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Abstract
Accurate uncertainty estimation is crucial for deploying neu-
ral networks in risk-sensitive applications such as medical di-
agnosis. Monte Carlo Dropout is a widely used technique for
approximatingpredictiveuncertaintybyperforming stochastic
forward passes with dropout during inference. However, using
static dropout rates across all layers and inputs can lead to sub-
optimal uncertainty estimates, as it fails to adapt to the varying
characteristics of individual inputs and network layers. Exist-
ing approaches optimize dropout rates during training using
labeled data, resulting in fixed inference-time parameters that
cannot adjust to new data distributions, compromising uncer-
tainty estimates in Monte Carlo simulations.

In this paper, we propose Rate-In, an algorithm that dy-
namically adjusts dropout rates during inference by quantify-
ing the information loss induced by dropout in each layer’s
feature maps. By treating dropout as controlled noise injec-
tion and leveraging information-theoretic principles, Rate-In
adapts dropout rates per layer and per input instance without
requiring ground truth labels. By quantifying the functional
information loss in feature maps, we adaptively tune dropout
rates to maintain perceptual quality across diverse medical
imaging tasks and architectural configurations. Our exten-
sive empirical study on synthetic data and real-world medi-
cal imaging tasks demonstrates that Rate-In improves calibra-
tion and sharpens uncertainty estimates compared to fixed or
heuristic dropout rates without compromising predictive per-
formance. Rate-In offers a practical, unsupervised, inference-
time approach to optimizing dropout for more reliable predic-
tive uncertainty estimation in critical applications.

1 Introduction
Deep neural networks have achieved remarkable success in a
wide range of applications, from image recognition to natu-
ral language processing. However, their deployment in risk-
sensitive domains such asmedical diagnosis, autonomous driv-
ing, and financial forecasting requires not only accurate predic-
tions but also reliable estimates of predictive uncertainty [1].
Accurate uncertainty estimation enables models to express
confidence in their predictions, allowing practitioners to make

†These authors contributed equally to this work.

informed decisions and to identify cases where the model may
be less reliable.

Monte Carlo Dropout [2] is a popular and practical tech-
nique for approximating predictive uncertainty in neural net-
works. By performing stochastic forward passes with dropout
activated during inference, Monte Carlo Dropout samples
from an approximate posterior distribution over the network’s
weights, enabling the estimation of both the mean prediction
and the associated uncertainty. This method offers a balance
between computational efficiency and uncertainty estimation
quality, making it suitable for large-scale applications.

A common limitation ofMonteCarloDropout is the use of
fixed dropout rates during inference, typically the same rates
used during training. These static dropout rates are applied
uniformly across all layers and inputs, regardless of the vary-
ing characteristics of individual inputs and the differing sensi-
tivities of network layers. This rigidity can lead to suboptimal
uncertainty estimates [3]: fixed dropout rates may either inject
excessive noise, degrading the model’s predictive performance,
or fail to introduce sufficient variability to capture the true pre-
dictive uncertainty.

As illustrated in Figure 1, the way we estimate this un-
certainty can dramatically affect our ability to identify truly
challenging regions in tasks such as medical image segmenta-
tion. Traditional uncertainty estimation methods often pro-
duce overly diffuse uncertainty patterns that fail to distinguish
between genuinely difficult decisions and simpler ones. This
limitation becomes particularly critical inmedical applications,
where highlighting truly uncertain regions can guide clinical at-
tention to areas requiring additional scrutiny.

Existing approaches have explored optimizing dropout rates
during training [4, 5, 6], often relying on labeled data to learn
optimal dropout parameters. However, these methods result
in fixed dropout rates that remain static during inference, un-
able to adapt to newor diverse input distributions encountered
after deployment. Moreover, in many practical scenarios, es-
pecially in medical applications, ground truth labels may not
be available during inference, necessitating methods that can
adapt without supervision.

To address these limitations, we propose leveraging infor-
mation theory to dynamically adjust dropout rates during in-
ference. By viewing dropout as controlled noise injection and
each layer as a noisy communication channel [7], we can quan-
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Figure 1:Rate-In maintains anatomically meaningful uncertainty estimates at high dropout rates, while standard meth-
ods degrade into noise. Left: Prostate MRI segmentation showing ground truth (yellow), model predictions (blue), and errors
(red). Right: Uncertainty maps (brighter regions indicate higher uncertainty) at increasing dropout rates (1%-16%). While constant
dropout produces diffuse uncertainty that obscures anatomical details, Rate-Inprecisely highlights challenging regions, particularly
along tissue boundaries, preserving clinical utility of the uncertainty estimates.

tify the information loss induced by dropout in each layer’s fea-
ture maps. This perspective allows us to adjust dropout rates
per layer and per input instance, aiming to maintain a desired
level of information retentionwhile introducing sufficient vari-
ability for uncertainty estimation.

In this paper, we introduce Rate-In, an algorithm that dy-
namically adjusts dropout rates during inference by quantify-
ing the functional information loss in featuremaps induced by
dropout. Rate-In operates without requiring ground truth la-
bels, making it suitable for deployment in real-world applica-
tions where labeled data is unavailable or scarce. By treating
each layer’s dropout-induced information loss as a controllable
parameter, Rate-In adaptively tunes dropout rates to maintain
perceptual quality across diverse tasks and architectures.

Our main contributions are:

• We introduce an information-theoretic framework for ad-
justing dropout rates during inference, interpreting dropout
as controlled noise injection and quantifying its impact on
information flow within the network.

• We proposeRate-In, an algorithm that dynamically adjusts
dropout rates per layer and per input instance by controlling
the information loss induced by dropout, without requiring
ground truth labels.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of Rate-In through ex-
tensive empirical evaluations on synthetic data and real-
world medical imaging tasks, showing that it improves un-
certainty estimation and calibration compared to fixed or
heuristic dropout rates, without compromising predictive
performance.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we
provide background on uncertainty estimation in neural net-
works, discuss dropout and its limitations, and explore the ap-
plication of information theory to deep learning. In Section 3,
we detail the Rate-In algorithm and its implementation. Sec-
tion 4 presents experimental results demonstrating the benefits
ofRate-In in uncertainty estimation tasks. Finally, in Section 5,
we discuss the implications of our findings and potential direc-
tions for future work.

2 Background
In this section, we provide the necessary background to under-
stand our proposed method. We begin by discussing the im-
portance of uncertainty estimation in neural networks and the
existing approaches to achieve it. We then go over the Monte
Carlo Dropout as a practical method for uncertainty estima-
tion, highlighting its limitations due to fixed dropout rates dur-
ing inference. Finally, we introduce the application of informa-
tion theory in deep learning, particularly how it can inform the
adaptive adjustment of dropout rates to improve uncertainty
estimation.

2.1 Uncertainty Estimation in Neural Net-
works

Deepneural networks have revolutionizednumerous fields due
to their remarkable predictive capabilities. However, their de-
terministic nature often prevents them from expressing uncer-
tainty about their predictions [8]. In risk-sensitive applications
such as medical diagnosis, autonomous driving, and financial
forecasting, understanding the confidence of a model’s predic-
tions is as crucial as the predictions themselves [1]. Reliable un-
certainty estimation allows practitioners to make informed de-
cisions, identify cases where themodel may be less reliable, and
potentially defer to human experts when necessary.

