2014). Furthermore, Gal and Ghahramani (2016b)
showed that (6) converges to the frequentist loss function of a DNN with dropouts when
o in (4) is small value and k; becomes large. This result implies that the standard DNNs
with dropout applied after every hidden layer are equivalent to the approximation of the
posteriors of the deep GP. We provide mathematical details in Web Appendix A.1.

In many applications, the prediction of unobserved responses is of great interest. Consider

an unobserved response y: € R? with an input x* € R*. For given x*, we can obtain

*

ni € R¥ from the approximate posterior predictive distribution based on MC dropout.

Although Gal and Ghahramani (2016b) focused on predicting y7, this procedure allows us
to construct informative and low-dimensional summary statistics for x. Specifically, we can
sample an output feature vector ¢y, ; ;| € R*2-1 which summarizes the complex nonlinear
dependence relationships between input and output variables up to the last layer of the NN.

In Section 3, we use these extracted features as additional covariates in the GLM framework.

3. Flexible Generalized Linear Models with Convolutional Neural Networks

As a variant of DNNs, CNNs have been widely used in computer vision and image classifica-
tion (Krizhevsky et al., 2012; Shridhar et al., 2019). CNNs can effectively extract important

features from images or correlated datasets with nonlinear dependencies. In our scientific
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applications, we have spatially correlated datasets for malaria incidence, MRI images for
brain tumors, and a fMRI correlation matrix of the brain for anxiety disorder. Given that
our applications involve image or correlated datasets, CNNs are well-suited for capturing
structural dependency by extracting local information through convolution layers.

We propose a Bayesian convolutional generalized linear model (BayesCGLM) based on two
appealing methodologies: (1) CNNs have been widely used to utilize correlated predictors
(or input variables) with spatial structures such as images or geospatial data. (2) GLMs can
study the relationship between covariates and non-Gaussian responses by extending a linear
regression framework. Let D = {X,Y,Z} be the observed dataset, where X = {X,,}__; be
the collection of correlated input (i.e., each X,, is a matrix or tensor) and Y = {y,}_, be
the corresponding output. We also let Z = {z,}_, be a collection of p-dimensional vector
covariates. We use BayesCNN to extract the feature from X and employ it in a GLM with
the covariates Z to predict Y.

Such an approach is useful in that the feature is optimized for the prediction of Y. Since
the feature is guided by Y, we can construct a map from the features to the output. Similar
to our approach, Bhatnagar et al. (2022) also extracted features through DNN and used the
features to fit their model. They showed that this can improve the prediction performance
of the model. In Section 4, we observe that the feature serves as an important summary
statistic for predicting response Y. Compared to Bhatnagar et al. (2022), we also consider

the uncertainties in estimating the features using MC dropout.

3.1 Bayesian Convolutional Neural Network
A Bayesian perspective can quantify uncertainties through posterior densities of 8. Specifi-
cally, Gal and Ghahramani (2016a) proposed an efficient Bayesian alternative by regarding

weight parameters in CNN’s kernels as random variables. By extending a result in Gal and
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Ghahramani (2016b), Gal and Ghahramani (2016a) showed that applying dropout after
every convolution layer can approximate the intractable posterior distribution of deep GP.

Let X,, € RMoxEoxCo he an input with M, height, Ry width, and Cj channels. For example,
My and R are determined based on the resolution of images, and Cy = 3 for color images
(Co = 1 for black and white images). There are three types of layers in CNN: the convolution,
pooling, and fully connected layers. Convolution layers move kernels (filters) on the input
image and extract information, resulting in a “feature map”. Each cell in the feature map
is obtained from element-wise multiplication between the image and the filter matrix. The
weight values in filter matrices are parameters to be estimated. Higher output values indicate
stronger signals on the image, which can account for spatial structures. We can extract
the important neighborhood features from the input by shifting the kernels over all pixel
locations with a certain step size (stride). Then, the pooling layers are applied to downsample
the feature maps. The convolution and pooling layers are applied repeatedly to reduce the
dimension of an input image. Then, the extracted features from the convolution/pooling
layers are flattened and connected to the output layer through a fully connected layer, which
can learn non-linear relationships between the features and the output.

Consider a CNN with L number of layers, where the last two are fully connected and output
layers. For the Ith convolution layer, there are C; number of kernels K;, € Rfi*DixCi

with H; height, D; width, and C;_; channels for ¢ = 1,--- ;. Note that the dimension of

the channel is determined by the number of kernels in the previous convolution layer. After

applying the Ith convolution layer, the (m, r)th element of the feature matrix n, ;) € RMix Ry
becomes
l Dl Cl 1
[nn(lc m,r ( Z l,c ,]knnl lc)]m+z 1,r4+j— 1k)+blc)7 (7)
i=1 j=1 k=1

where ;. is the bias parameter. For the first convolution layer, 1, -1 is replaced with

an input image X,,. (i.e., M 0,c) = X5). For computational efficiency and stability, ReLU
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functions are widely used as activation functions o(-). By shifting kernels, the convolution
layer can capture neighborhood information, and the neighborhood structure is determined
by the size of the kernels. Gal and Ghahramani (2016a) pointed out that extracting the
features from the convolution operation can be reformulated as an affine transformation in
standard DNN (details are in Web Appendix A.2). Therefore, CNNs can also be represented
as a deep GP with dropout approximation; applying dropout after every convolution layer
before pooling can approximate a deep GP.

Note that optimal hyperparameter tuning in NNs requires a number of empirical fittings by
varying hyperparameters. Wang et al. (2019) pointed out that a higher dropout rate can lead
to a slower convergence rate, while a lower rate can deteriorate generalization performance.
Although Gal and Ghahramani (2016b,a) used a dropout rate of around 0.1-0.5, it does
not always guarantee optimal performance. Therefore, we recommend conducting empirical
studies by varying dropout rates within such a range for validation. In Web Appendix B, we
observe that our method is robust across different dropout rates.

After the L—2th convolution layers, the extracted feature tensor n,, ;o € RMr-2XRe-2xCr—2
is flattened in the fully connected layer. By vectorizing 7, —2, we can represent the feature
tensor as a feature vector ¢, o = vec(nmL_g) € RFe—2 where kj_9 = M;_oR;_5Cr_o.
Finally, we can extract a feature vector ¢, ;1 € RF.-1 from the fully connected layer.
From here, we define the collection of the extracted feature vector as ® = {¢,._1}3_,. We
suppress the index L — 1 in ®;_; for notational convenience.

The training step of BayesCNN is identical to that of standard CNN. In the prediction
step, the algorithm performs forward propagation for the given estimated NN parameters.
For each iteration, {d;}~, are randomly sampled from the Bernoulli distribution with rate

1y and are applied to the features. The algorithm repeats this M times to obtain an MC
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sample of M predicted outputs. We provide implementation details for BayesCNN in Web

Appendix C.1.

3.2 Bayesian Convolutional Generalized Linear Model

We propose BayesCGLM by regressing Y on ® and additional covariates Z. Here, we use
® as a basis matrix that encapsulates information of high-dimensional and correlated input

variables X. Let A = [Z, ®] € RV*(P+ki-1) he the design matrix. Then, our model is

g(E[Y|Z, ®]) = Z~ + ®6 = A, (8)

where 3 = (y7,8")" € RPT*-1 is the corresponding regression coefficients and g(-) is a
one-to-one continuously differential link function. The proposed method can provide an
interpretation of the regression coefficients and quantify uncertainties in prediction and
estimation. Furthermore, the training step does not require additional computational costs
compared to the traditional CNN. We train BayesCNN with the negative log-likelihood loss
function corresponding to the type of output variable. To be more specific, we used the
mean squared loss, binary cross-entropy loss, and Poisson loss for Gaussian, binary, and
count outputs, respectively. Such choices are natural in that the loss functions are directly
defined by the distribution of the output variable.

Since we place a posterior distribution over the kernels of the fitted BayesCNN (Sec-
tion 3.1), we can generate MC samples of the features ®™ m = 1,--- M from the
variational distribution. To account for the uncertainties in estimating the features, we use
all the MC samples of the features rather than their point estimates. For each MC sample
of A = [Z ®(™)] we can fit individual GLM in parallel; we have M number of posterior
distributions of B, = (v,.,8])"T € RPtkr-1. This step is parallelizable, so computational
wall times decrease with more cores. Then, we construct an aggregated distribution (the

“ensemble-posterior”) of 3. In the following section, we provide details about constructing

11
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the ensemble-posterior distribution. The fitting procedure of BayesCGLM is summarized in
Web Appendix C.2.

