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Abstract Designing an effective electromagnetic inverse-scattering solver requires faithful enforce-
ment of nonlinear full-wave physics together with an expressive prior on the unknown
permittivity contrast. We propose ScoreField, a neural inverse scattering framework that
integrates coupled implicit neural representations (INRs) with a pretrained score-based
generative prior. ScoreField employs two INRs to parameterize the permittivity contrast
and the induced current fields, and jointly optimize them under the Lippmann-Schwinger
equations. In addition to the implicit regularization by the INR architecture, the score
model provides a learned prior gradient on the contrast, which is propagated to the
contrast INR through the chain rule. This formulation enables ScoreField to effectively
handle strong multiple scattering, where nonlinear wave interactions require accurate
modeling of the coupled full-wave physics. We evaluate ScoreField on simulated weak-
and strong-scattering benchmarks, the canonical Austria phantom, and experimental
Fresnel measurements. We note that ScoreField significantly improves reconstruction
fidelity and suppresses artifacts relative to classical full-wave methods and deep learning
baselines, achieving an average PSNR improvement of 1.8 dB over the best competing
method on real Fresnel data.

1 Introduction

Electromagnetic inverse scattering estimates a target’s relative-permittivity contrast from measurements
of its scattered electric field, with applications in optical diffraction tomography, radar imaging, and
microwave biomedical tomography [1-6]. In the weak-scattering regime, Born- or Rytov-type
approximations replace the unknown internal field with a known reference field, yielding nearly linear
computational imaging models [7-10]. Many targets, however, violate this weak-scattering assumption.
For high-contrast or electrically large targets, the wave undergoes multiple scattering inside the target
before reaching the receivers, so the measured scattered field depends nonlinearly on both the target
contrast and the unknown total field. This full-wave regime is governed by the Lippmann-Schwinger
equation, and reconstruction must account for the self-consistent coupling between the target contrast
and total field [11-15].

Recovering the target contrast from scattered-field measurements defines a nonlinear inverse
problem. Because finite and noisy measurements do not uniquely or stably determine the contrast,
practical reconstruction methods solve a regularized optimization problem: a data-fidelity term
enforces agreement between predicted and measured scattered fields, while a regularizer favors
contrast images consistent with prior assumptions. Classical full-wave solvers [14-17] express the
wave physics through induced-current or contrast-source formulations and impose handcrafted
penalties such as sparsity or total variation (TV). These penalties are interpretable and often effective
for piecewise-smooth targets, but they encode generic local structure rather than target-class statistics.
Consequently, they can oversmooth boundaries and textures and leave structured artifacts.
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Figure 1: Conceptual overview of ScoreField. (a) Physical setup of inverse scattering considered in this work. The
target in (, described by contrast f(r), is illuminated with an incident field E™ (red). The resulting scattered
field is measured at receiver locations on I' (blue). (b) Current INR: an illumination-dependent implicit neural
representation (INR) predicts the induced current in the Lippmann-Schwinger equations (2), (4). (c) Contrast
INR: another INR predicts the target contrast and is shared across illuminations. (d) Score-based prior: a
pretrained score model supplies a prior-gradient direction for the target contrast.

Learning-based inverse scattering methods provide richer priors, but they do not yet fully reconcile
learned target-class statistics with full-wave physics. End-to-end networks such as ScaDec [18] learn a
direct map from simulated multiple-scattering data to the reconstructed target contrast and can be
efficient at test time. Their learned inverse maps, however, are usually tied to the training distribution,
acquisition geometry, and scattering regime. Implicit neural representation (INR) methods instead
optimize coordinate-based models for each measurement. This instance-specific formulation is natural
for inverse scattering because two INRs can represent the contrast and the induced current fields,
thereby forming a joint learning problem coupled by the Lippmann-Schwinger equations [19-21]. Yet
the regularization in these methods comes mainly from the neural architecture, coordinate encoding,
and optimizer. It is not an explicit learned prior over plausible target contrasts.

Recently, score-based generative models have emerged as powerful and expressive image priors
to capture complex distributions. The score function estimates the gradient of the log-density of
an image distribution, and offers a principled way to introduce a learned prior without replacing
the physical forward model for imaging inverse problems [22-29]. Motivated by this perspective,
we propose ScoreField, a neural inverse-scattering framework that integrates score-based generative
priors into full-wave reconstruction. As illustrated in Fig. 1, ScoreField optimizes two coupled INRs
for the target contrast and the induced current. We utilize the Lippmann-Schwinger state and data
equations (2) and (4) to enforce measurement consistency, while a pretrained score model supplies a
learned prior direction on the contrast. In this way, the full-wave physics and the learned prior work
together towards more accurate and expressive reconstruction.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

* We formulate a neural inverse scattering framework in which a learned score prior guides the

2



ScoreField Guo et al.

contrast reconstruction while the induced current remains constrained by full-wave physics.

¢ We instantiate this formulation as a practical test-time optimization algorithm with coupled
contrast and current INRs, a full-wave loss, and score-based prior-gradient updates applied to
the target contrast.

* We evaluate ScoreField across strong and weak simulated scattering regimes and experimental
Fresnel data, comparing against classical and learned solvers.

This article substantially extends our preliminary study [30]. Instead of minimizing a loss on the norm
of a pretrained score-model output, ScoreField adopts a more principled formulation to use the score
itself as the prior-gradient direction for the target contrast. ScoreField also conducts systematic studies
on strong- and weak-scattering simulations, real Fresnel data, out-of-distribution targets, broader
baselines, and include robustness and calibration analyses. Across this broader evaluation, ScoreField
improves reconstruction fidelity and reduces artifacts compared to the evaluated classical and learned
baselines.

2 Background

2.1 Nonlinear Diffractive Imaging

We consider two-dimensional nonlinear diffractive imaging in a homogeneous background medium.
Let  C R? denote the bounded sample domain and let I' C R? denote the receiver orbit. The target is
described by its permittivity distribution (), with known background permittivity ;. We define the
dimensionless target contrast

, r e . 1)

€b

Throughout this paper we focus on the absorption-free setting, where the sampled target contrast is
real-valued; the same physical model extends to complex-valued target contrast when absorption is
included. For a monochromatic illumination, let £™"(r), E(r), and E5(r) denote the incident, total,
and scattered electric fields, respectively. Under the scalar time-harmonic model, the total field inside
the target domain satisfies the Lippmann-Schwinger equation [11-15,31]

E(r) = E™(r) + k:g/Qg(r - f(r"E(r') dr', r e, (2)
= J)

where k;, = ko,/€p is the background wavenumber, kg = 27 /) is the free-space wavenumber, and
J(r) £ f(r)E(r) is the induced current density. The two-dimensional outgoing Green’s function is
4
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where H él) is the zero-order Hankel function of the first kind. The scattered field measured at receiver
locations r € I' is the field radiated by the induced current,

E*(r) = k:g/gg(r —rYJ(r') dr’' + e(r), rel, 4)
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where e denotes measurement noise.
Let N be the number of spatial samples in 2, and let M be the number of receiver samples on I'.
Discretizing (2) and (4) for a single illumination gives

E=E"+G1J, (5a)
J=fOE, (5b)
y=SJ+e, (5¢)

where f € R¥ is the discretized contrast, J € C¥ is the discretized induced current, E € CV, E" ¢ CV,
and y € CM represent E, E™, and E*, respectively. The matrix G € CN*XN evaluates the Green’s
function within 0, S € CMxN maps induced currents to the receiver orbit, ©® denotes element-wise
multiplication, and e € CM is additive measurement noise. With multiple illuminations, the same
contrast f is shared across illumination-dependent fields and currents; we use the single-illumination
notation for clarity here.

