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Dropout Regularization in Extended Generalized Linear
Models based on Double Exponential Families

Abstract

Even though dropout is a popular regularization technique, its theoretical properties are
not fully understood. In this paper we study dropout regularization in extended generalized
linear models based on double exponential families, for which the dispersion parameter can
vary with the features. A theoretical analysis shows that dropout regularization prefers
rare but important features in both the mean and dispersion, generalizing an earlier result
for conventional generalized linear models. Training is performed using stochastic gradient
descent with adaptive learning rate. To illustrate, we apply dropout to adaptive smoothing
with B-splines, where both the mean and dispersion parameters are modelled flexibly. The
important B-spline basis functions can be thought of as rare features, and we confirm in
experiments that dropout is an effective form of regularization for mean and dispersion
parameters that improves on a penalized maximum likelihood approach with an explicit
smoothness penalty.

Keywords: Dropout regularization, generalized linear models, overdispersion and un-

derdispersion, double exponential families, nonparametric estimation and B-splines



1 Introduction

Dropout regularization (Hinton et al., [2012; Srivastava et al., 2014) was introduced in the
context of neural networks and has been successfully implemented in a large number of
applications (Van Erven et al.| 2014; Merity et al., 2017; [Tan and Le|, 2019)). In its original
formulation, dropout omits a randomly chosen subset of features during each iteration of
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) optimization of the training loss. It has been generalized
in various ways, and is an example of a broader class of methods using randomly corrupted
features in model training (e.g Burges and Scholkopf] (1996)); Maaten et al.| (2013))).

This work considers dropout for extended generalized linear models (GLMs) based on
double exponential families (DEFs). The DEF was introduced by |Efron| (1986) and general-
izes the natural exponential family (EF) by incorporating an additional dispersion parameter.
Efron| (1986) also developed regression models where the distribution of the output follows
a DEF, and both the the mean and dispersion can vary with the features. The extended
GLMs of [Efron| (1986) are related to extended quasi-likelihood methods (Lee and Nelder,
2000)) and are particularly useful for count data. If count data are modelled using a binomial
or Poisson distribution, then there is no separate scale parameter, and the variance is a
function of the mean. For real count data, the variance can be more or less than expected
based on a binomial or Poisson mean-variance relationship. If the variance is larger than
expected, this is referred to as overdispersion (McCullagh and Nelder, [1998) and not taking
it into account can result in unreliable inference (Dunn and Smyth, 2018). Underdispersion,
where the variance is less than expected, can also occur, but is less common. McCullagh and
Nelder (1998)) state that it should be assumed that overdispersion is present unless proven
otherwise. Extended GLMs for double binomial or double Poisson distributions are suitable

alternatives to standard GLMs for count data exhibiting over- or underdispersion. We use



dropout regularization in the mean and the dispersion to avoid overfitting and to prevent
co-adaptation of features (Helmbold and Long, 2015).

In conventional GLMs with canonical link functions, [Wager et al.| (2013)) have shown
that dropout performs regularization which is first-order equivalent to L2 regularization,
with a penalty matrix related to the empirical Fisher information. The form of the penalty
favors rare but important features. In the neural network literature, previous work by
Bishop| (1995) has shown that adding Gaussian noise to the training data is equivalent
to L2 regularization (also known as Tikhonov regularization). [Baldi and Sadowski| (2013))
analyze dropout for both linear and non-linear networks, obtaining related results. Wang
and Manning| (2013)) consider fast dropout based on analytically marginalizing the dropout
noise. |Wei et al.| (2020)) consider deep network architectures and identify both explicit and
implicit regularization effects of dropout training, where the explicit effect of regularization
is approximated by an L2 penalty term. Despite the connections between L2 regularization
and dropout, dropout can behave very differently from both L1 and L2 regularization in
some circumstances (Helmbold and Long, [2015)).

Our work generalizes the study of Wager et al| (2013) to extended GLMs based on
DEFs. Our first contribution is to give a theoretical analysis of the behaviour of dropout for
extended GLMs. We discuss the way that the regularization parameters for the mean and
dispersion models interact, and the effect of over- or underdispersion on the regularization
of the mean. Our second contribution is to consider the use of dropout regularization in
nonparametric estimation of extended GLMs with B-splines, and to compare dropout with
penalized maximum likelihood estimation (PMLE) in this setting (Gijbels et al., 2010]).
Gijbels et al.| (2010) consider an explicit smoothness penalty based on second-order difference
operators for regularization (Eilers and Marx, 1996). Based on our theoretical analysis, in

situations where highly adaptive regularization is required, the important B-spline basis



functions can be thought of as rare features, matching the setting where dropout should
work well. We confirm this in experiments, and also verify that performance improves when
there is only overdispersion and no underdispersion.

