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Abstract

In image reconstruction, an accurate quantification of uncertainty is of great importance for informed
decision making. Here, the Bayesian approach to inverse problems can be used: the image is represented
through a random function that incorporates prior information which is then updated through Bayes’
formula. However, finding a prior is difficult, as images often exhibit non-stationary effects and multi-scale
behaviour. Thus, usual Gaussian process priors are not suitable. Deep Gaussian processes, on the other
hand, encode non-stationary behaviour in a natural way through their hierarchical structure. To apply
Bayes’ formula, one commonly employs a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method. In the case of
deep Gaussian processes, sampling is especially challenging in high dimensions: the associated covariance
matrices are large, dense, and changing from sample to sample. A popular strategy towards decreasing
computational complexity is to view Gaussian processes as the solutions to a fractional stochastic partial
differential equation (SPDE). In this work, we investigate efficient computational strategies to solve
the fractional SPDEs occurring in deep Gaussian process sampling, as well as MCMC algorithms to
sample from the posterior. Namely, we combine rational approximation and a determinant-free sampling
approach to achieve sampling via the fractional SPDE. We test our techniques in standard Bayesian image
reconstruction problems: upsampling, edge detection, and computed tomography. In these examples, we
show that choosing a non-stationary prior such as the deep GP over a stationary GP can improve the
reconstruction. Moreover, our approach enables us to compare results for a range of fractional and
non-fractional regularity parameter values.

1 Introduction

Gaussian processes (GPs) have become a popular tool to represent uncertainty in spatial objects, e.g., in
hydrology [19, 64], climate modelling [6, 45, 63, 65], and medical imaging [49, 61]. GPs combine a number of
desirable properties: To start with, GPs are well understood theoretically. See, e.g., [1, 69] as an introduction,
as well as [71, 75] for recent convergence results. Moreover, they offer the flexibility to model a wide range
of spatial phenomena. This flexibility is mainly due to the wide range of covariance functions that can be
used to construct a Gaussian process. These covariance functions are often parametric and, thus, allow the
user to set quantities such as correlation length, marginal variance, and regularity of the GP realisations
directly. Due to their theoretical simplicity and flexibility, they are especially popular as prior distributions
in Bayesian inverse problems with linear forward operator and Gaussian noise. In this specific case, the
associated posterior distribution is given by a closed-form expression and does not rely on Monte Carlo
sampling. The same closed-form expression is also used for GP regression.

GPs present multiple computational challenges when employed in large-scale estimation problems. The
closed-form expression used in GP regression requires the inversion of a matrix describing the observation
covariance. This is often a computational bottleneck. In the context of Monte Carlo sampling, it is often
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necessary to decompose high-dimensional covariance matrices to sample approximations of GPs. Different
solution strategies have been proposed to mitigate these problems, depending on the application and the
GP’s covariance function. For instance, a common practice for representing Matérn-type Gaussian processes
is to see them as the solution to a stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) [45, 80]. This approach
enables the use of state-of-the-art solvers for partial differential equations (PDEs) to speed up the evaluation
of the GP regression mean and the sampling of the GP. The SPDE approach mainly profits from the locality
of the differential operators and the sparsity of the associated system matrices. Further notable techniques to
reduce computational effort include circulant embedding [18, 33], adaptive cross-approximation [28, 29, 39],
hierarchical matrices [24, 37], truncated Karhunen-Loève expansions [12, 62, 66], sparse Gaussian processes
[68, 76], and Vecchia approximation [2, 36].

The importance of uncertainty quantification has been recognised in a variety of different contexts,
especially also in image reconstruction. Image reconstruction problems usually suffer from a combination
of lack of data, observational noise, and instability. Bayesian inversion has recently gained popularity as
an alternative to variational inversion that allows for accurate uncertainty quantification in the estimates.
Appropriate prior distributions in imaging are, e.g., total variation priors [58] (although not discretisation-
invariant [42]), Cauchy [48, 72] or other α-stable priors [8, 73], and machine-learning-based priors [43, 44].
Image reconstruction problems are typically linear and, thus, Gaussian process priors are a natural choice
[11, 61, 72]. Unfortunately, commonly used GP models, such as Matérn-type GPs, describe stationary
behaviour in the object to be reconstructed and images of interest show multi-scale behaviour: they contain
largely flat, constant areas as well as areas of small-scale details such as edges and texture, which, at the
same time, are not captured well by a usual covariance function.

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
x

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

ground truth

observation

Observations and ground truth.

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
x

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

ground truth

ρ = 0.3

ρ = 0.03

GP regression mean for ρ = 0.03 and ρ = 0.3.

Figure 1: One-dimensional GP regression example with two correlation length values.

We illustrate this last point in a small, one-dimensional example. The aim is to reconstruct the ground
truth step function shown in the left plot in Figure 1. We have access to noisy observations of this ground
truth, indicated as red crosses in the same plot. We perform Gaussian process regression using a Matérn
kernel (4) with ν = 5/2 and two different values for the correlation length: ρ = 0.03 and ρ = 0.3. The
resulting regression mean functions are shown on the right. For ρ = 0.03, we capture the jump of the
function at x = 0.5 as a steep slope in our regression mean function. However, the noise that pollutes the
observations is visible as oscillations in the actually flat area of the function. This makes sense intuitively, as
the small value correlation length implies that we expect small-scale features in the function. For the choice
of the larger correlation length ρ = 0.3, we make the reverse observation: The discontinuity at x = 0.5 is very
smooth, whereas the regression mean is hardly affected by the observation noise reconstructing well the flat
parts of the function. In this case, we would profit from a covariance function that can represent multiple
length scales in different areas of the domain. These areas and the associated length scales are unknown and
need to be identified as well. In this work, we turn to deep Gaussian processes [17, 20, 53, 60] as a natural
way to construct non-stationary spatial processes.

The denoising problem shown in Figure 1 is just one example of the image reconstruction problems
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we consider throughout this work. We more generally study image reconstruction problems that are given
through associated inverse problems. We consider inverse problems of the form,

Au† + ε† = dobs, (1)

where u† is the unknown parameter or image contained in some space H ⊆ L2(D), with some domain
D ⊆ Rd, dobs ∈ Rm is observed data, ε† ∈ Rm is observational noise and assumed to be a realisation of
ε ∼ N (0,Γ), with Γ positive definite, and A : H → Rm is a linear forward operator. Throughout this
work, we consider the Bayesian approach to inverse problems. All random variables given throughout this
work are defined on an underlying probability space (Ω,S,P). The Bayesian approach to inverse problems
assumes that the unknown parameter is uncertain and represents the parameter by a random variable U
taking values in H. The random variable U is independent of the noise ε and it has a prior (distribution)
P(U ∈ ·) that represents the uncertainty in the parameter. In the Bayesian approach to inverse problems,
we now incorporate the information in (1) into the distribution of U conditioning on the data. We obtain
the posterior (distribution),

P(U ∈ ·|AU + ε = dobs) .

Assuming that the prior distribution has a density p(u) with respect to some reference measure, we obtain
a density p(·|dobs) of the posterior with respect to the same reference measure through Bayes’ formula,

p
(
u | dobs

)
=

p
(
dobs |u

)
p(u)

p(dobs)
. (2)

In the formulation of [70], this reference measure is just the prior itself and p(u) ≡ 1. The likelihood p
(
dobs |u

)
is determined by the forward operator and the distribution of the noise. We have,

p
(
dobs |u

)
∝ exp

(
−1

2

∥∥∥Γ−1/2
(
dobs −Au

)∥∥∥2) . (3)

The model evidence p(dobs) acts as a normalising constant and is usually difficult to evaluate. The posterior
is usually approximated using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods that circumvent evaluations of
p(dobs).

The focus of this work is the use of deep Gaussian process priors in Bayesian inverse problems of this form
and associated computational strategies. Indeed, we propose a computational framework for deep Gaussian
process priors in Bayesian image reconstruction and other linear inverse problems such as regression. In
particular, our main contributions are the following:

• We study spectral construction, finite element discretisation, and rational approximation of deep Gaus-
sian processes constructed through the fractional SPDE formulation of Matérn-type GPs – extending
previous works that only allowed for non-fractional SPDEs.

• Our computational framework utilises sparse computations within the SPDE framework. Notably, nei-
ther the forward operator A nor the product A∗A need to be sparse or stored in memory – computations
with them can be performed fully matrix-free. Overall, our methodology is scalable to high-dimensional
images.

• We present MCMC methods to approximate posteriors with non-fractional and fractional Deep GP
priors, the latter relying on a combination of marginalisation and normalisation-free methods for hy-
perpriors.

• We test and showcase our framework in extensive numerical experiments. These problems include
image upsampling, edge detection, as well as computed tomography.
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This work is organised as follows. We introduce the class of deep Gaussian processes we consider through-
out this work in Section 2. We explore the computational aspects of their SPDE representation in Section 3.
We describe and discuss the MCMC algorithms we use to solve inverse problems involving a deep Gaussian
process prior in Section 4. We test our framework in numerical experiments in Section 5, and conclude our
work in Section 6.

2 Deep Gaussian processes

Deep Gaussian processes are hierarchical extensions to standard Gaussian processes, which can model more
complex behaviour. There exists a number of different ways to construct a deep Gaussian process; for an
overview we refer the reader to [20]. In the rest of this section, we focus on a hierarchical construction where
the length scale at each level (or “layer”) is chosen dependent on the next-lower level. This enables us to
model spatially varying length scales in a very intuitive manner.

First, however, we establish a bit of notation. In what follows, we indicate that a variable U is a Gaussian
process with mean function m and covariance kernel c by writing U(x) ∼ GP(m(x), c(x, ·)) for x ∈ D ⊆ Rd.
In some places, we use the more general notation U ∼ N (m, C), where the covariance operator is defined via
the integral identity,

Cφ =

∫
Rd

c(x, ·)φ(x) dx for φ ∈ L2(D) .

We call this second notation more general, because it avoids the use of point values U(x) and thus extends
to the setting where the random variable U takes values in a space of distributions.