Substituting the expression of the total field yields a nonlinear forward operator from contrast to
data. For a given contrast f, the induced current J(f) satisfies the fixed-point relation

J(f)=fo (E"+GI(f)), (6)
and the measurement operator is
H(F) £ SI(f), y=H(f)+e. (7)

The inverse problem in (7) is nonlinear due to the dependence of J(f) on f. Born- and Rytov-type
approximations replace the unknown internal field by a fixed field, which is accurate only in weak-
scattering regimes. For high-contrast or electrically large targets, multiple scattering makes this
self-consistent coupling essential [13, 14, 18].

2.2 Bayesian Inference in Inverse Scattering

Equation (7) defines the inverse problem considered in this work: estimate the target contrast f from
scattered-field measurements y using the known nonlinear operator . Finite, noisy measurements
generally do not determine f uniquely or stably, so prior information is needed to regularize the
reconstruction. Bayesian inference combines the full-wave likelihood and the target-contrast prior
through the posterior distribution [32-34]

p(fly) o< p(y | £) p(f). 8)

When the receiver noise follows an i.i.d. Gaussian distribution, and the prior has the form p(f) o
exp{—AR(f)}, the maximum-a-posteriori (MAP) estimate is given by

~ . 1
fvap = arg min {2 ly = H )7, +AR<f)}. ©)
feC

Here C may encode physical constraints such as nonnegativity or bounded contrast. Classical choices
for R include Tikhonov penalties, sparsity-promoting penalties, and total variation (TV), which remain
common in inverse scattering and computational imaging [14, 15,35,36]. Accordingly, TV-regularized
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full-wave solvers such as SEAGLE and CISOR can be interpreted as MAP estimators with edge-
preserving handcrafted priors [14,15]. ScoreField retains the nonlinear Lippmann-Schwinger data
model and replaces the explicit handcrafted penalty with a learned prior direction.

The posterior gradient makes the likelihood-prior separation explicit:

Velogp(f | y) = Velog p(y | £) + Velog p(f). (10)

The first term is determined by the nonlinear scattering model and measured scattered field; the second
term is the score of the target contrast prior. This separation underlies plug-and-play priors [22,37]
and regularization by denoising [23,38], where physics-based data consistency is combined with a
learned image model [39]. ScoreField implements the two terms separately, where the gradients of
the full-wave loss provide the likelihood gradient, and a pretrained score model supplies the prior
gradient for the target contrast.

2.3 Learning-Based Inverse Scattering

Most learning-based inverse-scattering methods either learn a direct reconstruction rule from training
data or optimize a separate model for each measurement. Feed-forward and unrolled networks
learn a map from measurements, or from a physics-informed transform of the measurements, to the
desired contrast image. ScaDec [18] backpropagates multiply scattered measurements into an image-
domain representation and uses a U-Net decoder to recover the scattering potential. DeepNIS [40]
uses a cascade of complex-valued residual CNN modules inspired by iterative nonlinear inverse
scattering. SOM-Net [41] unrolls subspace-based optimization while embedding Lippmann-Schwinger
consistency into the network design. These trained direct-reconstruction models can be efficient at test
time, but the learned inverse map is tied to the training distribution, acquisition geometry, frequency
range, and scattering regime. ScoreField instead optimizes each reconstruction against the measured
full-wave model together with a learned contrast prior.

Instance-specific INR reconstruction optimizes a representation for each measurement rather than
learning a single inverse map. For example, coordinate-based internal learning [42] showed that
a coordinate MLP can be fit directly to a test target or its measurements without paired training
data. More broadly, INRs parameterize images and physical fields as continuous coordinate-to-value
maps, often using sinusoidal activations or Fourier-feature encodings to represent high-frequency
structure [19,20,43,44]. This parameterization is well suited to inverse scattering because the target
contrast is a spatial field and the induced current is an illumination-dependent wave field. Recent
methods such as Imaging Interiors [21] represent both fields with INRs and optimize data and state
losses derived from the Lippmann-Schwinger equations. However, the architectural bias of an INR is
not a distributional prior over scattering objects. ScoreField instead uses a learned score prior on the
target contrast during instance-specific optimization, while the induced current remains constrained
by the full-wave physics.

2.4 Score-Based Generative Priors

Score-based generative models parameterize a family of Gaussian-smoothed image distributions by
learning their score functions. Let & ~ pgata denote a clean image and define its Gaussian perturbation
as

T, = x + o€, e ~N(0,I). (11)
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Denoising score matching (DSM) trains a score model to approximate the score of the smoothed
distribution p, [24-26,45]:
5¢(xo,0) = Vg, logps (o). (12)

Equivalently, let Dy (2, o) be a denoiser trained to predict a clean image from its Gaussian-corrupted
observation. Tweedie’s formula gives the relation [46,47]

Dy(z,0) — 2
o2 ’

Vzlog po(2) = (13)
Thus, a denoiser defines a score model at noise scale . As 0 — 0, p, approaches pqata; under
standard smoothness conditions and wherever pqat, is positive, Vlog p, correspondingly approaches
the clean-image score VIog pqata [45].

In inverse problems, a score model can provide a learned prior gradient while leaving the
measurement model explicit. Diffusion-based inverse solvers condition the reverse process on
measurements or combine score-model updates with explicit data-consistency steps for image
restoration and computational imaging [27,28,48,49]. Scores have also been used to regularize
coordinate-based scene representations; DiffusioNeRF [50], for example, backpropagates score-based
prior updates from rendered RGBD patches to the color and density fields of a neural radiance field [19].
ScoreField generalizes this principle from ray-based rendering to full-wave inverse scattering, where
the physical model is more complex and nonlinear due to multiple scattering. The next section
describes how ScoreField combines the score-model prior update with gradients of the full-wave loss.