In the rest of the paper, Section[2introduces the extended GLM based on DEF's, Section 3]
analyzes the regularization induced by dropout in this model class, and an application to
adaptive smoothing with B-splines is discussed in Section 4] Section [5 gives a concluding

discussion.
2 Generalized linear models based on double exponen-

tial families

2.1 Double exponential family

The distribution of a random vector Y is in a natural EF if its target density has the form

foy) = exp ({0, y) — b(0) + c(y)) , (1)

where c(y) = log h(y) and b(6) = log C(#)~! for known functions C(-) and h(-). The EF is
parameterized through § € ©. When Y is a random variable with density (1)), p := Eo[Y] =
b'(0) and Vy[Y] =b"(0), i.e.

VolY] = S Ea[Y].

This shows that the variance is determined by the mean function. Many popular distributions
such as the Gaussian, Poisson and binomial have densities of the form . As discussed
earlier, the implied mean-variance relationship for binomial and Poisson models may be
inappropriate for real data, since for the Poisson distribution Vy(Y) = E(Y), and for a
binomial distribution with N trials V(Y) = E(Y)(N —E(Y))/N. For a general introduction

and more details on EFs we refer to Lehmann and Casellal (1998).



Efron| (1986) extends the notion of the EF to the double exponential family (DEF) by

introduction of a dispersion parameter v > 0. Target densities in the DEF are of the form

Fro(y) == C(v, 072 fo(y) fou) ()7, (2)

where fy and fy(,) are densities as in (1), C' is a normalizing constant and 6(y) = (b') " (y)
is the value of € for which the mean is y, and we allow 6(y) € RU {—o00, 00} to deal with
boundary cases. The introduction of the dispersion parameter v decouples the mean and
variance of the underlying natural EF and Efron| (1986) shows that for a random variable
Y ~ DEF(0,~) with density (2), E[Y] ~ u, V[Y] =~ b"(0)/7 and C(v,0) ~ 1; see [Efron
(1986)) for further discussion of the accuracy of these approximations. From the expression
for the variance, v < 1 (y > 1) corresponds to overdispersion (underdispersion). Also, we
will assume that the map 6 — /() is one-to-one, such that we can parameterize via u

instead of §. We will write f, , and Y ~ DEF(p, ) instead of f, 9 and Y ~ DEF(0,~).

2.2 GLMs based on DEF's

Consider observed data {(y;, x;, 2;) }"_, of responses y; € Y C R and feature vectors x; € R
and z; € R%. Conditionally on the features, the responses will be modelled as observations
of independent random variables Y; with distributions from a DEF. The features x; and z;
will appear in models for the mean and dispersion respectively. In the regression context it

is convenient to rewrite the natural EF target density for scalar Y; as

. Oiyi — b(9i>
fe,qb/w (yz) = exp (W

where ¢ is a fixed scale parameter, v; is a known weight and both v; and 6; can vary between

ey, ¢/ui>) , 3)

observations. The mean for density (3) is y; = 0'(6;), and the variance is (¢/v;)b"(6;). For a
conventional GLM with a binomial response such as a logistic regression, the weight v; would
be n;, the number of binomial trials for the ith observation. For binomial and Poisson GLMs

the scale ¢ is 1, but in a Gaussian linear regression the scale parameter ¢ is the response
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variance.
We leave dependence of all quantities on ¢/v; implicit in our notation in the following
discussion, retaining our previously established notation for DEFs. In our extended GLMs

based on DEFs, we assume
Yi | 0i, i ~ DEF(6;,7:),

where, as discussed below, 6; and ~; are functions of x; and z; respectively. Following Efron

(1986)), the DEF assumption implies

(6
YiVi

and C(v;,0;) =~ 1. We take p; and 7; to be functions of linear predictors =X 3 and z!
where B € R% and o € R% are unknown coefficient vectors. We choose a canonical link in

the mean and a log link for the dispersion so that

The log link for the dispersion ensures the dispersion parameter is nonnegative.

3 Dropout regularization in GLMs based on DEF's

3.1 Dropout regularization

Dropout regularization randomly perturbs the observed feature vectors. Given some noise
vector € and a noise function v, an observed feature vector £ € R? is transformed into
x := v(x,&). The random perturbation is unbiased, which means that E(x) = =. In what
follows we use multiplicative noise, v(x,€) =  © €, where ©® is the elementwise product of

two vectors. Assuming E[£] = 14, we have E[z] = = © E[£] = =.



nd

Typical choices for ¢ include Bernoulli dropout with &; ~ (1 — §) 'Bernoulli(1 — §),
where 0 € (0,1) is the dropout probability, and Gaussian dropout with &; YN (1,0?%), with
noise variance o2, for j = 1...,d. We have described the process of random perturbation
for a single feature vector. With many feature vectors, different random perturbations are
performed independently for each one. Extended GLMs incorporate features in both the
mean and dispersion models and these need not be the same, although they can be. When
dropout is performed in both the mean and dispersion models, the perturbations will be
independent in the mean and dispersion components. When the features enter into a model

linearly, perturbing the features is equivalent to perturbing the parameters independently in

the terms of the loss function, since (xz ® )73 = 2T (B © &).

