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Abstract. We extend a recently introduced deep unrolling framework for learning
spatially varying regularisation parameters in inverse imaging problems to the case
of Total Generalised Variation (TGV). The framework combines a deep convolutional
neural network (CNN) inferring the two spatially varying TGV parameters with an
unrolled algorithmic scheme that solves the corresponding variational problem. The
two subnetworks are jointly trained end-to-end in a supervised fashion and as such
the CNN learns to compute those parameters that drive the reconstructed images as
close to the ground truth as possible. Numerical results in image denoising and MRI
reconstruction show a significant qualitative and quantitative improvement compared
to the best TGV scalar parameter case as well as to other approaches employing spa-
tially varying parameters computed by unsupervised methods. We also observe that
the inferred spatially varying parameter maps have a consistent structure near the
image edges, asking for further theoretical investigations. In particular, the parame-
ter that weighs the first-order TGV term has a triple-edge structure with alternating
high-low-high values whereas the one that weighs the second-order term attains small
values in a large neighbourhood around the edges.

Keywords: Spatially Varying Regularisation Parameters · Inverse Problems · Total
Generalised Variation · Denoising · Magnetic Resonance Imaging · Neural networks ·
Unrolling

1. Introduction

In inverse imaging problems, variational regularisation problems of the type

(1.1) min
u∈X

D(Au, f) +R(u; Λ)

are widely used to compute an estimation u ∈ X, X being a Banach space, of some
ground truth imaging data utrue given data f that satisfy the equation

(1.2) f = Autrue + η.

Here A denotes the forward operator of the, typically ill-posed, inverse problem and
η is a random noise component. Solving (1.1) using spatially varying regularisation
parameters Λ, instead of scalar ones, has been the subject of many works, see [6, 12, 20]
and the references therein. The target is to compute and subsequently use a regulari-
sation parameter Λ : Ω → (R+)

ℓ that balances the data fidelity D and the – in general
ℓ components – of the regularisation term R with a different strength at every point
x ∈ Ω ⊂ Rd (every pixel in the pixel-domain Ω, in the discrete setting). In the case
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where R(u) = TV(u), the Total Variation of the (grayscale) function u : Ω → R and
assuming Gaussian noise, problem (1.1) amounts to

(1.3) min
u∈X

1

2
∥Au− f∥2L2(Ω) +

∫
Ω
Λ(x)d|Du|.

Small values of Λ : Ω → R+ impose little local regularity and are thus suitable for
preserving detailed parts of the image and edges. On the other hand, high values of Λ
impose large regularity and are preferable for smooth, homogeneous areas.

For higher-order extensions of TV, especially those defined in an infimal convolution
manner, the role and the interplay of spatially varying regularisation parameters on the
resulting image quality and structure are not as straightforward. A prominent example
is the Total Generalised Variation (TGV) [5]

(1.4) TGVΛ0,Λ1(u) := min
w∈BD(Ω)

∫
Ω
Λ1(x)d|Du− w|+

∫
Ω
Λ0(x)d|Ew|,

where Λ : Ω → (R+)
2, with Λ = (Λ0,Λ1). Here, E denotes the measure that repre-

sents the distributional symmetrised gradient of w ∈ BD(Ω), the space of functions
of bounded deformations. The combined values of Λ0 and Λ1 not only regulate the
regularisation intensity but also control the staircasing effect, which is a characteristic
limitation of TV, with suitable values of these parameters promoting piecewise affine
structures.

In contrast to TV, where multiple works have considered computing spatially vary-
ing Λ in (1.3), see aforementioned reviews, there are limited works that focus on the
computation of such spatially varying Λ0,Λ1 for TGV. In [13], a bilevel unsupervised
scheme was used, employing a statistics-based upper level energy. The approach pro-
duced satisfactory results, albeit with a high computational cost and a need to impose
continuity assumptions to Λ0,Λ1 for robustness reasons. The latter regularity for the
parameter-maps limits their adaptability to the image structure, thus not fully exploit-
ing the potential of spatial adaptivity.

Recently, there has been a series of works focusing on learning regularisation parame-
ters for TV using neural networks [2, 18, 9]. There, a network is initially suitably trained
in a supervised manner to infer regularisation parameters, which in a second phase are
used in the corresponding variational problem that is solved as usual. Thus, one exploits
the versatility of neural networks to inform a model-based variational regularisation
scheme whose solution is interpretable since the regulariser remains handcrafted.

