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Abstract—This study presents a technique for 2D tomography
under unknown viewing angles when the distribution of the
viewing angles is also unknown. Unknown view tomography
(UVT) is a problem encountered in cryo-electron microscopy
and in the geometric calibration of CT systems. There exists
a moderate-sized literature on the 2D UVT problem, but most
existing 2D UVT algorithms assume knowledge of the angle
distribution which is not available usually. Our proposed method-
ology formulates the problem as an optimization task based on
cross-validation error, to estimate the angle distribution jointly
with the underlying 2D structure in an alternating fashion. We
explore the algorithm’s capabilities for the case of two probability
distribution models: a semi-parametric mixture of von Mises
densities and a probability mass function model. We evaluate our
algorithm’s performance under noisy projections using a PCA-
based denoising technique and Graph Laplacian Tomography
(GLT) driven by order statistics of the estimated distribution,
to ensure near-perfect ordering, and compare our algorithm to
intuitive baselines.

Index Terms—tomography, unknown view tomography, order
statistics, cross-validation

I. INTRODUCTION

Tomography is a technique used to determine the internal
structure (density map g : R2 → R) of an object from Radon
projections {yi}Ni=1 acquired respectively from multiple an-
gles {θi}Ni=1 [1]. The Radon projections are represented as
follows where ρ is an offset:

yi(ρ) = Rθig(ρ) =

∫ ∫
R2

g(x, y)δ(ρ−x cos θi−y sin θi)dxdy.
(1)

If g is represented by a discrete image of size S × S, then
each yi is a 1D vector containing S elements.

Tomographic imaging is widely used in various fields,
including medicine (particularly computed tomography–CT, or
positron emission tomography–PET), materials science, and
structural biology [1]. Unlike computed tomography (CT),
where the projection angles are known in advance, there
exist tomographic reconstruction applications such as cryo-
electron microscopy (CryoEM) which face the challenge of
reconstructing 3D structures from projections taken under
unknown viewing angles that follow a potentially non-uniform
distribution [2]. The challenge of unknown viewing angles also
appears in phantomless calibration of CT imaging systems [3].

The 2D regime of UVT has been studied previously in
[4]–[9]. In some papers, nonlinear dimensionality reduction
algorithms such as Laplacian eigenmaps [7] or spherical mul-
tidimensional scaling [9], [10] have been employed to provide
an angular ordering for the available (noisy) 1D projections.
After the ordering step, the concept of order statistics is used
for performing angle assignment. However, these algorithms
assume prior knowledge of the angle distribution (mostly taken
to be Uniform(0, 2π)) for reconstruction, although in most
applications, the distribution is almost always unknown and
is often non-uniform. Moment-based methods for tomography
have been employed in [4]–[6], [11] for simultaneous angle
and structure determination. Apart from [6], these do not
require knowledge of the angle distribution, but such geometric
moments are not resilient to noise. The method in [6] assumes
the angles to be uniformly distributed.

In this paper, we propose a novel cross-validation based
approach for the 2D UVT problem to determine the an-
gle distribution along with the 2D structure g from noisy,
unordered 1D projections at unknown angles. Our method
uses alternating minimization: (i) finding the density map g
starting from angles assigned using order statistics of a current
estimate of the distribution, initialized as Uniform(0, 2π);
and (ii) finding angle distribution (represented in this work
semi-parametrically via probability mixture models, or non-
parametrically via probability mass functions), so as to min-
imize a carefully defined cross-validation error (CVE) using
the current estimate of the image. The CVE is known to be a
purely data-driven proxy for the unobservable mean squared
error. It has been widely used for model selection in machine
learning and compressed sensing [12], but its application here
to obtain angle distributions in the 2D UVT problem is novel
and useful.

The recent work from [13] employs generative adversarial
networks (GANs) to jointly recover the image and the angle
distribution by matching the empirical distribution of the
measurements with that of the generated data. However this
approach requires updating the weights of a complicated
network architecture, naturally involving tuning many param-
eters for the choice of network architecture. Unlike this, our
approach is based on the simpler concept of cross-validation.
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II. METHOD

Order Statistics: Let X1, X2, . . . , XN be a set of independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables with cumu-
lative distribution function (CDF) F (x) and probability density
function (PDF) f(x). The k-th order statistic, denoted by X(k),
is the k-th smallest value among the random variables. The
PDF f(k)(x) and CDF F(k)(x) of X(k) are respectively given
by f(k)(x) =

N !
(k−1)!(N−k)! [F (x)]

k−1[1 − F (x)]N−kf(x) and
F(k)(x) =

∑N
j=k

(
N
j

)
[F (x)]j [1 − F (x)]N−j , where 1 ≤ k ≤

N . In our algorithm for 2D UVT, the random variables of
interest are the angles of projection {θi}Ni=1 sampled from an
unknown distribution F (.).