2.1 Gaussian processes and their SPDE representation

We base the construction of our deep Gaussian process on a Gaussian process with Matérn covariance.
This class of GPs is widely used in spatial statistics. They give the user access to individual parameters for
marginal variance, length scale, as well as regularity of the GP realisations, allowing for great flexibility when
modelling spatially correlated quantities. A thorough overview of applications in which Matérn covariances
are used can be found in the introduction of [38]. The Matérn covariance kernel is given by

c(x, y) = σ2Mv(κ∥x− y∥2) for x, y ∈ Rd , κ =

√
2ν

ρ
. (4)

In the above, σ2 > 0 is the marginal variance, ρ > 0 denotes the length scale, and ν > 0 is the smoothness,
or regularity, of the resulting Gaussian process. Instead of the above, κ is sometimes set to κ =

√
8ν/ρ, see,

e.g., [16, 45]. In both cases, κ can be regarded as the (scaled) inverse length scale. For ease of notation, we
use the unit Matérn function Mν , which is defined as

Mν(z) =
zν Kν(z)

2ν−1 Γ(ν)
for z > 0 ,

where Kν denotes the modified Bessel function of the second kind and order ν > 0, and Γ is the Gamma
function. The exponential kernel c(x, y) = σ2 exp(−∥x − y∥2/ρ) is identical with the Matérn kernel for
ν = 1/2, and the Gaussian kernel c(x, y) = σ2 exp(−∥x − y∥22/(2ρ2)) can be regarded as a limit of the
Matérn kernel for ν → ∞.

An advantage of using a Matérn covariance is that the resulting Gaussian process can be seen as the
solution to a stochastic partial differential equation [45, 80]. As we shall see later, this allows us to sample
them efficiently. Namely, Matérn-type Gaussian processes are the stationary solutions to(

κ2 −∆
)α/2

U(x, ω) = ηW (x, ω) for x ∈ Rd , P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω . (5)
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Note that this SPDE is inherently defined on Rd. Gaussian processes on a smaller domain can be obtained
by restricting solutions to this SPDE to D ⊆ Rd. In the above, the regularity parameter α is determined by
the value of ν as α = ν+d/2. Furthermore, κ is chosen as earlier in (4), and η > 0 is a normalising constant,

η2 = σ2 κ2ν (4π)d/2 Γ
(
ν + d

2

)
Γ(ν)

. (6)

This normalising constant is needed to ensure that the marginal variance of U is equal to σ2.
The stochastic generalised function W appearing on the right-hand side of (5) is spatial white noise with

unit variance. It can be seen as a generalised GP [45] with the property that, for any set of sufficiently smooth
test functions {ϕ1, . . . , ϕn} ⊂ S ⊂ L2(Rd), the pairings (⟨ϕi,W ⟩)1≤i≤n are jointly normally distributed. For
any 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, the expectation and covariance of these random variables have to satisfy,

E[⟨ϕi,W ⟩] = 0 ,

Cov(⟨ϕi,W ⟩, ⟨ϕj ,W ⟩) = ⟨ϕi, ϕj⟩L2(Rd) .

Here, the pairing ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the evaluation of the linear functional W w.r.t. a test function. Since the
right-hand side is a generalised function only, the stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE) in (5) is to
be understood in the sense of distributions only. The characterisation of the white noise used here naturally
lends itself to be used in numerical methods based on weak formulations.

The use of the linear operator in (5), (κ2 − ∆)α/2 requires some care. In the case that α/2 ∈ N, this
operator is well understood both in the analytical and computational sense. However, when α/2 ̸∈ N, this
operator is to be interpreted as a pseudo-differential operator [40, 41].

We can now make use of (5) to compute a sample of U by generating a sample of the white noise, W , and
then solving the SPDE for U . For α/2 ∈ N, discretisation of the pseudo-differential operator (κ2 − ∆)α/2

typically results in a sparse matrix representation where the number of non-zero entries grows linearly with
the number of spatial sample locations. Examples where such discretisations are used can be found in
[4, 16, 45]. Using an optimally preconditioned Krylov solver, the resulting linear system can be solved
with a computational cost that is linear in the number of unknowns [16, 22]. This approach is very fast
compared with most other sampling strategies for Gaussian processes. A näıve Cholesky decomposition of
the covariance matrix, for instance, has a computational cost that is cubic in the number of unknown sample
values.

In order to compute numerical solutions, one typically constrains the SPDE to a bounded connected do-
main D ⊂ Rd. In the process, one has to introduce boundary conditions to ensure uniqueness of the solution.
A common choice is to implement homogeneous Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions. Choosing Neu-
mann boundary conditions then additionally requires the boundary of our domain to be sufficiently smooth.
In practice, rather than (5), we thus consider the Whittle-Matérn SPDE in a bounded domain,(

κ2 −∆
)α/2

U(x, ω) = ηW (x, ω) for x ∈ D , P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω ,

U(x, ω) = 0 ,

or
∂U(x, ω)

∂n
= 0

 for x ∈ ∂D , P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω .
(7)

Enforcing either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions then leads to errors in the covariance of the
SPDE solution as compared with (5). These errors will be more pronounced close to the boundary ∂D. A
possible remedy is thus to increase the size of the computational domain. A thorough analysis of the error
introduced by enforcing such artificial boundary conditions is described in [38].

2.2 Deep Gaussian process construction

Using the SPDE representation from Section 2.1, we now construct a deep Gaussian process. To this end,
consider a sequence of stochastic processes, (Uℓ)ℓ=0,...,L. We say that this sequence represents a deep Gaussian
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process if, for each level ℓ = 1, . . . , L, Uℓ conditioned on Uℓ−1 is Gaussian and the covariance of Uℓ depends
on the next-lower level Uℓ−1. Specifically, we choose the first process, or layer, U0 as a Gaussian process.
The process U0 then determines the covariance kernel or operator of the next layer, U1. This procedure is
repeated until the top level L is reached. The final layer UL then represents the output of the deep Gaussian
process.

In order to model the dependence between layers, we use the SPDE approximation to Matérn-type
Gaussian processes in (7). While before we assumed the inverse length scale κ to be a constant, we now
choose κ as a function of a realisation of the next-lower layer, uℓ−1(x). As a result, κ is a spatially dependent
function. Conditional on such a realisation of Uℓ−1, we then require that Uℓ solves(

κ2(uℓ−1(x))−∆
)α/2

Uℓ(x, ω) = κν(uℓ−1(x)) η̃ Wℓ(x, ω) for x ∈ D , P-a.e. ω ∈ Ω , + b.c. (8)

In the above equation, the scaling factor η from (6) is separated into κν and a remaining factor of η̃ = η/κν

to reflect the non-stationary nature of κ.
For a fixed regularity parameter α (or equivalently, ν), the deep GP construction described here cor-

responds to controlling the (inverse) length scale through uℓ−1. This way, the resulting process UL can
feature a multitude of locally varying length scales. Except for the base level GP, U0, all levels can model
non-stationary behaviour without the need to explicitly specify a spatially dependent covariance function
a priori. This makes our deep Gaussian process an intuitively understandable and interpretable model for
non-stationary quantities.

Alternatively, we can specify the distribution of Uℓ in terms of a covariance operator C(uℓ−1) depending on
a realisation of Uℓ−1. To this end, we introduce A(uℓ−1) as a shorthand for the pseudo-differential operator
appearing in (8),

A(uℓ−1) := η̃−1κ−ν(uℓ−1)
(
κ2(uℓ−1(x))−∆

)α/2
. (9)

Then, the construction in (8) tells us that Uℓ conditioned on a realisation of Uℓ−1 follows a Gaussian
distribution,

P(Uℓ ∈ · | Uℓ−1 = uℓ−1) = N (0, C(uℓ−1)) , where C(uℓ−1)
−1 := A(uℓ−1)

∗A(uℓ−1) . (10)

In the above, A(uℓ−1)
∗ denotes the adjoint operator associated with A(uℓ−1). The exact dependence of κ,

and thus of the covariance operator C, on uℓ−1 is again a modelling choice. Following [20], we set

κ2(uℓ−1(x)) = F (uℓ−1(x)) , F (z) := min(F− + a · exp(b z), F+) . (11)

The reasoning behind choosing F to be of this form is, on the one hand, that one can conveniently bound the
values of κ2 from above and below using the parameters F+ > F− > 0. Concretely, we need the lower bound
to ensure that the linear operator defined this way is positive definite. On the other hand, the exponential
growth term allows us to cover a range of length scales of multiple orders of magnitude, parameterised by
a and b. Any other choice of F that is bounded in a similar way would be just as valid (compare with the
assumptions on κ in [15, Assumption 1]).

We present an illustration of this deep GP construction in Figure 2. For this example, we choose a
grid of 128 × 128 sampling locations in D = [0, 1]2 and set α = 3. We select η̃ heuristically to achieve a
marginal variance σ2 ≈ 1. The parameters of F are chosen as F− = 50, F+ = 1002, a = 1500, b = 1.
A realisation of the bottom level GP, u0, with constant κ2 = 200 is shown on the far left, while we depict
the corresponding realisation of the next-level GP next to it. Areas in the left-most plot where u0 assumes
large values correspond to areas on the middle-left, where u1 exhibits small length scales. Conversely, small
values of u0 mean small values of κ(u0) and thus a large local length scale of u1. For comparison, we include
plots of stationary Matérn-type GP realisations with the inverse length scale given by κ2 = F−, as well as
κ2 = F+. These two plots give a visual representation of the range of length scales that are covered by the
deep GP construction.

In the above, one can interpret the parameters F− and F+ as the lower and upper bounds for the inverse
correlation lengths that can occur. The parameter a sets the mode of F (U0), as the mode of the Gaussian
process is the zero function. Finally, b can be seen as a scaling parameter. In this two-layer example,
changing b is equivalent to directly scaling the marginal variance σ2 of U0.
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Figure 2: The left two plots show a realisation of a deep Gaussian process constructed using two layers, where
the spatially varying length scale κ2 ∈ [50, 1002]. The right two plots show GP realisations corresponding to
κ2 = 50 and κ2 = 1002, respectively.

