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Inputs to machine learning models can have associated noise or uncertainties, but they are often ignored and

not modelled. It is unknown if Bayesian Neural Networks and their approximations are able to consider un-
certainty in their inputs. In this paper we build a two input Bayesian Neural Network (mean and standard de-
viation) and evaluate its capabilities for input uncertainty estimation across different methods like Ensembles,
MC-Dropout, and Flipout. Our results indicate that only some uncertainty estimation methods for approximate
Bayesian NNs can model input uncertainty, in particular Ensembles and Flipout.

1 INTRODUCTION

In the last two decades, Neural Networks (NNs) have
become state-of-the-art applications in many differ-
ent domains, such as computer vision and natural
language processing. Despite this, these models are
known as being notoriously bad at modelling un-
certainty, especially when considering the frequen-
tist setting ( ), in which fixed
parameters are trained to minimize a loss function.
Indeed, while NNs for regression lack a direct way
to estimate uncertainty, Deep NNs for classification
are often found to be extremely overconfident in their
predictions ( ), even when running
inference with random data ( ).
Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs), which consider
parameters as probability distributions, provide a nat-
ural way to produce uncertainty estimates, both in
the regression and in the classification setting (

). They have been proven
to be substantially better at producing more reliable
uncertainty estimates, albeit the quality depends on
the techniques which are used to approximate these
models ( ). A model whose uncer-
tainty estimates are reliable is also called calibrated,
and one of the main metrics for calibration is called
the Expected Calibration Error (ECE) (

).
Uncertainty, in the context of Machine Learning,
is split in two categories (
): (a) epistemic or model uncertainty, and
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Figure 1: Sample of data from the Fashion-MNIST dataset
with Gaussian noise with increasing standard deviation (G
in the figure) added. The first row (¢ = 0.0) represents the
original, unperturbed data. Natural data are often captured
by means of digital sensors, which are prone to be noisy
and can sporadically fail. Training NNs which can effec-
tively model input uncertainty, especially when the noise is
anomalously high, is important in having reliable predic-
tions, which can be discarded whenever the predictive un-
certainty of the model is too high.

(b) aleatoric or data uncertainty—here also called in-
put uncertainty. These two types of uncertainty are
usually implicitly modelled together in a single con-
cept, called predictive uncertainty, and the process of
recovering the epistemic and aleatoric components is
called uncertainty disentanglement (

). An effective modeling of aleatoric
and epistemic uncertainty by a machine learning
model is crucial whenever this model needs to (a) be
deployed in-the-wild, or (b) be used (in assisting) for
decision-making in safety-critical situations. In these
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Figure 2: Comparison on the Two Moons dataset with training 6 = 0.2, as the testing standard deviation is varied. Each
heatmap indicates predictive entropy (low blue to high yellow) and the first column includes the training data points, With
larger test standard deviation, some UQ methods do not significantly change their output uncertainty (DropConnect, Dropout,
DUQ), while Flipout and Ensembles do have significant changes, indicating that they are able to model input uncertainty and

propagate it to the output.

cases, it is paramount that model is well calibrated: if
it is presented with anomalous or unknown data—for
which it effectively behaves randomly—we want this
reflected in the prediction uncertainty. In this sense, a
highly unconfident prediction can be discarded a pri-
ori because it has a high chance of being inaccurate.

The digitization of natural data requires captur-
ing it with either manual measurements or sensors,
both procedures which are subjects to noise: this
represents aleatoric uncertainty; recapturing the data
within the same condition several times will lead to
different measurements. We can thus summarize each
data point as a mean data and the corresponding stan-
dard deviation.

In the present work, instead of letting the NNs im-
plicitly model predictive uncertainty, we provide the

input uncertainty as input, in addition to the mean
value of the data. We call these models two-input
NN .