Contribution. Here, we adapt the approach introduced in [16] to compute spatially
varying regularisation maps for TGV. It involves training a network that consists of two
subnetworks in a supervised fashion. The first subnetwork is a deep convolutional neural
network (CNN), that takes as an input the data f and outputs the maps Λ0,Λ1. To tie
these maps to the variational problem, they are fed into an appended second subnetwork,
an unrolled PDHG algorithm [8], that solves the TGV minimisation problem considering
the regularisation maps to be fixed. The entire network is trained end-to-end with pairs
(f i, uitrue) and thus, the CNN is implicitly trained to output those maps that drive
the approximate solution ui of the variational problem as close to uitrue as possible.
Since the CNN is expressive enough, given some new data f test, it is able to produce
meaningful parameter-maps adapted to f test. We show that this approach produces far
better results than similar approaches in image denoising and MR image reconstruction,
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significantly boosting the performance of TGV. We also show that in contrast to the
TV, the structure of the resulting TGV parameter maps is non-trivial and asks for
further theoretical investigation.
Outline: In Section 2, we set some notation and recall some preliminaries about TV and
TGV regularisation with scalar and spatially varying parameter maps. We proceed to
describe the deep unrolled PDHG network for learning these maps. In Sections 3 and
4, we present our numerical results in denoising and MRI reconstruction, respectively,
and discuss the structure of the resulting maps near the image edges. We conclude in
Section 5.

2. The framework

2.1. Preliminaries. We initially define the several notions in function space to recall
a few properties that stem from their analysis. As usual, Ω ⊂ Rd is a bounded, Lip-
schitz domain and we consider grayscale images, i.e. R-valued. For positive functions
Λ,Λ0,Λ1 : Ω → R we define the spatially varying TV and TGV functionals as

TVΛ(u) =

∫
Ω
Λ(x)d|Du|,(2.1)

TGVΛ0,Λ1(u) = min
w∈BD(Ω)

∫
Ω
Λ1(x)d|Du− w|+

∫
Ω
Λ0(x)d|Ew|.(2.2)

We also denote by TVλ and TGVλ0,λ1 the corresponding functionals with scalar pa-
rameters. It holds that when the weights Λ,Λ0,Λ1 are bounded, lower semicontinuous
functions, bounded away from zero, the functionals (2.1) and (2.2) are well-defined for
u ∈ BV(Ω) [10]. Moreover, the following proposition suggests that continuity of the
weights is not essential for well-posedness.

Proposition 1. Let (H, ∥·∥H) be a Hilbert space, f ∈ H and Λ,Λ0,Λ1 ∈ L∞(Ω) be lower
semicontinuous, bounded away from zero. Let also A ∈ L(Lp(Ω),H) with p ∈ (1, d∗],
d∗ = d/(d− 1) (d∗ = ∞ if d = 1). Then both problems

min
u∈BV(Ω)

1

2
∥Au− f∥2H +TVΛ(u),(2.3)

min
u∈BV(Ω)

1

2
∥Au− f∥2H +TGVΛ0,Λ1(u),(2.4)

admit a solution in BV(Ω).

Proof. The proof readily follows by combining [10, Thm 3.2, Prop. 5.9], [11, Prop. 5.1]
and [4, Thm. 2.11 & Prop. 5.17] and we omit it here. □

We also recall the following proposition from [19], which dictates that when the ratio
λ0/λ1 is large enough, TGVλ0,λ1 essentially behaves like TVλ1 .

Proposition 2 (from [19]). There exists a constant C > 0 depending only on the
domain Ω such that if λ0, λ1 > 0 satisfy λ0/λ1 > C then

(2.5) TGVλ0,λ1(u) = λ1|Du−mE(∇u)|(Ω), for all u ∈ BV(Ω),

where for v ∈ L1(Ω,Rd) we define mE := argmin {∥v − w∥L1(Ω,Rd) : w ∈ KerE}. Recall

that KerE = {r(x) = Bx+ c : c ∈ Rd, B ∈ Rd×d skew symmetric}.
3



utrue

Gaussian noise addition

f
U-Net

(Λ0,Λ1)

Unrolled PDHG u MSE(utrue, u)

Figure 1. Visualisation of the network NN
θ : f 7→ (Λ0,Λ1) 7→ u of

(2.6) (red arrows) and its training procedure (2.7) (black arrows) for the
denoising case.