Uncertainty in neural networks can be broadly categorized
into two types [9]:

• Aleatoric Uncertainty: Arises from inherent data noise
and represents the uncertainty due to the stochastic nature
of the data generation process. It is irreducible and cannot
be eliminated even with more data.

• EpistemicUncertainty: Stems frommodel uncertainty, of-
ten due to limited data ormodel capacity, and can be reduced
with more data or better modeling.

Accurately estimating both types of uncertainty is essential
for building reliable models. Various methods have been pro-
posed for uncertainty estimation in neural networks:
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• Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs): Introduce proba-
bility distributions over network weights [10], allowing the
model to capture uncertainty through posterior distribu-
tions. However, BNNs are often computationally expensive
and challenging to scale.

• Ensemble Methods: Train multiple models and aggregate
their predictions [11]. Ensembles can capture both types of
uncertainty but require significant computational resources.

• Monte Carlo Dropout: Applies dropout at inference time
to approximate Bayesian inference [2], providing a practical
and computationally efficient method for uncertainty esti-
mation.

2.2 Monte Carlo Dropout for Uncertainty Es-
timation

Monte Carlo (MC) Dropout leverages the dropout regulariza-
tion technique [12] for uncertainty estimation by performing
multiple stochastic forward passes through the network with
dropout activated during inference [2]. This approach approx-
imates a Bayesian posterior over the model parameters, allow-
ing for the estimation of predictive uncertainty.

Given an inputx and a neural networkwith parametersW,
the predictive distribution is approximated by averaging the
predictions over T stochastic forward passes:

p(y|x) ≈ 1

T

T∑
t=1

p(y|x,Wt) (1)

whereWt represents theparameters of thenetwork after ap-
plying dropout at iteration t. The variability in the predictions
reflects the model’s uncertainty.

2.3 Limitations of Fixed Dropout Rates

While MCDropout is a practical method for uncertainty esti-
mation, it commonly uses fixed dropout rates across all layers
and inputs during inference [2]. This approachhas limitations:

• Suboptimal Uncertainty Estimation: Fixed dropout rates
may not adequately capture the predictive variance needed
for accurate uncertainty estimation [3]. Some inputs may re-
quire higher dropout rates to reflect uncertainty, while oth-
ers may suffer from excessive noise.

• Potential Performance Degradation: Applying the same
dropout rate uniformly can introduce unnecessary noise in
some layers, potentially affecting model performance [12].
Critical features may be disrupted, adversely impacting pre-
diction accuracy.

• Lack of Adaptability: Fixed rates do not account for the
varying complexity of different inputs or the differing sensi-
tivities of layers within the network. This rigidity limits the
model’s ability to adapt to new or diverse data distributions.

These limitations highlight the need for methods that can
adapt dropout rates dynamically during inference to improve
uncertainty estimation without compromising performance.

2.4 Information Theory in Deep Learning

Information theory provides a powerful framework for quan-
tifying the amount of information transmitted through a sys-
tem [7]. In the context of deep learning, information-theoretic
concepts have been used to understand and improve neural
networks in several ways:

• Information Bottleneck Principle: Proposes that layers in
a neural network aim to compress input data while preserv-
ing relevant information for the output [13]. This principle
has been used to analyze learning dynamics and generaliza-
tion.

• Mutual Information Analysis: Estimating mutual infor-
mation between inputs, hidden layers, and outputs helps
in understanding how information is processed and trans-
formed within the network [14, 15].

• Regularization Techniques: Information-theoretic regu-
larization methods, such as information dropout [16], have
been introduced to improve robustness and generalization
by controlling the flow of information during training.

However, most of these applications focus on the training
phase of neural networks, using information theory to guide
learning and improve representations. The potential of infor-
mation theory to inform adaptive mechanisms during infer-
ence, particularly for uncertainty estimation, remains under-
explored.

2.5 Applying Information Theory to Dropout

Interpreting dropout through the lens of information theory
allows us to view it as introducing controlled noise into the net-
work, effectively treating each layer as a noisy communication
channel [7]. This perspective provides valuable insights into
how dropout affects information flow within the network:

• Dropout as Noise Injection: Dropout reduces mutual in-
formation between a layer’s input and output by introduc-
ing random perturbations [12, 16]. The noise can prevent
overfitting by discouraging the network from relying too
heavily on any single neuron.

• Information Loss Quantification: The amount of infor-
mation lost due to dropout can be quantified usingmeasures
like entropy and mutual information [17]. This quantifica-
tion enables us to assess the impact of dropout on the net-
work’s representations.

• Layer Sensitivity: Different layers may exhibit varying sen-
sitivities to information loss induced by dropout, depending
on their role and the nature of their activations. Early layers
may be more robust to noise, while later layers may be more
sensitive.

These insights suggest that by controlling the information
loss induced by dropout, we can adaptively adjust dropout
rates to balance the trade-off between introducing variability
for uncertainty estimation andmaintaining sufficient informa-
tion for accurate predictions.
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3 Rate-In: Adaptive Dropout at In-
ference

In this section, we presentRate-In, an algorithm that dynam-
ically adjusts dropout rates during inference by quantifying
the information loss induced in each layer’s feature maps. By
viewing dropout as controlled noise injection and leveraging
information-theoretic principles, Rate-In adapts dropout rates
per layer andper input instance, enhancing uncertainty estima-
tion without compromising predictive performance.

3.1 ReinterpretingDropout asNoise Injection
Traditionally, dropout serves as a regularization technique that
randomly drops units or connections during training [12, 18].
In the context of uncertainty estimation during inference, we
reinterpret dropout as a form of noise injection into the neural
signal. This perspective allows us to analyze dropout’s impact
on information flow within the network.

By considering each layer as a communication channel [7],
applying dropout introduces noise into this channel, reducing
the mutual information between the layer’s input and output.
The extent of information loss depends on the dropout rate
and the characteristics of the activations in that layer.

3.2 Quantifying Information Loss
To adjust dropout rates dynamically, we need to quantify the
information loss induced by dropout in each layer. We employ
the concept ofmutual information (MI), which measures the
shared information between two random variables [7].

Given a layer with input activations hin and output acti-
vations hout, the mutual information I(hin;hout) quanti-
fies how much information about hin is preserved in hout.
Dropout reduces this mutual information due to the intro-
duced randomness.

Directly computing MI in high-dimensional spaces is chal-
lenging. To address this, we use efficient estimation methods,
such as the adaptive binning estimator [17], which approxi-
mates MI using entropy estimations with adaptive data bin-
ning.

3.3 The Rate-In Algorithm
Rate-In adjusts the dropout rate for each layer during inference
bymaintaining the information loss below a predefined thresh-
old. The algorithm operates sequentially during the forward
pass, adjusting dropout rates per layer and per input instance
(Figure 2 and Algorithm 1).

Figure 2: Rate-In dynamically optimizes dropout rates through
an information-theoretic feedback loop: (i) apply a dropout mask
to the feature map; (ii) assess information integrity; (iii) calculate the
difference from the target information level; (iv) update the dropout
rate accordingly.