In general, inference for the regression coefficients « in (8) is challenging for DNN. Although
one can regard the weight parameters at the last hidden layer as =, we cannot obtain
uncertainties in estimates. Even BayesDNN (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016b) only provided
point estimates of weight parameters, while they can quantify uncertainties in response
prediction. On the other hand, our method directly provides the posterior distribution
of =y, which is useful for standard inference. In addition, the complex structure of DNN
often leads to nonconvex optimization (Goodfellow et al., 2014; Dauphin et al., 2014),
resulting in an inaccurate estimate of 4. Since the stopping rule of the SGD algorithm is
based on prediction accuracy (not on convergence in parameter estimation), the convergence
of individual parameters, including < cannot be guaranteed. The problem gets further
complicated by a large number of parameters that need to be simultaneously updated in
the SGD algorithm. Note that BayesCGLM also uses the SGD algorithm to extract ®.
From this, we can obtain one of the optimal combinations of weight parameters and the
corresponding ®. Although such ® may not be the global optimizer, it is still informative to
predict responses because it is obtained by minimizing the loss function. However, this does
not guarantee the convergence of individual weight parameters in nonconvex optimization.
Instead, our two-stage approach can alleviate this issue by using extracted ® as a fixed basis
matrix in GLM. In Web Appendix D, we conduct the simulation studies under different
model configurations and show that BayesCGLM can recover the true « values well, while

estimates from BayesCNN can be biased.

3.3 Bayesian Inference

Here, we describe a Bayesian inference for the proposed method. We first define the posterior

distribution of the regression coefficient 7(3|D). Let {W;, b;}=' be the weights and biases
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corresponding to all hidden layers in CNN. We can vectorize kernels in CNN and represent
them as weights as in the standard DNN (see Web Appendix A.2 for details). Note that ®
can be deterministically obtained from forward propagation for the given X and { Wy, bl}lL: _11.
Therefore, the posterior distribution can be represented as
7(8ID) = [ =(BID. (Wi, bi})
L1 (9)
x [ [ #(Wi/D)x(b,/D)dW1db, - - - dW 1, _ydb,

=1

where, 7(8|D, {W,, b;} ;') is the conditional posterior, and 7(W;|D), 7(b;|D) are marginal
posteriors for weight and bias, respectively. Since it is challenging to compute (9) directly,

we approximate it through MC dropout as

L-1

/7T(,3|D, {Wl, bl}lL:_ll) H q(Wl)q(bl)dwldbl L dWL_ldbL_l, (10)
=1

where ¢(W,;) and ¢(b;) are variational distributions defined in (4). Then the MC approxi-

mation to (10) is

M
1 m m —
7 2 (Bl D AW by, (11)
m=1
Here {{Wl(m),bl(m)}f:_l1 M_ are sampled from (4). One may choose the standard MCMC

algorithm to estimate each (3, |D, {W\™ b{™ L) in (11). However, this may require a
long run of the chain to guarantee good mixing, resulting in excessive computational cost.
Instead, we use the Laplace method to approximate each 7(3,,|D, {Wl(m), bl(m) h). In our
preliminary studies, we observed that the Laplace approximation leads to a similar inference
result as the MCMC method within a much shorter computing time when the sample size
is large enough.

For the Laplace approximation, we first compute ® for the given {Wl(m),bl(m) lL:_ll
through forward propagation. Then, we obtain the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE)

Bm using GLM by regressing Y on ®(™ and Z. We approximate the posterior of 3,, as

N (B, B;1), where B, € R®Trz-1)x(+k2-1) ig the observed Fisher information matrix from

13
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the mth MC samples. From this procedure, (11) can be approximated as

1 & -

> (8.8 B, (12)

m=1

where ¢(x; p, ¥) is a multivariate normal density with mean g and covariance 3. In sum-
mary, (12) is the approximation of the posterior distribution 7 (3|D) through MC dropout
and the Laplace method. Note that BayesCGLMs approximate 7(3|D) through the MC
average from the same probability model (i.e., data generating mechanism). Therefore, the
interpretation of 3 does not change from ensemble to ensemble. However, the interpretation
of § can be more difficult because each column of ® comes from complex (and repeated)
convolution operations. It is challenging to explain the impact of changes in features based
on the estimated 9.

Similar to BayesCNN, our method can quantify uncertainties in predictions, which is an
advantage over deterministic NNs. Note that BayesCGLM can also provide interpretations of
model parameters with uncertainty quantification, while BayesCNN cannot. For unobserved
response Y* € RVeest we have A¥ = [Z*, ®*(M)] ¢ RNestx(p+hi-1) for my = 1,---, M. Here,
&*(™) ig mth features extracted from the last hidden layer of the trained BayesCNN for given

X* and Z*. Then, from (12), the predictive distribution of the linear predictor is

1 < ~ -

17 2 PN B AL B ALBLIAL). (13)

m=1
For given (13), we can generate Y* from the underlying distribution. For example, when we
have a Gaussian response, we have Y* ~ N (5, an‘il A*B,,, 02%) where 62 = an‘il (A(m)ém—
Y)T(A(m),@m —Y)/NM. For the count response, we can simulate Y* from the Poisson
distribution with an intensity of exp(4; M A*ﬁm)
As we described, BayesCGLM involves several approximation steps: (1) MC dropout and

(2) the Laplace method; therefore, investigating approximation quality is crucial. In Web

Appendix D.5, we conduct a numerical study under the simple NN setting. Here, we use

a standard NN to extract features; therefore, we refer to our method as BayesDGLM.
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We compare the performance of BayesDGLM, BayesDNN, and a fully Bayesian method
(MCMC). We observe that the BayesDGLM provides comparable inference results to the
fully Bayesian method with much smaller computational costs. Furthermore, BayesDNN
cannot quantify uncertainties in parameter estimates, while BayesDGLM can. Considering
that it is infeasible to apply the fully Bayesian method for complex DNNs, BayesDGLM
would be a practical option in many applications. We provide details for the experiment in

Web Appendix D.5.

4. Applications

We apply our method to brain tumor image data and fMRI data for anxiety scores. We
also provide results for geospatial application in Web Appendix E. We compared our model
with BayesCNN and GLM to assess its performance. We evaluated prediction accuracy using
the root mean square prediction error (RMSPE) and uncertainty quantification performance
using the empirical coverage of prediction intervals. Details about the CNN structure are

provided in Web Appendix F.

4.1 Brain Tumor Image Data

According to Noone et al. (2020), brain and nervous system tumors have low 5-year relative
survival rates, which have gradually increased from 1975 to 2016, reaching 33%. Furthermore,
some brain tumors can also be cancerous. Considering that the 5-year survival rate for overall
cancers is 67%, brain tumors can be life-threatening. MRI is the standard diagnostic tool
for brain tumors, and texture-based first- and second-order statistics of MRI images are
useful for classification (Aggarwal and Agrawal, 2012), and these statistics are widely used
in the classification of biomedical images (Ismael and Abdel-Qader, 2018). However, these
statistics do not capture the spatial information of correlated structures in MRI images.

Automated methods for brain tumor classification are becoming increasingly important,
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as manual analysis of MRI data by medical experts is challenging. It is also crucial to
convey the uncertainty associated with these automated methods to ensure statistically
sound decision-making. Compared to previous studies (Aggarwal and Agrawal, 2012; Ismael
and Abdel-Qader, 2018), we use both MRI images and texture-based statistics to predict
brain tumors while quantifying uncertainties. The dataset is collected from the Brain Tumor
Image Segmentation Challenge (Menze et al., 2014). The binary response indicates whether
a patient has a fatal brain tumor. For each patient, we have an MRI image with its two
summary variables (first and second-order features of MRI images). Here, we use N = 2, 508
observations to fit our model and reserve Ni; = 1,254 observations for validation. We fit
BayesCNN using 240 x 240 pixel gray images X, scalar covariates Z as input, and the binary
response Y as output. From the fitted BayesCNN, we can extract ® € R*5%8%16 from the last
hidden layer. In this study, we use two summary variables (first and second-order features of
MRI images) as covariates. With the extracted features from the BayesCNN, we fit logistic
GLMs by regressing Y on [Z, ®(™)] € R2508x18 for i =1, ... 500.

Table 1 shows inference results from different methods. Our method shows that the first-
order feature has a negative relationship, while the second-order feature has a positive
relationship with the brain tumor risk. Both coefficients are statistically significant based
on the highest posterior density (HPD) intervals. Note that previous work (Aggarwal and
Agrawal, 2012) only predicted tumor status but did not provide such an interpretation from
the first and second-order statistics. Therefore, we can conclude that darker MRI images
(larger first-order statistics) with lower variation (smaller second-order statistics) indicate a
lower possibility of tumor presence. We observe that the sign of v estimates from BayesCGLM

is aligned with those from GLM.
[Table 1 about here.]