3.2 Dropout regularization for the mean parameter
We first consider dropout for extended GLMs, where dropout is performed only in the mean
model and not the dispersion model. The argument closely follows the one given in [Wager
et al.| (2013) for the case of conventional GLMs. Dropout in both the mean and dispersion
is more complex and is considered in the next subsection.

Based on the assumptions from Subsection[2.2] dropout regularization in the mean model

leads to the optimization problem

mmz L(BO&, ), (4)

where we have written ¢;(, «) for the log-likelihood term for the ith observation, and the
expectation is taken with respect to the distribution of the i.i.d. vectors & with E[§;] = 14,

and V[§;] = aiﬂd#. Using the definition of the DEF, and assuming that C'(v;,0;) = 1,

1 {yszﬁ — b(z{B)} {vi0(y:) — b(0(y:))}
% Ta+ exp(z] ) Yy Yy :

li(B, o) = + (1 —exp(z/ a))

(5)



Appendix [A| shows that is approximately equal to

: - 1
{3 u0.0) et} ©
where © = diag(XTW X)'/? is a penalty matrix, X € R™% is the design matrix with ith
row x;, and the diagonal weight matrix W depends on both 3 and «,

71 b”(mr{/B) ’}/nb”(wgﬁ) ) n,n
ST ) R

The L2 penalty shrinks the normalized vector ®83 towards the origin. As a result, the

W diag ( (7)

estimated weights Bj of some features can be close to zero, effectively removing the feature.
The hyperparameter Ui controls the degree of shrinkage.

The form of ® allows us to understand which features will experience little penalty. The
diagonal entries are

n 1/2 n 1/2
0); = (Z(%Vi/@zwyi]x?j) = (Z(Vi/@z%%xfj) , (8)

i=1 i=1

where V[Y;] := ¢V (2] B)/(viy:) = i/~ is the variance of the dependent variable Y; accord-
ing to the model and ¢; := ¢b"(x? 3)/v; is the “baseline” variance when there is no over-
or under-dispersion (y; = 1). The expression inside the brackets in is a rescaled second
moment of the jth feature. It will be small if z;; is small — or even zero — for most %, or if
(vivi/ 9)*VYi] = (vi/¢)*yip; is small enough when z;; is large. Thus, “rare” features which
are close to zero for most samples, and which are associated with small baseline variances
; and large overdispersions ~; when the feature value is large, will experience little penalty.

Our general perspective includes the special case of GLMs where v, =1 fori=1,...,n.
Logistic regression was discussed in detail by Wager et al| (2013) and they point out that
little penalty is exerted on rare features which produce confident predictions. In addition,
Wager et al.| (2013)) state that (1/n) X7 W X is the observed Fisher information with respect

to B. This adds a geometric perspective to dropout regularization: the normalization of 3



by ©® ensures that penalization is performed in accordance with the curvature of ¢ around
the true parameter value. ®f represents 3 in another basis such that the level sets of ¢

parameterized in ©3 are spherical. We derive this Fisher information matrix in Appendix

Bl

3.3 Dropout regularization for the mean and dispersion parameter

Next we extend to the case where dropout is performed in both the mean and dispersion

T

models. As before, §; = I3 and log(y;) = zI'a. Dropout regularization leads to the

minimization problem

%?Z_E[gi(ﬁ@fi,GQCiﬂa (9)
=1

where the expectation is taken with respect to the dropout noise vectors &; and (;, which
are independent from each other. Tt is assumed that E[§] = 14,, V[§] = 0214, E[G] = 14,
and V[(;] = 021, Write 6; = x7(B 0 &) and log(3;) == 27 (a ® ¢;). Our assumptions on
the dropout noise imply that E[gz] = 0; and E[log7;] = log~;.