Algorithm 1 Rate-In Algorithm
Require: Trained neural network F with L layers, input x,

initial dropout rates p(0), information loss threshold ϵ,
maximum iterationsNmax

Ensure: Adjusted dropout rates p, output prediction ŷ
1: Initialize p← p(0)

2: for l = 1 toL do
3: n← 0
4: repeat
5: Apply dropout with rate pl to layer l
6: Compute activations h(l)in and h(l)out
7: Estimate mutual information I(h(l)in;h(l)out)
8: Compute information loss ∆Il = I(l)full −

I(h(l)in;h(l)out)
9: if ∆Il > ϵ then
10: Decrease pl
11: else
12: Increase pl
13: end if
14: n← n+ 1
15: until |∆Il − ϵ| < δ or n ≥ Nmax
16: end for
17: Perform forward pass with adjusted dropout to obtain ŷ
18: return p, ŷ

3.3.1 Algorithm Details

Initialization We start with initial dropout rates p(0),
which can be uniform across layers or based on prior knowl-
edge. We define an information loss threshold ϵ specifying the
maximum allowable mutual information loss per layer.

Layer-wise Adjustment For each layer l, we perform the
following steps:

1. Apply Dropout: Apply dropout with the current rate pl
to the activations in layer l.

2. Compute Activations: Obtain the input and output acti-
vations h(l)

in and h(l)
out for layer l.

3. Estimate Mutual Information: Estimate the mutual in-
formation I(h(l)

in ;h
(l)
out) using an appropriate estimator.

4. Compute Information Loss: Calculate the information
loss∆Il = I

(l)
full − I(h

(l)
in ;h

(l)
out), where I

(l)
full is the mutual

information without dropout.

5. Adjust Dropout Rate: If∆Il > ϵ, decrease pl to reduce
information loss; otherwise, increase pl to introduce more
variability.

6. Convergence Check: Repeat the adjustment until the in-
formation loss is within an acceptable range or the maxi-
mum number of iterations is reached.

Forward Pass After adjusting dropout rates, perform a final
forward pass with the adjusted rates to obtain ŷ.

3.3.2 Implementation Considerations

Estimating Mutual Information To make MI estimation
tractable in high-dimensional spaces, we can:
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• Use dimensionality reduction to project activations to
lower dimensions.

• Employ non-parametric estimators like k-nearest neigh-
bors or kernel density estimators.

• ApproximateMI using simpler metrics such as correlation
or variance when appropriate.

Optimization Strategy Adjusting dropout rates can be for-
mulated as an optimization problem. Simple strategies like gra-
dient descent or rule-based adjustments (e.g., fixed step sizes)
can be used to reach the desired information loss threshold.

Computational Overhead Tomitigate the additional com-
putations:

• Limit the number of iterations per layer (Nmax).

• Share computations across similar inputs or batches.

• Precompute or approximate certain quantities.

3.4 Discussion of the Rate-In Approach
The Rate-In algorithm offers several advantages:

• Adaptive Dropout Rates: By adjusting dropout rates per
layer and per input instance, Rate-In accommodates the
varying sensitivities of layers and the complexities of differ-
ent inputs.

• Improved Uncertainty Estimation: By controlling the
information loss, Rate-In ensures that sufficient variability
is introduced for uncertainty estimation without degrading
the predictive performance.

• NoNeed for GroundTruth Labels: Rate-In operates dur-
ing inferencewithout requiring labeled data,making it appli-
cable in deployment scenarios where labels are unavailable.

However, there are also challenges:

• Computational Complexity: The need to estimatemutual
information and adjust dropout rates can increase inference
time.

• Estimation Accuracy: Accurate estimation of mutual
information is non-trivial, especially in high-dimensional
spaces.

• Hyperparameter Selection: Choosing appropriate values
for the information loss threshold ϵ and other hyperparame-
ters requires careful consideration.

In the next section, we present experimental results demon-
strating Rate-In’s effectiveness across various tasks and archi-
tectures.

4 Experiments
In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of the pro-
posedRate-In algorithm for predictive uncertainty estimation
through MC simulations. We conduct experiments on both
synthetic data and real-world medical imaging tasks, utilizing
state-of-the-art pre-trained neural network architectures. Our
evaluation focuses on three main objectives:

(i) Effectiveness ofRate-In: AssessRate-In’s ability to im-
prove uncertainty estimation and calibration compared
to fixed or heuristic dropout rates.

(ii) Impact on Predictive Performance: Determine
whether dynamically adjusting dropout rates at infer-
ence time affects predictive accuracy.

(iii) Adaptability across Tasks and Architectures:
Demonstrate the applicability of Rate-In across
different tasks and neural network architectures.

4.1 Experimental Setup
We evaluate our method on three categories of tasks:

Synthetic Regression To validate our method in a con-
trolled setting, we generate a one-dimensional regression
dataset with varying levels of noise. The target variable is de-
fined as y = sin(x) + ϵ, where x is uniformly sampled from
[−3, 3] and ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2). We create datasets with five dif-
ferent noise levels by setting σ ∈ 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5. Each
dataset contains 100 training and test instances.

Medical Image Classification For real-world classification
tasks, we utilize three datasets from the MedMNIST v2 repos-
itory [19]:

• PathMNIST: 107,180 histopathology images for colorectal
cancer tissue classification (9 classes).

• BloodMNIST: 17,092 blood cell microscope images for pe-
ripheral blood cell classification (8 classes).

• TissueMNIST: 236,386 kidney cortex microscope images
for kidney cortex cell type classification (8 classes).

Medical Image Segmentation We select two segmentation
tasks involving different imaging modalities:

• Prostate MRI Segmentation[20]: Segmenting the periph-
eral and transitional zones in prostate MRI scans.

• LiverTumorCTSegmentation[20]: Segmenting liver and
tumor regions in CT scans.

BaselinesMethods WecompareRate-Inwith the following
methods:

• Fixed Dropout[12]: Applying a constant dropout rate
across all layers during MC iterations.

• Scheduled Dropout[21]: Linearly decreasing the dropout
rate over MC iterations.

• Activation-Based Dropout: Adjusting dropout rates
based on the coefficient of variation (CoV) of layer activa-
tions, inspired by adaptive dropout methods [4].

4.1.1 Implementation Details

To directly compare Rate-In with classical dropout ap-
proaches, we set the information loss threshold ϵ equal to the
fixed dropout rate p(0). δ was set to 0.01 based on preliminary
experiments. Themaximumnumber of iterations per layerwas
set toNmax = 30.
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For information loss estimation,weuse the adaptive binning
estimator [17], which efficiently approximatesmutual informa-
tion in high-dimensional feature spaces. Additionally, we mea-
sured the informationusing structural similarity indexmeasure
(SSIM) [22] (See Appendix B for more information and re-
sults). Monte Carlo simulation involves 30 forward passes per
input, with dropout rates dynamically adjusted according to
the measured information loss. We employ the following neu-
ral network architectures:

• Synthetic Regression: A fully connected network with
two hidden layers of 50 units each and ReLU activations.

• Classification Tasks: ResNet-18 [23] pre-trained on
MedMNIST datasets, with dropout layers added after each
residual block’s ReLU activation.

• Segmentation Tasks: nnU-Net [24], a U-Net-based archi-
tecture with dropout layers after each encoder and decoder
block.

Evaluation Metrics For predictive performance, we use
Mean Squared Error (MSE) for regression, Accuracy (ACC)
for classification, and Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC) for
segmentation. To evaluate uncertainty estimation, we em-
ploy Expected Calibration Error (ECE)[25], Area Under the
Accuracy-RejectionCurve (AUARC)[26], andBoundaryUn-
certainty Coverage (BUC) [27]. We also provide qualitative
analyses through uncertainty maps and reliability diagrams.

Our code and complete implementation details are available
in the supplementary material. The appendix includes full
training protocols, hyperparameter settings, architectural de-
tails, and ablation studies.