2.2. U-Net plus unrolled PDHG for TGV. The combined neural network-based
algorithm unrolling technique for the estimation of spatially varying Λ0,Λ1 that we
adopt here follows [16]. Let un = Sn(ũ0, f, (Λ0,Λ1), A), n ∈ N denote the iterates of
some algorithm that solves (2.4). That is, un → u∗ as n → ∞, where u∗ is a solution
of (2.4). Here ũ0 denotes a suitable initialisation in the image space e.g. ũ0 = A∗f ,
with A∗ denoting the adjoint of A. Next we denote with NETθ : A∗f 7→ (Λ0,Λ1) a
deep convolutional neural network with learnable parameters θ (a U-Net [21] in our
implementations). Then, for a fixed N ∈ N, we define the overall network

(2.6) NN
θ (f) = SN (A∗(f), f,NETθ(A

∗f), A).

The unrolled network (2.6) can then be trained end-to-end in supervised fashion using
a dataset of data-ground truth pairs (f i, uitrue)

M
i=1, and an appropriate pairwise distance

function l,

(2.7) min
θ

Loss(θ) :=
1

M

M∑
i=1

l(NN
θ (f i), uitrue),

see also Figure 1 for an illustration of the denoising case. Hence, the network NETθ

implicitly learns to output spatially varying regularisation parameters that force an
approximate solution of (2.4) to be close to the ground truth. Because NETθ will be
overparameterised and thus expressive enough, it is expected that when the trained NN

θ
is applied to new unseen data f test it will still produce suitable data-adaptive parameters
even though it does not have access to the ground truth. Henceforth, we denote the
corresponding networks that follow the above approach by U-TV and U-TGV. We stress
that, even though U-TV was introduced in [16], that work did not include 2D denoising
and 2D MRI results, which we provide here for comparison with U-TGV. We finally
note that here we used the anisotropic versions of TV and TGV with their standard
discretisations.
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3. Numerical experiments in image-denoising

3.1. Set-up.

The training dataset: To train the U-TV and U-TGV models for denoising we used the
SeaTurtleID2022 dataset [1], which is originally designed for re-identification tasks. The
rationale was to test among others the model performance when trained on a specific
image distribution, here underwater images of sea turtles, and subsequently tested to
images outside this distribution. We randomly selected 500 and 50 images for the
training and the validation set respectively. All images were cropped and rescaled to
512 × 512, converted to grayscale and normalised to [0, 1]. During training, the noisy
input images were generated on the fly by corrupting the target images by zero-mean
Gaussian noise with standard deviation randomly chosen in [0, 0.2].
The architecture of NETθ: We used a U-Net architecture [21] consisting of three en-
coding and three decoding blocks, and two final convolutional layers, resulting in 1-
128-256-512-1024-512-256-128-2 structure (-1 for U-TV). All convolutional layers have
a kernel size of 3× 3 and a stride of 1. We used the Leaky ReLU as activation function
with a negative slope of 0.01. The map 0.1× softplus(·) was applied to the final layer to
guarantee positiveness for the parameters Λ,Λ0,Λ1. Overall, the number of trainable
parameters θ was 28,712,577 and 28,712,706 for U-TV and U-TGV respectively.
The choice of solution algorithm: As an algorithm for TV minimisation, we used the
standard PDHG algorithm [8], see also [16, Alg. 5.1]. Regarding step sizes, we chose
σ = τ = sigmoid(10)/

√
13. We also used the PDHG algorithm for U-TGV as outlined

in [3], setting σ = τ = 0.29. In both algorithms, we set the value of extrapolation
parameter to sigmoid(10), where sigmoid(y) = 1/(1 + exp(−y)). We note that these
values guarantee the convergence of the algorithms.
The choice of N : The number of unrolled PDHG iterations is crucial since it should be
large enough to approximate the solution of the variational problem. However, setting it
too large potentially unnecessarily increases the computational cost (GPU-memory and
time) during training. We set N = 256 which, according to our observations, achieved
a good balance.
The training procedure: We used the Adam optimiser [14] with a learning rate of 10−4,
a batch size of 1, and the MSE loss. The number of training epochs for U-TV and
U-TGV was 200 and 100 respectively, beyond which, the performance of the models
when applied to the validation data no longer improved. Training took approximately
10 and 20 hours for U-TV and U-TGV respectively, on an RTX 4090 (24GB VRAM).
The full code for all the experiments can be found in https://github.com/trung-v

t/LearningRegularizationParametersForTGV.