We provide our results on two small-scale clas-
sification tasks: the Two Moons toy example and
the Fashion-MNIST dataset (Xiao et al., 2017). We
train classical NNs and five approximate classes of
BNNs (MC-Dropout, MC-DropConnect, Ensembles,
Flipout, Direct Uncertainty Quantification—DUQ)
on these tasks. We observe the behavior of the un-
certainty and ECE when different values of noise are
injected into the data and conclude that often these
models fail to correctly estimate input uncertainty.

The investigation of the quality of predictive un-
certainty estimates for machine learning models is a
long-studied subject and is usually associated with
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Figure 3: The version of the Two Moons dataset (with 1000 data points) used in the present work, the two colors representing
the two categories. From left to right, we add an increasingly higher level of zero-mean Gaussian noise. The standard

deviation is denoted by ©.

Bayesian modeling ( ): given the fact
that these models output a probability distribution,
its deviation can be used as a natural estimate of un-
certainty. Deterministic NNs predict point estimates,
thus they lack a natural expression of uncertainty, ex-
cept for the case of classification, where the output—
after the application of the softmax function—is inter-
pretable as a probability distribution. Initial attempts
at computation of probability intervals on the out-
put of NNs include the usage of two-headed models
which output a mean prediction and the standard de-
viation ( ) and early-day BNNs
( ). None of these attempts, though,
propose a direct modeling of data uncertainty.
Nonetheless, there are more recent efforts for
achieving this. ( ) and ( )
use the Laplace approximation to train a BNN with
input uncertainty, but this is not a modern BNN and
it is only tested on simplistic regression settings.
( ) introduce a variation of Support
Vector Machines which include a Gaussian noise for-
mulation for each data point, which is directly taken
into consideration in the hinge loss for determining
the separating hyperplane. ( )
introduce the concept of two-input NNs by crafting
a simple toy classification problem, showing how, by
providing more information as input to the models,
their NNs perform better than the regular, “single-
input” counterparts. ( ), instead, fo-
cuses on producing fuzzy loss functions to utilize in
a deterministic setting. This allows to incorporate
input uncertainty in the empirical risk minimization
paradigm. All of these three works limit their investi-
gations to toy problems and, moreover, do not provide
insights into the evaluation of uncertainty estimates.
To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to in-
vestigate the capability of modern BNNs to explicitly
model input uncertainty, by providing an analysis on
the quality of the uncertainty that these models pro-
duce. Our hypothesis is that models being presented
with aleatoric uncertainty as input will not be able to
effectively reflect it in the predictive uncertainty, ex-

hibiting high levels of confidence even when the input
is anomalously noisy.

The contributions of this work are an evaluation
of the capability of BNNs to explicitly model uncer-
tainty in their inputs, we evaluate several uncertainty
estimation methods and approximate BNNs, and con-
clude that only Ensembles are—to a certain extent—
reliable when considering explicit uncertainty in its
input.

2 Evaluating Bayesian Neural
Networks against Input
Uncertainty

2.1 Datasets

We base our experiments on two datasets, the Two
Moons dataset and Fashion-MNIST.

Two Moons. Two Moons is a toy binary classifi-
cation problem available in the Python library scikit-
learn ( ). Itis composed by a
variable number of 2d data points generated in form-
ing two interleaving half circles. Due to the ease of
visualization, it is often being used in research on un-
certainty estimation for visualizing the capability of
the models to produce reliable uncertainty values in
and around the domain of the dataset. Notice that, due
to its toy nature, this dataset only comes with a train-
ing set, i.e., there are no validation or test splits. Some
examples of unperturbed and perturbed Two Moons
dataset with 1000 data points are visible in Figure 3.