Figure 1 is a score plot with the first and second principal components of ®. Figure 1 (a)
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shows a clear separation of tumor and non-tumor status based on two principal components.
In particular, we observe that patients without tumors mostly have positive values of the
first principal component (62.9% explained variability). This indicates that ® contains useful
information from images for predicting brain tumor status. By incorporating ® information,
BayesCGLM shows the most accurate prediction performance while providing credible in-

tervals for the estimates.
[Figure 1 about here.|

Figure 2 (a) shows that the area under the curve (AUC) for the receiver operating char-
acteristic curve (ROC) plot is about 0.96, which shows outstanding prediction performance.
The predicted probability surface becomes larger for the binary responses with a value of
1 (Figure 2 (b)). Furthermore, the true and predicted binary responses are well aligned.
We also investigate how prediction uncertainties are related to actual images. The top
panel in Figure 2 (c) shows four examples of correctly classified cases with low prediction
uncertainties. The results show that when the image is overall dark, and the tumor area
clearly stands out from the background, we have low uncertainties. On the other hand, the
bottom panel in Figure 2 (c¢) shows four examples of misclassified cases with high prediction
uncertainties. In these cases, the background image is too bright, so the tumor area is hardly
distinguishable from the background. Although the point predictions misclassify these cases,
higher uncertainty informs us that further investigation is needed. Therefore, better medical

decisions can be made when uncertainty measures are considered.

[Figure 2 about here.|

4.2 fMRI Data for Anziety Score

Anxiety disorders are becoming a prevalent mental health issue worldwide, with studies

showing a more than 25% increase in cases in 2020 (Organization et al., 2022). There
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have been several works to study the relationship between anxiety scores and psychological
assessments collected from the survey data (Kaplan et al., 2015). However, no previous
studies considered the fMRI data, which contains important information about the functional
connectivity of the brain. Here, we utilize fMRI information through the extracted feature
to construct an anxiety score model. From this, we can incorporate the correlation structure
of the brain when we study the relationships between psychological assessments and anxiety
levels.

The resting-state fMRI data is collected by the enhanced Nathan Kline Institute-Rockland
Sample (NKI-RS) to create a large-scale community sample of participants across the lifes-
pan. For 156 patients, resting-state fMRI signals were scanned for 394 seconds. Then we
transform fMRI images into 278 functional brain Regions-of-Interest (ROIs) following the
parcellation scheme of Shen et al. (2013).

A functional network was computed using the pairwise Pearson correlation coefficient,
constructing 278 x 278 square symmetric matrix, which is called the ROI-signal matrix.
The correlation matrix of brain functions has been widely used to study the functional
connectivity of the brain (Sporns, 2002). Therefore, we also use the correlation matrix as
input X. Participants in the study completed a survey that included various physiological and
psychological assessments. In this study, we use N = 156 observations to fit our model and
reserve Nt = D2 observations for validation. We use conscientiousness, extraversion, agree-
ableness, and neuroticism as Z and the averaged anxiety score as Y. We train BayesCNN
with X, Z as input, and the continuous response Y as output. From the trained BayesCNN,
we extract each mth feature matrix ®(™ € R!9*8 from the last hidden layer. Then we
regress Y on [Z, ®™)] for m = 1,--- , 500.

Table 2 indicates that BayesCGLM has comparable prediction performance compared to

BayesCNN and can quantify uncertainties of regression coefficients. While the sign of the
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estimated -y are identical across different methods, there are differences in the statistical sig-
nificance, particularly in agreeableness and conscientiousness variables. From BayesCGLM,
we can infer that the person who has emotional instability and vulnerability to unpleasant
emotions (neuroticism) and who is less likely to rebel against others (agreeableness) has a
high anxiety and depression score, which are aligned with the previous study in Kaplan et al.
(2015). On the other hand, individuals who are more sociable (extroverted) and driven to
achieve their goals (conscientiousness) tend to exhibit lower anxiety and depression scores, as
also supported by the previous studies (Naragon-Gainey et al., 2014; Fan et al., 2020). Note
that these previous studies neither studied the psychological assessments simultaneously nor
fMRI information.

GLM, which does not utilize fMRI information, draws different conclusions in a significance
test. Table 2 shows that agreeableness and conscientiousness variables are not statistically
significant in GLM, which contradicts the findings in the previous studies (Kaplan et al., 2015;
Fan et al., 2020). Figure 1 is a score plot with the first and second principal components
of ®. Figure 1 (b) indicates a negative correlation between anxiety scores and the first
principal component (62.6% explained variability). Therefore, ® encapsulates information
about brain functions that are highly associated with anxiety levels. By incorporating such
important information into the model, BayesCGLM can accurately infer the relationship
between psychological assessments and show improved prediction performance.

We observe that all the methods provide similar coefficient estimates. We can infer that the
person who has emotional instability and vulnerability to unpleasant emotions (neuroticism)
and who is less likely to rebel against others (agreeableness) has a high anxiety and depression
score, which gives the comparable result from Kaplan et al. (2015). The person who is more
inclined to seek sociability and is eager to attain goals (extraversion), on the other hand, has

lower anxiety and depression scores. Note that the previous work (Kaplan et al., 2015) only
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conducted exploratory data analysis based on correlation coefficients without quantifying
the uncertainty. On the other hand, our model can estimate the coefficients by incorporating

correlated TMRI information.
[Table 2 about here.|

Figure 3 shows that there is some agreement between the true and predicted responses.
We observe that HPD prediction intervals include the true response well (92.3% prediction
coverage). Due to the small sample size, prediction intervals are wider than previous exam-
ples, which is natural. In Figure 3, triangles represent individuals with the three largest HPD
intervals. We observe that the anxiety score is underestimated for these people, but the high
uncertainty informs us that we may need to pay additional attention to these individuals with

severe anxiety issues; they might have been overlooked without uncertainty quantification.

[Figure 3 about here.]

5. Discussion

We propose a flexible approach, which can utilize image data as predictor variables via feature
extraction through BayesCNN. The proposed method can simultaneously utilize predictors
with different data structures, such as vector covariates and image data. Our study shows that
the proposed method results in prediction performance comparable to that of existing deep
learning algorithms in terms of prediction accuracy while enabling uncertainty quantification
for estimation and prediction. By constructing an ensemble posterior through a mixture of
feature posteriors, we can account for the uncertainties in feature extraction.

Our work is motivated by recently developed feature extraction approaches from DNN.
These features can improve the performance of existing statistical approaches by account-
ing for complex dependencies among observations. For instance, Bhatnagar et al. (2022)

extracted features from the long-short-term memory (LSTM) networks and used them to
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capture complex inverse relationships in calibration problems. Similar to our approach, Tran
et al. (2020) used the extracted features from DNN as additional covariates in generalized
linear mixed effect models. Fong and Xu (2021) proposed a nonlinear dimension reduction
method based on deep autoencoders, which can extract interpretable features from high-
dimensional data.

The proposed framework can be extended to a wider range of statistical models, such
as Cox regression in survival analysis or regression models in causal inference. Extracting
features from other types of DNN is also available; for example, one can use CNN-LSTM
(Wang et al., 2016) to capture spatio-temporal dependencies. Our ensemble approaches can

significantly improve prediction and provide interpretable parameter estimates.
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Figure 1: Score plots for each application: (a) brain tumor dataset and (b) fMRI dataset.
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Figure 2: (a) The ROC curve and AUC obtained by each method. (b) The estimated
probability of y = 1 (blue solid line) and the observed binary responses (black dots). (c)
MRI images with the fitted probabilities (prediction errors) for different cases. The top
panel illustrates correctly specified images with small prediction errors. The bottom panel

illustrates misclassified images with large prediction errors.
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Figure 3: Comparison between the true and predicted anxiety scores from BayesCGLM.
Circles (asterisks) represent that the true scores are (not) covered in 95% HPD intervals.

Triangles represent individuals with the three largest HPD intervals.
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Table 1: Inference results for the brain tumor dataset from different methods. For all methods,
the posterior mean of v, 95% HPD interval, accuracy, recall, precision, and computing time
(min) are reported in the table.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M = 500 M = 500
71 (first-order feature) Mean —5.332 0.248 —2.591
95% Interval (—7.049, —3.704) - (—2.769, —2.412)
72 (second-order feature) Mean 4.894 0.160 2.950
95% Interval  (3.303,6.564) . (2.755, 3.144)
Prediction Accuracy 0.924 0.867 0.784
Recall 0.929 0.787 0.783
Precision 0.901 0.907 0.715

Time (min) 293.533 103.924 0.004
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Table 2: Inference results for the fMRI dataset from different methods. For all methods,
posterior mean of v, 95% HPD interval, RMSPE, prediction coverage, and computing time
(min) are reported in the table.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M =500 M =500
71 (neuroticism) Mean 3.496 3.480 4.318
95% Interval (2.629,4.29) - (2.572,6.064)
72 (extraversion) Mean —1.123 —1.149 —1.653
95% Interval (—1.829,—0.386) - (—3.198,—0.108)
73 (agreeableness) Mean 1.113 1.204 1.196
95% Interval  (0.480, 1.760) - (—0.229, 2.621)
74 (conscientiousness) Mean —1.394 —1.416 —1.283
95% Interval (—2.226, —0.507) - (—3.056,0.491)
Prediction RMSPE 9.342 9.794 10.531
Coverage 0.923 0.981 0.923
Time (min) 3.459 0.491 0.001
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Web Appendix A. Mathematical Details
Web Appendix A.1 Dropout as a Bayesian Approximation

