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Abstract

Inverse problems arise across scientific and engineering domains, where
the goal is to infer hidden parameters or physical fields from indirect and
noisy observations. Classical approaches, such as variational regulariza-
tion and Bayesian inference, provide well–established theoretical founda-
tions for handling ill-posedness. However, these methods often become
computationally restrictive in high-dimensional settings or when the for-
ward model is governed by complex physics.

Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) have recently emerged as
a promising framework for solving inverse problems by embedding phys-
ical laws directly into the training process of neural networks. In this pa-
per, we introduce a new perspective on the Bayesian Physics-Informed
Neural Network (BPINN) framework, extending classical PINNs by ex-
plicitly incorporating training data generation, modeling and measure-
ment uncertainties through Bayesian prior modeling and doing inference
with the posterior laws. Also, as we focus on the inverse problems, we
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call this method BPINN-IP, and we show that the standard PINN formu-
lation naturally appears as its special case corresponding to the Maximum
A Posteriori (MAP) estimate.

This unified formulation allows simultaneous exploitation of physical
constraints, prior knowledge, and data-driven inference, while enabling
uncertainty quantification through posterior distributions. To demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed framework, we consider inverse prob-
lems arising in infrared image processing, including deconvolution and
super-resolution, and present results on both simulated and real indus-
trial data.

Keywords: Inverse problems, Physics-informed neural networks (PINN),
Bayesian PINN (BPINN), Uncertainty quantification (UQ), Infrared
imaging.

1. Introduction

Inverse problems are fundamental in many areas of science and en-
gineering, where the objective is to infer hidden physical quantities from
indirect, noisy, or incomplete observations [1, 2, 3, 4]. Applications include
medical and biological imaging [5, 6], geophysical exploration [7, 8], and
industrial nondestructive evaluation [4].

Traditional approaches to inverse problems rely on analytical formula-
tions, variational regularization, and Bayesian inference [9, 10, 11]. Bayesian
inference is particularly appealing because it explicitly accounts for un-
certainties by modeling the posterior distribution of the unknowns con-
ditioned on observations [12, 11]. However, classical Bayesian methods
such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) or Hamiltonian Monte Carlo
can become computationally prohibitive in high-dimensional contexts or
when the forward operator is governed by complex physics.

Deep learning (DL) and neural networks (NNs) have recently opened
new directions for solving inverse problems [13, 14]. Data-driven archi-
tectures can approximate linear or nonlinear mappings between observa-
tions and unknowns, but they typically require large labeled datasets and
often lack interpretability. Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs)
address these limitations by embedding the governing physical laws as
soft constraints in the loss function, enabling improved generalization and
reduced training data requirements [13, 15].
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This paper advances the PINN paradigm by introducing a new Bayesian
formulation specifically for inverse problems, referred to as a Bayesian
Physics-Informed Neural Network (BPINN-IP). Although the term BPINN
has appeared previously [14], our formulation differs in explicitely formu-
lating the uncertainties in the training data generation or their acquisition,
as well as prior modeling, which result to obtaining a posterior law for the
output of the NN, from which, we can infer on it. In the proposed method-
ology, we begin by describing a probabilistic generative model that charac-
terizes both the training data and the observation model. We then impose
the physical forward operator as a constraint within the Bayesian infer-
ence framework, resulting in posterior distributions over the unknown
physical fields as well as the neural network parameters.

This formulation unifies deterministic PINNs and Bayesian inference:
the classical PINN loss arises as the Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) estima-
tor of the BPINN-IP, while the full BPINN-IP enables both estimates and
uncertainty quantification (UQ). The remainder of this paper details the
proposed probalilistic formulation, demonstrates its performance through
synthetic and real-world infrared imaging examples, and discusses impli-
cations for broader classes of inverse problems.

2. Literature Review and State of the Art in NN, PINN, and BPINN
Methods for Inverse Problems

Inverse problems have been studied extensively using analytical, vari-
ational, and probabilistic approaches. Analytical methods provide exact
solutions but are limited to simple, well-posed configurations [9]. Vari-
ational regularization techniques—such as Tikhonov regularization [10]
and sparsity-promoting priors—are widely used to stabilize ill-posed char-
acter of inverse problems [16], though selecting appropriate regularization
parameters remains challenging, especially in noisy or heterogeneous en-
vironments.