4.2 Results
4.2.1 Synthetic Data Analysis

We first evaluate Rate-In on the synthetic regression task to
validate our approach under controlled conditions. Figure 3a
shows the efficiency of uncertainty estimation across increasing
noise levels (σ ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5})with a fixed training
set size (N = 100). The efficiency is quantified using the ra-
tio of interval width to empirical coverage; lower ratios indicate
more precise uncertainty estimates without sacrificing reliabil-
ity. Rate-In consistently maintains a lower ratio across all noise
levels compared to baseline methods.

Figure 3b illustrates the impact of training set size under a
fixed noise level (σ = 0.01). Rate-In outperforms other meth-
ods across all training sample sizes, achievingmore efficient un-
certainty estimation.The results demonstrate Rate-In’s ability
to adapt dropout rates based on local uncertainty character-
istics, leading to more efficient and reliable uncertainty esti-
mation compared to static dropout approaches. The method
shows particular advantages in scenarios with heteroscedastic
noise and limited training data.

4.3 Classification Tasks
Table 1 summarizes the performance metrics for each classifi-
cation task and dropout policy. Rate-In consistently achieves
higher accuracy and better uncertainty calibration compared
to baseline methods. Specifically, for the PathMNIST dataset,
Rate-In maintains high performance across different levels of
information loss, as illustrated in Figure 4. At a 0.05 dropout

(a) Increasing noise level (b) Increasing training points

Figure 3: Rate-In is more efficient in uncertainty estimation.
The ratio of uncertainty interval width to 95% coverage. Lower ratios
indicatemore efficientuncertainty estimation. (a)Varyingnoise levels;
(b) Varying number of training points at fixed noise level (σ = 0.01).

rate, Rate-Inmaintains full model accuracy for both TissueM-
NIST and PathMNIST datasets, while other methods show
significant degradation.

The three medical datasets exhibit distinct patterns of ro-
bustness to dropout. BloodMNIST retains high perfor-
mance even under significant dropout, while TissueMNIST
shows greater sensitivity to information loss, and PathMNIST
demonstrates intermediate resilience. These differences high-
light the importance of adaptive dropout strategies across dif-
ferent medical imaging applications.

Table 1: Rate-In maintains near-original model accuracy even at
high dropout rates, while baseline methods show severe degra-
dation. Classification performance across three medical imaging
datasets, reported as Accuracy (ACC) and AUARC. Results demon-
strate that Rate-In consistently outperforms conventional dropout
strategies, particularly at higher dropout rates. Higher AUARC val-
ues (in parentheses) indicate better uncertainty estimation quality.

Dataset Method ACC
Full
Model

Dropout Rate

0.05 0.10 0.20

TissueMNIST

Constant

.68

.53 (.67) .31 (.37) .09 (.25)
Scheduled .56 (.70) .36 (.47) .13 (.19)
Activation .54 (.67) .32 (.40) .10 (.24)
Rate-In .68 (.84) .64 (.80) .48 (.59)

PathMNIST

Constant

.90

.87 (.96) .75 (.91) .41 (.56)
Scheduled .88 (.97) .78 (.93) .47 (.65)
Activation .87 (.96) .76 (.92) .44 (.60)
Rate-In .90 (.98) .88 (.97) .75 (.91)

BloodMNIST

Constant

.97

.95 (.99) .91 (.98) .58 (.75)
Scheduled .95 (.99) .92 (.98) .75 (.86)
Activation .96 (.99) .93 (.99) .81 (.92)
Rate-In .96 (.99) .93 (.99) .82 (.92)

Figure 4: Rate-In maintains high classification accuracy even
at aggressive dropout rates where conventional methods de-
grade. Classification accuracy on the PathMNIST dataset comparing
dropout strategies across increasing rates. Traditional methods show
sharp decline, while Rate-In preserves performance by adaptively ad-
justing dropout patterns based on local feature importance.
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4.4 Segmentation Tasks
Rate-In’s advantages are particularly evident in medical image
segmentation,where accurate uncertainty estimation is crucial.
As illustrated in Figure 1, Rate-In generates uncertainty maps
that precisely highlight anatomically challenging regions, espe-
cially along tissue boundaries where expert radiologists often
face ambiguity. In contrast, constant dropout produces diffuse
uncertainty patterns at higher dropout rates, obscuring areas of
genuine uncertainty.

Rate-In demonstrates several key advantages:

• Anatomical Precision: Rate-In accurately pinpoints am-
biguous regions, particularly along tissue boundaries, en-
hancing clinical interpretability. Constant dropout yields
diffuse patterns that obscure genuine concerns.

• Dropout Rate Stability: Rate-In maintains consistent, fo-
cuseduncertainty estimates across varying dropout rates, un-
like conventional methods that degrade with increased rates,
ensuring reliable clinical performance.

• Error Correlation: Rate-In’s high-uncertainty regions
strongly correlate with actual prediction errors, indicating
better calibration and enhancing trust in themodel’s predic-
tions.

• Clinical Interpretability: Rate-In’s uncertainty maps
align with anatomical structures and boundaries, making
themmore interpretable. It facilitates the integration of sta-
tistical uncertainty into clinical decision-making.

These qualitative observations are supported quantitatively
by performance metrics across our test set. Table 2 summa-
rizes the metrics for each segmentation task and dropout pol-
icy. Rate-In consistently outperforms benchmarks in uncer-
tainty metrics such as ECE and BUC across most anatomical
zones. For instance, in regions with inherent boundary ambi-
guity, Rate-In shows enhanced capability in quantifying uncer-
tainty at region interfaces, evidenced by higher BUC scores in
the Transitional zone. This improved boundary characteriza-
tion is critical for clinical applicationswhere precise delineation
between overlapping anatomical zones impacts diagnostic ac-
curacy.

The results demonstrate that Rate-In’s information-
theoretic approach to adjusting dropout rates produces
uncertainty estimates that are both more accurate and more

clinically meaningful. The method’s ability to maintain fo-
cused uncertainty patterns while preserving anatomical detail
makes it particularly valuable for medical imaging applications
where precision and reliability are paramount.
Figure 5 illustrates the impact of dropout rates on information
loss across network layers. In the pre-trained U-Net model,
the decoder layers experience a significant decline in informa-
tion, with a reduction of approximately 40% as dropout rates
increase from 5% to 20%. In contrast, the encoder layers are less
affected, showing smaller changes in structural similarity with
varying dropout rates. This suggests that Rate-In effectively al-
locates dropout rates to minimize information loss where it is
most critical.

Figure 5: Decoder layers are more sensitive to information loss
from dropout than encoder layers, demonstrating the need for
layer-specific dropout rates. Analysis of information retention
acrossU-Net layers as dropout rates increase. Decoder layers show sig-
nificant information loss, while encoder layers maintain higher infor-
mation. This asymmetric behavior validates Rate-In’s layer-adaptive
approach, which can allocate lower dropout rates to sensitive decoder
layerswhilemaintaining higher rates inmore robust encoder layers for
efficient uncertainty estimation.

5 Summary
We introduced Rate-In, a novel algorithm that dynamically
adjusts dropout rates during inference to enhance predictive
uncertainty estimation in neural networks. Traditional meth-
ods like Monte Carlo Dropout use fixed dropout rates, which
fail to adapt to individual inputs and network layers, leading to

Table 2: Rate-In achieves superior uncertainty estimation across all anatomical zones while preserving or improving
segmentation accuracy compared to best benchmarks. Comprehensive evaluation across different anatomical regions inMRI
and CT modalities, showing DSC, ECE, and BUC at varying dropout rates. Rate-In demonstrates consistent improvements in
uncertaintymetrics (lower ECE, higher BUC)while maintaining competitive DSC scores, with particularly strong performance in
challenging regions like the transitional zone and tumor boundaries.