In this section, we describe results in Gal and Ghahramani (2016b) that a deep neural
network with dropout layers is mathematically equivalent to the approximation of the
posteriors of the deep Gaussian process (GP). Specifically, we focus on the Gaussian response
y case, but it can be easily extended to non-Gaussian responses. Consider deep neural
networks (DNNs) with dropout layers described in the main manuscript. In a traditional
approach,

we can train the model by minimizing the following loss function with L, regularization

terms:

N L L
Larapont = =550 S ¥ = FalB+ SO AVIWIIE + 3 2Pl bl 1
n=1 =1 =1

Here A\, AP are the shrinkage parameters for weight and bias parameters (W, and by),
respectively. Note that we can replace (1) with other types of loss functions for non-Gaussian
responses; for instance, we can use a sigmoid loss function for a binary classification problem.
As described in the manuscript, the hierarchical neural network can be represented as a
deep GP (Damianou and Lawrence, 2013). Then, the Monte Carlo (MC) approximation of

the log evidence lower bound (ELBO) of the deep GP Gal and Ghahramani (2016b) is

M N
1 m) 1 (m
Lopaic =57 > D logp(yalx (W™ b))
m=1 n=1
(2)

— KL(f[q(Wl)q(bz)‘ ) ﬁp(wz)p(bz)),

where {{W™ b{™}L }M_ is MC samples from the variational distribution [~ , ¢(W,)q(b;)
defined in the manuscript. In (2), p(W;) and p(b;) denote independent standard normal
priors for weight and bias parameters, respectively.

In Web Appendix D, we observe that even M = 1 can provide reasonable approximations,

though the results become more accurate with increasing M.
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As demonstrated in Gal and Ghahramani (2016b)[Proposition 1], under the conditions
of the [th layer having a large number of nodes k; and a small constant value o (a hy-
perparameter of the variational distribution controlling the spread of the distributions),

KL(q(W,)|[p(W,)) can be approximated as

KL@(Wo)llpWi) ~ 37 2 ((a,)* + (0 = (1 +log2m) —logo®) + C),  (3)

Vi,jel
where y%;; s a variational parameter of the weight that controls the mean of the distribution,

and C' is some constant. Similarly, KL(g(b;)||p(b;)) can be approximated as

KL(g(by)llp(b) ~ Y- T ((1afy)* + (0 = (L +1og2m) ~logo®) + C).  (4)
Vi, jel

where ,uf’,ij is a variational parameter of the bias parameter that controls the mean of the

distribution. By plugging in these approximations to (2), we have

N
Lapyc ~ Y 10g N(yn; Wy 1dnp 1+ b, 7 ' Ty)
n=1
- p
—Z;l(\lmw\l2 — kiki—1(0® = (1 +log 27) — log %)) ()
=1
L

(16?I* = ki(o® = (1 + log 2m) — log 0))

|3

=1

with a constant precision 7 (hyper parameter).
By ignoring constant hyperparameter terms (7, and o), the approximated version of the

log evidence lower bound scaled by a positive constant # becomes

N L L
1 ~ D w b
Lepvc ~ ON Z 1Y = Fnll3 — Z QT—NHM 15— Z QT—NHM})H%- (6)
n=1

= =

This implies that the posterior distribution of the weight parameter w;;; is approximated
with the mixtures of the spike distributions; one is centered around f; and the other is
centered around 0. Similarly, the posterior of the bias parameter b; is approximated through

the spike distribution centered around 4 ;. The loss function (6) becomes equivalent to (1)
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by setting A\* and AP as 725 . This implies that the frequentist NN with dropout layers is
mathematically equivalent to the approximation of the posteriors of deep GP. Given this

result, we can quantify uncertainty in the Bayesian network without requiring additional

costs compared to the frequentist network.

Web Appendix A.2 Convolution Operation as an Affine Transformation

Consider the same convolutional neural network (CNN) structure defined in the main manuscript.
Without loss of generality, consider we have a single feature matrix 7, 1) € RM>*® with a
kernel K;; € R¥*Pt (ie., ¢ = 1). As described in Figure 1, we can rearrange the (I — 1)th
input n,-1,1) as Mn,q-1,1) € RMEHD By vectorizing the H; x D; dimensional features
from 7, —1,1). Similarly, we can vectorize the kernel K;; and represent it as a weight
matrix Wl,l € R"Di Then, we can perform matrix multiplication ﬁn,(,,l,l)Wl,l € RMR
and rearrange it to obtain a matrix 7, 1) € RM*f which is equivalent to output from
the [th convolution layer. The above procedure can be generalized to the tensor input

C_ .
Mnji-1 = {”7n,(l—1,c) ol € RMi-1xRi-1xCio1 with ) number of kernels K. € RHXDixCrs.

therefore, the convolution operation is mathematically equivalent to standard DNN.

[Web Figure 1 about here.]



4 Biometrics, 000 0000

Web Appendix B. Sensitivity Analysis for Different Dropout Rates

We conduct additional experiments to study the performance of BayesCGLM with varying
dropout rates. For each real data application, we apply the three different dropout rates
¥ (0.15, 0.25, and 0.35). The remaining settings are identical to those given in the main
manuscript. Tables 1, 2, and 3 indicate that the results are similar across the different
choices of dropout rates; we observe that the estimated regression coefficients and prediction
performance are similar for all applications. In the main manuscript, we illustrate the model

fitting results with a dropout rate of 0.25.
[Web Table 1 about here.]
[Web Table 2 about here.]

[Web Table 3 about here.]

Web Appendix C. Implementation Details

Web Appendix C.1 BayesCNN Implementation

In this section, we describe implementation details for BayesCNN (Gal and Ghahramani,
2016a). For example, consider BayesCNN with four layers: a convolution layer, a flatten layer,
a dense layer, and a concatenate layer. Then 8 = {(W, € Rf*ki-1 b, € RM ~ € RP),[ =
1,2,3,4} is a set of parameters. Note that we define « separately from W, to represent

coefficients corresponding to the vector covariates Z. We present a graphical description of

BayesCNN in Figure 2.
[Web Figure 2 about here.]

Following the notation in Section 3.1, we can vectorize the input kernel K ., where
c=1,---,Cy as a weight matrix W; € R71D1¢%_ The output from the convolution layer

Mo 1,e) € RMXHXCL can also be vectorized as ¢, 1 € RMP1C where kg = HD,Cj and
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ki = MiR,C,. In the training step, we apply dropout d; € R¥ [ = 2. 3,4 to the features,
the output from each previous layer. The dropout randomly removes the connections from
the nodes of the features with a pre-specified dropout rate ¢ for each iteration. This step is

repeated until the parameters 0 converge. Algorithm 1 provides detailed steps of BayesCNN.

Algorithm 1 BayesCNN algorithm (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016a)
Partl. Training

Input: X € RV*(MoxFoxCo) (jmage or correlated input), Y € RV*? (response), Z € RN*? (scalar covariates), ¢
(dropout rate)
Output: Estimated parameters 0= {(V/\\G,Bl,ﬁ),l =1,2,3,4}
repeat
Forward Propagation:
Generate d; from Bernoulli(¢), | = 2,3,4
forn=1,2,...,N do

1:
2
3
4
. _ Hy Dy Co
5: Set [1n,(1,¢)]m,r = Ul(zizl 22 2kl (Kaeligk [Xn]maim1,ri—16) + bl,c)
6
7
8

Set 01 (X Wi +b1) = {vec(n 1.0)}52,
Set ¢n,1 = Ul(anl + b1)
Set ¢n,2 = 02 <W2¢n,1 ods + b2>

9: Set ¢n,3 =03 (Watf)n,g ods + b3)

10: Set 0, = 04 (W4¢)n,3 ods + b4) + YZn
11: end for

12: Backward Propagation:

13: Update 8 with ADAM optimizer
14: until 8 converges;

Part2. Prediction
Input: X* € RNtestX(MoxRoxCo) (image or correlated input), Z* € RVtestXP (scalar covariates)
Output: Predictive distribution of o),

1: form=1,2,...,M do

2 Generate d; from Bernoulli(¢), I = 2,3,4
3: forn =1,2,..., Niest do
4

* H D C > * T
Set (15, (1,0)lm,r = 01(22:1 Dot 2okl (Kuelige[Xa]mai-1,r45-1,6) + b1,c)

5: Set o1 (X5 W1 + by) = {vec(n; ;.5)}2

6: Set @57 = 01 (X5 W1 + by)

7: Set d);(’;n) = 09 (Wzd);(ﬁn) ods + Bz)

8: Set ¢Z("gn) = 03 (WJ(ﬁZE?) ods + Bg)

9: Set 8™ = 04 (Wagr7” o da + b ) + 2
10: end for
11: end for

12: Construct the predictive distribution from M number of MC samples: {fom)}%:l

After we obtain estimated parameters 6 from the training step (Part 1 in Algorithm 1),
BayesCNN provides predictive distribution of the outputs from MC sampling (Part 2 in
Algorithm 1). For a given image X* and vector covariates Z*, the predictive distribution of

output is obtained via MC dropout. For each MC iteration, {d;}~, are randomly sampled



6 Biometrics, 000 0000

from the Bernoulli distribution with rate ¢ and are applied to the features; they are not the
same as the dropout vectors used during the training step. We can repeat this M times to

obtain an MC sample of M predicted outputs.

