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Figure 2: QT can accurately complete masked regions of an image even though it was trained for
significantly different queries.

also had hidden variables, they did not have direct lateral connections—as it is the case now—which279

make the model more loopy and learning more challenging. Grid MRFs are often used in image280

processing applications Li (2009), but the MRF variables (the so-called “pixel labels”) are always281

observed when learning the factor parameters. In our case, the pixel labels are hidden, and they emit282

the pixel intensities through a noisy channel, with multiple pixel labels mapping to the same pixel283

intensity.284

To the best of our knowledge, QT is the first method that can learn the full parameterization of an285

8-connected grid MRF in an unsupervised manner, i.e., without pixel labels. Although irrelevant for286

our purpose of learning a challenging undirected PGM, the proposed model is a simple incarnation287

of visual neuroscience principles for foreground–background segmentation. Please refer to the288

Supplementary Material for further details about the model and its neuroscience motivation.289
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3.2.1 The border ownership dataset290

The border ownership dataset is provided in the Supplementary Material and is derived from the291

MNIST dataset5 LeCun et al. (2010). It is structured as pairs of noisy contour images and CONTOUR-292

IN-OUT segmentations. Two examples are displayed in Fig. 4. The contours are missing with293

probability 0.2, whereas each image incorporates 8 spurious random edges of length 3 pixels. Each294

image is of size 30⇥ 30 pixels. The images have one-to-one correspondence with the MNIST dataset,295

so 60,000 images are available for training and 10,000 images are used for testing.296

The task is to recover the segmentation from the noisy image. First, observe that the incomplete297

contours and the spurious edges make the task of foreground–background segmentation non-trivial.298

Second, observe that the segmentations do not provide the pixel labels. In particular, which of the299

64 clones of CONTOUR is appropriate for each pixel is unknown, and the use of multiple clones300

is required to properly solve the task, since the potentials are only local pairwise connections and301

long-range information is needed.302

3.2.2 Results303

The model is trained using QT. The input and output variables in this case are not randomized, but304

fixed throughout training and testing: the evidence is always the noisy binary image and the target305

is always the noiseless ternary segmentation. We unroll BP for N = 15 layers, use ADAM with306

a learning rate of 10�2 with minibatches of 50 images and run learning for 10 epochs on a single307

Tesla V100 GPU. The temperature parameter is fixed T = 1 throughout learning. We chose these308

parameters simply by looking at the training loss; the amount of training data was so large compared309

with the number of weights that no overfitting was likely. The results of segmentation from noisy test

Figure 5: Test data: noisy input digits and their inferred segmentation by the QT-NN (which is
obtained unrolling the CMRF model).

310
data are shown on Fig. 5 for several example digits. Pixels decoded as CONTOUR, IN, OUT are311

respectively in red, pale blue, and pale yellow. Qualitatively, the recovery looks almost perfect. To312

quantify this, we report the usual segmentation metric of intersection over union (IoU) between the313

estimated and real foreground6, as well as our usual NCE metric in Table 3. For contrast, results with314

a random independent model that assigns pixels to OUT or IN with 0.5 probability are shown too.

Table 3: Results from QT and a random baseline for the CMRF model on the test split of the border
ownership MNIST dataset. QT leads to significant improvements over the other methods for training
the model, while achieving a nearly perfect digit recovery.

Method IOU NCE

QT (OURS) 96.97 0.0398
RANDOM 16.39 1.00

315

5The MNIST dataset can be found at http://yann.lecun.com/exdb/mnist/.
6For the purpose of this metric, we consider foreground those pixels labeled (or estimated) as either IN or

CONTOUR.
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