In order to get a better understanding of dropout regularization in the dispersion, we aim

to find an approximation of (9)) similar to the one in (). We make a normality assumption,

¢~ N(1q,,0214,) so that

dy
log(%) = 2zl (a ® &) ~ N (zl-Ta, a,zy Z zizja?) ) (10)
j=1
Although this assumption may seem strong, (10) will often be a good approximation for non-
Gaussian dropout noise via a central limit argument. Since 7; is lognormal, its expectation
is
1, 1
E[7;] = exp (ziTa + 503 zfjaf) = 7; exp (503”%‘ ® a||§> ) (11)

Jj=1



Using , we obtain

Hﬁ@éz,a@Q]——z a + E[F] {yz B —E[b (wz(/@@&))]}

¢/vi
o) {yﬂ(yﬂ(b—/i(@(yi))}‘
Writing
zl a =logE[y,] — ; %)z © e %,
and

{Z/szﬁ - b( Tﬁ)}  mis {yie(yi) - b(e(%))}
o + (1 -E[M)) o, :

and using a second-order Taylor series approximation of E[b(z] (8 © &;))] (see Appendix

Zl(lav ) _logEh/z] +E%

for a derivation) gives the following approximation of @D:

)= 5 1 5.~ 1
i {3 e + Lo+ fotira 02)
' i=1
with the penalty matrices © = diag(X7W X)? and T = diag(Z7Z)"/? and the weight
matrix
= RALECIVE) E[%]b"(wTﬁ))
W::dlag( e L : 13
¢/ ¢/vn (1)

We will now address the behavior of all three terms in the approximation (12).

Misspecified log-likelihood The first term in is the negative log-likelihood of a
DEF model in which the ith observation has location parameter §; = 73 and dispersion

parameter

1
Eh/z] = 7i €Xp (2 'szl © 0”2) .

If the originally specified model was correct, Zi(ﬁ, «)) is a misspecified log-likelihood term

where ~; is multiplied by a multiplicative factor exp(302||z; © el|3) which is larger than 1.



Hence, for the misspecified log-likelihood to achieve a similar fit to the correctly specified
case, ||z; ® a]|3 has to be small favoring rare and important features. As z] o — —oo implies

v; = exp(z] a) — 0, this misspecification penalty favors overdispersion.

Penalty for the mean parameter The second term in is a Tikhonov penalty on
B, where the penalty matrix O = diag(X TWX )1/2 is affected by the dropout noise in the

dispersion model. Writing I'; := diag(z;1, ..., 2iq,), we define

1 1
A = diag <exp (503”&@“3) yee e, XD <§U§‘|Fna”§>>

and then W = AW due to E[J;] = v, exp((1/2)02||ITix|3). The weight matrix in is
therefore a rescaled version of the weight matrix in (7). Furthermore, 03 > 0 and ||T;al]2 > 0
imply exp((1/2)0?||T;ex[|3) > 1, which yields the property W;; > W;; > 0. This carries over
to the entries

n 1/2
Qj; = (Z exp ((1/2)03||Tiex]3) (Vi/¢)27¢90i$?j)

i=1
of ©, which then fulfill © ji > ©;; > 0. The observations regarding ©;; from Section apply
to (:)jj as well, i.e. rare but important features are favored and overdispersion can attenuate
the penalty, such that locally the mean might be modelled by features which are not that rare.
(:jjj contains the additional exponential term exp((1/2)0?||T;cx||3) compared to ©,; increasing

the penalty. This increase will be minimal however, if the terms ||T;a||? = ||z; © a||? are

negligible in size.

Penalty for the dispersion parameter The third term in is also a Tikhonov

1/2

penalty, but on o and with the penalty matrix T' = diag(Z7 Z)'/2. Tt shrinks « towards

the origin, i.e. ~; = exp(zla) — 1 and therefore no overdispersion. For rare features the

10



diagonal entries

n 1/2
Ly = (Z Z?j)
=1

are small, and then «; can still be large. Similar to the case for 3, the penalty for a has
an interpretation in terms of the Fisher information, with the observed Fisher information
with respect to a being approximately (1/n)Z* Z; see Appendix [B| for further details.

In summary, simultaneous dropout regularization on the mean and the dispersion pa-
rameter favors rare but important features both in the mean and the dispersion model.
Over- or underdispersion can attenuate or strengthen the level of regularization in the mean.
Further, the dropout noise in the dispersion model imposes an additional penalty in the

mean, if deviations from the base variance cannot be modeled using rare features. While

2

the degree of regularization in the dispersion is controlled by o

alone, it is regulated by
ai and 03 together in the mean. Lastly, overdispersion appears to be favored relative to
underdispersion for two reasons. First, if the features in the dispersion are not that rare, the
large misspecification term will encourage overdispersion. Second, the increased penalization

due to underdispersion could be large, such that modeling underdispersion might be avoided

altogether.

4 Application to adaptive smoothing with B-splines

We consider the non-linear regression model

with x; € [0,1]. The functional effects f(-) and g(-) are modelled using a B-spline basis
expansion (Eilers and Marx], (1996) after a transformation by appropriate link functions.
We use B-splines with a relatively large number of knots, so that each basis functions is

supported on only a small compact subset of the domain [0, 1]. If the true effects are mostly
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flat, but vary rapidly on small sub-intervals of [0, 1], then the B-spline basis functions are
rare but important features.