Web Appendix C.2 BayesCGLM Algorithm

In this section, we describe the algorithm of BayesCGLM (Algorithm 2). A graphical de-

scription of BayesCGLM is presented in Figure 3.

Algorithm 2 BayesCGLM algorithm

Input: X (image or correlated input), Y (response), Z (scalar covariates)
Output: Posterior distribution of model parameters.

1: Fit BayesCNN by using X and Z as input and Y as output. Then, for each m

2 form=1,2,..., M do

3 Extract features ®™ from the last hidden layer.

4: Fit GLM by regressing Y on [Z, ®(™)] through the Laplace approximation

5 Obtain the mth feature-posterior distribution of the model parameter.

6: end for

7. Construct an ensemble posterior by aggregating M number of feature-posteriors.

[Web Figure 3 about here.]
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Web Appendix D. Simulation Studies

In this section, we apply BayesCGLM to three different simulated examples, with a Gaussian
response (described in the Web Appendix D.2), binary response (described in the Web Ap-
pendix D.3), and Poisson response (described in the Web Appendix D.4). We implement our
approach in TensorFlow, an open-source platform for machine learning. Parallel computation
is implemented through the multiprocessing library in Python (https://docs.python.org/3/
library /multiprocessing.html). The computation times are based on 8-core AMD Radeon Pro
5500 XT processors. The configuration of the CNN structures, including the loss function,
activation function, and tuning details used in our experiments, are provided in the Web

Appendix F.1 of the Supplementary Materials.

Web Appendix D.1 Simulation Experiment

We generate 1,000 lattice datasets as images, which have a spatially correlated structure
given by the Gaussian process. The responses are created by the canonical link function
g~' and the natural parameter A = ¢~ 1(® + Z~) with v = (1,1). Here, ® indicates the
vectorized local features of the images, Z represents covariates generated from a standard
normal distribution, and - are the true coefficients.

Stmulation Design. We first set up spatial locations sp,--- ,Sg00 on a 30 x 30 regular
lattice with a spacing of one. We generate spatially correlated data from a Gaussian process
with mean 0 and the Matérn class covariance function (Stein, 1999)

0,2

p(d) = m(d/f))”f(u(d/ﬂ),

where d is the Euclidean distance between two points. Here o2, v, and p denote the variance,
smoothness, and range parameters, respectively. In our simulation studies, we set 0% = 1,v =

0.5 and p = 15. We repeat the above procedure for 1,000 times to generate 1,000 number of
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image observations X = {X,, }19% Figure 4 (a) illustrates a single realization of the simulated

image.

[Web Figure 4 about here.]

Then we extract features from simulated images through a C' number of different filters
K, € R for ¢ = 1,--- ,C (Figure 4 (b)). In our study, we used C' = 4 for Gaussian
and binary cases. For the Poisson case, we use only two filters (K; and Ky, which extract
features in the top-left area and the bottom-right area, respectively) to extract features.
This is because using all four filters leads to a large dispersion of Poisson responses. The
weights in each filter are designed to capture local characteristics in different parts of the
input images. Specifically, we use inverse quadratic basis functions p(d) = 1/(1 + (dd)?),
where d is the Euclidean distance between pixels in K. and a focal point u., and ¢ is the
tuning parameter that controls the decay of the kernel as the distance grows. Here, we set

u; = (0,0), ug = (10,20), uz = (15,15), uy = (30,30) to extract local features in different

areas, and 0 = 0.1 for all c=1,...,4. Based on the filters, we can extract features ®,, . as
e = z5a0 ZZKCUXn i
for c = 1,--- ,C. Each K, extracts a local feature of the images in different areas, such

as bottom-left, bottom-right, center, or top-right. Therefore, the whole feature vector is
=1{9,.9, € RY (Figure 4 (d)).

Finally, we generate covariates Z = {z, } 1% € R199%2 where individual elements are sam-
pled from a standard normal distribution. For given the generated features ® = {®,,}1%99 ¢
R1000%C ahove, we calculate A = g~1(® + Zv) with v = (1,1), i.e., the true values of
the regression coefficients for the covariates are 1’s. We simulate Y ~ N(A,I) for normal,

Y ~ Poisson(A) for count, and Y ~ Bernoulli(A) for binary cases. Note that the features

®,,’s used to generate Y are not used for model fitting. Our BayesCGLM uses the generated
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images X,, and z, as input variables and conducts feature extraction on X,, by itself. We
use the first N = 700 observations for model fitting and the remaining N,y = 300 for
performance testing. To measure prediction accuracy, we calculate the root mean square
prediction error (RMSPE) and the empirical coverage of prediction intervals. We also report
the average computing time from simulations. For each simulation setting, we repeat the
simulation 500 times.

Comparative Analysis. To demonstrate the performance of our approach, we compare
the parameter estimation and response prediction performance of the proposed BayesCGLM
with Bayesian CNN (BayesCNN) (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016a) and generalized linear model
(GLM). In the training step, we use the standard early stopping rule based on prediction
accuracy to avoid overfitting issues. We train CNN by using both images X and covariates
Z as input and response Y as output. By placing Z at the last fully connected layer,
we can obtain the weight parameters that correspond to the regression coefficients ~ in
g(E[Y|Z,®™)) = Z~,, + ®™4,,; note that this can only provide point estimates of the
weights. Since it is challenging to use images as predictors in the GLM, we fit the GLM by

regressing Y on Z without using images.

Web Appendix D.2 Gaussian Case

We first describe the simulation study results when the response Y is generated from a
Gaussian distribution, i.e., Y ~ Nigoo(A,I). For MC dropout sampling, we set M = 300,
which is large enough to represent the estimation and prediction uncertainties for all the
simulated and real data examples presented in the main document without requiring too
much computational time; increasing M to a bigger number did not lead to improvement in
the prediction accuracy and the uncertainty quantification performance. We also compare
the results with a single dropout sample (i.e., M = 1) to examine how much improvement

in inference performance can be attributed to the repeated dropout sampling.

9
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Figure 5 illustrates the agreement between the true and predicted responses in a simulated
dataset. Since BayesCGLM can quantify uncertainties in predictions, we also visualize the

95% highest posterior density (HPD) prediction intervals, which include the true Y well.

[Web Figure 5 about here.]

Table 4 reports the inference results from different methods. We observe that the parameter
estimates obtained from BayesCGLM and GLM are similar to the simulated truth on average,
while the estimates from BayesCNN (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016a) are biased. As we have
pointed out in Section 3.2, simultaneous updates of high-dimensional weight parameters
through a stochastic gradient descent algorithm can lead to inaccurate estimates of ~.

Our BayesCGLM with M = 300 results in accurate uncertainty quantification, yielding
credible intervals for the regression coefficients v whose empirical coverage is closer to the
nominal coverage (95%) than the BayesCGLM with M = 1 and GLM. This shows that
both the repeated MC dropout sampling and the use of extracted features improve uncer-
tainty quantification performance for «. Furthermore, the prediction accuracies (RMSPE,
prediction coverage) from BayesCGLM are comparable to BayesCNN. On the other hand,
the RMSPE obtained from GLM is much higher than those from the other deep learning

approaches.

[Web Table 4 about here.|

To investigate the performance of algorithms with a larger sample size, we repeat a
simulation study with samples of size 5,000. Here, we use the same CNN structure and
hyperparameters as before. Both BayesCGLM and BayesCNN work well in terms of estima-
tion and prediction (Table 5). We observe that BayesCGLM with M = 300 achieves a 95%
nominal rate for prediction coverage. Furthermore, BayesCGLM can provide uncertainty

quantification of regression coefficients, while BayesCNN cannot.
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[Web Table 5 about here.|

Web Appendix D.3 Binary Case

We now describe the simulation study results when Y is in the form of binary response,
i.e., Y ~ Bernoulli(A). Figure 6 compares the true response and the estimated probabilities
(for the response to be 1), which show a good agreement. We observe that the predicted
probability shows higher values for the binary responses with a true value of 1. The area
under the curve (AUC) from the receiver operating characteristic curve (ROC) is about 0.85,

which is reasonably close to 1 (Figure 6b).
[Web Figure 6 about here.]