3 Computations with deep Gaussian processes

As alluded to earlier, we aim at numerically solving the SPDE in (8), satisfying some appropriate choice
of boundary conditions. Solving analytically, or simply evaluating a Karhunen–Loève expansion based on
the eigenfunctions of the Laplacian as in [38], is not possible in our case since κ is not constant. Instead,
following [5, 45], we discretise the stochastic PDE using a finite element method. Using this discretisation
then allows us to approximately compute realisations of a deep GP, as well as the covariance matrices for the
Gaussian processes at each level. In the remainder of this section, we first introduce a spectral definition of
the operator in (8). In the next step, we detail the finite element scheme used to discretise the operator, and
finally give a rational approximation approach to deal with the fractional power in the SPDE representation
of Matérn-type GPs.

3.1 Operator properties

Before discretising the operator and function spaces relevant to the stochastic PDE in (8), we take a step back
and discuss their analytical properties in more detail. Specifically, we aim to clarify our use of the pseudo-
differential operator. Following [5, 15], we introduce a general linear operator, fulfilling some assumptions, as
well as suitable function spaces. In a next step, we relate the functions and operators we use in the bounded
Whittle-Matérn SPDE (8) to these more general objects.

To this end, we denote with H a separable Hilbert space and we let L : D(L) ⊂ H → H be a self-adjoint,
positive definite linear operator that is densely defined on H. Additionally, we assume that L has a compact
inverse. Then, L admits a system of eigenpairs (λi, ϕi)i∈N, where the sequence (λi)i∈N is non-decreasing,
λ1 > 0, and limi→∞ λi = ∞. Furthermore, the eigenfunctions ϕi are orthonormal, that is, ⟨ϕi, ϕj⟩H = δi,j
for any i, j ∈ N. Using these eigenpairs, we can define the action of any positive power of L in the spectral
sense [46],

Lsu =
∑
i∈N

λs
i ⟨ϕi, u⟩H ϕi for s > 0 , u ∈ D(Ls) . (12)

For positive exponents s > 0, the domain D(Ls) of this fractional operator Ls is given as exactly the space
where the above characterisation is well-defined,

Ḣ2s := D(Ls) =

{
u ∈ H

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
i∈N

λ2s
i ⟨ϕi, u⟩2H < ∞

}
for s > 0 . (13)

We identifyH = Ḣ0 ∼= Ḣ−0 with its dual via its inner product using the Riesz representation theorem. When
s < 0, we denote with Ḣs = (Ḣ−s)∗ the dual w.r.t. ⟨·, ·⟩H of Ḣ−s. The action of this negative-exponent
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operator is defined exactly as in (12), with the exception that the inner product in H, ⟨·, ·⟩H , is replaced with
the duality pairing ⟨·, ·⟩ between Ḣ−s and Ḣs. The operator Ls can then be seen as a one-to-one mapping
between spaces Ḣt and Ḣt−2s for any s, t ∈ R. More precisely, there exists a unique continuous extension
of Ls to an isometric isomorphism mapping Ḣt to Ḣt−2s [5, Lemma 2.1]. As a result, for f ∈ Ḣt−2s, the
equation Lsu = f admits a unique solution u ∈ Ḣt.

Connection to Whittle–Matérn SPDEs on bounded domains Now note that, with minimal as-
sumptions on κ and the domain D, we are in a setting where we can use the above analysis. Namely, we
assume that D ⊂ Rd is bounded, connected and open. Furthermore, we require that κ ∈ L∞(D), which is
automatically fulfilled due to our construction via F in (11). For simplicity, we consider the case where we
want to satisfy homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions in (8). The Neumann case follows analogously,
while requiring a stronger smoothness assumption on the boundary of D. The Hilbert space we use in this
setting is H = L2(D).

It now remains to specify the operator L = κ2−∆ that is used in (8). The goal is to use this operator in
the context of Sobolev spaces. We make use of the Riesz representation to define L to uniquely characterise
the action of L on any function u ∈ H1

0 (D) via the identity,

⟨Lu, v⟩H =

∫
D

κ2 u v +∇u · ∇v dx for v ∈ H1
0 (D) .

The above integral is well-defined because u, v ∈ H1
0 (D) and κ ∈ L∞(D) is bounded. Following the discussion

in [15], the operator L introduced this way fulfils all the conditions to apply the analysis outlined earlier.
Namely, L is defined on H1

0 (D), which is dense in H = L2(D). Furthermore, L is self-adjoint and positive
definite, while the inverse L−1 : H → H is compact.

As a result, all the prerequisites to use the spectral operator construction (12) are fulfilled and we have
a principled way of using Ls = (κ2 −∆)s in the context of the bounded Whittle-Matérn SPDE. In order to
simplify notation, we write (8) as,

LsU = B . (14)

This is achieved by setting B = κν η̃W and s = α/2, as well as using L as introduced in the above for either
Dirichlet or Neumann conditions. For simplicity, we drop the subscripts relating to the deep GP level in (8).
We now note that realisations b of the right-hand side B of (14), due to the spatial white noise term, almost
surely have regularity −d/2− ε for any ε > 0 (see, e.g., [5, Proposition 2.3]). That is, b ∈ Ḣ−d/2−ε and thus
the corresponding realisation of the solution u ∈ Ḣ2s−d/2−ε ⊂ H = L2(D) almost surely. In fact, for our
choice of operator L and D(L), the space Ḣ−d/2−ε coincides with the Sobolev space H−d/2−ε. Since we can
choose ε > 0 such that 2s− d/2− ε = ν − ε > 0, we have that u ∈ H almost surely, and furthermore that u
has strictly positive regularity almost surely.

3.2 Finite element discretisation of Matérn SPDEs

In order to compute numerical solutions to the fractional SPDE, (14), we introduce a family (Vh)h>0 of
finite-dimensional subspaces of Ḣ1 (where Ḣ1 is given by (13)). These subspaces could be defined, e.g.,
through a finite element discretisation. Denote with nh = dim(Vh) the dimension of such a function space.
Using a Galerkin approximation approach, we introduce the discretised operator Lh : Vh → Vh via the
relation,

⟨Lhuh, vh⟩H = ⟨Luh, vh⟩ for uh, vh ∈ Vh .

We now turn to approximating the white noise term with an element in the finite-dimensional space, Vh.
Denote with (ei;h)1≤i≤nh

an orthonormal basis of Vh. Then, we define the discretised white noise as,

Wh =

nh∑
i=1

Ξi ei;h , where Ξi ∼ N (0, 1) i.i.d.
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It can easily be seen that in Vh, the discretised white noise is identical with white noise. That is, for any
set of functions (v1;h, . . . , vn;h) ⊂ Vh, the pairings ⟨Wh, vj;h⟩ are jointly normally distributed and, for all
j, k ∈ N, we have

E[⟨Wh, vj;h⟩] = E

[
nh∑
i=1

Ξi ⟨ei;h, vj;h⟩
]
= 0 ,

Cov(⟨Wh, vj;h⟩, ⟨Wh, vk;h⟩) = E[⟨Wh, vj;h⟩⟨Wh, vk;h⟩] =
nh∑
i=1

E
[
Ξ2
i

]
⟨ei;h, vj;h⟩⟨ei;h, vk;h⟩

= ⟨vj;h, vk;h⟩ .

While the second statement, concerning the covariance, is a necessary condition to ensure that we have
constructed white noise, it also hints at how to obtain realisations of this discretised noise in practice. In
particular, it holds true when (v1;h, . . . , vnh;h) ⊂ Vh are finite element basis functions. In this setting, we
can compute the mass matrix Mh, defined through (Mh)j,k = ⟨vj;h, vk;h⟩. Let further w be the coefficient
vector representing Wh with respect to the basis (v1;h, . . . , vnh;h). Then, from the above statement we have
that the covariance of the product Mhw is given by Mh, i.e., the covariance of w is the inverse mass matrix
M−1

h . A sample of the discretised noise can then be constructed as w = C−T ξ, where ξ is drawn from the
standard normal distribution N (0, Inh

), and CCT = Mh.
Coming back to the stochastic PDE, we denote with κν

h an approximation to κν in Vh. Then, the
discretised equation that we want to solve reads,

Ls
hUh = κν

h η̃ Wh . (15)

In practice, one usually computes a realisation wh of Wh and then evaluates the corresponding realisation
of the solution, uh. The pointwise multiplication with κν

h can simply be realised as multiplication with a
diagonal matrix in a finite element setting. Solving with Ls

h turns out to be more challenging.
As Lh has finite rank, we can use an eigendecomposition of Lh to construct the inverse fractional operator

L−s
h (needed to solve (15)): When using the matrix representation of Lh, denoted here by Lh, this corresponds

to finding the eigendecomposition of said matrix. Assume we have access to such a factorisation of the form
Lh = UΛU−1. Then, the matrix representation of L−s

h is given by L−s
h = UΛ−sU−1. We will refer to this

approach as the discrete eigenfunction method, or DEM [31, 46]. The drawback of this method is the need
to evaluate the eigendecomposition of Lh, which has a computational cost of order O(n3

h). As a result, this
approach is infeasible for large nh and we propose to use a rational approximation instead.

3.3 Rational approximation to fractional operator

The idea behind rational approximation is to find a rational function r(z) that is a good estimate of the
(scalar) power function z−s [4, 30, 31]. For now, assume that 0 < s < 1. The advantage of the rational
function r is that it can be applied to the operator Lh without the need of computing an eigendecompo-
sition. We usually expect that r(z) ≈ z−s also implies that r(Lh) approximates L−s

h . In fact, when Lh is
diagonalisable, the rational function as used above can be seen as simply acting on the eigenvalues of Lh.
To show this, let UΛU−1 = Lh denote the matrices resulting from diagonalising Lh. Then, as is the case for
any matrix function, we have that,

r(Lh) = r
(
UΛU−1

)
= U r(Λ)U−1 .