3 Proposed Method: ScoreField

ScoreField reconstructs each measurement instance by optimizing two coupled INRs: a contrast INR
for the unknown target contrast and an illumination-dependent current INR for the induced current.
The Lippmann-Schwinger data and state equations define a full-wave loss for the two INRs, while
a frozen score model provides a learned prior-gradient direction for the target contrast. We adopt
the single-illumination notation of Sec. 2; for multiple transmitters, the contrast INR is shared, and
the current INR, data loss, and state loss are evaluated for each transmitter and averaged. Consistent
with the posterior-gradient decomposition in Sec. 2.2, gradients of the full-wave loss provide the
likelihood-gradient term, and the score model propagates the prior gradient to the contrast INR.

3.1 Coupled INR Backbone

ScoreField represents two distinct unknowns: the target contrast and the illumination-dependent
induced current. For the INR inputs, letr,, = (z,,, y,) € [0, 1]? denote the normalized spatial coordinate
of grid point n, and let ty = (t,4,t,¢) € T C [—1,1]* denote the normalized position of transmitter
(. The contrast INR J, : [0,1]2 — R represents the real-valued target contrast and is shared across
illuminations. The current INR jn : 10,12 x T — C represents the complex induced current for each
transmitter. This separation follows the induced-current formulation of the Lippmann-Schwinger
equations and recent INR-based inverse-scattering solvers [14,15,21].

Both INRs are coordinate MLPs with frozen random Fourier-feature (RFF) encodings. Plain
coordinate MLPs are biased toward low-frequency functions, which can blur sharp target-contrast
boundaries and underrepresent oscillatory current patterns [51]. We adopt RFF encodings to expose
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the MLPs to a prescribed range of spatial frequencies [19,20,43]. Let u denote the input coordinate
vector: u = r for the contrast INRand w = [r",¢"]T for the current INR. We encode u as

vB(u) = [sin(Bu + b), cos(Bu + b)], (14)

where each row of B is sampled independently from N (0, 0%1) and every entry of the fixed phase
vector b equals 7/4. We sample B once and freeze both B and b throughout reconstruction. The
resulting sinusoidal basis improves the representation of sharp target-contrast changes and oscillatory
induced currents.

The contrast INR maps a spatial coordinate to a bounded target contrast,

o) = 172 [t tanh (s )], (15)

where @y is an MLP with SiLU activations and fmax is the maximum target contrast. We use SiLU
because its smooth derivative supports stable differentiation through the INR and full-wave loss [52,53].
The shifted tanh maps the unconstrained MLP output into (0, fmax), thereby enforcing the nonnegative
bounded-contrast model used in this paper.

The current INR maps a spatial coordinate r and transmitter coordinate ¢ to a complex induced
current. Let

Uy (s, 1)) = [yr(r;t), ¥yu(r;t)] " € R (16)
We define

~

Jy(rit) = sy (Uyr(r;t) + jiby1(r;t)), (17)

where VU, is a second SiLU MLP and s is a fixed output scale for the current INR. The scale s; is part
of the INR parameterization and is distinct from the state-loss weight A in (22). Evaluating both INRs
on the grid gives the discrete variables used by the full-wave loss:

f9 [ﬁ(rl)v"‘7ﬁ(rN)]T7
3,(t) = [Ty(rist), ..., Jy(ra; )] . (18)

For notational brevity, we write J,, for J, (¢) when a single illumination is under discussion. During
optimization, we query both INRs at perturbed spatial coordinates

Tn =17p+ &ns &n ~ N(OaagI)v (19)

with asmall o,.. Coordinate jitter discourages grid memorization and grid-aligned artifacts by requiring
the INRs to fit a neighborhood of each grid point rather than only the fixed pixel lattice [20,21]. The
coupled INRs therefore parameterize f and J as continuous fields while still producing the discrete
vectors required by the Lippmann-Schwinger solver.

3.2 Physics-Constrained Optimization

The full-wave loss enforces the receiver equation and the induced-current state equation. Given fy and
J,, ScoreField forms the predicted scattered-field measurements and the state-implied current as

y=SJ3,, J=£0(E"+GJ,). (20)
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Figure 2: Visual comparison on simulated FFHQ inverse-scattering data under strong (fmax = 0.05) and weak
(fmax = 1075) scattering. Each image is labelled with its PSNR and SSIM values with respect to the groundtruth.
ScoreField improves facial detail and suppresses artifacts compared to other baselines. In particular, ScoreField
better reconstructs the nose and mouth regions and preserves the rectilinear background patterns.

The normalized data and state losses are
_ 2
M [SJy — Y||z2
_ 2 )
M-t ¥z, + €y
N3, — £ © (B + GI) ;)
N-1 ”fg@EinH?Q +eg .

Ldata (97 7]) = (21a)

ﬁstate(aa 77) = (21b)

The factors M ~! and N ! account for receiver count and grid size. The state loss uses the mean-squared
magnitude of the Born current f) ® E" as its reference scale. We do not normalize by ||J,,||? or T2
because either choice would make the denominator depend on the current INR and would conflate
current rescaling with minimization of the state residual. This normalization follows induced-current
full-wave optimization, where residual magnitudes vary with scattering strength and acquisition
geometry [14,15,21]. For masked receiver geometries, such as the experimental Fresnel data, M counts
the active measurements and L., is evaluated only on those entries.
The full-wave loss combines measurement agreement and state consistency:

['phys(aa 77) = )\y Ldata (97 77) + As Estate(ea 77)7 (22)

where )\, and )\, are fixed weights. The data term constrains the predicted scattered field at the
receivers, and the state term enforces the induced-current fixed-point relation inside 2. The gradients
of Lynys form the likelihood-side term in (25).

An equivalent formulation of (5) could let one INR predict f and another predict the internal
scattered field Eg, giving yp = S[f © (En + E%)]. In this parameterization, both INRs enter the
receiver prediction directly, and the data gradient for either INR depends on the current output of the
other through the product f © Eg; more details can be seen in the supplementary material. Predicting
J instead follows induced-current and contrast-source optimization methods [14,15,21]: y = SJ,, is
linear in the current INR and independent of the contrast INR, while the nonlinear coupling between
target contrast and total field is confined to the state residual inside (2.
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Algorithm 1 ScoreField Reconstruction

Require: y, E", operators G, S, grid {r,})\_,
Require: frozen sy, weights Ay, A, schedules oy, o, physics-only warm-up kwarm
Ensure: f

1: Initialize (6, 7).

2: fork=1,...,K do

3: T < Tn + En.

4: Query fy and J,,.

5: Compute y and J by (20).

6: Compute Lyhys(6,7).

7: (997977) — V(G,n)ﬁphys-

8: if & > kyarm then

9: Normalize f; to f and set q < c(a,)s4(F, o).
10: go < go — O (8f/89) q.
11: end if
12: Update (6, 7) with Adam optimizer.
13: end for

14: return f = £y on {r,}V_,.

