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PolarGS: Polarimetric Cues for Ambiguity-Free Gaussian Splatting

with Accurate Geometry Recovery
Bo Guo, Sijia Wen, Member, IEEE, Yifan Zhao, Member, IEEE, Jia Li, Senior Member, IEEE, Zhiming Zheng

Abstract—Recent advances in surface reconstruction for 3D
Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) have enabled remarkable geometric
accuracy. However, their performance degrades in photomet-
rically ambiguous regions such as reflective and textureless
surfaces, where unreliable cues disrupt photometric consistency
and hinder accurate geometry estimation. Reflected light is often
partially polarized in a manner that reveals surface orientation,
making polarization an optic complement to photometric cues in
resolving such ambiguities. Therefore, we propose PolarGS, an
optics-aware extension of RGB-based 3DGS that leverages po-
larization as an optical prior to resolve photometric ambiguities
and enhance reconstruction accuracy. Specifically, we introduce
two complementary modules: a polarization-guided photometric
correction strategy, which ensures photometric consistency by
identifying reflective regions via the Degree of Linear Polarization
(DoLP) and refining reflective Gaussians with Color Refinement
Maps; and a polarization-enhanced Gaussian densification mech-
anism for textureless area geometry recovery, which integrates
both Angle and Degree of Linear Polarization (A/DoLP) into a
PatchMatch-based depth completion process. This enables the
back-projection and fusion of new Gaussians, leading to more
complete reconstruction. PolarGS is framework-agnostic and
achieves superior geometric accuracy compared to state-of-the-
art methods.

Index Terms—3D reconstruction, Gaussian splatting, polariza-
tion, surface reconstruction.

I. INTRODUCTION

THREE dimensional reconstruction from images is a fun-
damental problem at the intersection of computer vision

and graphics. Recently, surface reconstruction for 3D Gaussian
Splatting (3DGS [1]) has attracted significant attention as a
promising solution. Building on the compact and differentiable
Gaussian representation, recent methods [2]–[6] aim to extract
accurate explicit surfaces. However, precise geometry recov-
ery remains challenging in photometrically ambiguous re-
gions, potentially limiting geometry-related applications such
as robotics, 3D modeling, and animation.

Specifically, such regions, where photometric cues are either
view-dependent or insufficient, pose two major challenges.
1) In regions with view-dependent reflections, those methods
often produce incomplete meshes, as Gaussian primitives tend
to hallucinate highlights rather than representing the actual
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Fig. 1: Comparison on NeISF dataset [7] between standalone
3DGS [1], PGSR [5] and PGSR plugged in with our method.
Our method not only produces faithful geometry in photomet-
rically ambiguous regions, but can also serve as a plug-and-
play module to improve 3DGS-based surface reconstruction
pipelines.

surface. Moreover, reflections often span multiple neighbor-
ing views, multi-view photometric cues become inadequate
for precise reconstruction. 2) Additionally, relying solely on
photometric cues makes them highly sensitive to Gaussian
initialization and densification, often resulting inaccurate in
textureless areas. These challenges amplify the inconsisten-
cies between rendering and geometry, ultimately limiting the
accuracy and completeness of reconstructed surfaces.

Motivated by the unique ability of polarization to disen-
tangle reflectance effects from geometry and reveal surface
orientation, we propose PolarGS, a lightweight, optics-aware
extension to RGB-based 3DGS that leverages polarization
as an optical prior to resolve photometric ambiguities and
enhance reconstruction accuracy. Unlike conventional RGB-
based methods that suffer from view-dependent or insufficient
photometric cues, PolarGS leverages polarization to recover
reliable geometric cues.

To address photometric ambiguities, we introduce a
polarization-guided photometric correction strategy that first
localizes reflective regions via the Degree of Linear Polar-
ization (DoLP) and progressively refine reflective Gaussians.
Specifically, we construct a Polarimetric Reference Intensity
(PRI) that captures the relative diffuse component to serve as
a propagation reference for color correction. Based on this, we
design Color Refinement Maps (CRMs) based on reflectance
properties to approximate the latent diffuse appearance. CRMs
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supervise the optimization of reflective Gaussians through a
reflective-aware loss, resolving photometric ambiguities and
ensuring geometry recovery under challenging lighting condi-
tions.

To recover geometry lost due to ambiguous photometric
cues, we further propose a polarization-enhanced Gaussian
densification mechanism. Starting from initial hypotheses de-
rived from 3DGS-rendered geometry and Angle of Linear
Polarization (AoLP)-inferred normals, we introduce an az-
imuth consistency score into the PatchMatch algorithm to
select hypotheses that closely match the true surface orienta-
tion represented by polarization. Additionally, a normal-depth
alignment is designed to encourage the transfer of accurate
surface normal into depth. These scores are integrated into
an iterative PatchMatch loop, producing complete depth maps
that are back-projected to generate and fuse new Gaussians in
previously missing regions.