Bayesian inference offers a principled framework for incorporating prior
knowledge and quantifying uncertainties [11]. Sampling-based strategies,
such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [17] and Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo [18], allow exploration of complex posterior distributions but often
suffer from high computational cost. Variational approximate inference
methods provide more scalable approximations, yet may struggle to cap-
ture multimodal or high-dimensional posterior geometries.
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Deep learning has significantly advanced inverse problem-solving ca-
pabilities via its capability of doing fast inference. Convolutional (CNN)
and recurrent neural networks (RNN) learn complex nonlinear mappings
from data [5, 8], but their dependence on large labeled datasets and limited
interpretability can hinder physical consistency. Physics-Informed Neural
Networks (PINNs) address these challenges by incorporating governing
equations as soft constraints in the optimization problem, improving gen-
eralization and reducing data requirements [13].

Recent developments have extended PINNs to Bayesian formulations
(often termed BPINNs), introducing stochastic regularization, probabilis-
tic priors, or approximate posterior inference [14]. While these approaches
are promising, significant gaps remain in terms of training robustness, in-
tegration of forward-model uncertainties, and validation on real-world ex-
perimental datasets.

In this work, we build on these foundations by proposing a new Bayesian
PINN framework specifically tailored for inverse problems, that we call
(BPINN-IP). The method begins with a generative prior model describing
the training data, proceeds with a Bayesian interpretation of the training
process, and incorporates the forward physical model to derive posterior
laws for both the unknown physical quantities and the neural network
parameters. We show explicitly that deterministic PINNs arise as a spe-
cial case corresponding to the MAP solution of the BPINN-IP. The result-
ing framework combines the interpretability and physical consistency of
PINNs with the principled uncertainty quantification of Bayesian infer-
ence, yielding a robust and general methodology applicable to both simu-
lated and experimental scenarios.

3. Proposed Bayesian PINN-IP framework

We start by introducing the proposed Bayesian Physics-Informed Neu-
ral Network for inverse problems (BPINN-IP) framework in a sequence of
five conceptual steps.

1. Forward (generative) model.
We start by assuming a general forward or generative model

g = H( f ) + ϵ, (1)
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where f is the input (unknown), g the output (observed data), H
the forward model, and ϵ the (additive) modeling and measurement
errors. In the linear case, this simplifies to

g = H f + ϵ, (2)

where H is now a matrix. In many imaging inverse problems, f ∈
RN is a vector containing all pixels of the unknown image, and g ∈
RM collects all measured data (which may itself be an image). Thus,
H ∈ RM×N.

In realistic imaging problems, M and N can be very large (e.g. for
images of size m × n, we have M = N = m × n), making it infea-
sible to store the whole matrix H explicitly. Fortunately, practical
algorithms only need the forward operator f 7→ H f and its adjoint
g 7→ HTg, which can often be implemented efficiently without form-
ing explicitely H explicitly.

2. Prior modeling and Bayesian formulation.
We now assign priors p( f ) and p(ϵ). From the latter and the forward
model, we obtain the likelihood p(g| f ). Bayes’ rule then gives the
posterior

p( f |g) = p(g| f ) p( f )
p(g)

, (3)

where p(g| f ) = p(ϵ) with ϵ = g − H f , and

p(g) =
∫

p(g| f ) p( f )d f .

For the class of linear inverse problems g = H f + ϵ with Gaussian
likelihood

p(g| f ) = N (g | H f , vϵ I),

and Gaussian prior

p( f ) = N ( f | f̄ , v f I),

it is well known (and easy to show) that the posterior p( f |g) is also
Gaussian:

p( f |g) = N ( f | f̂ , Σ̂) (4)
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with 
f̂ = [HT H + λI]−1(HTg + λ f̄

)
,

Σ̂ = vϵ [HT H + λI]−1, λ =
vϵ

v f
.

(5)

The mean f̂ corresponds to the classical Tikhonov solution, and Σ̂

quantifies its uncertainty.

3. Neural network surrogate for the inverse map.
Next, we design an appropriate neural network that takes g as input
and outputs an estimate f NN of f . This NN can be viewed as an
approximate inverse or surrogate:

g ⇒ NN (w) ⇒ f NN ,

where w denotes the NN parameters. The crucial task is to choose
an appropriate network architecture: input layer, number and sizes
of hidden layers, output layer, connections, activation functions, and
thus the dimension of the parameter vector w. In many imaging ap-
plications, U-Net-like architectures are particularly convenient, but
the proposed framework is agnostic to the specific choice.