Graph Laplacians for Dimensionality Reduction: We lever-
age dimensionality reduction and order statistics to assign
angles to projections based on their relative positions in a
sorted order, in the same manner as [7]. For this, a N × N
adjacency matrix W is created such that Wij is a similarity
measure between yi and yj . From W , a Laplacian matrix
L is created. The vectors {yi}Ni=1 are projected onto the
eigenvectors of L corresponding to the two smallest (non-
trivial) eigenvalues to yield coefficient vectors {ψi}Ni=1 where
each ψi ∈ R2. The projections are sorted using the placeholder
angles {βi}Ni=1 where βi ≜ arctan(ψi1/ψi2) is used. As noted
in [7], the βi values do not reflect the actual projection angles
and are used only for angular sorting so that order statistics
can be used for angle assignment (see below).

Distribution models: The von Mises distribution is the ana-
logue of the Gaussian for (hyper-)spherical data [14]. There-
fore, to represent the distribution of angle data, a mixture
of von Mises distributions (MVF) can be used as a semi-
parameteric model (as opposed to Gaussian mixture models,
which are considered universal density estimators for data
from Rd). The MVF combines multiple von Mises distribu-
tions with different mean directions and concentration parame-
ters {µl, κl}Ll=1 in the form f(θ|{wl, µl, κl}Ll=1) =

∑L
l=1 wl ·

exp (κl cos (θ−µl))
2πI0(κl)

, where wl is the mixing coefficient of the
lth component and I0(.) is the modified order-zero Bessel
function of the 1st kind. Apart from the MVF, a probability
mass function (PMF) model for discrete angle representation,
which is defined by a set of probabilities {pl}Ll=1, such that
∀l, pl ∈ [0, 1];

∑L
l=1 pl = 1, can also be used. We denote the

set of distribution parameters by Γ – in case of the MVF,
we have Γ ≜ {wl, µl, κl}Ll=1, whereas for a PMF, we have
Γ ≜ {pl}Ll=1.

Algorithm: Our procedure for 2D UVT is summarized in
Alg. 1 for the MVF model. The relevant changes for the PMF
model will be mentioned later. The procedure is initiated by
sorting the projections {yi}Ni=1 using the Laplacian Eigenmaps
(LE) technique described earlier [7], in angular order. Let
the sorted projections be denoted by {yπ(i)}Ni=1 where π(.)
denotes the (sorted) permutation of {1, 2, ..., N}. To each kth
projection in this sorted sequence, we then assign angles based
on the kth order statistics of the current estimate of the angle
distribution, randomly initialized in the first iteration. That is,

the estimated angle θ̂π(k) of projection yπ(k) is assigned to
be θ̂π(k) ≜ EΓ(θ(k)), i.e. the expected value of the kth order
statistic of the current estimate of the distribution parameter-
ized by Γ. This expected value is computed numerically using
the expression for its PDF f(k)(.).

The sorted projections and their assigned angles form the
set D({θ̂π(k),yπ(k)}Nk=1). This set D is then divided into two
strictly disjoint subsets: the reconstruction set Dr, containing
80% of the data, and the validation set Dv , containing the
remaining 20%. We first reconstruct an image ĝ from Dr using
the filtered back projection (FBP) method. We then simulate
projections at the angles in Dv(.). The root mean squared
error (RMSE) between the simulated projections generated
from the reconstructed image and those in the validation set,
Dv(.), serves as our cross-validation error (denoted by J(.)
in Alg. 1). We minimize the cross-validation error through
an iterative descent process, updating the parameters Γ of
the angle distribution and projecting them onto their feasible
value set until convergence. As closed-form expressions are
unavailable, gradients of J w.r.t. all parameters are computed
numerically. To prevent overfitting, the subsets Dr and Dv are
randomly sampled from D in each iteration.

