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Abstract

This work describes a Bayesian framework for reconstructing the boundaries that
represent targeted features in an image, as well as the regularity (i.e., roughness
vs. smoothness) of these boundaries. This regularity often carries crucial informa-
tion in many inverse problem applications, e.g., for identifying malignant tissues
in medical imaging. We represent the boundary as a radial function and charac-
terize the regularity of this function by means of its fractional differentiability.
We propose a hierarchical Bayesian formulation which, simultaneously, estimates
the function and its regularity, and in addition we quantify the uncertainties in
the estimates. Numerical results suggest that the proposed method is a reliable
approach for estimating and characterizing object boundaries in imaging appli-
cations, as illustrated with examples from X-ray CT and image inpainting. We
also show that our method is robust under various noise types, noise levels, and
incomplete data.

Keywords: Bayesian inversion, goal-oriented uncertainty quantification, boundary
roughness, Whittle-Matérn prior, data fitting, computed tomography, image inpainting
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1 Introduction

A very important task in imaging science is to reconstruct geometric features of an
image, such as the shape or boundary of an object within the image. In this work
we focus on computation of the boundary of an object, and the goal is to determine
the boundary as well as its roughness. Moreover, we describe how to compute the
uncertainty of these features due to errors in the data.

A classical approach to identify the boundary is to first reconstruct the image from
the data and then apply a post-processing step, e.g., image segmentation. This has two
drawbacks: there is a waste on computations, and errors in the reconstructed image
may propagate to the segmentation and thus the computed boundary. The latter is
pronounced in the case of X-ray computed tomography (CT) with few projections or
with beam hardening, where reconstruction artifacts are common [1]. Therefore, it is
natural to avoid error propagation by combining the two steps as done in, e.g., [2–4]
and this is also our approach.

There are recent works that combine such steps for inverse problems involving
integral equations, e.g., in Fourier imaging and magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), X-
ray computed tomography (CT), and deconvolution applications. As a non-exhaustive
list of recent works see [5–8]. These methods infer geometric aspects of objects, e.g.,
shape, size and orientation, and quantify the uncertainties in such geometric parame-
ters. However, these methods still lack the estimation and uncertainty quantification
(UQ) of the roughness of the boundaries, with respect to noisy data.

Knowledge of boundary roughness is crucial in many application. For example, in
the context of X-ray CT, the roughness of the boundaries of tumors is essential for
differentiating between benign and malignant tissues [9–12]. Confidence in estimating
such features helps with an accurate diagnosis and designing an effective treatment
plan. However, understanding the uncertainties in estimating the roughness using
quantitative methods is not well-established.

The present work builds on our previous method from [13], where we focused solely
on CT reconstruction problem and computing the boundary and its uncertainty. The
main contribution of [13] is a theoretical study in an infinite-dimensional setting. We
now consider the general inverse problem in a finite-dimensional setting, and focus
on the numerical computation of the boundary as well as its roughness directly from
the data. Moreover, we perform UQ on both features. The main contribution of this
work is a Bayesian framework for a generic inverse problem, and a fast algorithm for
inferring the boundary and its roughness as well as their uncertainties.

The key ingredient is a hierarchical Bayesian approach to estimating the roughness
of a scalar function, based on a Whittle-Matérn covariance prior and the level of frac-
tional differentiablity. We also present an efficient FFT-based computational method
for implementing this.

We illustrate the central ideas and the method with a data-fitting problem related
to electroencephalography. We then evaluate its performance through two different
imaging problems: a boundary reconstruction problem in X-ray CT, and an image
inpainting problem. Our numerical experiments suggest that the proposed method is
a reliable approach for inferring object boundaries. We show that our method has a
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robust performance under various levels of measurement noise, different noise models,
as well as for challenging scenarios with incomplete data.

Throughout the paper, we use the following notation. Probability distributions are
denoted π□ where the subscript is used to characterize the specific distribution. We
indicate a real value with a lower case letter x, a real-valued vector with a bold letter x,
a real-valued random variable (associated with x) with a capital letter X, and a real-
valued multivariate random variable (associated with x) with a bold capital letter X.
Moreover, a constant and deterministic matrix is denoted by an underlined boldface
capital letter X.

Our paper is organized as follows. We introduce the Bayesian inverse problem and a
hierarchical formulation for inferring boundaries with uncertain roughness in Sections
2 and 3. Fast computational algorithms are developed in Section 4. In Section 5
we illustrate the performance of our method, and we present concluding remarks in
Section 6.

2 A Goal-Oriented Bayesian Approach

We assume that the boundary of an object is characterized by a real-valued function
on a continuum, V : R → R, and we let the vector v ∈ Rm be a discrete representation
of V. Then the forward model for the inverse problem of reconstructing the boundary
takes the form

y = G(v) + ε, (1)

where y ∈ Rp is the measured data and ε ∈ Rp is the noise. Furthermore, G : Rm →
Rp is the forward operator that describes the relation between v and y. This way
of defining a 2D image from its 1D boundary can significantly reduce the number
of unknown variables in the inverse problem, which is commonly referred to as a
goal-oriented strategy for this specific inverse problem.

As an example of such representation of a boundary, we present the problem of
finding tumor boundaries in the context of X-ray CT. We assume that tumors have
a constant attenuation coefficient on a constant background, and that it follows a
star-shaped representation [13, 14]. This means that the boundary of the object is
expressed by a center c = (cx, cy)

T and a radial function T (ι) = r0+b0 exp(V(ι)) with
ι ∈ [0, 2π), where r0 > 0 is the minimum radius, b0 > 0 is a scaling parameter, and
V is a periodic function on ι ∈ [0, 2π). With a given boundary, the attenuation field
α(x, y) is defined by

α(x, y) =

α+,
√

(x− cx)2 + (y − cy)2 < T (ι∗),

α−, otherwise,
(2)

where ι∗ = arctan((y − cy)/(x− cx)), and α+, α− ≥ 0 are the attenuation coefficients
of the object and the background, respectively. Let A denotes the mapping V 7→ α.
The forward operator G in (1) takes the form G = R◦A, where R represents a discrete
Radon transform, constructing an X-ray attenuation measurement, i.e., a sinogram y.
In the rest of this article we consider inverse problems of reconstructing boundaries
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of objects in a piece-wise constant field, such as reconstructing tumor boundaries in
X-ray CT discussed above.