In Table 6, we observe that parameter estimates from BayesCGLM are accurate, and the
coverages are close to the 95% nominal rate even with a single MC dropout (M = 1). On
the other hand, the estimates from BayesCNN and GLM are biased. Deep learning methods
(BayesCGLM and BayesCNN) show much better prediction performance than GLM because

they can extract features from image observations.
[Web Table 6 about here.|

We also conduct a simulation study with samples of size 5,000. We use the same CNN
structure and hyperparameters as before. Table 7 indicates that BayesCGLM and BayesCNN
show comparable prediction performance, while GLM does not work well. We observe that
BayesCGLM provides the most accurate regression coefficient estimates with reasonable

uncertainty quantification.
[Web Table 7 about here.|

Figure 7 illustrates the profile log-likelihood surfaces over v based on a single replicate from
our simulation studies. As we described in the main manuscript, the SGD cannot guarantee

the convergence of individual parameters, while our method can alleviate this issue.

11
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[Web Figure 7 about here.]

Web Appendix D.4 Poisson Case

We describe the simulation study results when Y is generated from the Poisson distribution,
i.e., Y ~ Poisson(A). Figure 8 shows that the true and predicted responses are well aligned
for a simulated dataset except for some extreme values. We observe that HPD prediction

intervals include the true count response as well.
[Web Figure 8 about here.]

Table 8 indicates that BayesCGLM shows comparable (or better) prediction performance
compared to BayesCNN while providing uncertainties in estimates. We observe that the
coverage of the credible and prediction intervals becomes closer to the 95% nominal rate
with the repeated MC dropout sampling (M = 300), compared to a single MC dropout
sampling (M = 1). Compared to BayesCNN, BayesCGLM with M = 300 results in better
point estimates for the parameters v and point predictions for the response Y. Compared
to GLM, BayesCGLM with M = 300 results in better empirical coverage for the credible
intervals for 7 as well as better prediction accuracy and empirical coverage for the prediction

intervals for Y.
[Web Table 8 about here.|

We compared the inferential results with a larger sample size (Table 9). As in the previous
examples, we conduct an additional study with samples of size 5,000. Both BayesCGLM
and BayesCNN provide a comparable prediction performance in terms of RMSPE and
coverage. Compared to the case with a smaller sample size, BayesCNN provides more
accurate estimates of coefficients, indicating that the performance of the deep learning
method improves with a larger sample size. BayesCGLM works well for both cases and

can provide a reasonably accurate uncertainty quantification for regression coefficients.
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[Web Table 9 about here.|

Web Appendix D.5 Comparison with Fully Bayesian Estimation

In this section, we compare three different methods: (1) our two-stage approach (Bayes-
DGLM), (2) Bayesian DNN (BayesDNN) (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016b), and (3) a fully
Bayesian method (MCMC). Here, we refer to our method as BayesDGLM because stan-
dard NN is used to extract features instead of CNN for this example. Note that only the
MCMC approach is exact without any approximations. We first generate input variables
X = {x,}5% € RO*3 and Z = {z,}5%, € R%*2 where individual elements are sampled
from N(0,1). Then the response variable Y = {y, }3% € R%° is generated from N(u,,1).
Here p, is obtained as

on1 = tanh(x, jwy + T, 2ws + T 3w3 + by),

On2 = tanh(x, 1wy + T, 2ws + T 3we + b2),

0,3 = tanh(x, w7 + T, 2ws + T, 3w9 + b3),

fn = Op 1 W10 + Op oW1t + 0n 3Wi2 + Zp 171 + Zn2Y2 + ba,
where we use the weight parameters (wy,---,wi2) = (1,2,1,2,3,1,0.5,0.8,1.1,0.5,1, 1.5),
bias parameters (by, - ,bs) = (0.2,0.2,0.2,0.3), and coefficients for the concatenated co-
variates as (y1,72) = (1,2).

For the approximated methods (BayesDGLM and BayesDNN), we use the same neural
network architecture as in (7). To train both methods, we use the Adam optimizer (learning
rate 1073) with a mean squared loss function, dropout rate 0.2, dropout sample M = 300,
batch size 10, and epoch size 10. For the fully Bayesian method, we use the standard normal
priors for all parameters. The MCMC algorithm was run for 10,000 iterations, with the
first 5,000 iterations discarded for burn-in. For all three methods, we use the first N = 500

observations for training and the remaining N = 100 for testing.

13
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[Web Table 10 about here.|

Table 10 indicates that the fully Bayesian method provides the smallest RMSPE with
coverage close to 95% nominal rate, though it is computationally more expensive. Both
approximated methods provide similar prediction results to the fully Bayesian method.
However, BayesDNN (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016b) cannot quantify uncertainties in param-
eter estimates, while our BayesDGLM provides similar coverages compared to the MCMC
algorithm. In summary, under this simple NN structure, BayesDGLM provides comparable
inference results to the exact method within a faster computing time. Note that for complex
DNNs (or CNNs), implementing the MCMC algorithm is infeasible; in such a case, our

method would be a practical option.

Web Appendix E. Malaria Cases in the African Great Lakes Region

Malaria is a parasitic disease that can lead to severe illnesses and even death. The burden
of malaria is disproportionately high in the African regions according to the World Health
Organization (WHO; Organization et al., 2022). Therefore, studying malaria incidence in this
region is of significant public health interest for effective control interventions. Previously,
Gopal et al. (2019) studied the malaria incidence rate in Kenya with several environmental
variables. However, their work focuses on exploratory data analysis rather than constructing
spatial models with adequate uncertainty quantification. On the other hand, we incorporate
spatial correlation into the model through the extracted feature and quantify uncertainties
in parameter estimation and prediction. Furthermore, we expand the analysis to the entire
African Great Lakes region by compiling malaria incidence data from the Demographic and
Health Surveys of 2015 (International, 2015). The dataset contains malaria incidence (counts)
from 4,741 GPS clusters in nine contiguous countries in the African Great Lakes region:

Burundi, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Malawi, Mozambique, Rwanda, Tanzania,
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Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. We use the average annual rainfall, the vegetation index of
the region, and the proximity to water as spatial covariates. We use N = 3, 500 observations
to fit the model and save Nt = 1,241 observations for validation.

Here, we use a spatial basis function matrix as the correlated input X. We place 25 x 25
knots over the rectangular domain that covers the irregularly shaped spatial domain. Then
we chose 239 knots, which are located inside the African Great Lakes region. We use the thin
plate splines basis defined as X;(s) = ||s — u,||?log(||s — u,]|), where s is a spatial location

and {u, }?191 is a set of knots placed over our region of interest. From this, we can construct

basis functions for each observation, resulting in a X € R3500x239

input design matrix. Since
each observation is associated with a 239-dimensional basis vector, we apply 1-D convolution
to extract features. We first train BayesCNN with inputs X, Z and the count response Y.
From this, we extract a feature design matrix ® € R*590*16 from the last layer of the fitted
BayesCNN. With covariate matrix Z € R3%90%3 we fit Poisson GLMs by regressing Y on
[Z, ®(™)] € R3590X19 for each m; here, we have used M = 500.

We compare our method with a spatial basis regression model (cf. Lee and Park, 2023) as
g(E[Y|Z,X]) = Zy + X9,

where X € R3%09%239 j5 the same thin plate basis matrix that we used in BayesCGLM. To fit
a hierarchical spatial regression model, we use nimble in R (https://cran.r-project.org/web/
packages/nimble). To guarantee convergence, an MCMC algorithm is run for 1,000,000
iterations, with 500,000 discarded for burn-in. Furthermore, we also implement BayesCNN
as in the simulated examples. Table 11 indicates that vegetation, water, and rainfall variables
have positive relationships with malaria incidence in deep learning methods. All coefficients in
our model are statistically significant based on the highest posterior density (HPD) intervals.
Previous studies have also shown that these covariates affect malaria incidence in Uganda

and Kenya (Gopal et al., 2019; Okiring et al., 2021). However, we expand our study scope

15
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to include the African Great Lakes region, which to our knowledge, has not been studied
before. Furthermore, our model can capture spatial correlation, while previous studies used
basic regression models. BayesCGLM shows comparable prediction performance compared
to BayesCNN. Although BayesCNN can provide prediction uncertainties, it cannot quantify
uncertainties of the estimates. Although we can obtain HPD intervals from spatial regression,

it provides a higher RMSPE and lower coverage than other deep learning methods.
[Web Table 11 about here.|

Figure 9 shows a score plot with the first and second principal components of ®. We
observe a negative correlation between malaria incidence and the first principal component
(99.6% explained variability). This implies that the extracted feature is an informative
summary statistic for predicting malaria incidence. Incorporating the feature information
into the model, BayesCGLM can provide the most accurate prediction results with adequate

uncertainty quantification.
[Web Figure 9 about here.

Figure 10 shows that the true and predicted incidence from BayesCGLM have similar spa-
tial patterns. Specifically, BayesCGLM can detect several hotspots well, including Tshikapa
and Kindu in Congo, and Nampula in Mozambique. In Figure 10, we observe that prediction
errors are low in regions near Lake Tanganyika, such as Butembo in Congo, Bujumbura in
Burundi, Mbeya in Tanzania, and Blantyre in Malawi. On the other hand, prediction errors
become larger in areas further away from Lake Tanganyika. This is mainly due to the limited
number of observed cases in those regions; the sparse observation in regions further away
from Lake Tanganyika leads to higher prediction errors. Therefore, caution is necessary when

policymakers predict incidence in such regions.