Estimates are obtained using SGD, and the choice of optimal hyperparameters (0:, af/)
for the dropout noise is performed via cross-validation (CV). A detailed description of the
algorithm is given in Appendix[C] We consider Bernoulli dropout as well as Gaussian dropout
and compare the performance to the PMLE approach discussed in |Gijbels et al.| (2010).

We simulated data according to for the double Gaussian, double Poisson and double
binomial distributions. For both dropout regularization and PMLE the mean is estimated
well, but estimation of the dispersion function reveals differences in performance. Therefore,
for each distribution we chose a similar mean function and paired it with three different dis-
persion functions in order to illustrate the conjectures from Section[3] A detailed description
of the simulation design can be found in Appendix [D] Figure [4] visualizes the testfunctions
for the three scenarios. Additional results not presented in the main paper are given in
Appendix [E]

The three different scenarios considered are:

Scenario 1: The mean and dispersion functions are mostly flat, with rapid variation
over some small intervals, and only overdispersion is present. This is a setting where

dropout should perform well according to Subsection

Scenario 2: Scenario 2 is similar to Scenario 1, but there is both over- and underdis-

persion.

Scenario 3: The mean function is mostly flat, with rapid variation over some small
intervals, but the dispersion changes slowly with the feature values, and only overdis-

persion is present.

For each distribution and each Scenario we simulate R = 100 replicate data sets with

12



n = 250,500, 1000. To evaluate and compare different regularization methods we compute

the root mean squared error (RMSE) over a fine equidistant grid on [0, 1].

Normal Poisson Binomial
0.4
i 1 0.3
034 . 03 * Method
% ' Bernoulli
E . 0.2 . Gaussian
0.2
0.2 + =
0.1
0.14
250 500 1000 1000 1000
0.55
0.5 *
0.45 0.9
w 0.4
%]
< 035 06
o 0.3
0.25 -]-+
0.2 0.3 +
0.15
1000 1000
0.251
0.3
0.3
0.20 1
]
2
g o2 024 0.151
+ 0.101
0.1 0.1+
250 500 1000 500 1000 500 1000
samplesize samplesize samplesize

Figure 1: Boxplots of RMSEs for dispersion parameters of Gaussian data (left column),
Poisson data (middle column) and binomial data (right column) across Scenarios 1 (top
row), 2 (middle row) and 3 (bottom row). Outliers in the dispersion were cut at the 95-th
percentile.

Figure (1] presents boxplots for the RMSEs of the dispersion estimates for the three dis-
tributions and across all different scenarios. Figure [5]in Appendix [E] contains the respective
boxplots for the mean estimates. All three methods estimate the mean very well. Figure
reveals that dropout regularization is competitive with PMLE in all scenarios.

In Scenario 1 with Gaussian data, dropout outperforms PMLE across all sample sizes,

13



and Bernoulli dropout performs slightly better than Gaussian dropout. With count data the
difference between dropout and PMLE is less pronounced. Performance of Gaussian dropout
is poor for Poisson data in Scenarios 1 and 2 for the largest sample size, n = 1000. Figure
gives evidence that this poor performance is associated with large bias in estimation of the
dispersion function. However, Gaussian dropout performs slightly better than Bernoulli
dropout in most cases involving count data. In the binomial case, dropout shows improved
performance relative to PMLE as the sample size increases.

Scenario 2 is based on rare but important features as well, but now for some values of
the covariate there is strong underdispersion. We find that in small sample sizes dropout
performs well compared to dropout for Gaussian and binomial data, but poorly for Poisson
data. In other cases the differences are minor. For Gaussian data, Bernoulli dropout is
slightly better than Gaussian dropout, similar to Scenario 1.

Since the true dispersion function for Scenario 3 cannot be modeled through rare features,
dropout performs slightly worse than PMLE across all distributions and sample sizes for this
case. The findings with respect to the three scenarios match our theoretical analysis from
Section [3]

Figure[2] depicts the estimated dispersion effects from Gaussian data for all three scenarios
and n = 1000. Figure[6]in Appendix [E] contains the same plots for the mean estimates. The
estimation of the mean function is quite accurate across the three methods. The estimated
dispersion functions are less accurate. Since accurate variance estimation can only occur
when the mean is well-estimated, estimating the dispersion function is more difficult (Gijbels
et al., 2010). However, in most cases the dispersion estimates reproduced the correct shape.
The PMLE estimates suffer from oscillations at the boundaries. For Scenario 2, the rapid
changes are not captured very well by Gaussian dropout, particularly where they correspond

to regions of underdispersion. The problem also occurs with Bernoulli dropout but is less
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Figure 2: Estimated dispersion effects in the Gaussian model for Bernoulli dropout (left),
Gaussian dropout (middle) and PMLE (right) in Scenario 1 (upper row), Scenario 2 (middle
row) and Scenario 3 (bottom row) for R = 100 replicates of size n = 1000. The true effects
are given by the black lines.

pronounced. For Scenario 3 the dropout estimates of the dispersion function are noticeably

less smooth than the estimates obtained via PMLE. This is consistent with the boxplots at

the bottom of the first column of Figure [I}
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Figure 3: Estimated dispersion effects in the binomial model for Bernoulli dropout (left),
Gaussian dropout (middle) and PMLE (right) in Scenario 1 (upper row), Sscenario 2 (middle
row) and Scenario 3 (bottom row) for R = 100 replicates of size n = 1000. The true effects
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are given by the black lines.