The Bayesian approach to inverse problems is a promising way to quantify uncer-
tainties in the solution [15]. In this approach we model all quantities of interest in (1)
as random variables, each with their own probability distribution. Thus, we introduce
the random variables Y , V , and E and consider the stochastic model for the inverse
problem formulated as

Y = G(V ) +E. (3)
The Bayesian solution, called the posterior, is then the conditional distribution of the
boundary given some data, and it is denoted by πV |Y (v). The characteristics of the
posterior, e.g., its moments, are used to interpret the uncertainty associated with the
solution of the inverse problem.

The Bayesian approach has been applied to a wide range of inverse problems in
imaging, such as X-ray CT [13], electrical impedance tomography [14, 16], digital
holography [17], and hydraulic tomography [18–20].

In order to characterize the roughness of the boundary and quantify its uncertainty,
we use the level of fractional differentiability [21]. The advantage of such characteri-
zation is that the behavior of the boundary is independent of the discretization. The
Whittle-Matérn priors [22] are a class of Gaussian priors that provides control over
fractional differentiability. Hence we assume that V follows a Whittle-Matérn prior
in the form V ∼ N (0,Cs), i.e., V follows a Gaussian distribution with mean 0 and
covariance matrix Cs parameterized by a positive roughness parameter s that charac-
terizes the roughness of the boundary. While we focus on object boundaries, our work
applies to the general problem of estimating the roughness of a scalar function, with
many other applications as illustrated in Section 5.1.

With this form of the prior for V , we can think of s as a hyperparameter that adds
uncertainty into the fractional differentiability of the Whittle-Matérn prior. Thus, we
can formulate a hierarchical posterior of the form

πV,S|Y (v, s) ∝ πY |V (y)πV |S(v)πS(s), (4)

where πY |V (y) is the likelihood which depends on the forward model (1) and the noise
assumption. The density πV |S(v)πS(s) is the prior in a hierarchical structure, where
πV |S(v) formulates the prior information on v given the roughness hyperparameter
s, and πS(s) is the hyperprior for s. By means of this hierarchical posterior, we are
able to infer the boundary and the level of its roughness simultaneously, and we can
quantify their uncertainties.

The resulting hierarchical posterior in (4) poses computational challenges due to
the large-scale nature of the problem and the lack of a closed-form expression for the
solution. In particular, the dependency of V on S poses challenges in exploring the
posterior using sampling methods [23]. To alleviate the complexity of the sampling
process, inspired by the Karhunen-Loéve (KL) expansion [24], we replace V with a
new random variable U (see details in Section 3) that is independent of S. Thus, we
transform (4) into the form

πU,S|Y (u, s) ∝ πY |(U ,S)(y)πU (u)πS(s). (5)
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The independence of U and S allows us to develop efficient sampling methods. Fur-
thermore, by exploiting the relation between U and V we propose efficient algorithms
to compute the mapping between their realizations based on the fast Fourier transform
(FFT) algorithm.

3 The Hierarchical Prior

In this section, we elaborate on the hierarchical prior for V , which depends on the
roughness parameter S, and we introduce a variable transformation to U that does
not depend on S.

Recall that V follows a Whittle-Matérn prior in the form of V ∼ N (0,Cs), where
the covariance matrix is parameterized by the roughness parameter s. In order to over-
come the dependency of V on s, we introduce a mapping F to transform a standard
normal multivariate random variable U ∼ N (0, I) to V . This mapping overcomes the
dependency between V and S, and can be efficiently computed by means of the FFT
algorithm, see Section 4.

We utilize the fact that the realization of the random function V, which character-
izes the boundary, can be expanded in the trigonometric basis{

1√
π
sin

(
j
2πx

ℓ

)
,

1√
π
cos

(
j
2πx

ℓ

)}∞

j=0

, (6)

where x ∈ [0, ℓ) and ℓ > 0 is the length of the periodic domain. To implement this, we
introduce the truncation parameter k and only consider the basis functions with indices
j = 0, . . . , k. Note that these indices correspond to 2k+1 basis functions since the sine
function for j = 0 is the zero function. Furthermore, we assume a deterministic mean
for the random function V, represented by a constant function. Hence, it is natural to
also omit the cosine basis function for j = 0, and thus we expand V in the remaining
2k basis functions for j = 1, . . . , k. The value of k controls the number of frequencies
that can be resolved in a function expanded in the basis (6), and therefore we must
choose k large enough to allow the desired variations in V.

We now discretize the sin-cos basis functions in (6) on a uniform mesh of size m,
to obtain the vectors e1, en, . . . , e2k ∈ Rm. This provides a basis for the realizations
of V . Then we can factor Cs as

Cs = BΛs B
T , (7)

where
B = [e1, e2, . . . , e2k] ∈ Rm×(2k) (8)

and Λs is a (2k)-by-(2k) diagonal matrix with pairwise identical diagonal elements
λ1, . . . , λ2k defined as

λ2j−1 = λ2j = cs(σ + j2)−2(s+1/2), j = 1, . . . , k. (9)
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Here, σ > 0 is referred to as the length scale and it controls the correlation between
the components of V . Moreover, the constant cs is defined via

c−1
s = 2

∞∑
j=1

(σ + j2)−2(s+1/2)

to ensure that
∑∞

j=1 λj = 1; it is often referred to as the global variance of Whittle-
Matérn covariance [22]. Note that λj > 0 for all j and that Cs is a symmetric semi-
positive definite matrix of rank 2k whose nonzero eigenvalues are proportional to
λj .