As a result, when we say a “good” estimate, we mean that we want r(z) and z−s to be uniformly close
on an interval containing the eigenvalues of Lh. Note that the discrete operator Lh has a finite number of
eigenvalues. Let us denote these by 0 < F− ≤ λ1;h, . . . , λnh;h < ∞. The uniform lower bound F− on the
eigenvalues results from the construction of κ in (11). We restrict the search for an optimal approximation r
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to rational functions that are included in Rk, the space of rational functions constructed from polynomials
of maximum order k ∈ N,

Rk =

{
r =

p

q

∣∣∣∣ p, q ∈ Pk , q ̸≡ 0

}
.

In summary, we choose our rational approximation function r to be optimal in the following sense,

r = argmin
r̃∈Rk

∥∥r̃(z)− z−s
∥∥
L∞([F−,λnh;h])

. (16)

Technically, r depends on h through the largest eigenvalue λnh;h of the discrete operator. However, we omit
this dependence for ease of notation. In general, the exact function that fulfills the optimality condition in
(16) is not known analytically. However, there exist a few methods to numerically compute its coefficients
[31]. Of these methods, we have found the BRASIL algorithm proposed in [32] to be best suited for our
purposes, as it optimises the condition (16) directly.

Having determined the rational function itself, it is often useful to express it in partial fraction decom-
position form. In practice, the degrees of both its numerator and denominator are generally equal. As a
result, we can write r as,

r(z) = c0 +

k∑
j=1

cj
z − dj

.

In practice, the partial fraction decomposition is preferred over other representations because of its numerical
properties. It consists of comparatively few terms and, most importantly, only contains terms that are of
order −1 in z. In order to now approximate an operator instead of a scalar, we employ r as a matrix function
and apply it to the discrete operator, Lh. That is, we approximate both L−s

h and uh via,

L−s
h ≈ r(Lh) = c0 Inh

+

k∑
j=1

cj(Lh − dj Inh
)
−1

,

uh ≈ uh,k := r(Lh) bh = c0 bh +

k∑
j=1

cj(Lh − dj Inh
)
−1

bh , where bh := κν
h η̃ wh .

In the above, we introduce uh,k to denote the solution obtained through rational approximation. The matrix
Inh

is the identity matrix of dimension nh. Using the above formulas means that solving for the intractable
fractional operator Ls

h can be approximated by solving for matrices Lh − dj Inh
a total of k times instead.

Depending on the discretisation used, the matrices Lh − dj Inh
can usually be inverted using sparse matrix

operations. As a result, the approximate action of Ls
h on the right-hand side bh can be computed with a

cost of O(knh).
For cases where s ≥ 1, it is common practice to split the operator Ls

h into an “integer power part” and

a “fractional power part”, that is, Ls
h = L

⌊s⌋
h L

s−⌊s⌋
h and ⌊s⌋ = max{n ∈ Z : n ≤ s}. Then, one can solve

for L
⌊s⌋
h using standard finite element solvers and use a rational approximation to solve for L

s−⌊s⌋
h . This is

particularly justified if, as in our case, the rational approximation algorithm relies on polynomials of equal
degree in the numerator and denominator.

In practical computations, our discretisation of the SPDE (8) has the following form. We obtain the
coefficient vector u representing uh,k in a finite element basis through the relation,

Ghu = ξ , (17)

where Gh = CTDL
⌊s⌋
h r(Lh)

−1 and ξ drawn from N (0, Inh
) .

In the above, C is chosen as a Cholesky factor of the mass matrix Mh = CCT , and D denotes a diagonal

matrix representing multiplication with κν
h. The term L

⌊s⌋
h is the integer power contribution of the operator
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Ls
h. When s /∈ N, we include the rational approximation term r(Lh)

−1 to represent L
s−⌊s⌋
h . In general, it is

not practical to compute Gh explicitly. In the case that s = α/2 ∈ N, one can use mass lumping to obtain
a sparse representation of Gh [45]. When s ̸∈ N, we only have access to matrix-vector multiplications with
Gh or its inverse. The covariance matrix associated with u is G−1

h G−T
h . There are approaches to obtaining

sparse representations of this covariance even when s ̸∈ N [7, 45], however, these cannot be applied in our
case because of the presence of D, that is, the point-wise multiplication with κν

h.

4 Sampling from posterior density

Having discussed the tools necessary for evaluating our deep GP prior, we now return to the inverse prob-
lem (1) we aim to solve. In the special case where the forward operator is linear, the noise is normally
distributed, and the prior a Gaussian process, the posterior in (2) is known to be Gaussian as well [35].
In the discrete setting, there is an analytical formula for the mean vector and covariance matrix of such
posterior distributions, see, e.g., [81]. However, our goal is to use a deep Gaussian process prior. Since there
is no closed-form expression of the posterior available in this case, we rely on Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) sampling methods instead. MCMC methods construct an ergodic Markov chain that converges to
the posterior distribution and, thus, allows us to estimate integrals with respect to the posterior measure.
Our MCMC algorithm of choice is a preconditioned Crank-Nicolson (pCN) method [14, 20]: pCN algorithms
are known to converge to the posterior distribution robustly with respect to the dimension of the discretised
deep GP nh [9, 14]. Note, however, that the robustness with respect to the dimension nh of the unknown
parameter is proven only with the dimension m of the observations fixed. Some dimension-dependence might
arise in inverse problems where m depends on nh, as is often the case for imaging inverse problems. In what
follows, we describe the methods we use, as well as provide some computational strategies necessary for the
implementation of such algorithms.

4.1 Dimension-independent MCMC algorithms

In order to be able to use a pCN-type proposal, and thus benefit of the dimension-robustness of the resulting
sampler, we want to reformulate the posterior density in (2) to involve a Gaussian prior density. One way
to fulfil this prerequisite is to use “whitened variables” to realise the deep GP prior [9, 20, 51]. That is, we
see the deep Gaussian process as a transformation of Gaussian white noise variables. Such a transformation
is readily at hand thanks to the SPDE representation: a Matérn-type Gaussian process can be expressed as
white noise that is transformed with a linear operator (in this case, a pseudo-differential operator). From the
deep Gaussian process definition in (8) and (9), we know that on each level ℓ = 1, . . . , L, and conditional
on the realisation of the next-lower layer uℓ−1, the layer Uℓ of the deep GP is described by

Uℓ = T (uℓ−1)Wℓ . (18)

Here, we denote by T (uℓ−1) the solution operator depending on uℓ−1, as detailed in (8). The white noise
Wℓ is indexed with ℓ to clarify that the white noise variables at each level are independent from each other.
Denote by w = (wℓ)ℓ=0,...,L the vector containing realisations of the random quantities Wℓ, each of which
follows a white noise distribution a priori. We then introduce T as the operator recovering the corresponding
realisation of the deep GP layers, that is, the whole sequence u := (uℓ)ℓ=0,...,L, from w,

u = T (w) . (19)

This relation means that, instead of sampling from the posterior of (Uℓ)ℓ=0,...,L, we can alternatively sample
(Wℓ)ℓ=0,...,L. The posterior density that we use to sample (Wℓ)ℓ=0,...,L is then determined through Bayes’
rule. That is,

p
(
w | dobs

)
=

p
(
dobs |w

)
p(w)

p(dobs)
, (20)
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where again p(w) and p
(
w | dobs

)
are densities with respect to an appropriate reference measure. Effectively,

we have rewritten the posterior density in (2) in terms of realisations of (Wℓ)ℓ=0,...,L, a quantity that is
distributed with a Gaussian measure a priori. Supposing that we have computed a chain (wj)j∈N that
samples p

(
w | dobs

)
to stationarity, we then obtain a chain

(
T (wj)

)
j∈N that samples p

(
u | dobs

)
to stationarity

simply by applying T to each element of the original chain.
Through the forward problem, we have a direct correspondence between the observations dobs and u,

which we are currently lacking for w. In order to make sense of the likelihood term in (20), we thus use the
knowledge that p

(
dobs |w

)
= p

(
dobs |u = T (w)

)
. Analogous to (3), we then obtain that,

p
(
w | dobs

)
∝ exp

(
−Φ

(
w; dobs

))
p(w) , where Φ

(
w; dobs

)
:=

1

2

∥∥∥Γ−1/2
(
dobs −AT (w)L

)∥∥∥2 .
In the above, we use T (w)L to denote the top layer of the realisation u, corresponding to w. Using the
whitened representation, (19) and (20), comes with the advantage that we can now use a pCN proposal step
[14], see also Algorithm 1, when sampling from the posterior in (20).

4.2 Marginalising the top layer

We now include an extra step to reduce the dimension of the state space that we sample our unknown in,
as was done in [20]. In our experience, this significantly speeds up the convergence of the resulting Markov
chain. We proceed as follows:

As the forward operator A is linear, we have a closed-form expression [81] to describe the distribution of
the top-most layer UL, conditioned on UL−1 = uL−1 and AUL + ε = dobs. That is, one can use standard
formulas to obtain mean m

(
uL−1; d

obs
)
and covariance operator C

(
uL−1; d

obs
)
such that,

P
(
UL ∈ · | UL−1 = uL−1; d

obs
)
= N

(
m
(
uL−1; d

obs
)
, C

(
uL−1; d

obs
))

.

As a result, it is only necessary to sample (Wℓ)ℓ=0,...,L at layers up to index L− 1. These realisations of
(Wℓ)ℓ≤L−1, denoted with w<L, can then be transformed via (18) to obtain realisations of (Uℓ)ℓ≤L−1, while
the top layer UL is represented by the GP regression mean computed using uL−1. We therefore update the
posterior density to a marginal density referring to quantities on these sampled layers only,

p
(
w<L | dobs

)
=

p
(
dobs |w<L

)
p(w<L)

p(dobs)
. (21)

In order to make use of this identity in a sampling scheme, we need to be able to evaluate the likelihood,
p
(
dobs |w<L

)
. It is straightforward to derive the likelihood from the forward equation combined with the

knowledge from (10) that P
(
UL ∈ · | UL−1 = uL−1; d

obs
)
= N (0, C(uL−1)). Given a realisation w<L, and

thus uL−1, we can deduce that the observations in our forward problem (1) follow a normal distribution with
mean 0 and covariance A C(uL−1)A

∗ +Γ. The quantity dobs, conditioned on UL−1 = uL−1, is Gaussian and
finite-dimensional, so that its conditional probability density exists. As a result, we obtain an expression for
the likelihood p

(
dobs |w<L

)
in (21) that depends on uL−1,

p
(
dobs |w<L

)
= p

(
dobs |uL−1

)
∝ exp(−Ψ(uL−1; d

obs)) ,

where Ψ(uL−1; d
obs) :=

1

2

(
∥dobs∥2ΣL−1

+ log detΣL−1

)
, ΣL−1 := A C(uL−1)A

∗ + Γ .