Zone Modality Method Full Model DSC (Full Model, % change) ECE×10−3 BUC

DSC p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10

Peripheral MRI Rate-In 0.682 +0.29% +2.79% +2.35% 4.60 4.26 4.58 0.67 0.63 0.61
Best Benchmark +1.17% +2.79% +2.64% 4.62 4.40 5.01 0.58 0.53 0.50

Transitional MRI Rate-In 0.892 -0.34% -0.78% -0.67% 3.97 4.03 4.86 0.87 0.84 0.80
Best Benchmark +0.11% -0.78% -0.78% 4.25 6.60 10.73 0.70 0.62 0.57

Liver CT Rate-In 0.955 +1.05% +1.05% +0.94% 6.73 5.54 4.65 0.93 0.93 0.92
Best Benchmark 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 6.90 5.80 5.00 0.92 0.91 0.91

Tumor CT Rate-In 0.579 +1.21% -0.52% -2.59% 1.78 1.78 1.88 0.61 0.53 0.48
Best Benchmark +0.17% -1.90% -1.73% 1.80 1.80 1.90 0.60 0.55 0.53
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suboptimal uncertainty estimates. By treating dropout as con-
trolled noise injection and leveraging information-theoretic
principles, Rate-In quantifies the information loss in each layer
and adjusts dropout rates accordingly, without requiring addi-
tional training or labels.

Our extensive experiments on synthetic data and real-world
medical imaging tasks demonstrate that Rate-In consistently
improves uncertainty calibration and sharpens uncertainty
estimates compared to fixed or heuristic dropout rates, all
while maintaining predictive performance. In segmentation
tasks, Rate-Inproduceduncertaintymaps that accurately high-
lighted anatomically challenging regions, enhancing clinical in-
terpretability. By effectively minimizing critical information
loss, Rate-In offers a practical, unsupervised inference-time so-
lution for optimizing dropout, making it particularly valuable
for risk-sensitive applications where accurate uncertainty esti-
mation is essential.
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6 Appendix A: Reproducibility

6.1 Reproducibility Statement
The Rate-In algorithm code and implementation examples are
available in theGitHub repository1.

• Environment and Data: Dependencies are listed in re-
quirements.txt. Datasets (PathMNIST, BloodMNIST, Tis-
sueMNIST) are fromMedMNIST-V2 [19], while Liver CT
and Prostate MRI datasets are from the Medical Segmenta-
tion Decathlon [20]. Download and preprocessing instruc-
tions are included in the original repositories.

• Training and Evaluation: Hyperparameters and training
schedules are in supplement section 6.2.2. Pre-trained mod-
els for classification [19] and segmentation [24] are publicly
available. Dropout baseline and evaluation metric scripts
and formulations are in the repository and supplement sec-
tion 6.2.3 and 6.2.4, respectively.

• Hardware and Software: Experiments used Python 3.9.12
and PyTorch 2.3.0 on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti
GPU. The code is hardware-agnostic but runtimes may vary
on different setups.

6.2 Experiment Setting Supplement
6.2.1 Rate-In Configuration

To enable direct comparison with standard dropout baseline
approaches, we initializedRate-In’s parameters as follows: The
initial dropout rate p0 was set equal to the dropout rate p used
in the constant dropout benchmark approach. The objective
information loss threshold ϵ was set to p, representing similar
proportion of information to be preserved. For example, with
a constant dropout rate of p = 0.2, we set p(0) = 0.2 and
ϵ = 0.2, targeting 80% information preservation. We set δ to
0.01.

Wedefined information loss at layer (l) as the relative change
in mutual information (MI) between input and post-dropout
feature maps. Let I(l)drop and I

(l)
full represent MI in dropout and

full models at layer l:

I
(l)
drop = MI(h(0)in,h(l)

dropout)

I
(l)
full = MI(h(0)in,h(l)

fullout)

The information loss at layer l is:

∆Il =
I
(l)
drop − I

(l)
full

I
(l)
full

Network Architectures and MI Calculation: For syn-
thetic data, we used fully connected networks and calculated
mutual information (MI) in two steps: first, computing batch-
level MI between the input and each normalized hidden unit
using 2D histograms, then averaging these values across all
units. For real-world data using CNNs, we first resampled all
featuremaps to a uniform spatial resolution tomaintain spatial
consistency. We then calculated MI using adaptive estimators
with entropy-equal bins [17].

1https://github.com/code-supplement-25/rate-in/tree/main

6.2.2 Architectures of Neural Networks Used

Synthetic Data: The network was implemented in Py-
Torch with an architecture consisting of three linear layers
([1→50→50→1]) with ReLU activations between hidden lay-
ers. Training utilized Adam optimizer (lr=0.01) and mean
squared error (MSE) loss over 1000 epochs, processing the en-
tire dataset (N=100) in each iteration. For reproducibility,
NumPy and PyTorch random seeds were set to 123. Dropout
layers were placed after each hidden layer post-training (Figure
6).

Figure 6: Basic layout of the regression network with dropout
layers shown in blue.

Classification: ResNet-18 networks were employed using
dataset-specific pre-trained weights and pre-processing proto-
cols from MedMNIST-V2 [19]. The TissueMNIST, PathM-
NIST, andBloodMNISTdatasetswere provided as 28x28 voxel
inputs. Dropout layers were placed after after each residual
block in the pre-trained network (Figure 7).

Figure 7: A single ResNet layer with dropout layers shown in
blue. The ResNet-18 architecture comprises four such layers.

Segmentation: The segmentation pipeline employs nnU-
Net, using task-specific pre-trained weights from the top-
performing models in the Medical Segmentation Decathlon
[28]. Each model utilizes a self-configuring segmentation
pipeline based on the U-Net architecture with 2D convolu-
tional layers [24]. Dropout layers were placed after each en-
coding and decoding step in the pre-trained network, except
for the output step (Figure 8).

Figure 8: Basic layout of the U-Net network with dropout lay-
ers shown in blue.

1
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6.2.3 Baseline Dropout Strategies

In the absence of widely established inference-time dropout
strategies, we drew inspiration from training-time dropout ap-
proaches, adapting them for inference-time uncertainty esti-
mation.

• Constant Dropout [12]: Dropout rates are fixed across all
layers andMC iterations, represented as:

p
(l)
t = p ∀ l, t

where l represents the layer and t the MC iteration.

• Scheduled (Annealing) Dropout [21]: Dropout rates are
constant across layers but decrease linearly over MC itera-
tions, starting with p0 = p and gradually reducing until
dropout is fully disabled. This is given by:

p
(l)
t = p ·

(
1− t− 1

T − 1

)
∀ l, t

where T is the total number of MC iterations.

• Activation-Based Dropout: Dropout rates vary across lay-
ers based on the activation diversity, measured by the coeffi-
cient of variation (CoV) of featuremap values, while remain-
ing constant across MC iterations. For each layer l and itera-
tion t, the dropout rate p(l)t is set as:

p
(l)
t = p · CoV(X(l))

maxj CoV(X(j))
∀ l, t

where X(l) is the feature map for layer l in the full no-
dropout model, and p is the maximum dropout rate applied
to the layer with the highest CoV. To handle both positive
and negative values in feature maps, CoV is calculated us-
ing themean of absolute values for stability. OurActivation-
BasedDropoutmethod is inspired by training-time dropout
approaches that adjust dropout rates based on activationpat-
terns during training, as seen in variational dropout [6] and
adaptive dropout [4].