According to the results in [25], a Gaussian multivariate random vector with the
covariance matrix (7) can be expressed as a linear combination of the sin-cos basis:

V =

2k∑
i=1

Ui

√
λj ei, (10)

where {Ui}2ki=1 are independent standard normal random variables. Note that the
variance for V satisfies

Var(V ) =

2k∑
i=1

λiVar(Ui) ≤ 1

and it tends to 1 as k → ∞.
The expansion in (10) is called the Karhunen-Loéve expansion in the limit where

k → ∞. We refer the reader to [24] for the notion of convergence of the series as k → ∞.
By defining the random vector U = [U1, . . . , U2k]

T and the mapping F : U 7→ V , we
can rewrite the inverse problem (3) as

Y = G ◦ F(U) +E, (11)

with the posterior
πU,S|Y (u, s) ∝ πY |(U,S)(y)πU (u)πS(s). (12)

Here, the likelihood density πY|(U,S) follows the noise model and the problem formu-
lation (11). Note that U and S are independent random variables (while V and S are
dependent in (4)). Therefore, the posterior (12) allows a simpler sampling strategy
than the one for (4).

In the limit of k → ∞, the parameter s controls the level of differentiability/rough-
ness of realizations of V . In this case, realizations of V almost surely belong to the
fractional Hilbert space of periodic functions Ht

period for all t < 2s+1/2 (cf. [14]), where
the superscript t indicates the fractional differentiability of a periodic function (see
[21]). The qualitative behavior of this smoothness is retained in the discretized case
when the discretization mesh is fine enough, i.e., whenm is large enough. Figure 1 illus-
trates realizations of the prior distribution πV |S(v) according to (10) with m = 1024,
for a fixed u and different values of s. We see that as s increases the realizations of
V |S becomes “smoother” (less “rough”).
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Fig. 1: Samples from the random variable V |S for a fixed realization of u and four
values of s.

Remark 1. In this work, v is a discretization of a real-valued function. Our findings
can be naturally generalized to the case where v is a discretization of a function of d
variables (V : Rd → R with d ≥ 1) that is periodic in all d dimensions. In this case,
we modify the values λj to take the form

λ2j−1 = λ2j = cs(σ + j2)−2(s+d/2), j = 1, . . . , k − 1, (13)

and the global variance is

c−1
s = 2

∞∑
j=1

(σ + j2)−2(s+d/2). (14)

This ensures that V almost surely belong to the fractional Hilbert space Ht
d-period for

all t < 2s+ d/2, as k → ∞, cf. [14, 21].

7



4 Algorithms for the mappings F and F−1

In this section we discuss how to compute the expansion (10) for a realization u
without the need for storing the sin-cos basis. The key idea is to use the relation
between this basis and the discrete Fourier transform (DFT), which allows us to use
the FFT and IFFT algorithms for fast computations.

To describe the details, let f ∈ Cm be a complex-valued vector given by

f =

k∑
j=1

f̂j(e2j + ie2j−1), (15)

where i =
√
−1 and {f̂j ∈ C}kj=1 are expansion coefficients. The real vectors e2j−1 and

e2j are the columns of the matrix B in (8), and hence the complex vectors e2j+ie2j−1

are scaled discretizations of the Fourier basis functions. We note that f given by (15)

has zero mean. The expansion coefficients f̂1, . . . , f̂k are the coefficients of the DFT of
f , and we do not use the coefficient f̂0 associated with the constant function.

At this time we choose to write the expansion coefficients in the form

f̂j =
√

λ2j (gj + ihj), gj , hj ∈ R. (16)

Using that λ2j = λ2j−1, we can then rewrite (15) to separate the real and the imaginary
parts of f :

f =

k∑
j=1

(√
λ2j (gje2j − hje2j−1)

+ i
√

λ2j (hje2j + gje2j−1)
)
.

(17)

Then, by setting
gj = u2j , hj = u2j−1, j = 1, . . . , k (18)

we have that imag(f), the imaginary part of the complex vector f , is in the form of
a realization of (10).

Now let the vectors g,h ∈ Rk contain gj and hj , respectively. To ensure that the
mapping (g,h) 7→ imag(f) is invertible, we also need the real part of f , denoted by
real(f). We use the following relation [26, §4]:

real(f) + imag(f)√
2

=

k∑
j=1

(√
λ2j

gj + hj√
2

e2j

+
√

λ2j
gj − hj√

2
e2j−1

)
.

(19)

According to the following proposition, the right-hand-side of (19) is also in the form
of a realization of (10). For a proof, see, e.g., [27, §5.4].
Proposition 1. Let G and H be independent and standard normal distributed real-
valued random variables, then the random variables (G+H)/

√
2 and (H−G)/

√
2 are

independent and standard normal distributed.
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We can now construct the vector v in terms of f as

v =
real(f) + imag(f)√

2
. (20)

Since the elements of f are related to those of u via (17) and (18), we have thus
established a simple computational relation between u and v.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the fast method to apply the mapping F to a random
vector u, with the vectors g and h being realizations from multivariate standard
normal distributions. Here, IFFT(·) denotes the fast inverse Fourier transform.
Remark 2. In many applications of FFT and IFFT it is common to let m be a power
of 2. Since we use 2k expansion coefficients (because the coefficients for the constant
and zero functions are omitted), it is natural to use m = 2k, where k is a power of 2.
FFT and IFFT require the same dimension m for the input and output, while we only
have k coefficients available in (16). We therefore need to supply additional coefficients
(assumed to be zero) associated with the frequencies in the set

Υ = {j : j = 0 or k + 1 ≤ j ≤ 2k} (21)

to obtain the vector
f̂ = [0, f̂1, . . . , f̂k, 0, . . . , 0] ∈ R2k. (22)

Similarly, we can simply discard the components of f̂ corresponding to indices in Υ
to obtain the expansion coefficients f̂1, . . . , f̂k.