3.3 Score-Based Contrast Prior

The score model supplies learned target-contrast statistics as a prior-gradient direction. ScoreField
normalizes the current target-contrast estimate to [—1, 1], denoted by f, and evaluates a pretrained
score model ) )

s54(f,0) = Vilog p, (f), (23)

where p, is the target-contrast distribution smoothed by Gaussian noise of scale o [24-26,45]. The score
is an ascent direction for the smoothed log prior, while the full-wave measurement model remains
explicit [27,28].

The prior-gradient direction must be mapped from normalized image space to contrast-INR
parameter space. Since the optimizer updates 6 rather than pixels directly, ScoreField applies the
adjoint Jacobian of f:

Azcore(k) = Ok (g;) S¢(f,0k). (24)

Here (-)* denotes the adjoint Jacobian. In implementation, the pretrained score model is evaluated
without gradient tracking, and only its output vector is propagated through the contrast-INR Jacobian.
The combined optimizer gradients are

go = VoLpnys(0,n) — AF(k), (25a)

gn = V77£phys(0> 77)- (25b)
Adam applies a descent step to gy, so subtracting A" from the supplied gradient produces ascent in
the learned log prior.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the reconstruction loop. Full-wave-loss gradients update both INRs,
whereas the score-model prior gradient modifies only the contrast-INR update.

9
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Figure 3: Visual comparison on the Austria profile with residual and zoomed boundary views. With a
mismatched prior, ScoreField preserves the ring, disks, and interior void with small residuals concentrated near
target boundaries. ScoreField has the least visible residual and best reconstructs both the sharp boundaries and
the piecewise-constant structure.

3.4 Practical Design Choices

The weights A\, and )\, set the relative importance of measurement agreement and state consistency.
We linearly warm up the learning rate and \,. Because y = SJ,, does not depend on the contrast INR,
starting \s from zero lets the current INR first reduce the scattered-field data loss before the state term
couples the two INRs. We pretrain the score model on target-contrast images normalized to [—1, 1]
and keep it frozen during reconstruction. Let kyarm denote the number of physics-only iterations. For
k < kwarm, the score model is not evaluated, so neither INR receives a score-model prior gradient.
For k > kyarm, ScoreField computes the score-model prior gradient in (24). With m = k — kyarm — 1
denoting the zero-based prior-update index, the noise level and prior weight are

o = max{o0 ()", omin}, = max{aoC(y', min}, (26)

where 0 < (,, (o < 1 are decay factors. The schedules decrease the smoothing scale and prior weight
until their respective lower bounds are reached. The numerical choices of INR size, RFF bandwidth,
warm-up length, and optimization schedules are reported in the supplementary material.

4 Experiments and Results

We evaluate ScoreField in five scenarios that combine three target classes, weak or strong scattering,
and simulated or experimental acquisition geometries. The simulated scenarios comprise FFHQ [54]
target contrasts under strong scattering (fmax = 5 x 1072) and weak scattering (fmax = 1079), together
with the strong-scattering Austria profile; the experimental scenarios are the Fresnel FoamDielExt
and FoamDiellnt measurements. We report peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), structural similarity
(SSIM) [55], multiscale SSIM (MS-SSIM) [56], and learned perceptual image patch similarity (LPIPS) [57];
higher values are better for PSNR, SSIM, and MS-SSIM, whereas lower LPIPS is better. The baselines
span backprojection (BP), first-Born methods with nonnegativity (FB-NN) and TV (FB-TV), full-wave

10
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Table 1: Numerical results on simulated datasets. The best results are highlighted in green , and the second best

are highlighted in orange . ScoreField is the best or second best across all metrics on FFHQ strong, FFHQ weak,

and Austria, except Austria SSIM; for this binary phantom, SSIM is less informative because small boundary
shifts can dominate local-window scores.

Method FFHQ fmax = 0.05 FFHQ fumax = 1 x 107° Austria fmax = 0.05
PSNR{ SSIM{ MS-SSIM{ LPIPS, PSNR{ SSIM{ MS-SSIM{ LPIPS| PSNR{ SSIM{ MS-SSIM{ LPIPS|
BP 651 0009 0100 0869 651 0010 0105 0869 568 0570 0140  0.756
FB-NN 937 0081 0328 089 1454 0271 0811 0773 970 0292 0641  0.606
FB-TV 1196 0290 0398 0473 2408 0695 0933 0253 1029 038 0703 0315
LS-NN 1540 0302 0833 0778 1454 0271 0811 0773 1900 0460 0946  0.187
LS-TV 2438 0710 0939 0242 2408 0695 0933 0253 2640 0926 0998  0.026
LS-DnCNN 2526 0760 0953 0308 2489 0748 0948 0303 2532 0956 0998  0.077
UNet-BP 2474 0750 0941 0193 2501 0.754 0945 0185 2522 0944 0995  0.014

Imaging Interiors 18.77  0.497 0.800 0.637 1721  0.369 0.733 0595 1820 0.662 0.970 0.296
ScoreField (ours) 26.16 0.786 0.960 0.181 25.14 0.754 0.948 0225 29.36 0.888 0.998 0.006

methods with nonnegativity (LS-NN), TV (LS-TV), and a DnCNN denoiser (LS-DnCNN), an INR-
based solver (Imaging Interiors), and an end-to-end supervised method (UNet-BP). Additional visual
comparisons for all baselines are provided in the supplementary material.

4.1 Score-Model Pretraining

Before reconstruction, we pretrain one score model for the FFHQ prior and one for the polygon prior,
then freeze both models. For the strong- and weak-scattering FFHQ experiments, we pretrain the
FFHQ score model on 68,000 target-contrast images and use 1,000 additional images for validation;
after normalization, the same model is used at both contrast scales. The score model is an attention
U-Net based on the guided-diffusion architecture [58] and is trained by denoising score matching so
that s, (2, o) approximates the score of the Gaussian-smoothed target-contrast distribution [24,26,45].
For the Austria and Fresnel experiments, we use the mismatched polygon prior described in Sec. 5.1.
We pretrain its score model on 68,000 unpaired polygon target-contrast images and use 1,000 images
for validation, matching the FFHQ training protocol.

4.2 Results on Simulated Datasets

FFHQ Strong Scattering We first evaluate ScoreField on a strong-scattering FFHQ benchmark
designed to test whether the learned contrast prior can help under nonlinear wave propagation. Each
contrast image occupies an 18cm x 18 cm field of view and is discretized on a 128 x 128 grid in a
homogeneous background with ¢;, = 1. The wavelength is A = 0.84 cm, with 40 transmitters and 360
receiver measurements on a circular array of radius 1.6 m. We add measurement noise at 20 dB input
SNR and scale the contrast to 0 < f < fmax With frmax = 5 x 1072, producing a multiple-scattering
regime in which Born-type linearization is inaccurate. All metrics are averaged over a separate set of
24 held-out FFHQ images.