6.2.4 Evaluation Metrics

Predictive Power: Diluting neural networkmodels can im-
pact their performance. We assessed the deviation from the
full (no-dropout) model’s prediction performance using the
same evaluationmetrics as those provided in the original public
repository where the dataset was published.

• Mean Squared Error (MSE): For regression, MSE mea-
sures the average squareddifference betweenpredicted values
and ground truth values, quantifying the error magnitude.
TheMSE is defined as:

MSE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)
2

where yi represents the ground truth value, ŷi is the pre-
dicted value, and n is the total number of data points. MSE
provides a cohort-level evaluation by averaging the squared
errors across all data instances.
In this study, we used the implementation from
torchmetrics.MeanSquaredError, with its default
parameters.

• Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC): For segmentation,
DSC measures pixel-wise overlap between predicted binary
mask and ground truth regions. The DSC is defined as:

DSC =
2|P ∩G|
|P |+ |G|

where P is the set of predicted pixels,G is the set of ground
truth pixels, and | · | denotes the cardinality of the set. DSC
was calculated at the pixel level and averaged across all data
instances to provide a cohort-level evaluation.
In this study, we used the implementation from
torchmetrics.classification.Dice, with its
default parameters.

• Prediction Accuracy (ACC): For classification, ACCmea-
sures the proportion of correctly classified instances over the
total number of instances. The ACC is defined as:

ACC =
Number of Correct Predictions
Total Number of Instances

In this study, we used the implementation from
sklearn.metrics.accuracy score.

Predictive Uncertainty: Uncertainty estimates were as-
sessed as scores that classify model predictions into two out-
comes: reject or do-not-reject, following [29, 30, 31]. To evalu-
ate the alignment of uncertainty estimates with model predic-
tion errors, we used:

• Expected Calibration Error (ECE): For segmentation un-
certainty, ECE measures calibration by aligning uncertainty
scores with actual model errors [32]. The ECE is defined as:

ECE =

M∑
m=1

|Bm|
N
|uncert(Bm)− err(Bm)|

whereM is the total number of bins,Bm is the set of pixels
in binm, |Bm| is the number of pixels inBm,N is the total
number of pixels, uncert(Bm) is the average predicted un-
certainty score, and err(Bm) is the actualmodel errorwithin
the bin. ECE was calculated at the pixel level and averaged
across all data to provide a cohort-level evaluation.
In this study, we used the implementation from
torchmetrics.CalibrationError with parameters
CalibrationError(task=’binary’, norm=’l1’,

n bins=15) and all other parameters set to their default
values.

• Area Under the Accuracy-Rejection Curve (AUARC):
For classification uncertainty, AUARC evaluates the trade-
off between prediction accuracy and the fraction of predic-
tions rejected based on uncertainty scores [26, 33]. The
AUARC is defined as:

AUARC =

∫ 1

0

ACC(r) dr

where r is the rejection fraction, and ACC(r) is the
accuracy of the retained predictions at rejection fraction
r. Uncertainty scores corresponded to the highest pre-
dicted class was used. Accuracy was calculated for rejec-
tion thresholds corresponding to each uncertainty score per-
centile, and the area under the curve was computed using
sklearn.metrics.auc. Higher AUARC values indicate
that the model maintains high accuracy while effectively re-
jecting uncertain predictions.
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• Boundary Uncertainty Consistency (BUC):Accurate es-
timation of uncertainty at organ boundaries is critical in
medical imaging, as these regions often exhibit high uncer-
tainty due to anatomical variability, image noise, and am-
biguous structures [27, 34, 35, 36]. BUC quantifies the pro-
portion of total uncertainty concentrated along boundaries
compared to interior regions.

BUC =
Mean(uncertBoundary)

Mean(uncertBoundary) +Mean(uncertInterior)
,

whereMean(uncertBoundary) andMean(uncertInterior) repre-
sent the average uncertainties in boundary and interior re-
gions, respectively. The boundary region in our experiments
was defined as a 5-pixel-wide band surrounding the edges of
the segmented objects.
BUC highlights the model’s ability to assign higher uncer-
tainty to critical boundary areas, ensuring robust uncertainty
evaluation essential for clinical decision-making.

• Interval EfficiencyRatio (IER):Measures the trade-offbe-
tween predictive interval width and its coverage probability
(PICP), quantifying the efficiencyof uncertainty estimation.
The **interval width** represents the average range of the
prediction intervals and is calculated as:

Uncertainty Interval Width =
1

N

N∑
i=1

2 · Z · σi

whereZ represents the Z-score corresponding to the desired
confidence level (e.g., Z = 1.96 for 95% confidence inter-
vals), and σi denotes the predicted standard deviation, cal-
culated as the standard deviation of the Monte Carlo (MC)
predictions at each data point i.
The **PICP** quantifies the proportion of true values ytrue
that fall within the predicted intervals and is defined as:

PICP =
1

N

N∑
i=1

I [ytrue,i ∈ (µi − Z · σi, µi + Z · σi)]

where I is the indicator function, µi is the predicted mean,
andN is the number of samples.
The ratio of interval width to PICP evaluates the trade-off
between the tightness of prediction intervals and the cover-
age of true values, with lower ratios indicatingmore efficient
uncertainty estimation.

7 Appendix B: Additional Results
7.1 Synthetic Data
Figures 9 and 10 evaluate Rate-In dropout’s performance. Fig-
ure 9 compares uncertainty intervals from constant dropout
(p = 0.10, red) and Rate-In dropout (ϵ = 0.10, blue) across
five noise levels (σ = 0.1− 0.5), showing Rate-In’s more pre-
cise and stable bounds under increasing noise.

Figure 10 examine performance at fixed noise levels (σ =
0.01, 0.10, 0.50) across varying training set sizes, showing un-
certainty interval efficiency ratios.

(a) σ = 0.01 (b) σ = 0.10 (c) σ = 0.50

Figure 10: The ratio of uncertainty interval width to 95% coverage for
varying number of training points at fixed noise levels. Lower ratios
indicatemore efficient uncertainty estimation. (a)σ = 0.01, (b)σ =
0.10, and (c) σ = 0.50.

Figure 11 analyzes the convergence behavior of Rate-In across
varying initial dropout rates under different information loss
thresholds (ϵ=0.10, 0.30, 0.50), withNmax = 100 andσ =0.50.
The results demonstrate that Rate-In converges to consistent
dropout rates, independent of the initial dropout rate values.

Figure 11: Rate-In final dropout rate (y-axis) versus initial dropout
rate (x-axis) for different information loss thresholds (ϵ = 0.10, 0.30,
0.50). Parameters:Nmax = 100, σ = 0.50.

7.2 Segmentation
Table 3 presents the comparison between Rate-In and all base-
line dropout approaches across segmentation tasks.

7.3 Computational Complexity Analysis
The Rate-In algorithm may introduce an additional compu-
tational overhead during inference, resulting in increased la-
tency from input availability to prediction. Section 3.3.2 out-
lines strategies to mitigate this inference-time overhead.