[Web Figure 10 about here.]
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Web Appendix F. CNNStructures

Convolution layer, max pooling, flatten, dense, and concatenate are the building blocks of
CNNs. Convolution layers apply a set of filters to an input image to generate a set of feature
maps that capture spatially local patterns. Max pooling layers downsample the feature maps
by extracting the maximum value within each local region, reducing the spatial dimension of
the output and enhancing translation invariance. Flatten layers convert the multidimensional
feature maps into a one-dimensional vector, which is fed into fully connected dense layers
that perform non-linear transformations of the input variables. Concatenate layers merge
multiple inputs along a specified axis, combining different sets of input variables. Here, we

use concatenate layers to combine image features and covariates.

Web Appendix F.1 Simulations

Gaussian Data.

e Optimizer: Adam optimizer

e Learning rate: le — 4

e Loss function: Mean squared error loss sz\il(yz — )2
e Batch size: 32

e Epoch size: 300

[Web Table 12 about here.|

Binary Data.

e Optimizer: Adam optimizer

e Learning rate: le — 4

e Loss function: Binary cross entropy loss —+ ZZ]\LI y;i log(y;) + (1 — y;) log(1 — %)
e Batch size: 3

e Epoch size: 2,000
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[Web Table 13 about here.|
Poisson Data.

e Optimizer: Adam optimizer

e Learning rate: le — 3

e Loss function: Poisson loss SN (i —vi log(7i+¢)); here € > 0 is added to avoid numerical
instability when 7 = 0.

e Batch size: 3

e Epoch size: 2,000

[Web Table 14 about here.|

Web Appendix F.2 Real Data Applications

Malaria Incidence.

e Optimizer: Adam optimizer

e Learning rate: le — 4

e Loss function: Poisson loss - Zf\;l (Ui—yi log(yi+e€)); here € > 0 is added to avoid numerical
instability when y = 0.

e Batch size: 10

e Epoch size: 2500
[Web Table 15 about here.|
Brain Tumor MRI Images.

e Optimizer: Adam optimizer

e Learning rate: le — 4

e Loss function: Binary cross entropy loss _]lv Zfil yi log(y;) + (1 — ;) log(1 — %)
e Batch size: 3

e Epoch size: 5
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[Web Table 16 about here.|
fMRI Data for Anziety Score.

e Optimizer: Adam optimizer
e Learning rate: le — 3
e Loss function: Mean squared error loss % ZZJL(% —:)?

e Batch size: 3

e Epoch size: 500

[Web Table 17 about here.|
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Figure 1: A graphical illustration for the convolution operation. The top panel illustrates
the standard convolution operation. The bottom panel shows how the standard convolution
can be reformulated as an affine transformation. Both are mathematically equivalent.
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Figure 2: Illustration for the BayesCNN with four layers.
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Figure 3: A graphical illustration for BayesCGLM. The top panel shows how CNN is used to
extract relevant features using the MC dropout. The bottom panel shows that the extracted
features and the additional covariates Z are used as predictors for GLM, constructing the

posterior distribution for the coefficients and the posterior predictive distribution.
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Figure 4: (a) An example of a generated 30 x 30 size image, X,,. (b) Images of four filters
were used in our simulation studies. Each of the filters highlights top-left (K;), bottom-
right (Ky), top-right (K3), and center (K,) respectively. (¢) Feature images are generated
by implementing elementwise multiplication between the generated sample image and the
filter images. For all figures, the darker gray color corresponds to the smaller pixel values.
(D) Each number is the resulting feature ¢, calculated by averaging over all the pixels within
the feature image.
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Figure 5: Comparison between the true and predicted Gaussian responses from
BayesCGLM. Circles (asterisks) represent that the true responses are (not) covered in 95%

HPD intervals.
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Figure 6: (a) The estimated probability of y = 1 (blue solid line) and the observed binary
responses (black dots). (b) The ROC curve and AUC obtained by each method. BayesCGLM
with M = 1 outperforms the other methods.
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Figure 7: The profile log-likelihood for =~ given other parameters fitted by CNN. The
yellow circles represent the true coefficient v = (1,1), the green crosses represent the
profile likelihood estimates, and the red triangles represent the Bayes estimates obtained by
BayesCNN and BayesCGLM, respectively. The estimate obtained by BayesCGLM is closer
to the true ~.
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Figure 8: Comparison between the true and predicted Poisson responses from BayesCGLM.
Circles (asterisks) represent that the true responses are (not) covered in 95% HPD intervals.
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Figure 9: Score plots for malaria incidence dataset.
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Figure 10: (a) The nine countries in the African Great Lakes region. (b) The true malaria
incidence from the test dataset. (c) Prediction results of malaria incidence. Circles indicate
the cities with high malaria incidence (hotspots). (d) Prediction error of malaria incidence.
Circles indicate the cities with low prediction error.
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Table 1: Inference results for the malaria dataset with different dropout rates . For all cases,
the posterior mean of v, 95% HPD interval, RMSPE, prediction coverage, and computing
time (min) are reported in the table.

v=015 =025 =035

v (vegetation index) Mean 0.096 0.099 0.097
95% interval (0.091, 0.101) (0.092, 0.107) (0.091 0.103)
72 (proximity to water) Mean 0.077 0.074 0.083
95% interval (0.072,0.081) (0.068, 0.080) (0.078, 0.088)
73 (rainfall) Mean 0.029 0.036 0.024
95% interval (0.023,0.036) (0.027,0.045) (0.016,0.03)
Prediction RMSPE 24.330 27.438 24.805
Coverage 0.979 0.950 0.981

Time (min) 57.421 57.518 56.119
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Table 2: Inference results for the brain tumor dataset with different dropout rates 1. For all
cases, the posterior mean of v, 95% HPD interval, accuracy, recall, precision, and computing
time (min) are reported in the table.

1 =0.15 ¥ =0.25 ¥ =0.35
71 (first-order feature) Mean —4.489 —5.332 —6.552
95% interval (—5.536, —3.660) (—7.049, —3.704) (—7.510, —5.526)
72 (second-order feature) Mean 4.185 4.894 5.941
95% interval (3.318,5.114) (3.303,6.564) (4.851,6.816)
Prediction Accuracy 0.904 0.924 0.934
Recall 0.870 0.929 0.914
Precision 0.915 0.901 0.939

Time (min) 294.457 293.533 293.192
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Table 3: The inference results for the brain fMRI dataset with different dropout rates .
For all cases, the posterior mean of v, 95% HPD interval, RMSPE, prediction coverage, and
computing time (min) are reported in the table.

W =0.15 W =0.25 W =0.35

71 (neuroticism) Mean 2.591 3.496 2.423

05% interval (1.587,3.558)  (2.620,4.200)  (1.438,3.277)
72 (extraversion) Mean —0.997 —1.123 —1.326

05% interval (—1.748, —0.188) (—1.829, —0.386) (—2.061, —0.722)
v3(agreeableness)  Mean 0.617 1.113 0.243

95% interval (—0.115,1.369)  (0.480,1.760)  (—0.415,0.848)
~a(conscientiousness) Mean —1.025 —1.394 —1.340

95% interval (—1.902, —0.106) (—2.226, —0.507) (—2.158, —0.485)
Prediction RMSPE 8.955 9.030 9.347

Coverage 0.942 0.923 0.923

Time (min) 3.148 3.459 3.311
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Table 4: Inference results for the simulated Gaussian datasets with the sample of size 500.
For all methods, posterior mean, RMSPE, and computing time (min) are averaged from 300
repeated simulations. Estimation and prediction coverages are also reported. The numbers
in the parentheses indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M =300 M=1 M = 300

" Mean 0.993 (0.041) 0.954 (0.058) 0.888 (0.093) 1.003 (0.057)
Coverage 0.944 0.918 - 0.930

Yo Mean 0.992 (0.041) 0.946 (0.060) 0.883 (0.104) 1.000 (0.055)
Coverage 0.954 0.924 - 0.912

Prediction =~ RMSPE  1.048 (0.045) 1.044 (0.045) 1.076 (0.053) 1.416 (0.058)
Coverage 0.940 0.930 0.947 0.975
Time (min) 35.725 19.037 18.894 0.003
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Table 5: Inference results for the simulated Gaussian datasets with the sample of size 5, 000.
For all methods, posterior mean, RMSPE, and computing time (min) are averaged from 300
repeated simulations. Estimation and prediction coverages are also reported. The numbers
in the parentheses indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M = 300 M=1 M = 300

Y Mean 0.999 (0.017) 1.000 (0.19) 0.993 (0.020) 1.002 (0.025)
Coverage 0.967 0.960 - 0.937

Yo Mean 0.998 (0.018) 1.000 (0.19) 0.991 (0.021) 1.000 (0.025)
Coverage 0.943 0.950 - 0.937