(22)

The matrix norm in the above equation follows the convention ∥x∥2M = xTM−1x for some positive definite
matrix M and vector x of appropriate sizes. Note that, even though C(uL−1) can be an infinite-dimensional
operator in the above, ΣL−1 is a positive definite matrix of size m × m by construction, where m is the
dimension of the observations, dobs.
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4.3 Sampling algorithm in the non-fractional case

Using the results of the previous two subsections, we are now ready to state an algorithm that produces a
Markov chain (wj)j∈N with p

(
w<L | dobs

)
as its stationary density. Through the layer-wise transformation

given in (18), we can then recover a chain (uj)j∈N that samples the posterior of (Ul)l≤L−1 in stationarity.
The method that we use, Algorithm 1, is based on the standard pCN method [14]. The likelihood used in
Algorithm 1 is identical to (22) and takes into account our earlier derivations for the whitened variables as
well as the marginalised top layer. The same algorithm is presented in [20, Algorithm 1].

In the proposal step of the algorithm, we sample χj ∼ N (0, I). In the infinite-dimensional setting,
the operator I denotes the identity operator and is chosen so that χj are samples of (Wl)l≤L−1. In finite
dimensions, we select I to be the identity matrix of appropriate size. Then, χj are random vectors following
a standard multivariate normal distribution.

Algorithm 1: MCMC algorithm with pCN proposals for sampling driving white noise.

Choose β ∈ (0, 1], initial state w0 and number of steps J ∈ N.
for j = 0, 1, . . . , J do

Propose ŵj = (1− β2)1/2wj + βχj , where χj ∼ N (0, I).
Set wj+1 = ŵj with probability αj ,

αj = min
{
1, exp

(
Ψ
(
υj ; d

obs
)
−Ψ

(
υ̂j ; d

obs
))}

,

denoting υj = T L−1(wj) and υ̂j = T L−1(ŵj) .

Otherwise, set wj+1 = wj .

In practice, Algorithm 1 will usually be used in a finite-dimensional setting. However, it remains valid in
the infinite-dimensional case, where the random update steps χj are white noise samples. It can sometimes
be difficult to find a step size β that allows for fast mixing of the chain. In order to avoid tuning it manually,
it is common practice to choose it adaptively [14]. In our experiments, presented in Section 5, we choose the
step size adaptively to achieve an acceptance rate of about 25%.

4.4 Likelihood computation in the non-fractional case

In order to make use of Algorithm 1, we need to be able to compute the acceptance probabilities αj . These,
in turn, rely on evaluations of the potential function Ψ, which is given in (22). To obtain a first notion
of how this potential can be computed, we restrict ourselves to the case where α/2 ∈ N. Then, after
discretising, the inverse of the covariance operator C(υL−1) can usually be written as a sparse precision
matrix Ph = GT

hGh [20, 45]. As can be seen in (22), evaluations of Ψ rely on computing the quadratic
term ∥dobs∥2ΣL−1

, as well as the logarithmic determinant log detΣL−1. In the discrete setting with a sparse
precision matrix, the quadratic term is usually evaluated via the Woodbury matrix identity. The sparsity of
Ph can then also be exploited to compute the logarithmic determinant by means of the identity log detΣL−1 =
log det

(
Ph +A∗

hΓ
−1Ah

)
− log det(Ph) + log det Γ, obtained via the cyclic property of the trace. Here, Ah

denotes a matrix representation of the forward operator A. In our implementation, we obtain the quadratic
term as well as the determinant through a Cholesky factorisations of Ph+A∗

hΓ
−1Ah and Ph, and a subsequent

solve. When the precision, as well as the product A∗
hΓ

−1Ah, can be represented with sparse matrices, this
factorisation can be computed efficiently using fill-reducing permutations [10]. Note that, in order to use
this approach, we not only require that α/2 ∈ N, but also that the product of the forward operator with the
noise covariance and itself, A∗

hΓ
−1Ah, is sparse.
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4.5 Sampling algorithm in the fractional case

When describing Algorithm 1, we observed that its efficient implementation hinges on the sparsity of the
matrices Ph and A∗

hΓ
−1Ah. However, when we do not have access to such sparse matrix representations,

Algorithm 1 becomes infeasible already for moderate numbers of degrees of freedom. This situation occurs
when α/2 ̸∈ N, as we do not have access to an explicit precision matrix Ph in this case. Another scenario where
using Algorithm 1 becomes impractical is when the forward operator leads to a matrix product A∗

hΓ
−1Ah that

is dense. In these scenarios, we cannot make use of sparse direct methods to evaluate the potential function
Ψ. While iterative solvers that rely on matrix-vector products only can still be used to compute the quadratic
term in a reasonable time, in our experience the log-determinant remains a major issue. Even though a lot
of progress has been made in recent years when it comes to trace estimation [13, 23, 57], a significant amount
of matrix-vector products is needed to approximate the action of the logarithm of the operator, and then
estimate its trace. As a result, generating a sufficiently precise estimate of the log-determinant makes the use
of Algorithm 1 prohibitively expensive. Instead, we turn to determinant-free sampling methods. A number
of algorithms have emerged that allow sampling in the case that the normalising determinant is intractable
[21, 52]. Here, we make use of the methodology outlined in [21]. The advantage over the exchange algorithm
proposed in [52] is that, in our setting, we require one iterative linear solve less.

The idea of the chosen determinant-free approach is to sample an auxiliary variable Z alongside the desired
samples of (Wl)l≤L−1, and ensure that the resulting marginal distribution of the samples of (Wl)l≤L−1 is
identical to the target posterior. Specifically, we choose this auxiliary variable dependent on UL−1,

P(Z ∈ · | UL−1 = uL−1) = N
(
0,Σ−1

L−1

)
. (23)

Since UL−1 depends on (Wl)l≤L−1 deterministically, this gives rise to a posterior distribution for Z when
given observations dobs. We now aim to compute samples of Z and (Wl)l≤L−1 from the joint posterior
density,

p
(
z, w<L | dobs

)
∝ p(z |w<L) p

(
dobs |w<L

)
p(w<L) . (24)

The conditional distribution of Z was chosen such that the normalising determinants in the above likelihood
term cancel out [21]. That is, the likelihood can be expressed without the need to evaluate detΣL−1,

p(z |w<L) p
(
dobs |w<L

)
= exp

(
−Φ

(
z, uL−1; d

obs
))

,

where Φ
(
z, uL−1; d

obs
)
= ∥z∥2

Σ−1
L−1

+ ∥dobs∥2ΣL−1
. (25)

In order to get MCMC samples zj and wj from the joint posterior (24), we update both variables alternatingly
in a Gibbs-like approach [21]. That is, for a given sample of (Wl)l≤L−1, we update the sample of Z by
generating an exact sample through the relation in (23). With that new sample, we then take a single
MCMC step based on the posterior (24). For this MCMC step, we again use a pCN proposal. The whole
procedure is summarised in Algorithm 2. As earlier, we select the step size β in Algorithm 2 adaptively to
ensure an acceptance rate of about 25%.

We mentioned in passing that for each iteration of Algorithm 2, we sample exactly from N (0,Σ−1
L−1) to

obtain our auxiliary variable. This is achieved by computing a sample of UL, which we denote with v for
now. This sample of the top layer is computed using the covariance operator induced by the newest available
MCMC sample, wj . Then, by simulating the forward problem, we have that Av + e ∼ N (0,ΣL−1). Here, e
denotes a sample of the observation noise in the forward problem (1). Finally, we solve with ΣL−1 to obtain
that Σ−1

L−1(Av+ e) ∼ N (0,Σ−1
L−1). That is, we need samples from UL and the observation noise, as well as a

forward operator evaluation and a solve with ΣL−1 to generate a sample of the auxiliary variable with the
desired distribution. In practice, the solve with ΣL−1 is the main bottleneck when sampling the auxiliary
variable.

To be able to put Algorithm 2 to practical use, we need to specify how to evaluate the likelihood term
appearing in the acceptance probability. This likelihood, as given in (25), only contains quadratic terms.
The norm ∥ · ∥Σ−1

L−1
only requires a multiplication with ΣL−1 and is cheap to realise. The term containing
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Algorithm 2: pCN-MCMC algorithm with auxiliary variable for sampling driving white noise.

Choose β ∈ (0, 1], initial state w0 and number of steps J ∈ N.
for j = 0, 1, . . . , J do

// Generate auxiliary variable zj.

Compute a sample of UL via v ∼ N (0, T L−1(wj)).
Sample observation noise, e ∼ N (0,Γ).

Compute zj = Σ−1
L−1(Av + e).

// Propose update ŵj.

Compute ŵj = (1− β2)1/2wj + βχj , where χj ∼ N (0, I).
// Accept/reject.

Set wj+1 = ŵj with probability αj ,

αj = min
{
1, exp

(
Φ
(
zj , υj ; d

obs
)
− Φ

(
zj , υ̂j ; d

obs
))}

,

denoting υj = T L−1(wj) and υ̂j = T L−1(ŵj) .

Otherwise, set wj+1 = wj .

∥ · ∥ΣL−1
, however, requires solving with ΣL−1 and is computationally more involved. Since in the fractional

setting we do not have access to the explicit entries of ΣL−1, but can only evaluate matrix-vector products,
it is natural to solve these systems iteratively. Our method of choice here is the LSQR solver [54, 55] applied
to an equivalent least-squares problem.