Overall, PolarGS can serve as a general plug-in module
to existing 3DGS-based methods, enabling faithful geometry
reconstruction where vanilla approaches typically fail. In sum-
mary, we make the following contributions:

• We propose PolarGS, a portable framework which en-
hances geometry reconstruction in photometrically am-
biguous regions, using polarization-guided photometric
correction to supervise Gaussian optimization.

• We introduce a polarization-enhanced Gaussian densifi-
cation strategy that incorporates AoLP/DoLP priors into
PatchMatch depth propagation, enabling the generation
and fusion of new Gaussians in geometry missing areas.

• Extensive experiments on both synthetic and real-world
datasets demonstrate that PolarGS outperforms state-of-
the-art methods in geometric accuracy.

II. RELATED WORK

A. 3D Representations and Reconstruction

Multi-view 3D scene reconstruction has long been a signif-
icant topic in the field of computer vision. Early works, such
as structure-from-motion [8]–[10] and multi-view stereo [11]–
[13], provided foundational frameworks for estimating 3D ge-
ometry from calibrated image collections. However, their limi-
tations in handling high-quality novel-view synthesis prompted
advances like Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF [14]), which
employ multilayer perceptrons to map spatial coordinates to
color and density, enabling photorealistic novel-view syn-
thesis and geometry extraction via the Marching Cubes al-
gorithm [15]. Further developments [16]–[19] incorporated
signed distance functions (SDFs) into neural-based models, fa-
cilitating more accurate surface extraction from neural implicit
fields. Recently, transformer-based architectures VGGt [20], a
visual geometry grounded transformer trained on large-scale
multi-view datasets, unifies geometric reasoning and multi-
view correspondence learning within a single model. Despite
these advances, NeRF- and transformer-based methods remain
resource-intensive and struggle in reflective or textureless
areas. In contrast, our PolarGS leverages efficient Gaussian
representation with polarimetric priors to resolve photometric
ambiguities, achieving accurate and efficient reconstruction.

B. Surface Reconstruction with Gaussians

3DGS represents scenes with learnable 3D Gaussians,
achieving real-time rendering but facing challenges in accurate
mesh extraction and geometry recovery. Recently, various
works have explored 3DGS-based surface reconstruction to
bridge the gap between point-based and mesh-based rep-
resentations. SuGaR [2] introduces a regularizer to align
the 3D Gaussians with underlying surfaces and employs
screened Poisson reconstruction for mesh extraction. Similarly,
NeuSG [21] incorporates a scale regularizer, allowing the
3D Gaussians to become extremely thin and surface-aligned.
2DGS [3] introduces a surfel-like Gaussian representation and
applies truncated signed distance function (TSDF) fusion to
recover fine-grained geometry, while Gaussian Opacity Fields
(GOF) [4] establish a Gaussian opacity field over tetrahedral
grids for unbounded scene reconstruction. PGSR [5] proposes
unbiased depth rendering to enhance surface fidelity, and
MILo [22] introduces a differentiable framework that directly
extracts meshes from 3D Gaussians, ensuring consistency
between volumetric and surface representations.

More recent methods focus on adaptive meshing and geom-
etry refinement. GS2Mesh [6] reconstructs meshes from novel
stereo views, MeshGS [23] aligns anisotropic Gaussians to
local geometry, and AGS-Mesh [24] adapts Gaussian splatting
for robust indoor reconstruction. GBR [25] jointly optimizes
geometry and appearance through generative refinement, while
GS-2M [26] unifies mesh reconstruction and material de-
composition. Despite these advancements, existing 3DGS-
based surface reconstruction methods still face limitations in
handling photometric ambiguities. To address this, we pro-
pose PolarGS, which introduces polarimetric priors to resolve
photometric and geometric ambiguities in an optical manner
and can be seamlessly integrated into existing Gaussian-based
reconstruction pipelines.

C. Shape from Polarization

Shape from Polarization (SfP) has been studied for years
due to its natural advantages in revealing surface orientation.
Traditional works [27]–[31] rely on specific object materials
and known light sources. For instance, [27] apply a diffuse po-
larization model while [32], [33] consider a specular polariza-
tion model. With the rise of learning-based approaches, several
works have attempted to overcome the strict assumptions of
classical SfP. Ba et al. [34] proposed a deep SfP network that
learns to recover surface normals from polarization cues under
diverse materials, bridging the gap between physical priors and
data-driven learning. Lei et al. [35] extended SfP to complex
real-world scenes, demonstrating robust geometry recovery
under uncontrolled illumination and mixed reflectance. More
recently, Wang et al. [36] introduced a physical prior-based
deep fusion network to handle ambiguous surface normals,
integrating polarization physics with deep priors for better
disambiguation. Similarly, Tiwari and Raman [37] proposed
SS-SfP, a neural inverse-rendering framework that jointly rea-
sons about mixed polarization reflections in a self-supervised
manner, avoiding the need for labeled ground truth. In ad-
dition, Lyu et al. [38] introduced SfPUEL, which estimates