Figure [3| presents the estimated dispersion effects obtained from binomial data. Previous
observations with respect to Gaussian data apply as well. Additionally, we can observe a
notable local minimum in the dispersion estimates in the vicinity of x ~ 0.5. This is even
more pronounced in case of smaller sample sizes (not shown). It confirms the observation
from Section (3 that there is an incentive to compensate a large variance caused by the
mean with overdispersion. The variance function of the binomial distribution is given by

V(p) = p(N — ) /N, i.e. its maximizer is N/2. Thus, one can expect this behavior to take
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place at x ~ 0.5 for the mean function depicted in Figure A.1. For the Poisson distribution,
the variance function is given by V(u) = u, and again referring to Figure A.1, we expect
the regularization to favour overdispersion around x = 0.55. This could be the reason
for the reduced competitiveness of dropout regularization in the case of count data. The
PMLE estimates are less smooth than the dropout estimates in Scenarios 1 and 2 and they

oversmooth the true function in Scenario 3.

5 Conclusion

We studied dropout regularization in the context of flexible GLMs based on the DEF. Our
theoretical analysis shows that dropout favors rare but important features in the mean
and dispersion parameters, and overdispersion relative to underdispersion. Overdispersion
alleviates the penalization on the mean provided the dispersion can be modelled by rare but
important features itself. These findings are further justified by an empirical application to
adaptive smoothing with B-splines. Our experiments confirm that dropout regularization
outperforms PMLE under ideal conditions. Deviations from the ideal scenario, such as the
presence of underdispersion or a mean or dispersion function which cannot be modelled by
rare but important features, leads to a decrease in performance of dropout regularization
relative to PMLE. In future research these findings could be extended to generalized additive
models and quasi-likelihood estimation. Our findings extend previous work on dropout
regularization for GLMs and add to the theoretical understanding of dropout methods in

general.
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Appendix A Transformation of the dropout objective
Recall that E[z] (8 © &;)] = I 8. Writing E[b(z] (B © &))] = E[b(zT (B ® &))] + b(zI B) —

b(xI'B3) the objective in (4)) is

i {_ S6(B.0)+ 3 {Elp(=] (8 Qf/l)j] — b=l B)} } (15)

This shows that the original dropout objective is the maximum likelihood objective for 3

and o plus a penalization term. The penalization term in does not depend on the
responses y; and therefore does not penalize the accuracy. The convexity of b together with

Jensen’s inequality imply that

Eb(z] (B® &))] — b(xi B) = 0, (16)

i.e. nonnegativity of the penalty.
Given some random variable X and a measurable function f, we can approximate E[f(X)]

using a second order Taylor approximation of f around py := E[X]:

B (X)) % flpix) + £/(ux ELX — ] + 3 (o )BIX — pux?

Using such an approximation for E[b(z! (8 ® &))] gives Eb(zl (B8 © &))] — b(zI'8) ~

V' (! B)V[x! (B ® &;)]/2. Plugging it into the penalty gives
l - (T T ) _1 22T q; T
5 2t (@ B)V[z] (B © &) = 50,07 diag(XTW X)B, (17)
i=1

where X € R™% is the design matrix of the mean and the diagonal weight matrix W

depends on both 8 and a and is given by

71 v (iB{,B) %b//(wZB) ) n,n
S g ) €R

Since b is convex, b” > 0, and since ~; is nonnegative the weight matrix W' is positive definite.

W .= diag (

The same holds true for diag(X?W X). Substituting the right-hand side of into
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shows that @ approximates .

Appendix B Fisher information
Given some log-likelihood £ : © — R, the Fisher information is defined by Z () := Eq[¢'(8)¢'(6)"].
Under certain regularity conditions (see Proposition 3.1 in Shao| (2003)) the so-called infor-

mation equality
Z(6) = —Eo[t"(0)]

holds, where ¢"(0) = H(¢) with H(¢) is the Hessian of the log-likelihood ¢. Our statistical
model is a product model (Y", F¥" (P5")geco), which fulfills these regularity conditions.