4. Training the NN: supervised and unsupervised cases.
We distinguish two main training scenarios.

• Supervised case. Here, we have a set of training pairs {gTi, f Ti},
where f Ti are reference (ground-truth) images. The training
step estimates the NN parameters ŵ, schematically:

Data
{gTi, f Ti}

⇒ Training step
NN (w) ⇒ ŵ.

• Unsupervised case. Here, only the degraded data {gTi} are
available. Classical NNs cannot handle this situation directly,
whereas the PINN approach, thanks to the physics-informed
part of the loss, can still be trained and yield an estimate ŵ:

Data
{gTi}

⇒ Training step
NN (w) ⇒ ŵ.
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The index i enumerates the samples in the training dataset. At the
end of training, we obtain an estimate ŵ of the NN parameters.
The training step is generally the most computationally demanding
phase and requires careful choice of the optimization criterion and
algorithm.

In standard supervised regression, the loss is the classical output-
error loss

JNN(w) = ∑
i
∥ f NNi(w)− f Ti∥

2,

where f NNi(w) is the NN output for input gTi, and f Ti is the corre-
sponding ground truth. Later, additional terms will be added to this
loss, either for regularization or to enforce physics-informed con-
straints.

After defining the loss, we choose an optimization algorithm, typ-
ically gradient-based (stochastic gradient descent and its variants),
along with hyperparameters such as learning rate, number of itera-
tions, and stopping criteria. Hyperparameter tuning is often neces-
sary to obtain good generalization and to avoid overfitting.

5. Inference and uncertainty quantification. Once the NN has been
trained, we use it to infer f for new data g j:

g j ⇒
Inference step

NN (ŵ) ⇒ f̂ NNj .

The hope is that f̂ NNj is close to the (unknown) ground truth f j, for
example in terms of

∆ = ∥ f̂ NNj − f j∥
2.

Beyond a point estimate, we would like to quantify the uncertainty
of f̂ NNj. The inference step with uncertainty quantification (UQ) can
be summarized as

g j ⇒
Inference step

with UQ
NN (ŵ)

⇒
{

f̂ NNj

Σ̂NNj
,
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where f̂ NNj = E[ f j|g j] is the posterior mean, and Σ̂NNj its covari-

ance. As f ∈ RN is high dimensional, Σ̂NNj ∈ RN×N is even larger,
and in practice we often restrict attention to its diagonal (pixelwise
variances). For imaging problems, one can thus visualize both a
mean image and a variance (or standard deviation) image; examples
will be provided in the Results section.

To go into more detail, we now discuss separately the supervised and
unsupervised cases.

3.1. Supervised training data
We first consider the supervised case, where a labeled training dataset

{gTi, f Ti} is available. The objective is to estimate the NN parameters ŵ
using these paired data:

Data
{gTi, f Ti}

⇒ Supervised Training step
NN (w) ⇒ ŵ .

Inside the supervised training block, the flow of variables can be illus-
trated as

Data
{gTi, f Ti}

⇒ NN (w) ⇒ f NNi ⇒ H ⇒ ĝNNi ,

where f NNi is the NN output corresponding to gTi, and ĝNNi = H f NNi is
the corresponding prediction in the data space.

The main task is to define a criterion J(w) to be minimized in order to
obtain ŵ. In classical NN training, the loss depends only on the discrep-
ancy between NN output f NNi(w) and reference f Ti:

JNN(w) = ∑
i
∥ f Ti − f NNi(w)∥2, (6)

which does not require the forward model H.
In PINN methods, the criterion combines the output error and a physics-

informed term:

JPI(w) = ∑
i
∥ f̄ − f NNi(w)∥2 + λ∥gTi − H f NNi(w)∥2, (7)
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where the first term can represent a data fidelity (or regularization) rela-
tive to some reference f̄ , and the second term enforces consistency with
the forward model. One of the main goals of the proposed methodology
is to show that such criteria (classical NN and physics-informed PINN)
can be recovered as special cases of a more general Bayesian probabilistic
formulation, which we detail next.