In order to formulate such a least-squares problem, we aim at finding a matrix Z such that,

ΣL−1 = AC(uL−1)A
∗ + Γ = ZTZ .

With such a matrix Z, we can write down a least-squares problem and its corresponding normal equations,

x = arg min
y∈Rm

∥Zy − b∥2 (26)

⇐⇒ ΣL−1x = ZTZx = ZT b .

That is, solving with ΣL−1 can be related to solving a least-squares problem involving the matrix Z. We
choose Z reliant on the appropriate operator matrix Gh as in (17), and discretised forward operator Ah,

Z =

(
G−T

h AT
h

Γ1/2

)
.

We use this matrix Z as the system matrix in the least-squares problem in (26). Additionally, we need to
choose b such that ZT b = dobs. The easiest way to do so is to simply set b = (0T

nh
, (Γ−1/2dobs)T )T . In total,

instead of computing ΣL−1x = dobs directly, we determine x by solving the least-squares problem defined by
Z and b.

In order to reduce the number of iterations required to compute the solution to a certain accuracy, we
employ a preconditioned variant of the LSQR algorithm, such as described in, e.g., [3]. As a preconditioner,
we propose to use Σ̃−1

L−1, where Σ̃L−1 denotes the covariance matrix associated with the next-largest value
of α where this matrix has a sparse representation. That is, we choose the covariance matrix corresponding
to the next-largest α̃ such that α̃/2 ∈ N. As in Section 4.4, we use a sparse Cholesky factorisation of this
matrix in order to obtain solutions. In practice, one can usually leave Σ̃L−1 fixed for a number of steps in
Algorithm 2, as the MCMC updates to wj tend to be small.
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Figure 3: Ground truth functions for reconstruction.

5 Numerical results

In the preceding section, we have presented a framework that enables us to sample from the posterior
distribution (21) for any value of the parameter α > d/2. We now demonstrate the performance of our
algorithm in a number of experiments. These experiments are designed to highlight some possible use cases
for deep GP regression. We also aim to give the reader an intuition for some practical considerations that
arise when working with deep GPs in the proposed framework. In order to showcase the benefits of employing
a non-stationary model for the prior, we compare the results of our framework with those obtained through
standard GP regression.

5.1 Image reconstruction with observation operator

As a first experiment, we reconstruct a ground truth image from a limited number of observations. We
restrict ourselves to single-channel images, in theory this experiment could also be carried out on every
channel of a multi-channel image. Here, we consider the two left-most images shown in Figure 3. We
discuss results for the third ground truth image in Figure 3 in Appendix A. Both images considered here
are composed of step functions with corners and edges at various angles. The edges in combination with the
constant areas of the step functions can be regarded as multi-scale features: a GP with a large length scale
would represent the constant areas reliably even in the presence of noise, while the edges and corners require
a much smaller length scale. We generated these images on a 128 × 128 grid. The forward operator A in
this case is a simple observation operator: we observe 1/16 of the original 128× 128 pixels. The observation
locations are chosen to form a grid to achieve homogeneous coverage of the whole domain. That is, in this
experiment we effectively perform an upsampling task. The observations are polluted by noise drawn from a
normal distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 0.02. This setup is very similar to an experiment in
[20], where the authors reconstruct a much smoother ground truth composed of scaled sine functions. One
addition we make here is that we normalise the observations. That is, we subtract the mean of dobs and
then divide by the standard deviation of dobs to obtain normalised observations. In postprocessing, we then
have to apply the inverse transformation on the reconstructed image. The normalisation step allows us to
reuse the same setup of the prior for any scaling of the ground truth image values.

We choose the deep GP prior as a two-layer deep GP, i.e., with one hidden layer only. This choice is
based on [20], where the authors observe that adding more layers is only beneficial when there is enough
information available in the form of observations. In experiments not reported here, the additional layers
led to more effort in the Monte Carlo sampling without showing a significant advantage over the two-layer
setting.We set the length scale of this bottom layer to ρ ≈ 0.063. This is achieved by setting κ2 = 1500
for α = 4 and scaling this value accordingly for other choices of α to leave the corresponding length scale
invariant. In order to obtain the value of κ2 that corresponds to the same correlation length ρ, but for
a different value of α, we can use the relation given in (4) and multiply with (2α − 2)/6. The amplitude
parameter σ is chosen via (6) to ensure a marginal variance of about 1 on both layers. The parameters of
the function F relating both layers, see (11), are set to F− = 50, F+ = 1002, a = 200, b = 1. For α = 4,
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this corresponds to a smallest possible correlation length of 0.024, and a largest possible correlation length
of 0.346. The function F is again scaled with a factor of (2α − 2)/6 in order to keep these values invariant
w.r.t. changes in α. We represent the Gaussian processes on each layer using continuous piece-wise linear
finite elements, with the number of degrees of freedom matching the number of pixels in the ground truth
images.

Our goal is to compare a range of different values for the regularity parameter α. Note that we are here
trying to evaluate which of the values for α are appropriate in such upscaling problems. In practice, α is a
modelling choice that depends on the particular application [50, 65]. In our experiments, we choose α from
the following possible values,

α ∈ {1.5, 2, 2.5, 3, 3.5, 4} .

The number of steps that we simulate the Markov chain depends on the choice of α, as the regularity
parameter affects the algorithm we are using. In the non-fractional case, we run Algorithm 1 for 2.25× 105

iterations for α = 2, and 105 iterations for α = 4, respectively. In the fractional case, i.e., α/2 ̸∈ N, we limit
Algorithm 2 to 5.5 × 104 iterations for α = 1.5, and 2 × 104 iterations for the remaining values of α. In
both cases, we leave the preconditioner used in the LSQR solver fixed for 100 accepted MCMC steps. The
difference in numbers of MCMC steps is to allow for a fairer comparison, as each iteration in Algorithm 2
is more expensive compared to Algorithm 1. Additionally, the covariance matrix ΣL−1 associated with
α = 2 has less non-zero entries compared to the covariance matrix for α = 4. This directly affects the
computation time of Algorithm 1 for the non-fractional case, but also influences Algorithm 2 through our
choice of preconditioner. As a result of limiting the total iterations to these values, the computational budget
was roughly identical in all MCMC runs. For all values of α, we discard the first 104 iterations as burn-in. As
alluded to earlier, and in order to achieve comparable values of the correlation length for different values of
α, we rescale the function F used to relate upper layer U1 and bottom layer U0. The parameter k controlling
the accuracy of the rational approximation in the fractional case is set to k = 3.

Discussion of results We begin exploring the reconstruction results by verifying how well the inner layer
captures the structure of the image. We give an overview of the estimated length scales for each value of α,
and both ground truth images, in Figure 4, and Figure 5, respectively. These length scales were obtained in
the following manner. Using Algorithms 1 and 2, we compute samples of the hidden layer U0. With these
samples, we estimate the mean of F (U0)

1/2. This corresponds to the value of κ which in turn defines the
correlation length of the top layer U1. Using the local correlation length values, we can then compute the
reconstructed image for each α by evaluating the GP regression mean of U1.

We can observe that for all values of α, we reliably find the edges present in the image as increased values
of the transformed hidden layer, which directly translates into small correlation length values. That is, in
areas where edges are present, the hidden layer ensures that the local correlation length used in the top
layer is small. Conversely, in areas where the ground truth is constant, we observe large local correlation
length values. This is very much desired, as the local correlation length influences the visual smoothness
of our regression result. In areas of large correlation length (and constant ground truth), the noise cannot
be recovered by the reconstruction and is “smoothed out”. Where the ground truth exhibits small-scale
features, i.e., edges, we want the local correlation length to be small to be able to capture those edges.

The estimated correlation length plots in the fractional case, α = 1.5, 2.5, 3, 3.5, look noisy compared
to the non-fractional case. This can be explained with the larger maximum number of MCMC iterations we
choose when setting α = 2 or α = 4.

Having investigated the behaviour of the inner layer, we now turn towards quantifying the reconstruction
error of the top layer regression results. For both ground truth images, we compute the L1- and L2-errors,
as well as the structural similarity (SSIM) [79] and peak signal-to noise ratio (PSNR) [27]. The L1- and
L2-errors are optimal at 0, SSIM is optimal at 1, and PSNR is optimal at +∞. For different values of α,
the obtained errors are very similar. However, we will compare the performance for different values of α in
more detail later in this section.
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Figure 4: Correlation lengths used in deep GP reconstructions of “square/circle” image with varying α.
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Figure 5: Correlation lengths used in deep GP reconstructions of “corner/slope” image with varying α.
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Figure 6: Reconstruction errors for “square/circle” image and α = 3, using standard GP and deep GP priors.
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Figure 7: Reconstruction errors for “corner/slope” image and α = 3, using standard GP and deep GP priors.
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On the other hand, we observe a larger benefit from using the deep GP setup, as compared to standard,
stationary GP regression. As an example, we compare the errors obtained for a fixed regularity parameter,
α = 3, and standard GP regression with a range of values for the correlation length ρ with the flexible length
scale deep GP prior. Additionally, we estimate an optimal length scale ρ∗ for GP regression by minimising
the potential Ψ from (22) for a stationary GP covariance operator. Evaluations of this potential are feasible
for α = 3 since, in the stationary setting, we can use the approach from [45] to compute a sparse precision
matrix for the corresponding Gaussian processes. The overviews for both ground truth images are presented
in Figure 6, and Figure 7, respectively. Lines for the L1-error and L2-error are given in the left plot of each
figure, and the results for PSNR and SSIM are shown on the right. The performance of the deep GP is
indicated by the horizontal dashed line. The estimated optimal length scale ρ∗ is given by the vertical dotted
line in both plots. For both ground truth images, every choice of correlation length ρ, and each of the four
error metrics, the deep GP outperforms the standard GP by a clear margin.

However, in order to observe a benefit from using the deep GP as a prior, it is crucial that the ob-
servations contain sufficient information to obtain a correlation length estimate that actually improves the
reconstruction. In Appendix A, we provide an example of a more complex ground truth image, where the
deep Gaussian process fails to improve over the results obtained with stationary GP regression for some
optimally chosen correlation length.