Fashion-MNIST. Fashion-MNIST is a popular
benchmark for image classification introduced by
( ) as a more challenging version
of MNIST ( ). It features 70000
grayscale, 28 x 28 images of clothing items from 10
different categories. The images come pre-split into a
training set of 60000 and a test set of 10000 images.
A sample of unperturbed and perturbed images from
Fashion-MNIST is showcased in Figure 1.
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Figure 4: Diagram of the MLP for the Two Moons dataset. The mean and std input pass through two parallel fully-connected
(“FC”) layers of 10 units, whose output is concatenated. Then, two 20-units fully-connected layers and the final classification
layer are applied, which produce the final output. The two 20-units layers (depicted with bold borders) are made Bayesian—

depending on the specific technique used.

Toy Regression. For a regression setting we use
a commonly used sinusoid with variable amplitude
and both homoscedatic (€;) and heteroscedatic (€;)
aleatoric uncertainty, defined by:

f(x) =xsin(x) +€1x+ € (1)

Where €;,&;, ~ A[(0,0.3). We produce 1000 sam-
ples for x € [0,10] as a training set, and an out-
of-distribution dataset is built with 200 samples for
x €[10,15].

2.2 Predictive Uncertainty in NNs

As previously stated, there is no direct way to com-
pute predictive uncertainty on standard deterministic
NNs for regression. In the case of c-way classifica-
tion, instead, the output fy(x) = § is a vector of ¢
scalars, each scalar representing the confidence that
the model assigns to the input x belonging to the cor-
responding category. If softmax is applied to the out-
put, we can see it as a probability distribution, and we
can define two notions of uncertainty:

* Entropy of the distribution (the flatter the distri-
bution, the more the model is uncertain)

C
H() = — ) Jilog 3k
k=1

e Maximum of the distribution (the less confident
the model is on assigning the model to the cate-
gory with the maximum value, the more the model
is uncertain).

Confidence($) = max{J} (2)
Unconfidence = 1 — Confidence 3)

In the present work, we make use of both definitions
of uncertainty. For a regression setting, we use the
predictive mean u(x) as a prediction and predictive
standard deviation G(x) as uncertainty of that predic-
tion.

px) =My fo, (x) @)

o> (x) =M~ Y[ fo, (x) — u(x)]? )

Where fg, is an stochastic bayesian model or ensem-
ble members (via index i, see Section 2.3) and M is
the number of forward passes or ensemble members,
we usually use M = 50 for stochastic bayesian mod-
els.

In addition, the quality of the uncertainty esti-
mates provided by the models can be assessed using
calibration. The main idea is that, given a data point
x, the model confidence should correspond to the ac-
curacy attained on x. By gathering the results on con-
fidence and accuracy on a dataset, the confidence val-
ues can be divided in B bins. Then, the mean accu-
racy on each bin can be computed. Given a bin b, we
call confidence,, the reference confidence on the bin;
accuracy,, is then the mean accuracy value. Finally,
the calibration can be measured by means of the ECE:

ECE — B N, |confidence;, — accuracy,|
=1

P N

where N is the size of the dataset, and N, indicates the
number of data points belonging to bin b.

2.3 Bayesian Neural Networks

BNNSs provide a paradigm shift, in which the param-
eters of the model are not scalars, but probability dis-
tributions. This allows for a more reliable estimate of
the predictive uncertainty ( ;

) due to the more noisy nature of the pre-
diction. As in all Bayesian models, the driving princi-
ple behind BNNs is the computation of the posterior
density p(6|D), which is obtained via Bayes’ theo-

rem:
likelihood ~prior

—
p(D[6)-p(6)
p(D)
——
marginal likelihood

The goal of Bayesian models is to start from a prior
distribution defined on the parameters and updating

p(8|D) = (6)
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Figure 5: Diagram depicting the two-input Preact-ResNet18 used on Fashion-MNIST. The input mean and standard deviation
are passed through two 7 x 7 convolutions with 32 channels and stride 2, whose outputs are concatenated. The data is then
passed sequentially through a series of residual blocks (“Preact res. block’) with increasing number of channels. Some blocks
operate downsampling of the spatial dimensions. A detailed depiction of the residual blocks is shown in Figure 11. Following
the last residual block, global average pooling (“GAP”) is applied to return a vector of size 512. This vector is passed through
a fully-connected layer which produces the final output of 10 units. The last residual block (depicted with thick borders) can
be rendered Bayesian by turning its convolutional layers into the corresponding Bayesian version, depending on the method

used.