• Step 1: probabilistic modeling of the training data. We first fo-
cus on how the training data are generated. This step explicitly ac-
counts for the forward model H and the uncertainties in the data
via a Bayesian approach. We assume that, given the true f i and the
forward model H, the observed data {gTi} are conditionally inde-
pendent:

p({gTi}|{ f i}) = ∏
i

p(gTi| f i), (8)

with, for example, a Gaussian likelihood

p(gTi| f i) = N
(

gTi | H f i, vϵi I
)
. (9)

Similarly, for the reference data { f Ti}, we assume

p({ f Ti}|{ f i}) = ∏
i

p( f Ti| f i), (10)

with
p( f Ti| f i) = N

(
f Ti | f i, v f i I

)
. (11)

Here, vϵi and v f i are the variances governing the data generation
process, encoding both the forward model physics and the measure-
ment uncertainties. The process can be summarized schematically
as

f i ⇒
Physics-based

Generating Data
System

⇒ f Ti ∼ p( f Ti| f i, v f i),

⇒ gTi ∼ p(gTi| f i, vϵi),

where the notation x ∼ p(x) means that x is generated from the
distribution p(x).

We also assign a prior p( f i) to the true f i, for example a Gaussian
prior

p( f i| f̄ , vi) = N ( f i | f̄ , vi I), (12)
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where f̄ is a background (mean) image and vi quantifies the variabil-
ity of f i around f̄ .

• Step 2: posterior of f i given the training data. Using Bayes’ rule,
the posterior distribution of f i given the training data is

p( f i|{gTi, f Ti}) ∝ p(gTi| f i, vϵi) p( f Ti| f i, v f i) p( f i| f̄ , vi). (13)

With the Gaussian models in (9), (11), and (12), we can write

p( f i|{gTi, f Ti}) ∝ exp [−J( f i)] , (14)

where

J( f i) =
1

2vϵi
∥gTi − H f i∥

2 +
1

2v f i
∥ f Ti − f i∥

2 +
1

2vi
∥ f i − f̄∥2. (15)

It follows that the posterior is also Gaussian:

p( f i|{gTi, f Ti}) = N ( f i | f̂ i, Σ̂i), (16)

with the usual linear-Gaussian expressions (here written schemati-
cally as)

f̂ i = [HT H + λi I + µi I]−1(HTgTi + λi f Ti + µi f̄
)
,

Σ̂i = [HT H + λi I + µi I]−1vϵi, λi =
vϵi

v f i
, µi =

vϵi

vi
.

(17)

These relations form the basic building blocks for the proposed BPINN
formulation, both at training and inference stages.

• Step 3: Bayesian modeling of the NN training. We now consider
the training step of the NN, denoting by f NNi(w) the NN output for
input gTi and parameters w. The full flow of variables, from physics-
based data generation through the NN and back to the data space,
is

Generating
Data System ⇒

{
gTi
f Ti

}
⇒ NN(w) ⇒ f NNi ⇒ H ⇒ ĝNNi.
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Focusing on the training step, where the goal is to estimate w, we
introduce the following probabilistic modeling:{

p( f Ti|w) = N
(

f Ti | f NNi(w), v f i I
)
,

p(gTi|w) = N
(

gTi | H f NNi(w), vϵi I
)
.

(18)

Using Bayes’ rule with a prior p(w), we obtain the posterior

p(w|{gTi, f Ti}) ∝ ∏
i

p( f Ti|w) p(gTi|w) p(w), (19)

which can be rewritten as

p(w|{gTi, f Ti}) ∝ exp [−J(w)] , (20)

with

J(w) = ∑
i

1
2v f i
∥ f Ti − f NNi(w)∥2 +

1
2vϵi
∥gTi − H f NNi(w)∥2 − ln p(w).

(21)

We can thus identify three components:

JNN(w) = ∑
i

1
2v f i
∥ f Ti − f NNi(w)∥2, (22)

JPI(w) = ∑
i

1
2vϵi
∥gTi − H f NNi(w)∥2, (23)

and the prior-induced term

JPR(w) = − ln p(w). (24)

In other words, the classical NN loss JNN, the physics-informed loss
JPI , and the regularization via the prior JPR all arise from a single
Bayesian posterior formulation.

The posterior p(w|{gTi, f Ti}) in (20)–(21) can be used to derive either
point estimates of w (e.g. MAP) or to quantify uncertainty in w.
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A useful choice for the prior p(w) is a sparsity-enforcing prior [19],
such as

p(w) ∝ exp
[
−γw∥w∥β

β

]
, (25)

with β ∈ (0, 2]. The special case β = 1 (Laplace prior) is closely
related to dropout techniques, which can be interpreted as a Monte
Carlo approximation to Bayesian inference in NNs. In practice, com-
puting the full posterior analytically is intractable, especially with
nonlinear activation functions, and one typically resorts to approxi-
mate inference (e.g. variational methods or Monte Carlo dropout).