Algorithm 1 Compute v = F(u)

Input: u ∈ R2k and coefficients {λj}kj=1.

1: Construct g,h ∈ Rk from u by (18).
2: Construct the k × k diagonal matrix

Λ = diag(
√

λ1, . . . ,
√

λk).

3: Set f̂ short = Λ(g + ih) with f̂ short ∈ Ck.

4: Compute f̂ ∈ C2k by augmenting f̂ short with zeros according to (22).

5: Compute f = IFFT(f̂).
6: Compute v =

(
real(f) + imag(f)

)
/
√
2.

Output: The vector v in the sin-cos basis.

The computational complexity of Algorithm 1 for computing a sample from the
distributionN (0,Cs) for a given s comprises computation of the complex vector f̂ short

in O(k) operations and computing an IFFT of f̂ in O(2k log(2k)) operations.
To formulate an algorithm for the inverse mapping F−1 : v 7→ u we assume that

a vector v is given in the form of (19). Then, we can compute a Euclidean projection
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of v onto the Fourier basis {e2j − ie2j−1}kj=1 by using that

〈
v, e2j − ie2j−1

〉
=

√
λ2j

2

(
(gj + hj) + i(gj − hj)

)
. (23)

This is, in fact, the jth component of the DFT of v. Therefore we can recover gj and
hj from

gj =

√
2

λ2j

(
real(vj) + imag(vj)

)
hj =

√
2

λ2j

(
real(vj)− imag(vj)

) (24)

for j = 1, . . . , k. We summarize the method to apply the mapping F−1 in Algorithm 2,
where FFT(·) denotes the fast Fourier transform. The computational complexity of
Algorithm 2 is similar to that of Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 2 Compute u = F−1(v)

Input: v ∈ Rm and coefficients {λj}kj=1.
1: Construct the k × k diagonal matrix

Λ = diag(
√

λ1, · · · ,
√

λk).

2: Compute the vector v̂ = FFT(v) ∈ C2k.
3: Compute v̂short ∈ Ck by omitting the elements of v̂ with indices in the set Υ (21).
4: Compute t = Λ−1v̂short ∈ Ck.
5: Compute g =

√
2 (real(t) + imag(t)).

6: Compute h =
√
2 (real(t)− imag(t)).

7: Construct u from g and h according to (18).
Output: The vector u.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we first illustrate the central ideas and methods with a tutorial example,
and then we evaluate the performance of our method in two difference imaging appli-
cations: a boundary reconstruction problem in X-ray CT and an inpainting problem.
In all numerical tests, the length scale parameter σ in (9) is set as 100.

5.1 Data Fitting

To illustrate the concept of roughness we consider time series arising in electroen-
cephalography (EEG) for analysis of seizures for epileptic patients. The roughness of
the epileptic seizure time series in EEG provides important information characterizing
the type of the seizure [28, 29].
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Hence, we consider the problem of finding the expansion coefficients of a 1D signal
in the Fourier basis from noisy data. This simple test problem corresponds to the
problem (11) with G representing the identity operator.

We use the periodic function V(x) = x3/4 defined on the interval [0, 1) as the
ground truth. Note that the periodic assumption introduces a discontinuity at x = 0.
We know from [30] that V belongs to the Hilbert space Ht

period with t < 5/4− ϵ for all
ϵ > 0. Recall the discussion in Section 3 that in the limit of the truncation parameter,
i.e., k → ∞, realizations of V almost surely belong to Ht

period with t < 2s + 1/2.
Therefore, the true roughness parameter s for this signal is at most 0.375. The goal
of this test problem is to estimate the roughness parameter s together with the signal
V from noisy data.

To discretize the signal V in order to obtain v, we use an equally spaced grid {(j−
1)∆x}mj=1 with ∆x = ℓ/m. The noise E in (11) follows an i.i.d. Gaussian distribution
with zero mean and standard deviation σnoise = r∥v∥2/∥ε∥2 with ε a realization of
the standard normal distribution and r representing the relative noise level. Then, the
noisy data y is obtained following (1) with p = m.

According to the noise model and the problem setting, the likelihood in the
posterior formula (12) is expressed as

Y |(U , S) ∼ N (F(u), σ2
noiseIp). (25)

In addition, we assume the prior for U is

U ∼ N (0, I2k) (26)

and we assume a non-informative hyper-prior for S in the form of a uniform distri-
bution defined on the interval [0, 10]. Then, we can formulate the posterior following
(12) and compute the samples of V through the expression v = F(u). In this test
problem, we apply the No-U-Turn Sampler (NUTS) [31] to draw samples from the
posterior. Furthermore, the CUQIpy software package [32], [33] is used to draw 104

samples from the posterior with NUTS. We discard 5 ·103 samples as burn-in. Python
codes demonstrating the experiments in this section is available in [34].

5.1.1 Influence of m

First, we investigate the effect of the discretization level on the reconstruction of v.
Here, we fix the noise level as r = 0.01. Figure 2 shows the posterior means for the
signal v with different truncation parameters: k = 512, 1024 and 2048. We recall that
the discretization level m is set as m = 2k. The uncertainty in this estimation is
presented in the form of the highest posterior density credibility interval (HDI) [35].
We observe that the reconstructed signals are nearly identical to the ground truth and
the uncertainties are very low for all discretization levels. Furthermore, it is clear that
the reconstruction and the uncertainty are hardly affected by the discretization level.
We notice a jump in the reconstructed signals at the boundaries, and this is due to the
periodic assumption in the Bayesian prior which results in V having a discontinuity
at the boundaries.
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1.0
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k = 512

0 1
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Fig. 2: The influence of discretization levels on the reconstructed signals. The plots
show the posterior means for the signal v, and the uncertainties are represented as
95% HDI.