the knowledge over these parameters by means of
the evidence—the likelihood. The updated probabil-
ity distribution of the parameter is the posterior. The
computation of the marginal likelihood (the denomi-
nator in Equation (6)) is often computationally unfea-
sible, thus Bayesian Machine Learning often resort to
approximations based on variations of Markov-Chain
Monte-Carlo methods. However, these methods are
still too computationally demanding for BNNs (Blun-
dell et al., 2015), hence a number of techniques for
approximating BNNs have been proposed in the last
decade. In the present work, we make use of a handful
of these.

MC-Dropout. MC-Dropout (Gal and Ghahra-
mani, 2016) is a simple modification of the Dropout
algorithm for NN regularization (Hinton et al., 2012).
During the training phase, at each forward pass, some
intermediate activations are randomly zeroed-out with
a given probability value p. During inference, the
dropout behavior is turned off. MC-Dropout main-
tains the dropout behavior active during the inference
phase, thus allowing for the model to become stochas-
tic. A probability distribution over the output can
hence be obtained by repeatedly running inference on
the same data point—a process called sampling.

MC-DropConnect. DropConnect (Wan et al.,
2013) is a conceptual variation of Dropout: instead of
suppressing activations, it acts by randomly zeroing-
out some parameters with a given probability value
p. As for Dropout, DropConnect is also meant as a
regularization technique to be activated during train-
ing. MC-DropConnect, analogously to MC-Dropout,
allows this method to be active also during inference,
hence making the model stochastic.

Direct Uncertainty Quantification. DUQ (van

Amersfoort et al., 2020) is a method for creating a
deterministic NN which incorporates reliable uncer-
tainty estimates in its prediction. It is designed only
for classification tasks. Its main idea is to redefine
the final classification layer: instead of a vector of ¢
scalars, the model thus produces ¢ embeddings in the
same space R”. The model is trained to pull the em-
beddings of the same categories closer to each other:
the goal is to produce c clusters corresponding to the
classes. The data point x is then assigned to the cate-
gory whose corresponding cluster centroid is nearest;
similarly, uncertainty can be defined as the RBF dis-
tance to the nearest cluster centroid gi:

,,Lnfe(x)—pkn%]

Uncertainty ;o = kel{?ax o exp [ 72

(7
with ¢ being a hyperparameter. (van Amersfoort
et al., 2020) suggest to train DUQ models using gra-
dient penalty (Drucker and Le Cun, 1992), a regular-
ization method which rescales the gradient by a hy-
perparameter A.

Flipout. Bayes By Backprop is a Variational
Inference—inspired technique introduced by (Blundell
et al., 2015). It allows to directly model the param-
eters of a BNN as Gaussian distributions, while in-
troducing a technique to enable the backpropagation-
based training typical of deterministic NNs. It can be
seen as a proper Bayesian method, since it directly
models the probability distribution of the parameters,
which are explicitly given a prior distribution. The
authors propose to use, as prior, a mixture of two
zero-mean Gaussian with standard deviations ¢; and
G, respectively and a mixture weight T. BayesBy-
Backprop makes use of a variational loss based on
the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the approx-



Table 1: Hyperparameters used in the implementation and training of the NNs. “FMNIST” is short for Fashion-MNIST and

“TM” corresponds to the Two Moons dataset.