3.2. Unsupervised training data
In the unsupervised case, only the degraded training data {gTi} are

available. Classical supervised NN methods cannot be applied, as there is
no ground truth. This is precisely where the physics-informed PINN/BPINN
framework is particularly valuable. The schematic data flow is

Data
{gTi}

⇒ NN (w) ⇒ f NNi ⇒ H ⇒ ĝNNi.

We can still follow the same Bayesian steps as in the supervised case, with
appropriate modifications.

• Data likelihood. We assume that, given the true f i and the forward
model H, the data {gTi} are conditionally independent and Gaus-
sian:

p({gTi}|{ f i}) = ∏
i
N

(
gTi | H f i, vϵi I

)
∝ exp

[
−∑

i

1
2vϵi
∥gTi − H f i∥

2

]
. (26)

• Prior on f i. We assign a prior p( f i) to encode prior knowledge (e.g.
smoothness or sparsity) about the unknowns. For imaging prob-
lems, a common choice is a Tikhonov, total variation, or generalized
sparsity prior, for example

p( f i) ∝ exp
[
−γ∥D f i∥

β
β

]
, (27)

where D is a finite-difference (or other) operator, and β ∈ (0, 2].
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• Posterior of f i. Using Bayes’ rule, we obtain

p( f i|{gTi}) ∝ exp [−J( f i)] , (28)

with

J( f i) = ∑
i

1
2vϵi
∥gTi − H f i∥

2 + γ∥D f i∥
β
β. (29)

• Posterior over NN parameters w. As in the supervised case, we can
formulate a posterior over w by passing the data through the NN:

p(w|{gTi}) ∝ exp [−J(w)] , (30)

with

J(w) = ∑
i

1
2vϵi
∥gTi − H f NNi(w)∥2 + γw∥w∥βw

βw
, (31)

where the first term enforces physics-based consistency in the data
space, and the second term imposes a prior (e.g. sparsity) on the NN
weights. This posterior can then be used to estimate w and quantify
uncertainty.

In both supervised and unsupervised regimes, the practitioner must
still choose an appropriate NN architecture (depth, number of hidden
units, type of convolutions, etc.) and optimization scheme (learning rate,
batch size, stopping criteria, etc.). These choices make the practical im-
plementation of BPINNs nontrivial and often require substantial exper-
imentation. For a discussion on the choice of NN structures in inverse
problems, we refer to [20, 21].

We summarize the two main steps of the proposed method (training)
and (Inference and UQ), as they have been implemented, in Algorithm 1
and Algorithm 2. One main remark about the UQ, the whole computa-
tion of the posterior covariance is too costly and almost impossible. So,
in Algorithm 2, only an approximate computation of the means and vari-
ances are implemented through simulated based Bayesian inference and
the famous Drop-out technic often used in NNs implementation.
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Algorithm 1 Bayesian Physics-Informed Neural Network for Inverse
Problems (BPINN-IP) training steps.

Require: Forward operator H;
1: Supervised data {gTi, f Ti} or unsupervised data {gTi};
2: Noise variances {vϵi}, (optionally {v f i} in supervised case);
3: Prior hyperparameters (γw, βw) for p(w); learning rate η;
4: Maximum number of iterations K (or stopping criterion).
5: Initialize NN parameters w(0) ∼ p(w)
6: for k = 0, 1, . . . , K− 1 do
7: Sample a mini-batch B ⊂ {1, . . . , NT} of training indices
8: for each i ∈ B do
9: Forward pass in image space: f NNi ← NN(gTi; w(k))

10: Forward pass in data space (physics): ĝNNi ← H f NNi
11: if supervised then
12: Data-fidelity (NN) term:

J(i)NN ←
1

2v f i

∥∥ f Ti − f NNi
∥∥2

13: else
14: J(i)NN ← 0 ▷ no labeled f Ti in unsupervised case
15: end if
16: Physics-informed term:

J(i)PI ←
1

2vϵi

∥∥gTi − ĝNNi
∥∥2

17: end for
18: Prior (regularization) term on NN parameters:

JPR(w(k))← − ln p(w(k)) e.g. JPR(w(k)) = γw
∥∥w(k)∥∥βw

βw

19: Total mini-batch loss:

J(w(k))← ∑
i∈B

(
J(i)NN + J(i)PI

)
+ JPR(w(k))

20: Compute gradient ∇w J(w(k)) by backpropagation
21: Update NN parameters (e.g. gradient descent, Adam):

w(k+1) ← w(k) − η∇w J(w(k))

22: end for
23: Output: trained parameters ŵ = w(K) approximating the posterior

mode (MAP) of p(w | {gTi, f Ti})
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Algorithm 2 BPINN-IP inference and uncertainty quantification (UQ)

Require: Trained NN parameters ŵ (from Algorithm 1);
1: Forward operator H;
2: New observed data g j;
3: Number of Monte Carlo samples T (e.g. T = 20–50).
4: Initialization:

Set t← 1; initialize storage { f (t)NNj}
T
t=1 (and optionally {ĝ(t)

NNj}
T
t=1).

5: for t = 1, . . . , T do
6: Activate stochastic components of NN (e.g. dropout) using ŵ
7: Forward pass in image space:

f (t)NNj ← NN(g j; ŵ, stochastic)

8: Optional forward pass in data space (physics check):

ĝ(t)
NNj ← H f (t)NNj

9: end for
10: Posterior mean estimate (image space):

f̂ NNj ←
1
T

T

∑
t=1

f (t)NNj

11: Posterior variance (pixelwise) estimate:

Σ̂NNj ←
1

T − 1

T

∑
t=1

(
f (t)NNj − f̂ NNj

)
⊙

(
f (t)NNj − f̂ NNj

)
where ⊙ denotes elementwise (Hadamard) product.

12: Optional data-space consistency check:

ĝNNj ←
1
T

T

∑
t=1

ĝ(t)
NNj, and compute ∥g j − ĝNNj∥

2

as a physics-based quality indicator.
13: Output: posterior mean image f̂ NNj and variance (or standard devia-

tion) map Σ̂NNj, which can be visualized as an expected value image and
an uncertainty image.
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4. Application in infrared image processing

We consider two representative applications in infrared (IR) imaging:
(i) infrared image restoration (deblurring), and (ii) infrared image super-
resolution. Both are classical inverse problems in imaging science and
computer vision [22, 23], and both can be written in the general form
g = H f + ϵ with appropriate modeling of the imaging physics.

4.1. Infrared image restoration
In this application, we consider a simplified but representative IR for-

ward model:
g(x, y) = h(x, y) ∗ ϕ( f (x, y)) + ϵ(x, y), (32)

where g(x, y) is the observed IR image, h(x, y) is the point spread function
(PSF) of the imaging system (accounting for heat diffusion in air and the
optical response of the IR camera), f (x, y) is the unknown surface tem-
perature distribution, and ϵ(x, y) represents modeling and measurement
errors.

The nonlinear pointwise mapping ϕ(·) models the combined effects
of: (1) surface emissivity, (2) ambient humidity and temperature, (3) back-
ground radiance, and (4) attenuation due to the distance between the sur-
face and the sensor. More advanced emissivity–radiation models can be
incorporated when available (see [24]).

Figure 1 illustrates these steps: nonlinear emissivity correction, diffu-
sion–convolution, and final IR measurement.

f (x, y)
Emissivity

Environment
effects
ϕ( f )

ϕ(x, y)

Diffusion
Convolution

g = h ∗ ϕ

g(x, y)

Figure 1: Infrared simplified forward model: from left to right. True temperature distri-
bution f (x, y); emissivity and environmental mapping ϕ( f ); diffusion–convolution via
the PSF h; observed IR image g.
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After discretization, the model becomes:

g = HΦ f + ϵ, (33)

where g contains all IR image pixels, H is the 2D convolution operator, Φ

is a diagonal matrix representing the nonlinear emissivity mapping, and
f is the unknown temperature field. We again emphasize that only the
operations f 7→ H f and g 7→ HTg are needed in practical implementation
of the optimization algorithms.

4.2. Infrared image super-resolution
In classical image super-resolution, the forward model is

g = HD f + ϵ, (34)

where f is the high-resolution (HR) image, D is the downsampling oper-
ator, H accounts for optical filtering or sensor blur, and g is the observed
low-resolution (LR) image.