In Figure 3 we provide violin plots to visualize the uncertainty in estimating s. The
posterior means for the roughness parameter s are 0.45, 0.42 and 0.4 for k = 512, 1024
and 2048, respectively. Due to the truncation introduced in (10), we can only expect
to estimate an upper bound of the true roughness parameter. Comparing with the fact
that the true roughness parameter is at most 0.375, we can see that the estimated s is
a rather tight upper bound for all discretization levels. Furthermore, the uncertainties
in s are comparable across all discretization levels.

5.1.2 Influence of the noise level

We now fix the discretization level to k = 1024 and investigate the effect of the noise
level on the estimation of v and s. Figure 4 indicates that the uncertainty in estimating
v increases with the noise level. However, the reconstructed signal is comparable with
the true signal in all cases.

The posterior statistics for s are shown in Figure 5. The posterior means of s are
0.42, 0.77 and 1.32 for the noise levels r = 0.01, 0.05 and 0.1, respectively. It is clear
that with the larger noise the estimated upper bound through s becomes looser. In
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k = 512 k = 1024 k = 2048
0.38

0.40

0.42

0.44

0.46

0.48

0.50

0.52

s

Fig. 3: The influence of discretization levels on the roughness parameter s. The violin
plots show the posterior distributions.

addition, in Figure 5 we can clearly see that the uncertainty in s increases with the
noise level.

5.1.3 Comparison with BMS

Estimating the roughness parameter s in this data-fitting problem can be considered
as a model selection problem, where we select one among many candidate models for
representing the function V. In this section, we compare our method with a Bayesian
model selection (BMS) technique [36, 37]. Specifically, we compare with the BMS
method for linear regression proposed in [38].

To set up the model selection problem, we use Nmodel = 30 s-candidates that are
equally spaced in the interval [0.75, 2], and define the mapping from u to v as Fj

according to sj with j = 1, · · · , Nmodel. BMS is then selecting the mapping F that
gives the largest probability according to the Bayesian evidence

πF|(Y =y)(Fj) ≈
πY |(U=uj

MAP,F=Fj)
(y)π(U |F=Fj)(u

j
MAP)√

det
Dj

2π

, (27)
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Fig. 4: The influence of the noise level r on the posterior statistics for v. The
uncertainty is represented as 95% HDI.

where uj
MAP is the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate [15] according to Fj and

Dj = Λs(sj)/σ
2
noise + I2k with Λs defined as in (7).

In order to illustrate the sensitivity with respect to the noise, in this experiment we
choose rather large noise level r = 0.1 and test on two noisy data vectors y1 and y2.

In Figure 6 and Figure 7 we show the performance of both methods. The selected
values for the roughness parameter s from BMS, which are according to the peak of
the evidence plots, are 1.224 and 1.397, respectively. The posterior means of πS|Y from
our method are 1.211 and 1.407, respectively, and they are very close to the results
from BMS. Note that our method provides a distribution of s, i.e., πS|Y , which can
quantify the uncertainty with respect to y. But BMS only shows the influence of s on
the evidence, and its output is the value of s according to the peak of the evidence plot.
Furthermore, our method does not necessarily require the gradient of the posterior
and a discretization of s, which are not the case for BMS.

5.2 Limited-Angle X-Ray Computed Tomography (CT)

Computed tomography (CT) is a well-established method for reconstructing an image
of the cross-section of an object using projection data that represents the intensity
loss or attenuation of a beam of X-rays as they pass through the object. According

14



r = 1% r = 5% r = 10%

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4

1.6
s

Fig. 5: The influence of the noise level r on the posterior statistics for s. The violin
plots show the posterior distribution πS|Y .

to the Lambert-Beer law [1, §4.2.4], the attenuation of X-rays can be mathematically
modelled as the line integrals of the attenuation field in the object, i.e., Radon trans-
form. A collection of such line integrals is referred to a sinogram. The inverse problem
in CT is to reconstruct the attenuation field from a noisy sinogram.

In this example, we examine the performance of our method for identifying the
boundary of a single object in the attenuation field together with an estimate of its
roughness. In particular, we are interested in limited-angle imaging configurations,
i.e., the projection data are not acquired for all angles around the object. This could
be due to obstacles in the measurement setup or to avoid potentially harmful levels of
radiation exposure. We consider a parallel-beam geometry [1, §4.5] with equally spaced
projection angles in the interval [0, θmax), where θmax ≪ π.

We assume that the object has a constant attenuation coefficient on a constant
background, and that it follows a star-shaped representation as discussed in Section 2.
Here, we assume that the center c is known and recall thatA denotes the mapping V 7→
α, α is the attenuation field. We refer the reader to [13] for inferring the centers and
boundaries of multiple objects with a fixed roughness parameter and a non-constant
background.
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Fig. 6: The posterior distribution πS|Y from our method for y1 and y2 with r = 10%.

Fig. 7: The logarithm of the evidence (27) plotted as a function of s in BMS.

To set up the test problems, we discretize [0, θmax) to m equally spaced points
{ιj}mj=1 and define v = [V(ι1), · · · ,V(ιm)]T with zero mean. Then, the forward oper-
ator G in (3) takes the form G = R ◦ A, where R represents Radon transform. We
refer the reader to [1] for more detail on X-ray CT. In all test cases, we fix c to be
the origin, α+ = 2, α− = 1, r0 = 0.2, b0 = 0.05, and m = 256. We consider Gaussian
noise similar to Section 5.1 with r = 0.01 noise level.