Algorithm 1 Image Reconstruction and Parameter Estimation
for Mixture of von Mises Functions (MVF)
Input: Projections {yi}Ni=1

Output: Reconstructed image ĝ and angle distribution param-
eters Γ ≜ {µ̂l, κ̂l, ŵl}Ll=1

Initialize: Randomly initialize {µ̂l, κ̂l, ŵl}Ll=1

Ordering: Obtain projection order {π(i)}Ni=1 by LE [7]
while parameters not converged do

Angle Assignment: Assign angles θ̂π(i) to projections
based on order statistics of current MVF ; Data Split:
Divide D into Dr (80%) and Dv (20%)
Reconstruction: Compute image ĝ using FBP on Dr

Cross Validation Error: J({µ̂l, κ̂l, ŵl}Ll=1) =∑
(yπ(j),θ̂π(j))∈Dv

∥yπ(j) − R(ĝ, θ̂π(j))∥2, where R
is the Radon transform
Gradient Computation: Calculate ∇µ̂k

J , ∇κ̂k
J , ∇ŵk

J
Parameter Updates:

ŵ′
k =

ŵk exp(−α∇ŵk
J)∑L

l=1 ŵl exp(−α∇ŵl
J)

µ̂′
k = µ̂k − α∇µ̂k

J ; κ̂′k = κ̂k − α∇κ̂k
J

ŵk = ŵ′
k, κ̂k = κ̂′k, µ̂k = µ̂′

k

Projection: Project updated parameters to lie within valid
bounds

end
Final Reconstruction: Reconstruct ĝ using
D({θ̂π(i),yπ(i)}Ni=1) and {µ̂l, κ̂l, ŵl}Ll=1.

The procedure using the PMF model is similar to the one
presented in Alg. 1 except that the parameter updates step now
updates the values of {pl}Ll=1 via mirror descent in the form:
p̂′k =

p̂k exp(−α∇p̂k
J)∑K

l=1 p̂l exp(−α∇p̂l
J)
; p̂k = p̂′k. The time complexity per-



Fig. 1: Visual comparison between the ground truth and reconstructions from 5000 noisy projections, obtained from our
algorithm, ORP, and graph Laplacian assuming uniform distribution (GLTU) as in [7]. Our technique where we learn the
distribution, is able to reconstruct image details much better than GLTU.

iteration is: O(d2) + O(|Dv| · d1.5) + O(|Dv| ·
√
d) + O(L),

where O(d2) is the time for FBP (d = number of image pixels),
O(|Dv|·d1.5) is the time for CVE (|Dv| = number of validation
angles, each projection =

√
d pixels), O(|Dv| ·

√
d) is the time

for gradient computation, and O(L) is the time for parameter
updates (L = number of parameters).

III. EXPERIMENTS

We conducted experiments on four different images of
size 512 × 512. Three of the images are 2D slices ex-
tracted from 3D reconstructed maps of three well-known
macromolecules–80S ribosome from [15] (Image 1), a spore
ribosome structure from [16] (Image 2) and a 70S E. Coli
ribosome [17] (Image 3). The fourth image is a lung CT
scan [18]. For each image, we generated projections at angles
randomly sampled from a distribution following the PMF
and MVF models. Noise (i.i.d.) from N (0, σ2) was added to
the projections with σ ≜ 0.15× the average absolute value
of the (clean) projections. The results of our method were
compared to those of the baseline technique GLTU (Graph
Laplacian Tomography with Uniformly Spaced Angles), which
orders projections using Laplacian eigenmaps and assumes a
uniform distribution for the angles [7]. The results were also
compared to those with an oracular reconstruction procedure
(ORP) that uses the original projection angles with FBP,
and acts as an ‘upper baseline’. For all methods, image
reconstruction was preceded by a denoising step using PCA,
similar to the one in [8]. We were unable to numerically
compare our technique to [13] due to unavailability of their
implementation. Results of all methods were compared using
RRMSE, correlation coefficient (CC) and structural similarity

index (SSIM). These are computed as follows: RRMSE =
∥ĝ−g∥2

∥g∥2
;CC =

∑
i(ĝi−µĝ)(gi−µg)√∑

i(ĝi−µĝ)2
∑

i(gi−µg)2
;SSIM(ĝ, g) =

(2µĝµg+C1)(2σĝg+C2)

(µ2
ĝ+µ2

g+C1)(σ2
ĝ+σ2

g+C2)
where ĝ is the estimate of the original

image g, ĝi and gi are pixel values of ĝ and g, µĝ and µg

are the means of ĝ and g, σ2
ĝ and σ2

g are the variances of ĝ
and g, σĝg is the covariance between ĝ and g, C1 and C2 are
constants to stabilize the division.