# epochs Batch size Other hyperparameters # samples for inference
T™™ FMNIST TM FMNIST TM FMNIST TM FMNIST

Deterministic NN 100 15 32 256 — —
MC-Dropout 100 15 32 256 p=02 p=0.1 100 25
MC-DropConnect 100 15 32 256 p=0.05 100 25
Ensembles 100 15 32 256 # components= 5 5 5

DUQ 100 — 32 — 6=0.3A=05 — —
Flipout 300 15 32 256 61 =5;60=2;1=0.5 100 25

imate posterior learnt by the model and the true pos-
terior. BayesByBackprop is, though, computationally
intensive and unstable; ( ) introduced
a scheme, called Flipout, to add perturbations to the
training procedure, allowing to reduce training time
and increasing stability.

Ensembles.  Ensembles are groups of non-
Bayesian NNs with the same architecture and trained
on the same data, but with different random initial-
ization of their parameters. They are not inherently
Bayesian—their output is not stochastic—but the fact
of having multiple outputs for a single data point al-
lows us to make considerations on the predictive un-
certainty. Moreover, it has been shown (

) that ensembles are producing
uncertainty estimates which are often superior in reli-
ability to other methods here presented.

2.4 Two-input NNs for Input
Uncertainty

In the deterministic paradigm for NNs, the input is
evaluated one-by-one, i.e., the data is passed one sam-
ple at the time without explicitly passing input uncer-
tainty as input to the model. Given the data space R?,
the model is hence seen as a function fy : RY — ¥ C
R¥, where k is dependent on the task that the model
needs to solve and 0 indicates the parameters of the
model (which are probability distributions in the case
of BNNs). In graphical terms, for both deterministic
and Bayesian NN, the model is represented with an
input layer with n neurons.
In the present work, instead, inspired by (

), we take a different approach
and craft a NN architecture, which we call two-input
NN. As the name suggests, this model has two input
channels: (a) the mean data x,, (of dimension d), and
(b) the standard deviation of the data xg, also of di-
mension d. Thus, a two-input NN is represented as
a function fy : R x R? — . This setting allows the
NN to directly model input uncertainty. We can see

this process as feeding multiple versions of the same
data to the model, by accounting for the uncertainty—
encoded in the standard deviation—which is intrinsic
in the process of capturing this data.

We created three different versions of two-input
NN, one per dataset.

NN for Two Moons. For the Two Moons dataset,
we make use of a Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) with
four input neurons (2 neurons for x,,, 2 neurons for x)
and three hidden layers of, respectively, 10, 20 and 20
hidden units and ReLLU activation and a final, one-unit
classification layer. The first hidden layer is dupli-
cated so that the information of the mean and standard
deviation flows parallely through them, after which
the outputs are concatenated. The two 20-units layers
are all Bayesian, which means they implement either
MC-Dropout, MC-DropConnect, or Flipout. Ensem-
bles and DUQ use regular MLPs, with DUQ replac-
ing the classification layer with its custom implemen-
tation mentioned in Section 2.3. A diagram of the
architecture is depicted in Figure 4.

NN for Fashion-MNIST. Inspired by (

), for Fashion-MNIST we use a custom
Preact-ResNet18 ( ) with two modifica-
tions with respect to the original implementation.

1. We turn this model into a two-input NN by mod-
ifying the first convolutional layer. Instead of a
convolution with 64 output channels, we operate
two convolutions in parallel with 32 output chan-
nels: the first one operates on x,, the second one
on Xg.

2. The second modification instead turns the NN into
a BNN: we modify the two convolutional layers
of the last residual block by implementing MC-
Dropout, MC-DropConnect, or Flipout on them.
Notice that the ensemble uses regular convolu-
tions. Due to computational constraints, we don’t
train a model with DUQ for Fashion-MNIST.