Cost comparison In practice, one is usually not interested in the error of a reconstruction alone, but
also in its computational cost. To be able to provide a thorough comparison, we run the “square/circle”
experiment for each value of α and to a maximum of 5× 104 MCMC steps. As before, we discard the first
104 iterations as burn-in. We store the error metrics and associated run times at various MCMC iteration
counts during the sampling process. Namely, we record these values at step 2 × 104, 3 × 104, 4 × 104, and
5× 104 of each individual run. We repeat every experiment a total of 10 times, to compute mean run times
as well as mean error metrics. The outcomes for the four different error metrics are shown in Figure 8. The
shaded areas represent the confidence region of ±2 standard deviations around the mean, estimated using
the 10 experiment repetitions.

A few things stand out in these plots. The cost of each iteration of Algorithm 1 is considerably smaller
than an iteration of Algorithm 2. As a result, the experiments that use α = 2 and α = 4 have the smallest
run times associated with them. The computations for α = 2 are faster than those for α = 4 because the
precision matrix used has fewer non-zero entries, which leads to sparser Cholesky factors and is exploited
by the sparse Cholesky solver that we used. This also explains the large difference in run times between
the cases α = 1.5 and α = 2.5, 3, 3.5. The preconditioner used in each step of Algorithm 2 is based on a
Cholesky factorisation for the next-largest non-fractional value of α. That is, the preconditioner applied in
each MCMC step contained less non-zero entries for α = 1.5 than in the experiments with α = 2.5, 3, 3.5.

When considering the mean error values obtained for different values of α, we observe that α = 2 seems
to perform best w.r.t. the L2-error and, equivalently, PSNR. In terms of mean L1-error and SSIM, a value
of α = 4 gives the best result. The value α = 3, on the other hand, performs well across all four error
metrics considered here, and can thus be seen as a good middle ground. However, the confidence region
is significantly larger for the values α = 2.5, 3, 3.5, indicating a larger variation in the error metrics over
multiple runs.

One parameter that greatly influences the computational cost of running Algorithm 2 is the tolerance set
in the LSQR solver. In our implementation of LSQR, we use the stopping rule (S2) for incompatible systems
in [55], which is based on the system matrix and the residual,. In Figure 9, we compare the errors obtained
when reconstructing the “square/circle” image for various choices of tolerance parameter. Again, we repeat
the experiment a total of 10 times for each tolerance value. The regularity parameter is set to α = 3. For a
large tolerance, we would expect to fail in reconstructing any small-scale features, as terminating the LSQR
solver early can be regarded as computing a regularised, smoothed solution [26]. For small tolerances, the
number of iterations needed to satisfy the stopping criterion increases, leading to a possibly unnecessary
increase in computational effort. As we can observe from the plots, it is sufficient to choose a tolerance
of about 10−3 in our example. In our experiments, this tolerance value resulted in roughly 10-15 LSQR
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Figure 8: Error metrics for “square/circle” image and varying α values, as well as iteration counts.
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Figure 9: Error metrics for “square/circle” image and varying LSQR tolerances.
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Figure 10: Edge detection results with straight edge and α = 3.

iterations per solve. Decreasing this tolerance does not seem to improve the computational outcome.

5.2 Edge detection

In the previous subsection, we were comparing reconstruction results through global error metrics. However,
in many applications, local errors are of much larger concern. In the following example, we consider the task
of finding the location of an edge, given pixel observations at random locations. In such problems, it is not
important to represent the image accurately in the entire domain. Instead, only areas around the edge to
be found are of consequence, as they determine the outcome of the edge estimation.

Our experiment setup is identical to the one described in Section 5.1. However, we now choose the
observation locations by uniformly selecting 1/50 of the 128 × 128 possible pixels at random. These point
observations are not polluted by noise, as the data is binary. We still assume a standard deviation of 0.02 for
the noise in our deep GP and stationary GP reconstructions to avoid numerical instability issues. In what
follows, we set the regularity parameter to α = 3 and use Algorithm 2 to compute 2× 104 posterior samples,
of which 104 are discarded as burn-in. Another difference in the experiment setup is the ground truth images
under consideration. The first such image is shown in the left-most plot in Figure 10: we consider an image
divided into a constant left side with value -1 and a constant right side with value 1, so that the edge we are
looking for is a straight vertical line in the centre of the image. An image of the ground truth edge (with
line thickness 6 pixels) is shown in the bottom left plot in Figure 10. Our approach to finding this edge is
to fit a deep GP to the image observations, as in the previous subsection, and to then use the information
contained by the deep GP to infer the location of the edge. The result of the reconstruction by deep GP
regression is shown in the two upper middle plots in Figure 10.

There are a multiple ways in which we can make use of the fitted deep GP’s data. As a first approach,
we threshold the estimated mean of the top layer at 0. That is, every negative value is set to −1, and every
positive value is set to 1. The estimated edge is then at the interface of these two regions. We can quantify
the quality of this estimation by computing the classification error, that is by calculating the percentage of
pixels that have been correctly classified as either negative or positive. As a second approach, we make use
of the information contained in the hidden layer of the deep GP. We note that the average values of U0, or
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Figure 11: Comparison of edge detection errors in experiment with straight edge.

equivalently F (U0), are large wherever small length scales are advantageous to fit the observations. This
is especially the case in the vicinity of edges. In order to exploit this relation, we make use of the simple
structure of our ground truth image. In each row, we determine the maximum value of the mean of F (U0),
and then assign the value −1 to every pixel to the left of that maximum. The rest is classified as pixels
of value 1. Again, we can assess the classification quality by checking the classification error. Finally, we
estimate the location of the edge through the information contained in the gradient of the top layer mean.
That is, we expect large gradient norms in areas close to the edge. In our implementation, we use a Sobel
filter [34, 77] to obtain an intensity map of the norm of the top layer gradient. We then threshold this
intensity map with a value that is chosen to optimise the F-score [74, 78] of the resulting edge map. That
is, we choose the threshold with the knowledge of the true edge map. In practice, one would usually choose
a threshold that gives the best overall performance over a data set and use that value for edge detection in
new images. The F-score of our resulting edge map represents how well the edge can be detected with our
model.

Examples of all three edge detection approaches are shown in Figure 10. In the bottom row, second plot
from the left, we show the classification of the pixels after thresholding the top layer mean. One plot further
to the right, we have the classification result relying on finding the maxima of the hidden layer. The bottom
right plot shows the edge map obtained from thresholding the gradient intensities obtained through Sobel
filtering. The threshold was chosen to optimise the F-score of the edge map with respect to the ground truth
edge map in the bottom left plot.

Once more, we compare the results obtained through deep GP regression with what one would achieve
with standard, stationary GP regression. We choose the same parameters for our standard GPs as the ones
we use in the individual layers of the deep GP. For the length scale, we consider a range of different values.
For each of these length scales, we then threshold the stationary GP fitted to the observations and compute
the respective classification errors. Analogously to the deep GP top layer, we also apply a Sobel filter to
the GP regression results and threshold the resulting intensity maps to obtain F-scores for each length scale
value.

We report the results for deep GP and stationary GP edge detection in Figure 11, with the classification
errors shown in the left plot, and the F-scores in the right plot. Note that in a perfect reconstruction, we
would have a classification error of 0 and an F-score of 1. The dashed lines indicate the results related to the
deep GP-based edge detection making use of information at the top layer, as described earlier. The dash-
dotted line in the classification error plot on the left of Figure 11 is based on finding the row-wise maxima
of the hidden layer. For completeness, the right-hand side plot also includes a dash-dotted line representing
the F-score obtained from thresholding the mean of F (U0), that is, the transformed bottom layer. However,
this did not perform well in our experiments. The vertical dotted line represents an estimate of the optimal
length scale for standard GP regression. In the reported errors, we can observe that overall, the deep GP
performs better than the standard GP models for all tested length scales. This seems to indicate that the

22



0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Ground truth with obser-
vations in red.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

−1

0

1

Reconstructed image.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

20

40

60

Mean of F (u0)
1/2.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.5

1.0

Top layer mean after ap-
plying Sobel filter.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Ground truth edge map.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Classification via thresh-
olding top layer mean.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

Classification with hori-
zontal maximum of u0.

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

Edge map from thresh-
olded Sobel filter result.

Figure 12: Edge detection results with zigzag edge and α = 3.

improved reconstruction of the ground truth translates into a better detection of the edge as well. For very
large correlation lengths ρ, however, we would expect the standard GP to outperform the deep GP. This is
related to the way the experiment is set up. As the edge we want to reconstruct is perfectly straight, a large
correlation length would help smooth out the reconstructed edge, thus obtaining a better result. However,
in applications, we usually do not deal with perfectly straight edges. This motivates the setup of our second
edge detection experiment.

We perform the same experiment with a more complex ground truth image, shown in the top left in
Figure 12. The ground truth edge map is shown in the bottom left. Most prominently, the edge we want
to detect now exhibits small-scale features. As before, the figure also contains the results of performing
deep Gaussian process regression on the observations, as well as the post-processing steps to extract edge
information from the fitted deep GP described earlier. We compare the edge detection results obtained using
a deep GP with standard GP regression. The corresponding errors are presented in Figure 13. Overall, the
top layer of the deep GP performs the best in both scores. As can be seen in Figure 12, the bottom layer of
the deep GP does not seem to convey very precise information about the location of the edge. This is also
reflected in the error scores shown in Figure 13, where the bottom layer is shown to perform badly. For this
example, the standard GP achieves similar errors over all length scales under consideration. As smoothing
out the reconstructed edge is not advantageous for the ground truth image chosen here, selecting a larger
correlation length cannot be expected to improve the obtained error. That is, the edge detection based on
a deep GP should outperform the standard GP for any choice of correlation length in this example.