From the approximated log-likelihood

1 yz' B — b(x"B)
((B,a) = izTa + exp(z’ ) T

we first calculate the first derivatives with respect to 8 and a:

yo(y) — b(0(y))
¢/v

+ (1 — exp(z’@))

ol

exp(zla)

—=(B,a) =" {d)—/V

%
ol o1 exp(zla), T
B == {3+ 22t b ) — (10(s) — b0

w-vaB)}

We then proceed to compute all second derivatives:

%(ﬁ, a)=—z'x {%ia)b"(aﬁﬁ)}

(8,00 = a7z { T,y

e 0e) = 12 { T2 05— bt ) — (u010) — 00
s (B.) = 7w { S et}
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Assuming that the linear parametric assumption holds, i.e. E[Y] = V/(x?3) for some true
parameter value 3, we obtain
I(Ba a) = = )
0 Z(a) 0 we(x, 2)21 2

where the weights wg(x, 2) and wq(x, 2) of the respective blocks are given by

wp(w, 2) = {me},
R M :IZT _ IZBT ZIZT _
wa(e.2)i= { “2 00" ) — (e B)o" B + EWO(Y)] - BBO))

The term wq (x, 2) is approximately 1. To see this, observe that wq (x, 2) is exp(z” ) times
the expected deviance for the exponential family used in constructing the DEF. Equation
(2.15) in [Efron| (1986) implies that the expected deviance is 1/v = exp(—z” ) in a certain
limiting regime, giving wq(x, z) ~ 1. The observed Fisher information 7 (B) is an estimator

of the Fisher information Z(3) and it is given by

N L o7
(B Z 8686T ng (x;, z;)x; azz——X WX,
showing that © = diag(nI(ﬁ))l/Q. With we(x, 2) ~ 1 we obtain analogously
~ 1 T
I 8a8aT (B, Zwa T, 2)z) 2 & —Z Z,

such that T' ~ diag(nI(a))l/Q.

Appendix C Details on the SGD algorithm

We use SGD to estimate the parameters 3 and a which parameterize the linear predictors
0;(z) = B,(z)"B and log(yi(x)) = B,(z)"a, where B,(z) and B, (z) are vectors of all
evaluated B-spline basis functions at = € [a,b]. For given hyperparameters O'Z and cr% and
after setting initial parameter values B(©) and a?) the estimation procedure starts performing

SGD-updates on both parameter vectors. At every iteration 4, for given estimates 3¢~ and

22



a1 it performs the updates

Ig(i) - Ig(i—l) + 77l(j)s(i) (13(%’—1))’

al) ==Y ¢ ns/z')s(i)(a(i_m)

The scores s (B01) and s () are estimates based on a batch sample, which is
perturbed by Gaussian or Bernoulli dropout noise. The batch sample is obtained by sampling
b = 30 indices uniformly from the index set {1,...,n}. The learning rates nff) and ns,i) are
determined by ADADELTA with default values suggested in (Zeiler, 2012). The procedure
terminates if a maximum number of iterations has been performed or if the log-likelihood
reaches a stationary point.

We perform random search k-fold CV in order to select o, and o, from the hyperparam-
eter space H C R2 optimally. That is, after creating k& € N folds from the data {y, B,, B,}
we draw s € N samples {(0¢1,0¢1),--.,(0¢s,0¢5)} from the uniform distribution over H.
Then, for each tuple (o¢j,0¢;) and j = 1,...,s we estimate the model k times. Each of
these k estimates will be based on all but one fold. The left-out fold is used to evaluate each
estimated model by calculating the log-likelihood. The average over the k log-likelihood

values corresponding to the j-th sample is given by ¢;. The optimal smoothing parameters

o, and o7 are set according to

(0,:03) = (0¢°,0¢,°),
where the index j* is defined as j* = argmax;cqy g {l1,. .., s}
The code is publicly available through Github. It relies on parallel computing and all
computations were performed on a GPU with 192 GB memory and 12 physical cores at 3.0

GHz. It also contains the code from Gijbels et al.| (2010) obtained via an URL provided in

their publication.
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Appendix D Details on the simulation design

Testfunctions

As mentioned before, dropout favors rare but important features. The true mean and dis-
persion function from which we simulate data should therefore allow for this characteristic,
in view of the chosen functional basis. We use B-splines with a relatively large number of
knots, such that the basis functions are only supported on small compact sets of the domain.
If the true function to be approximated with these basis functions is mostly flat, but spikes
on small subsets of the domain, then we have correctly chosen a basis of rare but impor-
tant features. All testfunctions were constructed with this idea in mind, as can be seen in
Figure [4 This includes the intentional choice g in order to verify if dropout regularization
deteriorates in this case.