NN for Toy Regression. We use a similar archi-
tecture than the NN for two moons. A MLP with four
input neurons (2 neurons for x,,, 2 neurons for x5) and
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Figure 6: Comparison of Expected Calibration Error and Output Confidences on the Two Moons dataset as input uncertainty
G varies. The smallest variation in ECE is with DropConnect while Ensembles and Flipout have the largest decrease of output

confidence.
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Figure 7: Results for the Two Moons dataset, setting when training set contains multiple values of sigma. ECE (top) and
input/output uncertainty (bottom) are compared. Training on additional ¢ values increases generalization for testing 6 > 1.0,
but makes most models except Ensembles to be insensitive to input uncertainty ¢ by producing high confidences.

four hidden layers of, respectively, 10, 10, 20 and 20
hidden units and ReLU activation and a final, one-
unit regression layer. There are separate hidden layers
for input mean and input standard deviation, concate-
nated to connect to the final set of hidden layers.

2.5 Experimental Setup

We implement the models mentioned in the previous
sections on Python, making use of the Keras library
with Tensorflow backend. For the Bayesian layers, we
utilize Keras-Uncertainty (Valdenegro-Toro, 2021b).
For the dataset Two moons, we run our experiments
with all of the approximate BNN methods we intro-
duced. Due to computational reasons, we do not train
a NN with DUQ on Fashion-MNIST. In addition, for
both datasets, we train a deterministic NN to allow
for comparing results with respect to the frequentist

setting.

The hyperparameters used for the implementation
and training are showcased in Table 1. In addition
to what there indicated, we trained all of the mod-
els using the Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2014)
with the Keras-default hyperparameters (learning rate
of 0.001, B; 9f 0.9, and B, of 0.999).

For what concerns the injection of noise in the im-
ages, we simulate the process by passing the original
data point in the x, input. For the standard deviation
input, we pass a structure xs with the same size of the
x, sampled from a normal distribution x5 ~ N(0,0)
with a given input noise standard deviation 6. For
Two moons, we fix ¢ at 0.5. For Fashion-MNIST, in-
stead, we first normalize the images in the 0-1 range,
then we generate the normal noise with ¢ = 0.1.

Evaluation of Uncertainty. For what concerns
the evaluation of uncertainty, we test our models with
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Figure 8: Comparison of Expected Calibration Error and Output confidences for Fashion MNIST as input uncertainty ¢ is
varied. Note how Ensembles has little variation in calibration error and the largest decrease in confidence with increasing ©.

increasing values of Gaussian noise. We then provide
two uncertainty-related comparison:

(a) ECE in function of 6. For DUQ, ECE is cal-
culated considering the specific Uncertainty ;¢
metric from Equation (7).

(b) Output confidence in function of 6. The confi-
dence is computed as per Equation (2). For DUQ,
the confidence is computed as the complemen-
tary of the normalized uncertainty obtained from
Equation (7).

Finally, due to the ease of visualization provided by
the 2D nature of Two Moons, we plot the dataset and
the uncertainty, calculated in terms of entropy, for a
lattice of points around the dataset.

3 Experimental Results

We perform experiments on two datasets. The pur-
pose of these experiments is to evaluate if a Bayesian
neural network and other models with uncertainty es-
timation, can learn to model input uncertainty from
two inputs (mean and standard deviation). We test
this with a simple setup, we train models with fixed
levels of input uncertainty, and then test with increas-
ing levels of input uncertainty.

Our expectation is, if a model properly learns
the relationship between input and output uncertainty,
then increasing input uncertainty should lead to in-
creases in output uncertainty. We measure output un-
certainty via entropy and maximum softmax confi-
dence, and quality of uncertainty via the expected cal-
ibration error.

3.1 Two Moons Toy Example

We first evaluate on a toy example, the Two Moons
dataset, available in scikit-learn, as it allows for easy
control of input uncertainty and to visualize its ef-
fects. We perform two experiments, first we train a
model with a single ¢ value during training, and then
train a model with multiple ¢ values.

We first examine the case for a single training
uncertainty, we use ¢ = 0.2. We plot and compare
the output entropy distribution over the input domain,
keeping the mean fixed but varying the input uncer-
tainty ¢ from 6 = 0.0 to 6 = 2.0. These results are
presented in Figure 2 and detailed plots for two met-
rics in Figure 6.