5.3 Image reconstruction with Radon transform

As a final numerical experiment, we consider the inversion of the Radon transform operator [59, 77]. This
application is a classical problem from medical imaging. The forward operator in this experiment is the
parallel-beam Radon transform as implemented in the scikit-image Python package [77]. To start with, we
consider a full-angle Radon transform with 128 angles chosen uniformly from [0, π). As in Section 5.1, we
assume the presence of Gaussian noise with standard deviation 0.02 polluting the observed data. The deep
GP prior is initialised as in the earlier examples, except for the parameter a used in the layer transformation

23



0.0 0.1 0.2
ρ

0.021

0.022

0.023

0.024

0.025

0.026

C
la

ss
.

er
ro

r

GP class. error

deep GP (top layer)

deep GP (bottom layer)

Classification errors of deep GP and GP results.

0.0 0.1 0.2
ρ

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

F
-s

co
re

GP F-score

deep GP (top layer)

deep GP (bottom layer)

F-scores of deep GP and GP results.

Figure 13: Comparison of edge detection errors in experiment with zigzag edge.
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Figure 14: Ground truth image and observed data for Radon transform experiments.

F . This is set to a = 400 in this example. As a ground truth density image, we choose the Shepp-Logan
phantom [67], rescaled to an image of size 128× 128, as shown in the left plot in Figure 14. The middle plot
in the same figure shows the observations obtained by applying the forward operator and adding noise.

The Radon transform as a linear operator poses a specific implementational challenge. We mentioned
that, in order to use Algorithm 1, we employ the Woodbury matrix identity to work with sparse matrices
only. While the matrix representation of the Radon transform is sparse, the product A∗

hΓ
−1Ah, which

appears when evaluating the Woodbury matrix identity, suffers from fill-in. Because this product results in
a dense matrix, we cannot use Algorithm 1 efficiently. Instead, we have to rely on Algorithm 2 entirely to
obtain samples from our posterior distribution. In this experiment, we compute 4 × 104 posterior samples
and discard 104 of these as burn-in. In order to speed up the convergence of the LSQR solver used in
Algorithm 2, we still compute the preconditioner approximating Σ−1

L−1. However, in this example, we only
recompute it once every 1000 accepted MCMC steps in order to minimise computation times. The LSQR
tolerance parameter is set to 10−4 for this experiment.

We present the results for a regularity parameter α = 3 in Figure 15. As can be observed, the hidden layer
picks up the overall structure of the ground truth by assigning a large length scale to the region of the outer
circle in the phantom. Some of the smaller scale details on the inside of this circle can be recognised, but are
not distinctly visible. Possible reasons for this could be the choice of length scale for the hidden GP layer, or
the smoothing effect of the LSQR solver terminating early. Still, using a non-stationary model benefits the
reconstruction. This can be seen from the errors obtained for both stationary GP, and deep GP regression,
shown in the left column in Figure 19. As earlier, we report the L1- and L2-errors, as well as PSNR and
SSIM in two plots. Additionally, we include a plot of the H1-errors, that is, the sum of the L2-error and the
L2-norm of the error gradient norm. An estimation of the optimal length scale for standard GP regression
is indicated by the vertical dotted line. The plots show that, for all error measures, the reconstruction is
improved by using the deep Gaussian process.
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Figure 15: Reconstruction result for full-angle Radon transform as forward operator and α = 3.
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Figure 16: Stationary GP regression results for full-angle Radon transform and α = 3.

We illustrate the influence of the stationary GP’s correlation length ρ in Figure 16. The plots show
the GP regression means for ρ = 0.01, ρ = 0.05, and ρ = 0.1 in the bottom row, as well as the associated
logarithmic point-wise errors in the top row. For the smallest length scale, we observe noisy point-wise errors
in the entire domain. Still, the edges of the phantom are captured quite well by the reconstruction. This
can be explained by the small length scale GP model reconstructing not only small-scale features such as
the edges, but also the noise present in the observations. For the larger length scales, the errors caused by
the observation noise seem to be less important, and the reconstructed images appear visually smoother.
The error made at the phantom’s edges, on the other hand, becomes more and more significant with the
correlation length increasing. We can interpret the deep GP results in Figure 15 as a combination of the
aspects shown in Figure 16: In some areas, the deep GP behaves like a GP with a large length scale,
smoothing over the noise that we observe in the reconstructed image. In the areas of the image’s main
edges, it adopts a small correlation length to recover the edges in a manner similar to the stationary GP
with ρ = 0.01.

In practice, one usually seeks to reduce the number of X-ray measurements taken. This saves time
and keeps the patient’s exposure to X-rays to a minimum [25, 56]. Commonly, this means decreasing
the number of angles used in gathering the data. This scenario is mirrored in the following adaptation
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of our numerical example. As before, we aim at inverting the Radon transform. However, we limit our
observations to measurements at 25%, that is, 32 of the original 128 angles only. These angles are again
chosen uniformly from [0, π). The observations for this experiment are shown in the right-hand side plot in
Figure 14. Furthermore, we set the parameter a in the layer transformation F to a = 100, and the LSQR
tolerance parameter to 5 × 10−4. Otherwise, the setup remains identical to the previous experiment. We
present the reconstruction results of this sparse-view example in Figure 17. Notably, we are still able to
detect the outer edge of the main circular shape from the limited observations in the right-most plot in
Figure 17, depicting the mean of F (u0)

1/2. However, the inner details of the ground truth image are missing
now. This is due to a lack of data, as well as the regularising effect of the LSQR solver terminating early.
The LSQR tolerance parameter was increased for this sparse-view example as it seemed to improve the
convergence of the Markov chain. Furthermore, in the plot of F (u0)

1/2, we observe some unnecessarily large
values close to the edges. These artifacts are most likely caused by our choice of homogeneous Neumann
boundary conditions. The effect of the artifacts is clearly visible as areas of increased noise in the plot on
the left in Figure 17, showing the point-wise reconstruction errors.

Once more, we compare the deep GP reconstruction with stationary GP regression. The results for three
selected length scales are shown in Figure 18. The effect of the length scale on the reconstruction results is
similar to the full-view observation case in Figure 16. Overall, however, the noise is much more prominently
visible over all three length scales considered. Once more, the deep GP reconstruction has the advantage of
employing locally varying length scales. This is also reflected in the corresponding error metrics, shown in
the right column plots in Figure 19. Here, we observe a clear margin of improvement over the stationary
GP regression results for all error metrics.

6 Conclusion

In the preceding sections, we have described a computational framework for performing image reconstruction
with deep Gaussian process priors. Notably, we do not restrict the value of the smoothness parameter α to
be an even number, but rather allow any admissible value α > d/2. The methodology used in the above
combines a number of computational tools from different areas of computational mathematics and statistics.
Firstly, we make use of the stochastic PDE representation for Matérn-type Gaussian processes. For values
of α that lead to a fractional SPDE, we employ rational approximation to represent the covariance of the
corresponding Gaussian processes. As we employ our deep GP model as the prior distribution in a Bayesian
inverse problem, we furthermore use MCMC-type algorithms to obtain samples of the resulting posterior.
Depending on the value of α and the sparsity of the forward operator, we propose to either use a pCN-MCMC
algorithm when possible, or a determinant-free MCMC algorithm with pCN proposals. In the second case,
we also briefly described a preconditioner to speed up the iterative LSQR solver employed in the potential
evaluation.

We then tested our approach in a series of numerical experiments. In these experiments, we solve image
reconstruction tasks using a deep Gaussian process prior. Throughout, we could observe that the use of a
non-stationary model was beneficial in reconstructing the ground truth signal, as compared to a stationary
Gaussian process prior. Furthermore, our computational framework allowed us to directly compare between
results for fractional and non-fractional values of the smoothness parameter.

In future work, we plan to explore further possibilities to evaluate the posterior. One such approach could
be to optimise the posterior density directly to obtain a maximum a posteriori estimate. This could lead to
a faster solution algorithm, while losing the ability to explore the posterior through sampling. A different
route to be investigated is to expand the deep GP model to incorporate directional information [47, 58].
The deep GP we use is isotropic by construction, whereas spatial data is often intrinsically anisotropic.
One application could be climate modelling in a region containing mountain ranges. So far, we have also
restricted ourselves to Matérn-type GPs. The reason for this is the stochastic PDE representation, allowing
for the efficient approximation of the covariance via sparse matrices. To make use of deep Gaussian processes
with a different covariance structure would require new approaches for sampling the posterior distribution.
This could be beneficial to applications that are not well captured by Matérn-type Gaussian processes.
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Figure 17: Reconstruction result for sparse-view Radon transform as forward operator and α = 3.
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Figure 18: Stationary GP regression results for sparse-view Radon transform and α = 3.
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A Additional results

In this section, we include results for experiments with an additional ground truth image, shown on the right
in Figure 3. In Section 5.1, we presented two examples where the ability of the deep GP prior to represent
multi-scale features improved the overall reconstruction result. Specifically, we observed better errors when
comparing to stationary GP regression over a range of correlation length values. However, using a deep
GP prior does not automatically lead to a more accurate reconstruction. We present an example here to
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Figure 19: Reconstruction errors for the full-angle Radon transform (left column) and the sparse-view Radon
transform (right column) for α = 3, using standard GP and deep GP priors.
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Figure 21: “Multiscale” ground truth image and reconstruction errors for α = 3, using standard GP and
deep GP priors.

illustrate the point.
The setup is the same as described earlier in Section 5.1. We show the length scales estimated using

Algorithms 1 and 2 in Figure 20. The overall structure of the ground truth image is clearly visible. However,
the image is too complex for all the details to show in the estimation of the bottom GP layer. Especially
the small square shapes are not represented well. This is likely due both to the fixed correlation length of
the bottom layer, as well as the low spatial density of the observation data points.

For the specific choice of α = 3, we once more compare the performance of the deep GP reconstruction
with standard GP regression over a range of different correlation lengths. The results are shown in Fig-
ure 21. While for most stationary correlation length values, including the optimal length scale found by
maximum likelihood estimation, the deep GP prior gives better reconstruction errors, there are length scales
for which standard GP regression performs better in terms of L2-error/PSNR. We see this as an example
where the observational data is not enough to recover a meaningful length scale estimate. As a result, the
deep GP prior’s flexibility in representing multiple length scales does not have the expected benefit on the
reconstruction of the image.
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