The paired Born and full-wave baselines in Fig. 2 demonstrate the effectiveness of ScoreField. Full-

11



ScoreField Guo et al.

LS-TV LS-DnCNN Imaging Interiors UNet-BP ScoreField Ground Truth
FoamDielExt J**
1.50
® ® ® ® @ ®
7 0.50
24.56/0.90 24.07/0.90 23.65/0.82 24.68/0.80 27.05/0.92 PSNR/SSIM oo
FoamDiellnt =0
1.50
o ® ® . o O
0.50
25.94/0.89 25.83/0.88 25.40/0.81 24.66/0.78 27.16/0.89 PSNR/SSIM oo

Figure 4: Visual comparison on experimental Fresnel FoamDielExtTM and FoamDiellntTM measurements. Each
row shows one target geometry with the ground truth, classical Born and full-wave reconstructions, learned
baselines, Imaging Interiors, and ScoreField. ScoreField recovers both the foam support and the high-contrast
plastic inclusion with fewer visible artifacts, while LS-TV remains competitive on these piecewise-constant
targets.

wave solvers like LS-TV suppress artifacts by flattening facial texture and fine background structure.
The learned baselines (LS-DnCNN, UNet-BP) produce more plausible faces, with LS-DnCNN restoring
sharper local structure and UNet-BP giving a smooth supervised reconstruction, but UNet-BP requires
paired training data for the same measurement setup and both methods still blur or distort fine
features. Imaging Interiors captures part of the coarse support but leaves interior artifacts and does
not reproduce the natural-image statistics of the face. ScoreField gives the cleanest reconstruction
across facial structure, boundary sharpness, and artifact suppression, including the nose and mouth
regions and the rectilinear background patterns.

Table 1 confirms the same trend quantitatively. In the strong-scattering FFHQ scenario, ScoreField
obtains the highest PSNR, SSIM, and MS-SSIM and the lowest LPIPS. Its PSNR is 0.90 dB above
the second-best LS-DnCNN result and 1.42dB above UNet-BP, while its LPIPS is 0.012 below the
next-best UNet-BP result. These gains across distortion, structural, multiscale, and perceptual metrics
demonstrate the benefit of the score-model prior in full-wave reconstruction.

FFHQ Weak Scattering The weak-scattering FFHQ experiment uses the same geometry, physical
setup, and score model as the strong-scattering experiment, but reduces the contrast scale to fax = 107°.
This setting is close to the linear scattering regime, where the first-Born approximation is accurate
and the distinction between Born-based and full-wave data terms becomes small. This behavior is
visible in Table 1: the first-Born nonnegative and TV baselines (FB-NN, FB-TV) match their full-wave
counterparts (LS-NN, LS-TV) to the reported precision.

The weak-scattering visual comparison in the bottom two rows of Fig. 2 shows a correspondingly
narrower gap among the strongest methods. LS-TV recovers stable low-frequency facial structure but
is still subject to significant piecewise-constant artifacts. Among the learned baselines, LS-DnCNN
gives strong structural fidelity and UNet-BP produces smooth, perceptually plausible faces. ScoreField
remains close to the ground truth while avoiding the most visible artifacts of the unregularized
nonnegative baselines and the limited-representation artifacts seen in Imaging Interiors. The absolute
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PSNR and SSIM values are not higher than in the strong-scattering FFHQ experiment because the
same 20 dB measurement-noise level becomes a dominant error source once the scattering nonlinearity
is removed.

The numerical results in Table 1 reflect this saturation effect. ScoreField obtains the best PSNR
at 25.14dB, improving over UNet-BP by 0.13 dB and over LS-DnCNN by 0.25dB. It also matches
the best SSIM value of 0.754 and the best MS-SSIM value of 0.948. UNet-BP has the lowest LPIPS in
this weak-scattering case, with ScoreField second best. Thus, when the physics is nearly linear and
several baselines are already strong, ScoreField still gives the best distortion and structural scores
while remaining competitive perceptually.

Austria Profile We next test ScoreField on the standard Austria profile, a binary geometry consisting
of a ring and two disks that is widely used as an inverse-scattering phantom. The physical acquisition
is exactly the same as in the FFHQ strong-scattering experiment, with fmax = 5 x 1072. ScoreField
uses the mismatched polygon prior described in Sec. 5.1.

The Austria comparison in Fig. 3 emphasizes geometric fidelity rather than natural-image texture.
Residuals are shown in the second row of Fig. 3. The zoomed 32 x 32 region highlights pixel-level
boundary accuracy around the ring and interior void. The piecewise-constant Austria profile naturally
favors TV regularization, and the TV-based baselines (LS-TV, Imaging Interiors) recover the global
ring-and-disk layout. However, TV-regularized solvers can still thicken boundaries, shift contrast, or
leave artifacts near the holes and disk edges. Learned baselines like LS-DnCNN and UNet-BP either
produce over-smoothed boundaries or arbitrary variations in the contant contrast region. Despite
using a mismatched polygon prior (see details in Sec. 5.1, ScoreField gives the cleanest global shape
and interior void, with residual errors mainly reduced to small boundary shifts visible in the zoomed
view and residual map.

Table 1 shows that ScoreField substantially outperforms the other methods on the Austria profile.
It reaches 29.36 dB PSNR, a 2.96 dB gain over the second-best LS-TV result, obtains the lowest LPIPS
value of 0.006, and matches the best MS-SSIM value of 0.998. Its SSIM is lower than that of LS-DnCNN
and UNet-BP. However, small boundary displacements can reduce local-window SSIM even when
the global support and perceptual error are better preserved. SSIM is therefore less informative than
MS-SSIM and LPIPS in this case, where ScoreField preserves the global support with only a small
number of shifted boundary pixels.

4.3 Results on Experimental Datasets

We evaluate ScoreField on the Institut Fresnel free-space experimental scattering database [59, 60].
We use the TM-polarized FoamDielExt and FoamDielInt measurements, where a plastic cylinder is
placed outside or inside a foam cylinder, respectively. The original database contains multiwavelength
measurements from 2 to 10 GHz; in this work, we use only the 5 GHz measurements, for which
the free-space wavelength is approximately 60 mm. For FoamDielExtTM and FoamDielIntTM, the
acquisition uses 8 illuminations separated by 45°. For each illumination, the measured receivers lie on
a partial circular arc: 241 one-degree-spaced receiver locations are active, with receiver positions near
the transmitter omitted. Our reconstruction operators use the processed 18 cm x 18 cm field of view
on a 128 x 128 grid, the same receiver mask for all methods, and the contrast values 0.45 for foam and
2 for plastic.