These results show that only Ensembles and
Flipout significantly decrease their output confidence
as the input uncertainty ¢ increases, while a classical
NN without uncertainty estimation becomes highly
miscalibrated, and other methods only produce mi-
nor decreases in output confidence. No variations in
ECE and output confidence while ¢ increases indi-
cates that the model might be ignoring the input un-
certainty, which is exactly the behavior we wanted to
test.

We secondly examine the case for mul-
tiple training input  uncertainties, using
c € [0.0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8], and testing with

¢ € [0.0,0.25,0.5,0.75,1.0,1.25,1.50,1.75,2.0]
progressively. These results are presented in
Figure 7.

These results indicate that Flipout is always mis-
calibrated relative to other methods, and that all un-
certainty estimation methods minus Flipout seem to
be insensitive to input uncertainty, always producing
high output uncertainty. At the end of the spectrum,



Table 2: Train— and test—set accuracy attained by our NNs
trained on Fashion-MNIST.

Model Train accuracy  Test accuracy
Deterministic NN 98.6% 88.6%
MC-Dropout 98.7% 88.7%
MC-DropConnect  98.7% 87.7%
Ensemble 98.5% 88.3%
Flipout 95.5% 85.9%

training with five different ¢ values (Figure 7e), most
methods have learned to ignore the input uncertainty
as output confidence barely varies.

3.2 Fashion-MNIST Image
Classification

We then proceed to evaluate our hypothesis on
Fashion-MNIST. We train the models on a fixed stan-
dard deviation value ¢ = 0.1 and report the corre-
sponding test-set accuracy in Table 2. ECE and out-
put confidence (computed on the test-set) as function
of input uncertainty are presented in Figure 8. In this
case, we restrict the range of standard deviation for
the testing to ¢ =0.0, 0.1, 0.2 and 0.3 While we train
on a single input ¢, Ensembles and Flipout decrease
their output confidence while input uncertainty ¢ in-
creases, as expected, while other methods do not. The
results are similar to what we observed on the Two
Moons dataset, indicating that our results and experi-
ments generalize to a more complex image classifica-
tion setting.

3.3 Toy Regression Example

Finally we evaluate results on the toy regression ex-
ample, these results are shown in Figure 9 in terms of
predictions with epistemic uncertainty, and Figure 10
by comparing input and output uncertainties.

Dropout and DropConnect are insensitive to
changes in input uncertainty, mostly by producing
large uncertainties that do not vary with the input un-
certainty, while Ensembles and Flipout do have vary-
ing output uncertainty with the input uncertainty, in
a monotonic way, Flipout has increasing uncertainty
mostly as variations in the predictive mean, while En-
sembles has variation mostly on the standard devia-
tion, so we consider the Ensemble results to be more
representative of our expectations on how output un-
certainty should behave as functions of input uncer-
tainty.

Results on this regression example are consistent
with our previous classification results, indicating that
the results are general enough across tasks.

4 CONCLUSIONS

In the present work, we investigated the quality
of modeling aleatoric uncertainty by classical Neu-
ral Networks (NNs) and Bayesian Neural Networks
(BNNs) when the input uncertainty is fed directly to
the models in addition to the canonical input. We pro-
posed a simple setting in which we artificially injected
Gaussian noise in two famous benchmark datasets—
Two Moons and Fashion-MNIST—often used in un-
certainty estimation studies. This simulates a natural
environment in which the data are collected by means
of sensors, which always exhibit a certain degree of
noise. For having the models receive the input un-
certainty directly, while this being separated from the
data itself, we crafted a set of NN architectures—
which we dubbed two-input NNs—with two input
channels, one for the mean data and the other for
the standard deviation corresponding to the added
noise. We trained these models on the above men-
tioned datasets, with a fixed level of noise, using five
approximate BNN techniques: MC-Dropout, MC-
DropConnect, Flipout, Ensembles, and Direct Uncer-
tainty Quantification (DUQ).