The likelihood and the prior in the posterior (12) are defined as

Y |(U , S) ∼ N (R ◦ A ◦ F(u), σ2
noiseIp) (28)

U ∼ N (0, I2k), (29)

respectively. Furthermore, we consider a uniform distribution on the interval [0, 10]
for the hyper-parameter S. We use the Gibbs sampling method [23] to draw sam-
ples from the posterior (12). This method alternatively samples from the conditional
distributions

πU |Y,S(u) ∝ πY |(U,S)(y)πU (u)

πS|Y,U (s) ∝ πY |(U,S)(y)πS(s)
(30)
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by using the Preconditioned Crank–Nicolson MCMC sampler [39] and the Metropolis-
Hasting sampler [23], respectively. The sampling algorithm is implemented in the
CUQIpy software package. We generate 104 samples from the posterior (12) and dis-
card the first 2 · 103 samples as burn-in. Python codes demonstrating the experiments
in this section is available in [34].

5.2.1 Test on a phantom from the prior

In the first test case, we consider reconstructing a “blob” shaped phantom whose
boundary is drawn from the prior distribution, i.e., we draw a sample (u, s) from the
prior distribution, then compute the vector v following (10) and construct a phantom
α by using the mapping A. In the top left corner of Figure 8, we show the generated
phantom, whose corresponding roughness parameter s is 1.064. We test our method
for θmax = π/2, π/3 and π/6 with 384, 256 and 128 projection angles, respectively.
The arrows in Figure 8 indicate the angular span of the projections. The number of
detector pixels, i.e. the number of line integrals for each projection angle, is set to 128.

Figure 8 shows the posterior means of V together with 99% HDI for all three
limited-angle cases. We can see that our method provides good estimations of the size
and the orientation of the object for all three cases. Furthermore, as the projection
interval becomes larger, i.e., θmax increases, the accuracy of our method increases and
the uncertainty decreases. Even in the extreme limited-angle case with θmax = π/6 our
method still can identify some of the spikes in the boundary. In addition, we notice
that the true boundary always stays within the uncertainty regions for all θmax.

Microlocal analysis [40], [1, Chapter 8] provides theoretical understanding on which
discontinuities in the attenuation field can be stably recovered in CT reconstruction
with limited-angle configuration. This suggests that the uncertainty must be higher
at a part of a boundary if no X-ray is tangent to it. This explains the increase in
uncertainty at the boundary curve orthogonal to the projection lines shown in Figure 8.

The violin plot in Figure 9 shows the posterior statistics for the roughness param-
eter s. Comparing with the true value s = 1.064, the posterior mean of s is a rather
tight upper bound. Furthermore, the method provides a comparable estimates of s
across all three cases.

Figure 10 shows the trace-plots of the roughness parameter s for 3 chains in the
test problem with θmax = π/6. It is obvious that all chains show a rapid mixing, which
indicates that a reasonable set of independent sub-samples can be extracted from the
chains. We report that the effective sample size (ESS) [23] for the three chains are 87,
132, and 115, respectively. We obtain similar results for the other two cases.

5.2.2 Test on a gear phantom

We also test our method on a “gear” shaped phantom whose boundary cannot be
represented by the prior. We consider a phantom with the boundary given by a gear
curve [41]

Tgear(ι) = rgear

(
1 +

1

10
tanh(10 sin(nι))

)
, 0 ≤ ι < 2π. (31)
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true phantom θmax = π/2

θmax = π/3 θmax = π/6

99% HDI
true inclusion
est. inclusion

Fig. 8: Posterior statistics for the boundary of the object v in the limited-angle X-
ray CT application; the arrows show the directions of the X-rays. The “blob” shaped
phantom (true image) has a boundary that is chosen from the prior. The red and the
dark blue curves indicate the true boundary and the posterior mean, respectively. The
light blue region indicates the 99% HDI.

Here rgear = 0.3 is the mean radius of the gear and n = 10 indicates the number of
gear teeth. The gear phantom αgear is then constructed following (2) with the center
c as the origin. The gear curve cannot be exactly represented by a finite number of
sin-cos basis functions. In this test, we use the same setup and sampling strategy as
in the previous test problem except taking m = 512.

Figure 11 shows the posterior statistics for the gear boundary v under the same
three limited-angle cases. We can see that the location of the gear teeth are recog-
nized in all cases. Further, the sharp corners of the gear teeth are all rounded in the
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Fig. 9: Posterior statistics for s in the case that the phantom is generated from the
prior.

reconstruction. The reason is that sharp corners cannot be represented by a finite
number of the sin-cos basis. Comparing the results for different θmax we also notice
that the uncertainty increases as θmax decreases, and the part of the boundary that no
projection is tangent to it has larger uncertainty. In addition, we show the posterior
distribution of the roughness parameter s in Figure 12. It is obvious that the posterior
means in all three cases are comparable.

5.2.3 Comparison with multi-step method

We compare our method with the multi-step method, i.e., first reconstructing the
2D attenuation field then segmenting the object and detecting the boundary. We use
the filtered back projection (FBP) method [1] for the reconstruction. To detect the
boundary, we apply thresholding-based method to segment the object and then use
the Sobel filter to obtain the boundary [42]. We test the cases with θmax = π/2 as
well as π/3 and the noise level r = 0.01. We omit the comparison for the case with
θmax = π/6, since the multi-step method cannot provide meaningful results.

In Figure 13 and Figure 14 we show the results from the multi-step method in
all steps, and compare with 3 samples from our method. Note that the posterior
means and 99% HDI from our method can be found in Figure 8. For the multi-step
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Fig. 10: Trace-plots of chains from the Gibbs sampler for s.

method, we can clearly see that the artifacts in the reconstruction due to limited-angle
scenarios continue affecting the segmentation and boundary detection. We note that
there are many advanced CT reconstruction methods and edge detection methods,
see, e.g., [1, 43]. However, without incorporating more specific prior knowledge on the
boundary, the multi-step methods would face the same challenges and provide similar
results for such limited-angle scenarios. In addition, the multi-step method can only
provide a single result without any quantification of uncertainties. We show 3 samples
from the posterior distribution of our method in Figure 13(d) and Figure 14(d), and
the difference among samples in fact highlights the larger uncertainty regions. Further,
it’s obvious that our method handles the challenges from limited-angle scenarios much
better.