The RRMSE, CC and SSIM were also computed between
the output of our technique and that of ORP since it is an
oracular baseline. Assuming knowledge of the first oracular-
ordered projection (since UVT estimates can be computed
only upto an unknown rotation [5]), we also calculated the
mean absolute difference (MAD) between the original angles
and those estimated by our algorithm, measured in degrees.
As shown in Fig. 2, we compare the estimated and original
distributions, along with the histogram of absolute differences
between the estimated and ground truth angles. Fig. 1 presents
a visual comparison of reconstructions from ORP, our method,
and GLTU. The performance metrics in Table I as well as the
visual results in Fig. 1 demonstrate that our method clearly
outperforms GLTU. The convergence plots of images 1 and 4
are shown for both distribution models (MVF and PMF) 3.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Unlike the GAN-based approach in [13], our approach does
not use the concept of matching (via a critic or adversary)
the distribution of the observed projections with that of the
projections generated from the current estimate of the image
and projection angles. Instead, our technique seeks to find an
angle distribution (governed by PMF or MVF parameters)



Fig. 2: Comparison of the estimated and original distributions for MVF (col. 1) and PMF models (col. 3), along with the
histogram of absolute angle differences (cols. 2 and 4 resp.). The estimated and original MVF both contain 5 components.
The estimated PMF was computed with 25 bins, whereas the original PMF, which was generated using 50 bins, was combined
into 25 bins for representation purposes.

in such a way that the corresponding reconstructed image
(obtained from projections whose angles are determined by
order statistics of the estimated distribution) is able to explain
individual projections from the unseen validation set of pro-
jections. This is expressed mathematically by the validation
error J in Alg. 1. Our approach is also very different from the
maximum likelihood approach from [13, Equation 21] because
we use the reconstruction set Dr (for image reconstruction
given an angle assignment based on the current estimate of
the angle distribution) and the validation set Dv (for estimating
the angle distribution), which are completely disjoint.

There are various other types of model selection criteria
that have been used in image or signal reconstruction – for
example, the Morozov’s discrepancy principle [19], [20] to
determine how well the reconstructed image conforms to the
statistics of the measurement noise (i.e., N (0, σ2) in our case),
or different variants of the Bayesian information criterion
[21]. Future work could involve incorporating these criteria
for angle determination in the 2D UVT problem. Likewise,
our method could also be incorporated in moment-based
approaches such as [6] which use angle distributions.

The numerical results in this paper use a PCA-based denoising
technique [8], but more sophisticated denoisers such as those
with CNNs may be able to further enhance numerical perfor-
mance. Recently our group has developed analytical bounds
for 2DUVT reconstructions given projections from unknown
angles with known distribution [22]. Extension of these bounds
to the case where the distribution is obtained from noisy
projections using the technique in this paper is an important
avenue for future work.



Image Model Our vs. GT Our vs. ORP GLTU vs. GT GLTU vs. ORP ORP vs. GT

Image 1 MVF 0.34/0.98/0.28 0.12/0.98/0.65 0.43/0.91/0.19 0.25/0.91/0.49 0.33/0.99/0.33
PMF 0.31/0.99/0.33 0.12/0.99/0.71 0.34/0.98/0.29 0.13/0.98/0.65 0.35/0.99/0.32

Image 2 MVF 0.41/0.97/0.41 0.10/0.99/0.84 0.51/0.88/0.28 0.29/0.91/0.66 0.38/0.98/0.48
PMF 0.42/0.96/0.42 0.12/0.99/0.83 0.45/0.93/0.34 0.18/0.97/0.72 0.38/0.97/0.47

Image 3 MVF 0.25/0.97/0.83 0.08/0.99/0.90 0.36/0.91/0.69 0.23/0.95/0.73 0.22/0.97/0.83
PMF 0.25/0.96/0.79 0.13/0.99/0.85 0.31/0.93/0.73 0.20/0.97/0.78 0.21/0.97/0.83

Image 4 MVF 0.33/0.98/0.35 0.11/0.98/0.75 0.53/0.81/0.22 0.35/0.81/0.53 0.31/0.99/0.39
PMF 0.14/0.98/0.63 0.45/0.98/0.41 0.37/0.94/0.31 0.20/0.95/0.66 0.36/0.98/0.37

TABLE I: Comparison of measures (RRMSE ↓, CC ↑, SSIM ↑) for images using MVF and PMF models.

Fig. 3: The cross-validation error is shown against iterations for images 1 and 4 and both distribution models (PMF and MVF).
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