In the IR setting, we incorporate the same emissivity nonlinearity as in
restoration:

g = HDΦ f + ϵ. (35)

Thus, the super-resolution problem can be regarded as the same forward
model as restoration, with an additional downsampling step before final
measurement.

4.3. Implementation details
Because the forward models of restoration and super-resolution differ

only by the presence of D, their BPINN implementations follow nearly
identical steps:

• Generation of synthetic datasets. We generate a training dataset
{ f Ti, gTi} using the forward model (33) or (35). This includes sim-
ulating emissivity variations, PSF convolution, downsampling (for
SR), and controlled noise.

• Neural network architecture. We first validated all components of
the BPINN on a simple fully connected NN with three hidden layers
and ReLU activations. For realistic imaging, we used a U-Net archi-
tecture. More advanced architectures (unrolled networks, operator
decompositions, plug-and-play variants, etc.) may also be employed
depending on the task; see [20, 21] for discussion.
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• Loss functions and optimization. Training follows the Bayesian
framework developed in Section 4, combining

J(w) = JNN(w) + JPI(w) + JPR(w),

with the supervised and unsupervised variants implemented exactly
as described in Algorithms 1 and 2. We use gradient-based optimiza-
tion (Adam) with tuned learning rates.

• Performance monitoring. During training, validation losses, PSNR,
and SSIM are tracked across epochs.

• Model saving and reuse. The optimized parameters ŵ are saved
and reloaded for inference and Monte Carlo dropout–based UQ.

• Evaluation on simulated and real IR data. Finally, trained mod-
els are tested on synthetic datasets and on real industrial IR images
(with controlled emissivity and acquisition conditions).

A Python Jupyter notebook implementing all steps is available and will
be publicly released upon acceptance of the paper.

Figures 2, 3, and 4 show representative examples of the synthetic train-
ing, validation, and test datasets.

Figure 2: Examples of synthetic IR training data. Top: true temperature images f Ti.
Bottom: blurred and noisy observations gTi.
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Figure 3: Examples of validation images used during training. Top: true images; Bottom:
blurred and noisy observations.

Figure 4: Examples of test images. Top: ground truth; Bottom: degraded inputs.
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Figures 5, 6, and 7 show the evolution of the loss functions, PSNR, and
SSIM during training for the NN, PINN, and BPINN, respectively.

Figure 5: Training and validation losses, PSNR, and SSIM for the simple NN model.

Figure 6: Training and validation losses, PSNR, and SSIM for the PINN model.

Figure 7: Training and validation losses, PSNR, and SSIM for the BPINN-IP model.
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Figure 8 displays representative test results comparing NN, PINN, and
BPINN-IP reconstructions for IR image restoration.

Figure 8: Test examples: ground truth, degraded input, and outputs of NN, PINN, and
BPINN-IP models.
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Figure 9 shows the posterior mean and variance images produced by
the BPINN-IP using Monte Carlo dropout (Algorithm 2), illustrating un-
certainty quantification.

Figure 9: BPINN-IP inference results: posterior mean and variance images obtained via
MC-dropout (approximate Bayesian Monte Carlo).

We used Ntrain synthetic images of size 128× 128 for training, and Nval
for validation and Ntest for testing. We simulated two cases, one with great
number of images (512, 128, 128) and one (128, 32, 32) respectively for
Ntrain, Nval and Ntest.

For both restoration and super-resolution, two neural network struc-
tures are used: one a CNN with a small number of layers, and the second
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a more deeper based on UNET. Full implementation details, as well as the
ablation experiments are provided in the supplementary material contain-
ing also the associated notebooks.

Figure 10 shows an example with a real infrared image which is de-
graded artificially and then restored using the three trained models NN,
PINN, BPINN-IP.

Figure 10: A real infrared image (top-left) is degraded (top-midle) and then restored using
the three trained models NN, PINN, BPINN-IP single pass and the mean.

Figure 11 illustrates the results of the trained super-resolution networks
NN, PINN, and BPINN-IP on a real IR image.

Many other examples are given in the supplementary document.
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Figure 11: Results of the trained super-resolution networks NN, PINN, and BPINN-IP on
a real IR imag.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

This work introduced a new Bayesian formulation of Physics-Informed
Neural Networks (BPINNs) for inverse problems (BPINN-IP) with specific
application focus on infrared (IR) image restoration and super-resolution.
The framework unifies classical regularization, Bayesian inference, and
physics-informed deep learning into a single coherent probabilistic model.