5.3 Image Inpainting

To conclude our experiments we test our method on an image inpainting application.
The goal is to recover the missing features from damaged and degraded images [44].
We mainly investigate how our method performs under different noise models.

We consider inferring the boundary of a unique object from an incomplete noisy
image together with the roughness of the boundary. We assume that the intensities
of the object and the background are constants and the boundary of the object has a
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Fig. 11: Posterior statistics for v from the phantom that is constructed from a gear
curve. The red and the dark blue curves indicate the true boundary and the posterior
mean, respectively. The light blue region indicates the 99% HDI.

star-shaped description given in (2) with α+ = 1 and α− = 0. The other parameters
in the star-shaped description are chosen identical to the setup in Section 5.2. We set
m = 256 for the discretization of the boundary and 256× 256 as the image size. The
mapping from the boundary to the image is denoted by A : V 7→ α. The forward
operator G in (3) takes the form G = L ◦ A, where L is the data loss operator. Note
that for numerical stability, the boundary of the object is slightly smoothed, and this
smoothness is taken into account in the operator L.

To investigate the performance of our method under different noise models, we
consider Gaussian noise with the noise level r = 0.02 and Laplace noise. The latter
is another type of additive noise that often models impulse noise [45]. In this case,
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Fig. 12: Posterior statistics for the roughness parameter s for the phantom generated
from the gear curve.

E follows a multivariate Laplace distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix
σ2
noiseIm, and σ2

noise = 0.8. We show both degraded images in Figure 15. The white
stripes indicate the regions where the information of the pixels is lost.

We use the same sampling method as in Section 5.2. For the Gaussian noise case,
we draw 104 samples with 103 samples as burn-in, and the ESS value is 131. For
the Laplace noise case, we need more samples due to high-tail behavior of Laplace
distribution, and we draw 2 · 104 samples with 103 samples as burn-in. Furthermore,
we notice that the posterior in this case turns out to be multi-modal, so ESS is not an
effective diagnostic estimate for the sampling procedure. We leave chain diagnostics
for such a distribution to future studies.

Figure 16 shows the restored boundaries together with their uncertainty under
both noise models. The restored boundaries are obtained from the posterior mean,
and the uncertainties of the restorations are presented with 99% HDI.

For the Gaussian case, all teeth of the gear are identified in the restored boundary,
and larger uncertainty appears at the location of the missing pixels. Further, the
uncertainty band contains the true boundary.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 13: Comparison of the multi-step method and our method for the case θmax =
π/2. The results from the multi-step method: (a) FBP reconstruction; (b) image seg-
mentation; (c) boundary detection. The results from our method: (d) 3 samples from
πV |Y .

For the Laplace case, all teeth except the one located at the top of the gear in
the missing region are correctly identified. The top tooth is not identified in the pos-
terior mean, and the uncertainty band suggests that there is indeed a large amount
of uncertainty in this estimate. Furthermore, we notice that the true boundary curve
is contained in the uncertainty band. Due to the multi-modality of the posterior, the
posterior mean is not the best representation of the true boundary. The maximum
a posteriori (MAP) estimate may be a better choice. The computation of the MAP
estimate for such a posterior is left as future research.

The posterior statistics for the roughness parameter s are presented in Figure 17.
For the Gaussian case, the posterior mean for s is 2.01, which is comparable with the
estimation shown in Figure 12. For the Laplace case, we notice that the distribution
is multi-modal, which is a strong suggestion that the posterior for (V , S) is multi-
modal as well. Although the posterior mean of s is estimated to be 1.83, we notice
that the dominant mode in the posterior distribution of s is around 2.2. This is fairly
consistent with the estimate for the regularity of the gear curve from the case with
Gaussian noise, similar to the finding in Section 5.2.

6 Conclusions

This paper presents a novel Bayesian framework for reconstructing functions with
uncertain regularity, which has important applications in various inverse problems,
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 14: Comparison of the multi-step method and our method for the case θmax =
π/3. The results from the multi-step method: (a) FBP reconstruction; (b) image seg-
mentation; (c) boundary detection. The results from our method: (d) 3 samples from
πV |Y .

and we applied the framework to the computation of object boundaries in imaging
applications. Our method simultaneously estimates both the function and its regular-
ity by characterizing its roughness by means of fractional differentiability. We then
present a hierarchical Bayesian formulation of this problem. By exploring the poste-
rior distribution, we can estimate the unknown function and quantify uncertainties in
the estimation. We also demonstrate how our method can be implemented efficiently
by means of the FFT and IFFT algorithms.

Numerical results indicate that this Bayesian framework is a promising and effec-
tive tool for solving a broad range of inverse problems where the regularity of functions
carries critical information. Furthermore, our experiments showcase the excellent per-
formance of the method in quantifying the uncertainties for inverse problems with
various noise types, noise levels, and incomplete measurement.

Although we focus on inferring 1D features with uncertain roughness, we can nat-
urally extend our work to estimating features in higher dimensions. Furthermore, for
problems that contain uncertainties regarding other parameters of the Whittle-Matérn
covariance, e.g., the length scale σ, we can construct a similar posterior and explore
it using a Gibbs sampler with the structure presented in this paper. As an interest-
ing direction of future research, we propose generalizing the findings of this paper to
other priors with hierarchical structure, e.g., Besov priors [46].
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Fig. 15: The degraded images corrupted by Gaussian noise (left) and Laplace noise
(right), respectively. The white stripes indicate the missing regions.
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Fig. 16: Restored boundaries together with the uncertainties in image inpainting
application. The red and the dark blue curves indicate the true boundary of the gear
and the posterior means, respectively. The light blue regions indicate the 99% HDI.
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https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bulsci.2011.12.004