3.2. Results. Figures 2 and 3 show extensive results for the “turtle” and “parrot”
images. The “turtle” image belongs to the same distribution of images (the Sea-
TurtleID2022 dataset) the models were trained with, but was not part of the training
set. Apart from U-TV and U-TGV, we also show the standard TV and TGV results
(best scalar parameter with respect to SSIM, found by a grid-search), as well the spa-
tially varying bilevel TGV result of [13] (unsupervised). We also report the spatially
varying TV results (denoted by WTV) obtained by the algorithm proposed in [7] us-
ing a maximum-likelihood-type procedure (unsupervised). We see that for both images
U-TGV gives the best reconstruction, slightly better than U-TV, with both approaches

5
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(a) Ground truth (b) Noisy, sd = 0.1
[19.99, 0.2448]

(c) Scalar TV
[29.17, 0.8035]

(d) Scalar TGV
[29.29, 0.8257]

(e) WTV [7]
[29.55, 0.8137]

(f) U-TV
[30.59, 0.8496]

(g) Bilevel TGV [13]
[29.81, 0.8328]

(h) U-TGV
[30.76,0.8600]

(i) Λ map, U-TV (j) Λ1 map, U-TGV (k) Λ0 map, U-TGV (l) Λ0/Λ1 ratio

0.430 0.85

Figure 2. Denoising results for the “turtle” image. The numbers is
brackets show the [PSRN, SSIM] values. The colorbar is common among
the visualisations of the parameter maps, except the Λ0/Λ1 ratio shown
in logarithmic scale.

significantly outperforming the other methods, both visually and quantitatively. We
also performed experiments with various noise levels in 50 natural images from [22].
The results, shown in Table 1, are aligned with the ones of the previous figures indicat-
ing that the models perform well in a wider distribution of images than the one trained
on.

3.3. Structure of the parameter-maps. Further insights are gained by examining
the parameter maps in Figures 2 and 3. By inspecting the ratio Λ0/Λ1 we can see
the areas of the image where TGV locally behaves like TV, c.f. Proposition 2. This
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(a) Ground truth (b) Noisy, sd = 0.1
[20.04, 0.2773]

(c) Scalar TV
[28.59, 0.846]

(d) Scalar TGV
[28.95, 0.8620]

(e) WTV [7]
[29.33, 0.8507]

(f) U-TV
[30.87, 0.8800]

(g) Bilevel TGV [13]
[29.56, 0.8629]

(h) U-TGV
[31.03,0.8883]

(i) Λ map, U-TV (j) Λ1 map, U-TGV (k) Λ0 map, U-TGV (l) Λ0/Λ1 ratio

0.360 0.72

Figure 3. Denoising results for the “parrot” image. The numbers in
brackets show the [PSRN, SSIM] values. The colorbar is common among
the visualisations of the parameter maps, except the Λ0/Λ1 ratio shown
in logarithmic scale.

ratio is indeed higher in flatter, almost constant, areas. A surprising observation is
that the structure of Λ for U-TV is significantly different than the one of Λ1 for U-
TGV. While Λ takes small values at edges and detailed areas of the image, the values
of Λ1 alternate between being high-low-high at the edges. We also observe that the
values of Λ0 are small at a wider neighbourhood around the edges. To obtain a better
visualisation of this triple-edge phenomenon, in Figure 4, we show the denoising results
of the “square” image and the corresponding Λ0,Λ1 maps. We observe that Λ1 takes
small values exactly at the edges, resulting in small penalisation of the gradient there,
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(a) Ground truth (b) noisy, sd = 0.05 (c) U-TGV (d) U-TGV, close-up

(e) Λ1 map (f) Λ0 map (g) Λ1, close-up (h) Λ0, close-up

Figure 4. Visualisation of the structure of the parameters Λ0 and Λ1

at the image edges. Both maps alternate between high-low-high values
at the edges but Λ0 takes small values at a larger neighbourhood around
the edges.

while Λ0 takes small values at a wider area. Both parameter maps take larger values
further away from the edges.

sd metric scalar TV scalar TGV U-TV U-TGV

0.05 PSNR 30.58 ± 1.78 30.81 ± 1.89 30.86 ± 2.70 31.03 ± 2.60

SSIM 0.8485 ± 0.033 0.8556 ± 0.033 0.8567 ± 0.051 0.8590 ± 0.051

0.1 PSNR 27.10 ± 2.19 27.36 ± 2.26 27.96 ± 2.67 28.11 ± 2.60

SSIM 0.7399 ± 0.058 0.7533 ± 0.056 0.7746 ± 0.068 0.7786 ± 0.069

0.15 PSNR 25.24 ± 2.37 25.49 ± 2.42 26.41 ± 2.67 26.49 ± 2.61

SSIM 0.6668 ± 0.078 0.6822 ± 0.074 0.7135 ± 0.085 0.7174 ± 0.086

0.2 PSNR 23.89 ± 2.42 24.14 ± 2.46 25.38 ± 2.65 25.40 ± 2.58

SSIM 0.6133 ± 0.092 0.6286 ± 0.086 0.6686 ± 0.098 0.6706 ± 0.098

Table 1. Denoising results for 50 natural images and for various noise
levels.