From a methodological perspective, the key idea is to explicitly model
the data–generation process using the forward operator H, possibly the
nonlinear emissivity mapping Φ, and the associated measurement uncer-
tainties. This generative viewpoint leads systematically to the Bayesian
posterior distribution of the unknown image f and, simultaneously, to
the posterior distribution of the neural network parameters w. Classical
PINNs naturally emerge as the Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) solution of
the BPINN-IP, while the full Bayesian model provides uncertainty quan-
tification through posterior variances.

Several important observations can be drawn from the results:

• Physical consistency improves reconstruction quality.
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Including the forward operator H in the training loss significantly
stabilizes the inverse mapping, especially in the unsupervised set-
ting where ground-truth images are unavailable.

• The BPINN-IP posterior explains the role of loss terms.
The decomposition

J(w) = JNN(w) + JPI(w) + JPR(w)

appears naturally from Bayes’ theorem. The supervised term JNN
enforces consistency with labeled data, the physics-informed term
JPI enforces fidelity to the forward operator, and the prior term JPR
regularizes the NN parameters. This probabilistic interpretation pro-
vides a precise justification for the structure of PINN losses used in
the literature.

• Bayesian modeling provides principled uncertainty quantification.
By interpreting dropout as an approximate Bayesian sampling method,
BPINN-IPs provide pixelwise variance maps that identify regions of
uncertainty.

• BPINNs perform well on both synthetic and real IR data.
The experiments confirm that the method is also robust to nonlinear
emissivity effects, spatial blur induced by heat diffusion, and mea-
surement noise. The use of a U-Net backbone further improves per-
formance, showing that the BPINN-IP formulation can be combined
with modern architectures.

Overall, the proposed BPINN-IP framework provides a general, inter-
pretable, and computationally efficient methodology for solving inverse
problems governed by physical models. It bridges the gap between clas-
sical Bayesian inference and physics-informed deep learning and offers a
practical way to handle large-scale imaging problems where direct Bayesian
computation is infeasible.

Future directions include:

1. extending the approach to nonlinear partial differential equations,

2. exploring more accurate emissivity–radiation models for IR thermog-
raphy,
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3. incorporating spatially varying PSFs and turbulence effects, and

4. applying BPINNs to multimodal fusion problems combining IR, vis-
ible, and depth measurements.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a new point of view on the Bayesian
Physics-Informed Neural Network (BPINN), specifically focusing on in-
verse problems (BPINN-IP). Even if the generic abbreviation BPINN has
been used before for ODEs and PDEs, there was no sign of PINN and
BPINN for the explicite inverse problems, where the forward model is a
linear one, such as a convolution or super-resolution. Almost all the ex-
isting litterature concerning PINN are for ODEs and PDEs. In this paper,
we focussed on a more general integral linear inverse problems as in equa-
tion [1] or [32], and precisely for the discretized vector-matrix presentation
as in equation [2] or [33].

By integrating Bayesian inference into the PINN structure, we achieved,
not only more robust parameter estimation, but also meaningful uncer-
tainty quantification, which is crucial for some real-world applications
with noisy and incomplete data. Of course, the Bayesian approach has
been used in different ways in NN based methods since many years. See
for example [25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]. However, the proposed Bayesian ap-
proach in PINN is new, as we use a probabilist modeling in the generation
or acquisition of the data set used forthe training using the forward model
and accountion for the errors. In fact the Physics is used both in the train-
ing data set generation, and in training of the NN. The obtained posterior
probabilities can be used for the training part and for the testing or infer-
ence part.

For the application, our specific focus was on infrared image process-
ing tasks like image deconvolution or super-resolution. Through the re-
alistic simulation studies and a few real industrial examples, we demon-
strated that BPINN-IP outperforms traditional methods in robustness and
generalisation property of the trained NN, while reducing reliance on large
labeled datasets. The ability to encode prior knowledge and physical con-
straints directly into the learning process significantly enhances general-
ization capabilities, especially in ill-posed and high-dimensional settings.

Future work will explore extending the BPINN framework to handle
non-linear and dynamic inverse problems, optimizing network architec-
tures for faster convergence, and validating the method on larger and
more complex real-world data sets. With these improvements, we believe
BPINN-IP can become a powerful, practical tool for solving a wide range
of inverse problems across science and engineering.
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