Figure 4 compares reconstructions from the experimental Fresnel measurements; the first row
shows FoamDielExtTM, and the second shows FoamDielIntTM. In this case, LS-TV performs well
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Table 2: Numerical results on Fresnel datasets. The best results are highlighted in green , and the second best

are highlighted in orange . ScoreField achieves the best PSNR and MS-SSIM on both Fresnel targets and is

the best or second best on every reported metric; LS-TV remains closest on SSIM and LPIPS for FoamDielInt
because the target is nearly piecewise constant.

Method Fresnel FoamDielExt Fresnel FoamDielInt
PSNRtT SSIMt  MS-SSIMt  LPIPS|, PSNRft SSIMt MS-SSIMt  LPIPS|

BP 15.05 0.744 0.530 0.578 15.21 0.783 0.580 0.526
FB-NN 15.16 0.603 0.570 0.501 15.22 0.692 0.639 0.340
FB-TV 15.33 0.521 0.654 0.444 15.44 0.676 0.683 0.287
LS-NN 22.77 0.721 0.911 0.351 23.21 0.768 0.927 0.248
LSTV 24.56 0.899 0.978 0.156 25.94 0.894 0.975 0.082
LS-DnCNN 24.07 0.892 0.970 0.274 25.83 0.884 0.972 0.240
UNet-BP 24.68 0.799 0.966 0.259 24.66 0.782 0.965 0.289
Imaging Interiors 23.65 0.819 0.950 0.387 25.39 0.808 0.966 0.319
ScoreField (ours) 27.05 0.917 0.987 0.102 27.15 0.892 0.978 0.084

because Fresnel data is piecewise constant and strongly favor TV regularization. However, LS-TV
still shows artifacts such as an erroneous smear between the two cylinders in FoamDielExt. The
learned baselines (LS-DnCNN, UNet-BP) produce plausible supports but show residual contrast
bias or boundary smoothing. Imaging Interiors captures the coarse layout, but its boundaries and
interiors are less consistent across the two targets. ScoreField preserves both the foam cylinder and the
high-contrast plastic inclusion with fewer visible artifacts.

Table 2 shows that ScoreField is the strongest method overall on the experimental data, while LS-TV
remains a competitive baseline because of the piecewise-constant target geometry. On FoamDielExtTM,
ScoreField is the best on all four metrics. Its PSNR is 2.37 dB higher than UNet-BP and 2.49 dB higher
than LS-TV; it also improves LPIPS over LS-TV by 0.054. On FoamDielIntTM, ScoreField outperforms
all other baselines in PSNR and MS-SSIM, improving PSNR over LS-TV by 1.21 dB and over LS-DnCNN
by 1.32dB. LS-TV and ScoreField obtain comparable SSIM and LPIPS on FoamDielIntTM, with only
a 0.002 margin for both metrics. Across the two Fresnel targets, ScoreField consistently exceeds all
baselines in PSNR by more than 1 dB, while remaining effectively tied with the strongest TV result on
perceptual metrics, for which TV is favored by the target class.

5 Robustness and Calibration Analysis

5.1 Prior-Mismatch Robustness

We test whether the learned prior remains useful when its training images differ from the reconstructed
target. Supervised inverse maps can be sensitive to changes in target distribution, acquisition geometry,
noise, or forward physics [61-64]. For feed-forward inverse-scattering methods trained on paired
simulations, such changes can require new measurement-target pairs [18,40,41]. ScoreField instead
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Figure 5: ScoreField reconstruction trajectories for representative simulated and experimental examples. We
show the ScoreField iteration number on top of each intermediate reconstruction. For FFHQ strong, FFHQ
weak, and Austria profile, the early iterations are dominated by the full-wave loss and begin to overfit noise
before score guidance is injected at epoch 3000, guiding the reconstruction toward sharper, higher-contrast
images with fewer artifacts. For the Fresnel experiments, score guidance is injected early at epoch 10, biasing
the initial reconstruction toward the mismatched prior described in Sec. 5.1, while the full-wave loss guides
the reconstruction toward the true distribution. These trajectories show that the learned prior and measured
full-wave data complement each other to improve reconstruction quality.
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pretrains its score model on unpaired target-contrast images and forms the full-wave loss from the
measured scattered field during each reconstruction; the score model therefore does not encode a
fixed inverse map for a particular acquisition geometry.

We test this setting with a deliberately mismatched polygon prior for the Austria and Fresnel
experiments. Each 128 x 128 target-contrast training image contains 1-5 randomly placed geometric
primitives with intensities uniformly sampled from (0, 1]. The primitive type is sampled from circles,
ellipses, rotated rectangles, triangles, and irregular polygons with 3-8 sides. The primitives may
overlap, in which case the later primitive determines the intensity in the overlap. We pretrain the
score model on 68,000 polygon images and validate it on 1,000 images; examples appear in the dashed
box in the bottom row of Fig. 1. This prior is intentionally mismatched: its images can be cluttered,
overlapping, and variable in intensity, whereas the Austria and Fresnel targets contain regular circular
structures with fixed contrasts and no random clutter.

The reconstruction trajectories in Fig. 5 show that the mismatched prior influences but does not
determine the reconstruction. For Austria, the third row gradually settles into a sharp ring-and-
disk geometry. For Fresnel, the fourth and fifth rows first form several overlapping polygon-like
regions; continued minimization of the full-wave loss then moves them toward the measured two-
cylinder geometry. This behavior suggests that the measured data can correct structures favored by
a mismatched prior. By contrast, UNet-BP is trained separately for Austria and Fresnel on paired
polygon simulations but remains more visibly affected by the mismatch in Figs. 3 and 4. The visual
and numerical comparisons above show the same trend: ScoreField uses the unpaired polygon prior
without being fixed to its training distribution.

5.2 Model Calibration

We next provide a complementary view of reconstruction reliability beyond image fidelity alone. In
scientific reconstruction, and especially in inverse scattering, a reconstructed structure may support
downstream physical interpretation, so the model’s nominal confidence should be aligned with
empirical correctness rather than only producing a visually plausible image. This perspective is
closely related to the Bayesian formulation in Sec. 2.2, where uncertainty is part of the posterior
description of the unknown contrast, and to prior work on uncertainty quantification for imaging
inverse problems [65-67]. We therefore include a preliminary calibration analysis for ScoreField as a
diagnostic study to better understand the behavior of the method under stochastic perturbations.