4. Numerical experiments in MRI reconstruction

Here, we consider the case of accelerated MR image reconstruction, where the for-
ward model in (1.2) is given by A = PF , where F denotes the 2D Fourier transform
and P denotes a projection onto the set of the acquired measurements.
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4.1. Set-up.

The training dataset: The dataset consists of M = 3452 pairs of retrospectively un-
dersampled MR measurements and target images (f i, uitrue) that are generated accord-
ing to (1.2), where the ground-truth images uitrue are random samples extracted from
598 subjects from the fastMRI multi-coil brain dataset [24]. Since MR images are
typically complex-valued and the fastMRI only provides root-sum-of-square (RSS) re-
constructions as target images, we first estimated coil sensitivity maps from the fully
sampled multi-coil measurements with the method described in [23]. Then, to obtain
complex-valued images, we applied the adjoint of the multi-coil MR forward operator
to the multi-coil measurement data and finally cropped the resulting images to a size
of 320× 320. We then retrospectively generated k-space data with random acceleration
factor R from 4, 5, . . . , 8 and adding zero-mean Gaussian noise with a random standard
deviation in [0, 0.2]. We used 3000, 150 and 302 images for training, validation and
testing, respectively.
The architecture of NETθ: The employed U-Net has a similar structure as before.
The choice of solution algorithm: As in the denoising case, we unrolled the PDHG
algorithm as described in [15, 16]. This time we let the step sizes σ, τ to be trainable
starting from σ = τ = 1/

√
3, after which they took the values σ = 0.3414, τ = 0.3255

for U-TV and σ = 0.1695, τ = 0.6553 for U-TGV. We set the extrapolation parameter
θ = 1 for both models.
The choice of N : As before, we set N = 256 for both models.
The training procedure: We used the AdamW optimiser with a learning rate of 10−4, a
weight decay of 10−5 [17], a batch size of 1 and the MSE loss. Both models were trained
for 100 epochs, and the epoch with the lowest validation error was chosen as the final
model, 43rd and 72nd for U-TV and U-TGV respectively. Training took approximately
55 and 87 hours for U-TV and U-TGV respectively, done on the same machine as in
denoising.

4.2. Results. Figure 5 compares reconstructions for a test image under R = 8, and
Gaussian noise of sd = 0.05. The best result is that of U-TGV, with a significant margin
over U-TV, particularly with respect to SSIM, and more than 4dB higher PSNR than
the scalar version. We observe again a triple-edge structure for the parameter maps,
with Λ0 taking small values in larger areas than Λ1. In Table 2, we summarise the
results for all test images for R = 4, 8 and various noise levels. Apart from the low
noise regime, U-TGV performs slightly better than U-TV with respect to PSNR, but
significantly better with respect to SSIM in all cases. Both models heavily outperform
the scalar versions.

5. Conclusion

We showed that using a CNN to infer spatially varying TGV regularisation parame-
ters, which are highly adaptive to the data, significantly boosts its performance both in
denoising and MRI reconstruction. The results enjoy high interpretability being solu-
tions of variational problems with a handcrafted prior, as all the neural network-related
“black-boxness” is transferred to the regularisation parameters rather than the recon-
structed images themselves. Related to that, a further theoretical investigation of the
structure of the parameter maps (triple-edge phenomenon) and their interplay in the

9



(a) Ground truth (b) Sampling mask
with R = 8

(c) Noisy k-space
data, sd = 0.05

(d) Zero-filled
[24.00, 0.6221]

(e) Scalar TV
[25.42, 0.6961]

(f) Scalar TGV
[25.65, 0.7204]

(g) U-TV
[29.58, 0.7724]

(h) U-TGV
[29.93,0.8355]

0.03≤0 ≥0.05

(i) Λ map, U-TV

0.03≤0 ≥0.05

(j) Λ1 map, U-TGV

0.5≤0 ≥1

(k) Λ0 map, U-TGV

5≤0 ≥10

(l) Λ0/Λ1 ratio

Figure 5. MRI reconstruction results for a Brain image. The numbers
in brackets show the [PSNR, SSIM] values.

regularisation process is of great interest.

Acknowledgments: We thank Luca Calatroni for producing the WTV results.
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