We tested these models with data with none to
high-levels of noise and proceeded to compute the
output confidence and the Expected Calibration Er-
ror (ECE) as a function of noise. Our hypothesis was
that, generically, these models would exhibit a cer-
tain degree of insensitivity to added noise, where their
confidence would still be high even when data with
high noise—which are effectively out-of-distribution
in the settings—are presented to them. The results are
pointing in this direction: both on Two Moons and
on Fashion-MNIST, the output confidence for most
of the methods remains high, while the Ensembles
show a pronounced drop in confidence as the input
uncertainty increases. On the other hand, the results
elicited by ECE are not conclusive, depicting a nois-
ier scenario for what concerns the (mis)calibration of
the models.

On Two Moons, where we conducted more exten-
sive analyses, we noticed that, after injecting higher
levels of noise in the training process, the models
would essentially start ignoring the signal coming
from the input uncertainty and always produce very
confident predictions and being less miscalibrated.
Despite this seemingly being an optimal behavior, in
which robustness to noise is enforced, can cause the
NNs to fail at recognizing anomalous data, which is
one of the reasons for adopting BNNs: by providing
more reliable confidence estimates, confidence can be
thresholded to filter out outliers and avoid classifying
them.
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Figure 9: Comparison on a toy regression setting with training 6 = 0.2 and variable testing standard deviation. Consistent
with classification results, Ensembles and Dropout have the highest sensitivity to input uncertainty G.

Thus, our analyses suggest that both deterministic
NNs and BNNss fail, in a certain degree, to model data
uncertainty when this one is provided explicitly as
input, with ensembles—which are already known in
the literature to being particularly powerful then other
methods at producing good uncertainty estimates—
and, to a lower extent, Flipout, showing the biggest
drop in confidence when presented with very noisy
inputs.

Our work, despite being the first analysis on the
uncertainty of the NNs when directly modeling in-
put uncertainty, is still quite small scale and mostly
observational, and could potentially benefit for more
extensive analyses. For instance, larger-scale datasets
might be used—although BNNs are notoriously dif-
ficult and slow to train on bigger datasets. Also, we
could extend the selection of BNN-training schemes
to other methods, like the more recent SWAG (Mad-
dox et al., 2019), or Hamiltonian Monte—Carlo (Neal
etal., 2011), which is still considered the golden stan-
dard for Bayesian modeling, albeit very unfeasible to
apply in the large-scale datasets used in modern Deep
Learning. Finally, our study could benefit from the
addition on the analysis of uncertainty disentangle-
ment by the BNNs, to understand to what extent the
models are able to integrate aleatoric uncertainty into
the input uncertainty.
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Figure 11: Diagrams depicting the two types of residual block used in the Preact-ResNet18 architecture: (a) standard residual
block: a classic residual block with two 3 x 3 convolutions (“Conv”’) with a predefined number of output channels n, stride
and padding of 1. The residual blocks are preceded by batch normalization (“BN”) and ReLU activation. The input and output
have the same spatial dimensions # and w. (b) residual block with downsample: it operates a downsampling on the spatial
dimension by modifying the first convolution to have a stride of 2 instead of 1. In order to match the spatial dimension after
the two convolutions, the skip connection presents a BN followed by ReLU and a 1 x 1 convolution with stride 2 and padding
1. The output has spatial dimensions which are half the size of the input’s.



	Introduction
	Evaluating Bayesian Neural Networks against Input Uncertainty
	Datasets
	Predictive Uncertainty in NNs
	Bayesian Neural Networks
	Two-input NNs for Input Uncertainty
	Experimental Setup

	Experimental Results
	Two Moons Toy Example
	Fashion-MNIST Image Classification
	Toy Regression Example

	Conclusions