The testfunctions for the mean are
fi:]0,1] = R, x> 2sin(47x)dg 50052 (), (18)
f2:[0,1] = R, 2+ 40 + 10sin(47z) g 5.0.052 (), (19)
whereas f; was used to simulate normal data and f, served as mean function in the Poisson
and binomial case. We will fix the number of trials to N = 70 when using f5 to model double

binomial data. The function ¢, ,2 is the PDF of the normal distribution A (u, 0?). For each

distribution, we combined the mean function with one of the three dispersion functions

gi [07 ].] — R, T +— eXp{—0.08¢0.4’0.042 (.T) — 0.08¢0A7’0.022 (I’)}, (20)

g2:[0,1] = R, z+ eXP{_0-08%.4,0.032 (z) + 0-08%.7,0.032(55)}7 (21)

2 xr—0.8 x —0.8
93:[0,1] = R, 2~ exp {E¢O,l ( 015 ) oy (—4( 015 )) } (22)
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Figure 4: Testfunctions for the mean and dispersion.

Simulation design
For a fixed distribution P € {A, DPoi, DBin}, mean function f; with i € {1,2}, dispersion
function g; with j € {1,2,3} and for a sample size of n = 250,500, 1000, the simulation

procedure consists of the following steps:

1. Simulate R + 1 with R = 100 data sets D(P,i,j,n)[m] = {(yg, xx)}}i_, for m =
1,...,R+1, i.e. we denote by D(P,1,j,n)[m] the m-th data set of sample size n
which was simulated from the distribution P with mean f;, dispersion g;. The values
xy, were sampled from U([0,1]). Each dependent variable y, was then sampled from
the respective DEF (7, pr, ¢) with v, = gj(zx) and py, = fi(zg). We fixed 0? = 0.8% in

the normal case.

2. Perform k-fold likelihood cross-validation for k£ = 5 on the first replicate D(P, 7, j, n)[1]
for each regularization method, where the number of drawn samples from the uniform
distribution over H is fixed to s = 500:

(a) For Bernoulli dropout fix H =7, x Z, = [0, 1]*.
(b) For Gaussian dropout fix H =7, x Z, = [0, 3] x [0, 6].

(¢) For PMLE fix H = Z, x Z, = [0, 15000]2.
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3. Use the optimal smoothing parameters for each method obtained in to estimate for
the remaining R data sets D(P, i, j, n)[m] with m = 2, ..., R+1 the corresponding mod-
els M(P,i,4,n,R)[m]. By M(P,1,7,n,R)[m] we denote the model estimate obtained
from data set D(P, 7, j, n)[m] and regularization method R € {bernoulli,gaussian, pmle}.
We will simply write M(IP, 4, j,n,R) in order to refer to all estimates. Out of conve-
nience, we will sometimes drop n and R and only write M(PP,4,7) when we want to

refer to all models which have P, ¢ and j in common, but vary across n and R.

4. Let 7™ be the mean or dispersion estimate obtained from D(P,4, j,n)[m| and 7 its
ground truth counterpart. To evaluate the performance of the three competing regu-
larization methods we compute the RMSE

1/2
RMSE(7™, 1) := (Z (7 (2) — 7T(3:))2> (23)

zell

forallm =2,..., R+1 and an equidistant grid IT := [0,1/k,2/k, ..., 1] of length K +1

with k£ = 500.

We employ natural cubic B-splines bases based on m, = 30 equidistant knots in the

mean and m., = 20 equidistant knots in the dispersion model.
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Appendix E Additional plots
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Figure 5: Boxplots of RMSEs for mean estimates of normal data (left column), Poisson data
(middle column) and binomial data (right column) across Scenarios 1 (top row), 2 (middle
row) and 3 (bottom row).
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Figure 6: Estimated mean effects in the normal model for Bernoulli dropout (left), Gaussian
dropout (middle) and PMLE (right) in Scenario 1 (upper row), Scenario 2 (middle row) and
Scenario 3 (bottom row) for R = 100 replicates of size n = 1000. The true effects are given
by the black lines.
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Bernoulli dropout Gaussian dropout PMLE
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Figure 7: Estimated mean effects in the binomial model for Bernoulli dropout (left), Gaussian
dropout (middle) and PMLE (right) in Scenario 1 (upper row), Scenario 2 (middle row) and
Scenario 3 (bottom row) for R = 100 replicates of size n = 1000. The true effects are given
by the black lines.
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Figure 8: Estimated dispersion effects in the Poisson model for Bernoulli dropout (left),
Gaussian dropout (middle) and PMLE (right) in Scenario 1 (upper row), Scenario 2 (middle
row) and Scenario 3 (bottom row) for R = 100 replicates of size n = 1000. The true effects
are given by the black lines.
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Figure 9: Estimated mean effects in the Poisson model for Bernoulli dropout (left), Gaussian
dropout (middle) and PMLE (right) in Scenario 1 (upper row), Scenario 2 (middle row) and
Scenario 3 (bottom row) for R = 100 replicates of size n = 1000. The true effects are given
by the black lines.
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