The pseudo-code in Listing 1 illustrates the
AdaptiveInformationDropout class, which imple-
ments the optimization process for the Rate-In algorithm.
The computational complexity of the dropout rate optimiza-
tion is O(Nmax · (n + f)), where Nmax is the maximum
number of optimization iterations, n is the number of input
instances, and f is the complexity of the information loss
calculation, which may depend on n.

The optimization process dominates the complexity, iter-
ating Nmax times with O(n) dropout operations and O(f)

Figure 9: Rate-In dropout yields narrower,more stable uncertainty intervals under increasing noise levels (σ = 0.1−0.5), compared to constant
dropout. Black: true function and training data; Red: constant dropout (p = 0.10); Blue: Rate-In dropout (ϵ = 0.10).
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Table 3: Comparison of Rate-In and baseline approaches for uncertainty estimation and segmentation accuracy across anatomical
zones in MRI and CTmodalities, evaluated using DSC, ECE, and BUCmetrics at varying dropout rates.

Zone Modality Dropout Method Full Model DSC (Full Model, % change) ECE×10−3 BUC

DSC p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10

Peripheral MRI Rate-In

0.682

+0.29% +2.79% +2.35% 4.60 4.26 4.58 0.67 0.63 0.61
Constant +2.05% +2.59% +2.05% 4.40 5.547 7.85 0.54 0.48 0.45
Scheduled +1.06% +2.84% +2.51% 4.44 5.14 7.24 0.55 0.47 0.45
Activation +1.17% +2.79% +2.64% 4.62 4.40 5.01 0.58 0.53 0.50

Transitional MRI Rate-In

0.892

-0.34% -0.78% -0.67% 3.97 4.03 4.86 0.87 0.84 0.80
Constant +0.11% -0.78% -0.78% 4.25 6.60 10.73 0.70 0.62 0.57
Scheduled -0.16% -0.69% -0.74% 4.30 6.15 9.64 0.71 0.63 0.58
Activation -0.18% -0.71% -0.69% 4.13 4.55 5.76 0.78 0.71 0.67

Liver CT Rate-In

0.955

+1.05% +1.05% +0.94% 6.73 5.54 4.65 0.93 0.93 0.92
Constant -0.00% -0.01% -0.03% 6.80 5.80 4.90 0.92 0.91 0.91
Scheduled +0.00% -0.00% -0.00% 6.90 5.80 5.00 0.92 0.91 0.91
Activation -0.00% -0.03% -0.04% 7.00 6.20 5.40 0.92 0.91 0.91

Tumor CT Rate-In

0.579

+1.21% -0.52% -2.59% 1.78 1.78 1.88 0.61 0.53 0.48
Constant -0.12% -2.14% -2.61% 1.80 1.80 1.90 0.59 0.52 0.49
Scheduled +0.05% -1.96% -2.62% 1.80 1.80 2.00 0.59 0.52 0.49
Activation +0.17% -1.90% -1.73% 1.80 1.80 1.90 0.60 0.55 0.53

calculations per iteration. The computational complexity of
each dropout operation, while initially appearing asO(n), fur-
ther breaks down toO(d), where d is the number of elements
in each input instance. Thus, the true complexity of a single
dropout operation isO(n · d).
Once the dropout rates are determined, they remain fixed

duringMonteCarlo inference and, therefore, do not introduce
additional complexity compared to regular constant dropout
approaches.

Listing 1: AdaptiveInformationDropout Class implementa-
tion pseudo code for the Rate-In algorithm
class AdaptiveInformationDropout(torch.nn.Module):

def __init__(self, ...):

# O(1)

...

def _apply_dropout(self, x: torch.Tensor, rate:

float) -> torch.Tensor:

# O(n), n = number of elements in x

return torch.nn.functional.dropout(x, p=rate,

training=self.training)

def _optimize_dropout_rate(self, x: torch.Tensor)

-> float:

# O(N_max * (n + f))

# N_max = max_iterations, n = elements in x, f

= complexity of calc_information_loss

for iteration in range(config.max_iterations):

# O(N_max)

post_dropout =

self._apply_dropout(pre_dropout,

current_rate) # O(n)

info_loss = self.calc_information_loss(...)

# O(f)

# Update dropout rate: O(1)

...

def forward(self, x: torch.Tensor) -> torch.Tensor:

if self.training:

# O(N_max * (n + f) + n) = O(N_max * (n +

f))

optimized_rate =

self._optimize_dropout_rate(x) # O(m *

(n + f))

return self._apply_dropout(x,

optimized_rate) # O(n)

return x # O(1) if not training

# Overall forward pass complexity: O(N_max * (n + f))

Synthetic Data: Figures 12 illustrate the time (in seconds)
required to apply Rate-In to the synthetic regression task de-
scribed in Section 4.1. We analyzed howRate-In execution time
varies as a function of four parameters: initial dropout rate
(p0), noise level (σ), loss threshold (ϵ), and number of data in-
stances. For each analysis, we varied one parameter while keep-
ing the others fixed. The maximum number of Rate-In itera-
tions (Nmax) was set to 30, with δ = 0.001 and a learning rate
of 0.9 across all experiments.

(a) initial dropout rate (b) loss threshold

(c) number of instances (d) noise level

Figure 12: Rate-In running time analysis for synthetic regres-
sion task. Plots show optimization process duration (in seconds) as
a function of: (a) initial dropout rate, (b) information loss threshold,
(c) number of inference instances, and (d) noise level.

Rate-In running time plateaus with increased initial
dropout rates and information loss probabilities, while
scaling linearly with training examples (note log-scale x-axis).
Noise levels show minimal impact on execution time. The
optimization process occasionally failed to find valid dropout
rates in deeper layers, particularly in the second hidden layer.
This occurred when the cumulative information loss from
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earlier layers made it mathematically impossible to achieve
the target information loss threshold ϵ, even with a dropout
rate of zero. We defined convergence failure as the inability
to reduce the objective function below the threshold ϵ after
Nmax iterations, despite reaching the minimum possible
dropout rate. Implementation of early stopping could
mitigate computational costs.

Natural Data: Tables 4 and 5 report the mean duration
(with standard deviation) in seconds for Rate-In processing of
individual instances in real-world classification and segmenta-
tion tasks for different values of information loss objectives.
Initial dropout rate was set to be equal to the information loss
objectives (p0 = ϵ), while all other parameters remained un-
changed. The tables also include worst-case scenarios.

Table 4: Mean (± std) and worst-case processing times (in sec-
onds) of MI-based Rate-In for classification tasks.

Dataset Metric Information Loss Objective (ϵ)
0.05 0.10 0.20

TissueMNIST Mean (Std) 0.42 (0.07) 0.43 (0.03) 0.39 (0.12)
Worst-case 0.50 0.45 0.48

PathMNIST Mean (Std) 0.65 (0.01) 0.67 (0.02) 0.56 (0.12)
Worst-case 0.66 0.68 0.65

BloodMNIST Mean (Std) 0.68 (0.01) 0.64 (0.01) 0.48 (0.12)
Worst-case 0.70 0.65 0.57

Table 5: Mean (± std) and worst-case processing times (in sec-
onds) of MI-based Rate-In for segmentation tasks.