Prediction =~ RMSPE  1.021 (0.017) 1.08 (0.032) 1.024 (0.017) 1.418 (0.026)
Coverage 0.959 0.922 0.922 0.940
Time (min) 58.561 22.836 21.002 0.003
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Table 6: Inference results for the simulated binary datasets with the sample of size 500. For all
methods, posterior mean, accuracy, recall, precision, and computing time (min) are averaged
from 300 repeated simulations. Estimation coverages are also reported. The numbers in the

Biometrics, 000 0000

parentheses indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesCGLM

BayesCNN

M =300

M=1

M = 300

GLM

84!
V2

Prediction

Time (min)

1.029 (0.154)
1.030 (0.151)
0.954
0.869 (0.019)
0.869 (0.031)
0.868 (0.030)
37.028

1.030 (0.154)
1.024 (0.155)
0.952
0.857 (0.022)
0.855 (0.033)
0.858 (0.033)
17.661

0.848 (0.117)
0.851 (0.120)

(
0.850 (0.022)
0.851 (0.036)
0.863 (0.029)
15.022

0.389
0.388

0.037)
0.081)

O~

0.600

~—~

0.028)

0.600(0.066)

0.602 (0.043)
0.003

—~ N
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Table 7: Inference results for the simulated binary datasets with the sample of size 5,000. For
all methods, posterior mean, accuracy, recall, precision, and computing time (min) are av-
eraged from 300 repeated simulations. Estimation coverages are also reported. The numbers
in the parentheses indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M =300 M=1 M = 300
" Mean 0.968 (0.066) 0.958 (0.080) 0.920 (0.06) 0.368 (0.037)
Coverage 0.920 0.830 - 0
Yo Mean 0.964 (0.065) 0.954 (0.077) 0.915 (0.06) 0.382 (0.040)
Coverage 0.917 0.837 0

Prediction  Accuracy 0.871 (0.009) 0.865 (0.011) 0.870 (0.009) 0.602 (0.012)
Recall  0.871 (0.014) 0.866 (0.017) 0.870 (0.017) 0.602 (0.030)
Precision  0.871 (0.013) 0.865 (0.015) 0.871 (0.016) 0.602 (0.019)

Time (min) 86.603 25.341 22177 0.004
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Table 8: Inference results for the simulated Poisson datasets with the sample of size 500.
For all methods, posterior mean, RMSPE, and computing time (min) are averaged from 300
repeated simulations. Estimation and prediction coverages are also reported. The numbers
in the parentheses indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M =300 M=1 M = 300

" Mean 0.987 (0.027) 0.989 (0.031) 0.910 (0.106) 0.997 (0.058)
Coverage 0.936 0.862 - 0.542

Yo Mean 0.986 (0.026) 0.989 (0.031) 0.911 (0.101) 0.997 (0.059)
Coverage 0.958 0.868 - 0.550

Prediction = RMSPE  2.305 (1.610) 2.687 (2.190) 2.737 (2.537) 4.364 (3.739)
Coverage 0.963 0.890 0.967 0.924
Time (min) 22.730 15.285 13.753 0.004
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Table 9: Inference results for the simulated Poisson datasets with the sample of size 5, 000.
For all methods, posterior mean, RMSPE, and computing time (min) are averaged from 300
repeated simulations. Estimation and prediction coverages are also reported. The numbers
in the parentheses indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN GLM
M =300 M=1 M = 300

" Mean 0.999 (0.012) 1.000 (0.012) 1.001 (0.012) 1.001 (0.030)
Coverage 0.960 0.930 - 0.450

Yo Mean 0.999 (0.010) 1.000 (0.011) 1.001 (0.011) 0.996 (0.032)
Coverage 0.970 0.950 - 0.370

Prediction = RMSPE  1.927 (0.228) 1.957 (0.261) 2.016 (0.288) 4.542 (1.555)
Coverage 0.967 0.943 0.944 0.968
Time (min) 117.742 66.607 63.864 0.005
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Table 10: Inference results for the simple neural network example. For all methods, posterior
mean, RMSPE, and computing time (sec) are averaged from 100 repeated simulations.
Estimation and prediction coverages are also reported. The numbers in the parentheses
indicate standard deviations obtained from the repeated simulations.

BayesDGLM BayesDNN MCMC
M = 300 M = 300
" Mean 1.005 (0.042)  1.005 (0.041) 0.994 (0.043)
Coverage 0.960 - 0.960
Yo Mean 1.992 (0.047)  1.994 (0.048) 1.994 (0.046)
Coverage 0.920 - 0.920
Prediction RMSPE 1.115 (0.077)  1.129 (0.080) 1.104 (0.077)
Coverage 0.925 0.922 0.937
Time (sec) 27.311 9.642 128.520
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Table 11: Inference results for the malaria dataset from different methods. For all methods,
the posterior mean of v, 95% HPD interval, RMSPE, prediction coverage, and computing

time (min) are reported in the table.

BayesCGLM BayesCNN Spatial model

41

M =500 M =500
71 (vegetation index) Mean 0.099 0.103 0.115
95% Interval  (0.092,0.107) - (0.111,0.118)
72 (proximity to water) Mean 0.074 0.058 —0.269
95% Interval  (0.068,0.080) - (—0.272, —0.266)
73 (rainfall) Mean 0.036 0.027 —0.122
95% Interval ~ (0.027,0.045) - (—0.126, —0.117)
Prediction RMSPE 27.438 28.462 42.393
Coverage 0.950 0.947 0.545
Time (min) 57.518 30.580 41.285
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Table 12: Summary of 2D-CNN configurations for Gaussian simulation

Layer type Dimension Kernel size Strides Activation function
Convolution layer 8 x 8 4 x4 2x2 ReLU
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -

Max pooling 2 X2 - - -
Convolution layer 16 x 16 3x3 2 X2 Softmax
Dropout (1) = 0.2) - - - -

Max pooling 2x2 - - -

Flatten - - - -
Dense 1 x 32 - - ReLLU
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -
Dense 1 x16 - - ReLu
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -
Dense 1x16 - - Softplus
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -
Concatenate Z

Dense 1x1 - - Linear
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Table 13: Summary of 2D-CNN configurations for binary simulation

Layer type Dimension Kernel size Strides Activation function
Convolution layer 16 x 16 3x3 1x1 Softmax
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - - -
Max pooling 2x2 - - -
Convolution layer 32 x 32 3x3 1x1 Softmax
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - - -
Max pooling 2x2 - - -
Flatten - - - _
Dense 1x16 - - ReLU
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - - -
Dense 1x8 - - Linear
Dropout (¢ = 0.25) - - - .
Concatenate Z
Dense 1x1 - - Sigmoid
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Table 14: Summary of 2D-CNN configurations for Poisson simulation

Layer type Dimension Kernel size Strides Activation function
Convolution layer 8 x 8 4 x4 2x2 Softmax
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -

Max Pooling 2 X2 - - -
Convolution layer 32 x 32 3x3 1x1 Softmax
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -

Max pooling 2x2 - - -
Flatten - - - -
Dense 1 x 32 - - Softplus

Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -
Dense 1x16 - - Linear
Dropout (¢ = 0.2) - - - -

Concatenate Z

Dense 1x1 - - Exponential
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Table 15: Summary of 1D-CNN configurations for malarial incidence

Layer type Dimension Kernel size Strides Activation function
Convolution layer 1 x 32 1 TanH
Dropout(y) = 0.25) - - -

Max pooling 1x1 - -
Convolution layer 1 x 64 1 TanH
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - -

Max pooling 2 %2 - -
Flatten - - _
Dense 1 x 32 - ReLU

Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - -
Dense 1 x 16 - Linear
Dropout (i = 0.25) - - -

Concatenate Z

Dense 1x1 - Exponential
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Table 16: Summary of 2D-CNN configurations for brain tumor MRI images

Layer type Dimension Kernel size Strides Activation function
Convolution layer 64 x 64 3x3 1x1 ReLLU
Dropout (¢ = 0.25) - - - -
Max pooling 2x2 - - -
Convolution layer 32 x 32 3x3 1x1 ReLLU
Dropout (i = 0.25) - - - -
Max pooling 2 X2 - - -
Flatten - - - -
Dense 1 x 16 - - Linear
Dropout (¢ = 0.25) - - - -
Concatenate Z
Dense 1x1 - - Sigmoid
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Table 17: Summary of 2D-CNN configurations for fMRI data

Layer type Dimension Kernel size Strides Activation function
Convolution layer 8 x 8 3x3 2x2 ReLU
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - - -
Max pooling 2x2 - - -
Convolution layer 16 x 16 3x3 2 X2 ReLLU
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - - -
Max pooling 2x2 - - -
Flatten - - - -
Dense 1x16 - - ReLU
Dropout (1 = 0.25) - - - -
Dense 1x8 - - Softplus
Dropout (i = 0.25) - - - -
Concatenate Z

Dense 1x1 - - Linear