We use Monte Carlo dropout (MCD) and expected calibration error (ECE) as lightweight tools for
this analysis. MCD interprets dropout at test time as an approximate Bayesian ensemble, producing
multiple predictions whose empirical spread can be used as an uncertainty proxy [68]. In this
diagnostic, we enable dropout with probability p in all layers of the contrast INR Jor keep the current
INR Jj7 deterministic, and draw 100 Monte Carlo samples for each of the 24 strong-scattering FFHQ
test images. Calibration is measured by comparing nominal predictive intervals with empirical
coverage: for a calibrated reconstruction ensemble, a central interval with nominal level ¢ should
contain approximately a ¢ fraction of ground-truth pixels. Following calibration practice in deep
learning [68,69] and recent INR uncertainty analysis [70,71], we compute ECE as the average absolute
difference between nominal and observed coverage over levels from 0.05 to 0.95. We also report
ECE-with-delta [70]: we sweep a scalar interval expansion ¢ and record the lowest ECE, separating
the reliability-curve shape from a global scale mismatch in the intervals. Both ECE measures are
nonnegative and lower is better; zero indicates exact agreement between nominal and observed
coverage at the evaluated levels.
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Figure 6: Monte Carlo dropout (MCD) calibration analysis on FFHQ strong scattering. Each point averages
24 test reconstructions with 100 dropout samples per image; marker size indicates the inference dropout
probability p. Moderate dropout around p = 0.04-0.05 gives the best calibration while keeping PSNR close to
the deterministic reconstruction.

Figure 6 shows a clear accuracy—calibration tradeoff on FFHQ strong scattering. The deterministic
ScoreField reconstruction in Table 1 reaches 26.16 dB PSNR, while the MCD mean PSNR decreases
as dropout increases, from 26.13 dB at p = 0.01 to 25.19dB at p = 0.10. At the same time, calibration
initially improves: the mean ECE drops from 0.298 at p = 0.01 to 0.048 at p = 0.05, and the best-delta
ECE drops from 0.181 to about 0.041 around p = 0.04-0.05. Larger dropout then degrades both
reconstruction quality and calibration, with ECE rising to 0.136 at p = 0.10. Thus, for this FFHQ
strong test, the most favorable operating region lies around p = 0.04-0.05, where calibration improves
substantially while PSNR remains within roughly 0.24-0.34 dB of the deterministic reconstruction.
This experiment suggests that ScoreField has a tunable calibration—fidelity tradeoff, allowing it to be
flexibly adapted to different application goals.

6 Conclusion

This paper introduced ScoreField, a score-regularized INR framework for nonlinear inverse scattering.
The central idea is to represent the target contrast and illumination-dependent induced current with
separate INRs, enforce the Lippmann-Schwinger data and state equations through a full-wave loss, and
apply score-model prior-gradient updates to the contrast INR. Experiments on strong and weak FFHQ
scattering, the Austria profile, and experimental Fresnel measurements show that this combination
improves reconstruction fidelity and suppresses artifacts relative to classical and learned solvers.
Future research can extend the reconstruction setting to three-dimensional inverse scattering with
complex-valued target contrasts, or include broader acquisition geometries.
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Supplementary Materials for
ScoreField: Neural Inverse Scattering with Score-Based
Generative Priors

S1 Current and Scattered-Field Parameterizations

ScoreField predicts the induced current J rather than the internal scattered field Eg as its auxiliary
INR. This supplementary section records the algebra behind this choice: the two parameterizations
are physically equivalent, zero initialization in either variable gives the Born approximation, and the
current variable gives a simpler optimization objective.

S1.1 Equivalent physical parameterizations

The induced current and the internal scattered field are equivalent variables for the Lippmann-—
Schwinger model. We suppress the illumination index and define

5 £ E-E" (S1)
The two variables satisfy
*=GJ, J=foO(E"+EY), y=SJ+e (S2)

Thus, one may predict (f,J) and recover E by GJ, or predict (f, Ef) and recover J by f © (E + E).
The two parameterizations have the same zero-residual solutions. In the current parameterization,

y;=8J, r;=J—f0(E"+GJ). (S3)
In the scattered-field parameterization,
ye=S[fo (E"+E¥)], rp=E§-G[fo(E"+EY). (S4)
If r; = 0, then Ef = GJ gives rg = 0 and the same receiver prediction. Conversely, if rr = 0, then
J=f0o (E"+E¥) gives r; = 0 and the same receiver prediction. The choice of J or Eg is therefore a
choice of optimization coordinates, not a change of forward model.

$1.2 Zero auxiliary fields and the Born approximation

Zero initialization in either auxiliary variable gives the first Born prediction for a fixed contrast. Starting

the scattered-field fixed point from E??o = 0 gives

EY' =GEfoE"), y'=SfoEM). (S5)
Starting the current fixed point from J° = 0 gives
JI=feE", EY' =GJ!, y'=sJ. (S6)

These are the same fields after substituting J* = fOE™. They correspond to the first Born approximation,
i.e., the leading term of the Born series before repeated internal scattering is added [1-3].
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Figure S1: Full visual comparison for the simulated FFHQ and Austria experiments. The expanded views show
that ScoreField consistently suppresses structured artifacts on FFHQ and yields the cleanest Austria support
and residual map among the compared methods.
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Figure S2: Full visual comparison for the simulated FFHQ and Austria experiments. The expanded views show
that ScoreField consistently suppresses structured artifacts on FFHQ and yields the cleanest Austria support
and residual map among the compared methods.

S1.3 Why ScoreField predicts current

The current parameterization is cleaner because the data map is linear in the auxiliary field. For

current,
yj=SJ, 0yy =S4J. (57)

Hence the data residual directly constrains the radiating source J, while the contrast f enters through
the state residual ;.
The scattered-field parameterization couples the contrast and auxiliary field inside the data map.
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Figure S3: Full visual comparison for the Fresnel FoamDielExtTM and FoamDielIntTM experiments. ScoreField
provides the most stable two-cylinder reconstructions across the exterior and interior plastic-inclusion settings,
while TV remains strongest among the classical baselines.

Its first variation is .
5yr = S|diag(E™ + Eg)df + diag(f)0E]. (S8)

Thus, the data gradient for each INR is modulated by the current output of the other INR. This
coupling is not erroneous, but it makes the receiver residual less direct for joint INR optimization.
The state residual also favors the current variable. The contrast variations are

o¢ry = —diag(E™ + GJ)of, (S9)
S¢rp = —Gdiag(E™ + E)of. (S10)

The current residual therefore has pointwise contrast dependence. In a least-squares state loss, the
scattered-field residual backpropagates through the adjoint Green operator before reaching f. Note
that predicting J does not linearize inverse scattering; the state equation remains nonlinear in (f, J). It
only separates the linear radiation map from the local coupling between target contrast and total field,
which matches induced-current and contrast-source optimization methods [4-6].

S2 ScoreField Hyperparameters

We use two INRs with SiLU activations and RFF to predict contrast and induced current, as described
in the main paper. Unless otherwise noted, we use a contrast INR with depth 6, width 128, and 2048
RFF features, and a current INR with depth 6, width 256, and 4096 RFF features.