Dataset Metric Information Loss Objective (ϵ)
0.01 0.05 0.10

Prostate Mean (Std) 15.48 (5.48) 22.48 (7.48) 28.8 (9.55)
Worst-case 27.43 40.06 48.72

Liver Mean (Std) 10.08 (9.59) 28.62 (16.62) 36.11 (18.74)
Worst-case 56.89 77.4 95.76

7.4 Structural Similarity Index (SSIM)
The Rate-In algorithm enables domain-specific information
loss measurements through user-defined metrics. While mu-
tual information quantifies statistical dependencies affected by
dropout noise, the Structural Similarity (SSIM) Index [37] can
help evaluate spatial relationships in feature maps. This prop-
erty makes SSIM relevant for CNNs, as it measures the preser-
vation of local structures and patterns that these networks ex-
tract through their convolutional layers.

WeusedSSIMtomeasure information loss betweenpre- and
post-dropout feature maps. This approach allows for simpler
implementation as it only requires local comparisons within
each layer, without needing access to the full model or input
data. Based on earlier experiments showing non-negative SSIM
values under dropout noise, the information loss at layer l is de-
fined as:

∆Il = 1− SSIM(h
(l)
dropin,h

(l)
dropout)

Theperformance comparisonbetween SSIM-based andMI-
based Rate-In across segmentation tasks is presented in Table
7, with corresponding processing times for the SSIM approach
shown in Table 6. To ensure consistent SSIM computation
across different network layers, we normalized all feature maps
to the [0,1] range. We set data range=1 in the torchmetrics
SSIM implementation to match this normalized range, allow-
ing meaningful comparison of structural similarities regardless
of the original feature mapmagnitudes. Figure 13 shows SSIM

(left) and MI (right) dropout-induced information loss across
layers in the U-Net prostate segmentation network.

Table 6: Mean (± std) and worst-case processing times (in sec-
onds) of SSIM-based Rate-In for segmentation tasks.

Dataset Metric Information Loss Objective (ϵ)
0.01 0.05 0.10

Prostate Mean (Std) 9.5 (1.53) 28.29 (4.59) 46.72 (7.23)
Worst-case 13.86 44.07 71.9

Liver Mean (Std) 11.39 (12.59) 13.08 (4.71) 17.13 (7.62)
Worst-case 71.46 22.88 33.13

(a) SSIM vs. Dropout Rate (b)MI vs. Dropout Rate

Figure 13: Dropout-induced information loss in the U-Net segmen-
tation network as measured by SSIM (left) and MI (right) across dif-
ferent dropout rates and layers.

8 Appendix C: Further Discussion
Dropout, beyond just graph manipulation. Rather than
viewingdropout asmerely a tool for graphmanipulation,Rate-
In reinterprets it as a method for controlled noise injection.
This perspective shift allows us to examine howdropout affects
network representations in task-specific contexts. Rate-In ef-
fectively acts as a ’noise translator’, converting randomdropout
noise into meaningful, task-specific variations in feature maps.
Similar to how test-time augmentation adds meaningful noise
to inputs, Rate-In dynamically manages noise levels in feature
maps to achieve more accurate uncertainty estimates.

Rate-In, enhancing dropout post-training. Nearly a
decade after its introduction, classical Bernoulli dropout is still
among the most popular regularization techniques in deep
learning, outlasting many newer alternatives. Rate-In builds
upon this foundation by introducing dynamic rate adjustment
without modifying the underlying dropout mechanism, mak-
ing it easy for users to adopt Rate-In without altering their ex-
isting workflows.

Similar dropout rates, different effects: layer position
matters. Our experiments revealed that dropout’s impact
varies significantly across network layers, even when feature
map dimensions are similar. In semantic segmentation tasks,
we found that decoder layers showed higher sensitivity to
dropout rate changes compared to encoder layers. This vari-
ation may be attributed to MRI image characteristics - uni-
form dark backgrounds in early layers mitigate dropout’s im-
pact, while intensity variations in later layers amplify it. In
addition, decoder layers have fewer opportunities to compen-
sate for dropout noise, emphasizing the importance of layer-
specific rate adjustment.
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Table 7: Medical image segmentation performance of Rate-In across anatomical regions inMRI andCT: comparing segmentation
accuracy (DSC) and uncertainty calibration (ECE, BUC) usingMI and SSIM-based informationmetrics at varying dropout rates.

Zone Modality Method Full Model DSC (Full Model, % change) ECE×10−3 BUC

DSC p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10 p=0.01 p=0.05 p=0.10

Peripheral MRI Rate-In (MI) 0.682 +0.29% +2.79% +2.35% 4.60 4.26 4.58 0.67 0.63 0.61
Rate-In (SSIM) +3.05% +2.59% +1.82% 4.57 4.52 5.54 0.61 0.54 0.51

Transitional MRI Rate-In (MI) 0.892 -0.34% -0.78% -0.67% 3.97 4.03 4.86 0.87 0.84 0.80
Rate-In (SSIM) -0.72% -0.76% -0.87% 3.95 4.78 6.72 0.81 0.72 0.67

Liver CT Rate-In (MI) 0.955 +1.05% +1.05% +0.94% 6.73 5.54 4.65 0.93 0.93 0.92
Rate-In (SSIM) +1.82% +1.16% +1.18% 6.82 5.49 4.47 0.93 0.93 0.92

Tumor CT Rate-In (MI) 0.579 +1.21% -0.52% -2.59% 1.78 1.78 1.88 0.61 0.53 0.48
Rate-In (SSIM) +1.32% +1.29% +1.29% 1.81 1.76 1.74 0.64 0.60 0.55

Sequential dropout adjustments: preserving inter-layer
rate dependency The Rate-In algorithm operates sequen-
tially during the forward pass of a pre-trained network. At each
dropout layer, a feedback loop adjusts the dropout rate to align
with the information loss objectives specific to that layer. After
adjustment, the modified information propagates through the
network to the next dropout layer, where the process repeats.
This approach enables control over information loss across the
entire network, establishing a dropout rate policy that main-
tains inter-layer dependency.

Additional complexity in inference, but can be handled
offline. Rate-In introduces additional computation at infer-
ence. While this can be challenging for some real-time applica-
tions, a few potential solutions can be considered. Rate-In can
be applied offline to a dataset, such as the training or validation
set, to establish population-level dropout rates that approxi-
mate individual case needs, assuming data distribution align-
ment. These rates can then serve as starting points for further
tuning during inference or be sampled from the population
rate distribution for each layer.

8.1 Limitations

MI might not fully capture vision task nuances. In our
experiments, we used mutual information (MI) to quantify
functional information loss from dropout. While MI is a
common choice, it may not capture all aspects of informa-
tion critical in computer vision tasks. SupplementingMI with
metrics like the Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) could pro-
vide a more comprehensive assessment, covering different di-
mensions of information quality and enabling more precise
dropout rate adjustments to address various types of potential
information loss.

Loss objectives may need empirical validation. Rate-In’s
feedback loop relies on an empirically defined information loss
objective. Our experiments suggest that keeping information
loss below 10% preserves functional information while retain-
ing dropout’s benefits. Currently, each dropout layer applies a
local loss function, resulting in distinct dropout rates per layer.
The current implementation uses independent loss functions
for each dropout layer, leading to layer-specific dropout rates.
One potential modification would be to use a network-wide
information loss constraint - a ’dropout budget’ shared across
layers.

Dropout does not cover all types of noise. In convolu-
tional layers, dropout adds noise only within small, localized
regions defined by the convolution kernel. As a result, it may
not capture broader noise patterns such as frequency artifacts,
intensity shifts, or large-scale texture variations that span en-
tire images. This limitation restricts dropout’s effectiveness in
addressing global noise types that are more uniformly spread
across feature maps.
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