[22] Roininen, L., Huttunen, J.M.J., Lasanen, S.: Whittle-Matérn priors for Bayesian
statistical inversion with applications in electrical impedance tomography. Inverse
Problems and Imaging 8(2), 561–586 (2014)

[23] Owen, A.B.: Monte Carlo Theory, Methods and Examples; Book In progress,
(2013). https://artowen.su.domains/mc/

[24] Ibragimov, I.A., Rozanov, Y.A.: Gaussian Random Processes. Springer (2012)

[25] Pham-Gia, T.: The Multivariate Normal Distribution: Theory And Applications.
World Scientific (2021)

[26] Briggs, W.L., Henson, V.E.: The DFT: An Owner’s Manual for the Discrete
Fourier Transform. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (1995). https:
//doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611971514 . https://epubs.siam.org/doi/abs/10.1137/1.
9781611971514

[27] Pitman, J.: Probability. Springer, New York (1993)

[28] Radhakrishnan, N., Gangadhar, B.N.: Estimating regularity in epileptic seizure
time-series data. IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Magazine 17(3),
89–94 (1998) https://doi.org/10.1109/51.677174

[29] Gao, Y., Zhao, Z., Chen, Y., Mahara, G., Huang, J., Lin, Z., Zhang, J.: Auto-
matic epileptic seizure classification in multichannel eeg time series with linear
discriminant analysis. Technology and Health Care 28(1), 23–33 (2020)

[30] Schwab, C.: p-and hp-Finite Element Methods: Theory and Applications in Solid

28

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bulsci.2011.12.004
https://artowen.su.domains/mc/
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611971514
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611971514
https://epubs.siam.org/doi/abs/10.1137/1.9781611971514
https://epubs.siam.org/doi/abs/10.1137/1.9781611971514
https://doi.org/10.1109/51.677174


and Fluid Mechanics. Oxford University Press (1998)

[31] Hoffman, M.D., Gelman, A.: The No-U-Turn Sampler: Adaptively setting path
lengths in Hamiltonian Monte Carlo. Journal of Machine Learning Research
15(47), 1593–1623 (2014)

[32] Riis, N.A.B., Alghamdi, A.M.A., Uribe, F., Christensen, S.L., Afkham, B.M.,
Hansen, P.C., Jørgensen, J.S.: CUQIpy – Part I: computational uncertainty
quantification for inverse problems in Python. submitted to Inverse Problems
(2023)

[33] CUQIpy software. GitHub (2023)

[34] Afkham, B.M., Riis, N.A.B.: Python codes for inferring objects with uncer-
tain roughness. GitHub (2023). https://github.com/babakmaboudi/uncertain
roughness

[35] Gelman, A., Carlin, J.B., Stern, H.S., Rubin, D.B.: Bayesian Data Analysis.
Chapman and Hall/CRC (1995)

[36] Wasserman, L.: Bayesian model selection and model averaging. Journal of
mathematical psychology 44(1), 92–107 (2000)

[37] Chipman, H., George, E.I., McCulloch, R.E., Clyde, M., Foster, D.P., Stine,
R.A.: The practical implementation of Bayesian model selection. Lecture Notes-
Monograph Series, 65–134 (2001)

[38] Minka, T.: Bayesian linear regression. Technical report (2000). https://tminka.
github.io/papers/minka-linear.pdf

[39] Cotter, S.L., Roberts, G.O., Stuart, A.M., White, D.: MCMC methods for func-
tions: modifying old algorithms to make them faster. Statistical Science 28(3),
424–446 (2013)

[40] Krishnan, V.P., Quinto, E.T.: In: Scherzer, O. (ed.) Microlocal Analysis in Tomog-
raphy, pp. 847–902. Springer, New York, NY (2015). https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-1-4939-0790-8 36 . https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0790-8 36

[41] Weisstein, E.W.: Gear Curve. MathWorld. https://mathworld.wolfram.com/
GearCurve.html

[42] Castleman, K.R.: Digital Image Processing. Prentice Hall Press (1996)

[43] Zhang, X.-Q., Froment, J.: Total variation based Fourier reconstruction and
regularization for computer tomography. In: IEEE Nuclear Science Symposium
Conference Record, 2005, vol. 4, pp. 2332–2336 (2005). https://doi.org/10.1109/
NSSMIC.2005.1596801

29

https://github.com/babakmaboudi/uncertain_roughness
https://github.com/babakmaboudi/uncertain_roughness
https://tminka.github.io/papers/minka-linear.pdf
https://tminka.github.io/papers/minka-linear.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0790-8_36
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0790-8_36
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0790-8_36
https://mathworld.wolfram.com/GearCurve.html
https://mathworld.wolfram.com/GearCurve.html
https://doi.org/10.1109/NSSMIC.2005.1596801
https://doi.org/10.1109/NSSMIC.2005.1596801


[44] Schönlieb, C.-B.: Partial Differential Equation Methods for Image Inpainting.
Cambridge University Press (2015)

[45] Chan, R.H., Dong, Y., Hintermüller, M.: An efficient two-phase L1-TV method
for restoring blurred image with impulse noise. IEEE Transactions on Image
Processing 19, 1731–1739 (2010)

[46] Dashti, M., Harris, S., Stuart, A.: Besov priors for Bayesian inverse problems.
Inverse Problems and Imaging 6(2), 183–200 (2012) https://doi.org/10.3934/ipi.
2012.6.183

30

https://doi.org/10.3934/ipi.2012.6.183
https://doi.org/10.3934/ipi.2012.6.183

	Introduction
	A Goal-Oriented Bayesian Approach
	The Hierarchical Prior
	Algorithms for the mappings F and F-1
	Numerical Experiments
	Data Fitting
	Influence of m
	Influence of the noise level
	Comparison with BMS

	Limited-Angle X-Ray Computed Tomography (CT)
	Test on a phantom from the prior
	Test on a gear phantom
	Comparison with multi-step method

	Image Inpainting

	Conclusions