For FFHQ strong and Austria, we optimize ScoreField with RFF bandwidth 100, data weight
A\y=1.0, and state weight \;=0.3. We run Adam for 10,000 iterations with learning rate 5x10~* and
linearly warm up the learning rate and A during the first 1000 iterations. The score model is not
evaluated during the first 3000 iterations. Thereafter, we apply the score-model prior gradient with
constant weight o, =5x 10~7 and decay o}, from 0¢p=80.0 to o min=0.05 using (,=0.999. For FFHQ weak
scattering, we instead use learning rate 3x10~2 and state weight A\;=10.0, warm both quantities up for
200 iterations, and set ay;=2.0x1019.

The Fresnel runs use a smaller RFF configuration, with 512 contrast RFF features, 2048 current
RFF features, and RFF bandwidth 30. We optimize each reconstruction for 1500 Adam iterations with
learning rate 107, using a 50-iteration learning-rate warm-up. We set A\,=1.0 and \;=2.0, with a
200-iteration warm-up for ;. The score model is not evaluated during the first 10 iterations. Thereafter,
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the prior weight decays from cop=2.0x 10~ to amin=3.0x107° using (,=0.998, and the noise scale
decays from 0p=80.0 to omin=0.5 using (,=0.995.

S3 Baseline Implementation Details

All baseline hyperparameters are fine-tuned with the same images used to tune ScoreField. For
the FFHQ experiments, we tune FFHQ strong and FFHQ weak separately on three FFHQ images
that are excluded from the 24-image test set. The Austria profile uses the same hyperparameters
selected for FFHQ strong for every method, except for UNet-BP, which is retrained for the changed
target distribution. For the Fresnel experiments, we jointly tune all methods on FoamDielExtTM and
FoamDielIntTM.

Back Projection (BP). We compute

przére{ZE;"@sffyi}, (S11)

7

where i is the illumination index, the overline denotes complex conjugation, and S is the Hermitian
adjoint of the discrete receiver Green’s operator for that illumination. We keep the real part R{-} since
contrast is real-valued.

First Born + Non-Negativity (FB-NN). We use the accelerated proximal-gradient update

v = sk — YV D(sy), (S12a)

fir1 = proxyg(vg), (512b)
14 /1+48F

1= ——5 (S12¢)
tr—1

Sk1 = frq1 + (fer1 — fr)- (512d)

k
trt1
where 7 is the stepsize. FB-NN minimizes the first-Born least-squares objective
1 in
D(f) = S |ly - S(E o EM)|E, (513)

with the nonnegative projection R = t¢>¢. Thus, the proximal step in (S12b) is simply ;.11 = max(vy, 0).
We run FB-NN for 100 iterations.

First Born + Total Variation (FB-TV). FB-TV uses the same first-Born data term as FB-NN, but
replaces the nonnegativity regularizer with TV and bound constraints, R(f) = 7 TV(f) + ¢ (f), where
C={f:0< f, <fmax, n=1,...,N}. The TV weight is parameterized as 7 = m - 5||y||¢,. For FFHQ
strong and weak, we separately sweep

m e {1077,3x1077,1075,3x107%,1075,
3x107°,107%,3x107%,1073}

and select m = 10~ for both setups. For Fresnel, we use the same grid and select m = 3x107%. We
run FB-TV for 100 iterations.



Lippmann-Schwinger + Non-Negativity (LS-NN). LS-NN uses the full-wave data term [5]
1
D(f) = 5lly = HE)IZ, (S14)

where H evaluates the Lippmann-Schwinger forward model by solving for the total field. We use the
same nonnegative projection used by FB-NN for the proximal step, and run LS-NN for 100 iterations.

Lippmann-Schwinger + Total Variation (LS-TV). LS-TV combines the full-wave data term with the
TV proximal step [4,5]. The update is (512) with D in (S14) and R(f) = 7 TV(f) + «c(f). We sweep
over the same TV grid m, and select m = 10~° for FFHQ strong and weak, and m = 3x 10~ for the
jointly tuned Fresnel pair. We run LS-TV for 100 iterations.

Lippmann-Schwinger + Denoiser (LS-DnCNN). To the best of our knowledge, there is currently
no standard plug-and-play inverse-scattering baseline that combines a learned denoiser with the
full-wave Lippmann-Schwinger solver [7]. We therefore implement LS-DnCNN by replacing the
proximal step in (S12b) with a pretrained DnCNN denoiser [8-10] within the same full-wave data
term used by LS-NN and LS-TV. We normalize the contrast image range to [0, 1] before denoising
and rescale the denoised image back to the physical contrast range. We sweep over the grid
v € {2,5, 10, 20,40, 80, 150, 300, 500, 800, 1000} and denoiser noiselevel o € {1,2,3,4,5,7,8,10,12,15},
selecting v = 500 and o = 4 for FFHQ strong and weak, and v = 40 and o = 10 for the Fresnel pair.
We run LS-DnCNN for 100 iterations.

Imaging Interiors. We adapt the official Imaging Interiors method [6] to our physical setup.
Importantly, the original implementation explicitly forms the dense domain Green’s matrix ®mat €
CN*N and applies the internal field interaction as ®m,tJ. This is reasonable under a 64 x 64 grid
discretization, but becomes computationally infeasible at 128 x 128 since ®m,: would contain (128%)?
entries. We replace the dense multiplication with FFT convolution using the same domain Green’s
kernel. We validate our implementation on a 64 x 64 Austria profile using the original physical setup and
reproduce the published Imaging Interiors behavior. We then tune the learning rate € {5.0 x 1074, 8.0 x
1074,1.0 x 1073,2.0 x 1073, 5.0 x 1073}, current scale € 1.0 x {1072,1078,10-7,1076,107°,104,1073},
TV weight € {0.0,1.0 x 107°,1.0 x 107%,1.0 x 1073}, and positional encoding bandwidth € {10, 15,20}
on the same validation images used for the other baselines. We set sample_perturb= —1 to match the
original relative coordinate perturbation to each physical field of view.

UNet + Back Projection (UNet-BP). UNet-BP follows the ScaDec pipeline [11], where a fixed
incident-field backprojection produces a two-channel real/imaginary input, and a U-Net decoder
predicts the contrast. We reimplement ScaDec in PyTorch and preserve its network structure. Because
the supervised map is tied to the physical setup, we train four separate models for FFHQ strong, FFHQ
weak, Austria, and Fresnel. The two FFHQ models are trained on 68,000 FFHQ backprojected images
generated with the corresponding scattering strength; the Austria and Fresnel models are trained
on 68,000 backprojected mismatched polygon images described in the main paper’s prior-mismatch
robustness analysis and generated with the corresponding physical setup. We use 1,000 validation
images and train each model for 1000 epochs. For each training run, we use a batch size of 24 and tune
over the coarse grid learning rate € {2.0 x 1074,5.0 x 1074, 1.0 x 1073}, dropout € {0.2,0.25,0.3} and
select the best checkpoint with early stopping.
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