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 18, NO. 9, SEPTEMBER 2020 3

ee

Photometric Correction

PRI Map

Idiff

Ichro

Optimization

Densification

TSDF Fusion

A/DoLP

Rendered

Project & Fuse

Hypothesize

Existed
New

Losses
α-Blend

Gaussians

s0

s0

Guide

Depth

NormalPolar Cams Final Mesh

Fig. 2: Overview of PolarGS. First, we preprocess polarized images to extract the s0 vector to initialize a Gaussian point
cloud and compute the Polarimetric Reference Intensity (PRI). Based on PRI, we generate Color Refinement Maps (CRMs,
i.e. Idiff and Ichro). During polar-guided photometric correction stage, we localize reflective regions and optimize reflective
Gaussians using reflective-aware loss function supervised by CRMs. During polar-enhanced Gaussian densification, we
integrate A/DoLP cues into the PatchMatch algorithm to predict depth maps, which are then back-projected into 3D space to
generate new Gaussians. Finally, we apply TSDF fusion to rendered depth maps by α-blending for mesh extraction. It should
be noted that PolarGS is compatible with various mesh extraction strategies and can be integrated into existing pipelines.

shape from polarization under unknown environment light by
jointly reasoning about material and illumination, enhancing
robustness to real-world conditions.

Meanwhile, polarization has also been incorporated into
neural rendering frameworks. PANDORA [39] introduces a
polarimetric neural inverse rendering framework that jointly
reconstructs geometry and decomposes diffuse and specular
components from multi-view polarization images. GNeRP [40]
extends NeRF-based surface learning to reflective scenes
by introducing a Gaussian-based normal representation in
SDF fields, supervised with polarization priors. NeRSP [41]
targets reflective surface reconstruction under sparse views.
PISR [42] improves orthographic projection via a perspective
polarimetric constraint. [43] introduces a view-dependent
physical representation to better model reflective properties,
combined with a detection algorithm and optimization based
on ray tracing and polarization, achieving high-quality surface
reconstruction in both real and synthetic scenes. NeISF [7] is
the first neural rendering work that supports pBRDF decom-
position modeling multi-bounce polarized light paths but is
limited to opaque and dielectric materials. To address this gap,
NeISF++ [44] introduces a unified pBRDF for both dielectrics
and conductors, together with a geometry initialization strategy
based on DoLP images that is robust to specular reflection.
Wanaset et al. [45] extended polarization-based reconstruction
to multi-view neural fields, enabling view-consistent geometry
estimation across multiple polarized observations. Compared
with prior methods, the proposed PolarGS framework incorpo-
rates polarization cues into the Gaussian Splatting representa-
tion, without strictly depending on specific assumptions about

object materials or reflectance properties.

III. PRELIMINARY

A. Polarization

Polarization imaging provides critical cues for surface ge-
ometry reconstruction. A polarization camera records polar-
ized intensities Iθ at different angles θ, which can be expressed
by the Stokes vector [46]:

s = (s0, s1, s2, s3)
⊤, (1)

where s0 represents total intensity, and s1, s2 correspond to
linear polarization components, the circularly polarized light
component(s3) is not considered in this work.

Using the Stokes vector, AoLP and DoLP are defined as:

ϕ =
1

2
arctan(

s2
s1

), ρ =

√
s21 + s22
s0

. (2)

AoLP is related to the azimuth angle φ of surface normal.
DoLP represents the proportion of linearly polarized light in-
tensity to the total light intensity. However, according to [27],
ambiguities arise due to material properties and reflection
types, including π/2-ambiguity (diffuse vs. specular reflection)
and π-ambiguity (azimuth angle flip).

B. 3D Gaussian Splatting

3DGS represents a scene using a set of explicit 3D Gaussian
points. Each 3D Gaussian is defined as:

G(x) = exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ)⊤Σ−1(x− µ)

)
, (3)



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 18, NO. 9, SEPTEMBER 2020 4

where µ and Σ denote the central position and covariance
matrix, respectively. Here, Σ is the product of a scaling matrix
S and a rotation matrix R, which are derived from a quaternion
r and a scale factor s.

For novel view rendering, 3D Gaussians are projected
onto a 2D image plane based on elliptical weighted average
(EWA [47]): Σ′ = JWΣWTJT , where W and J denote the
viewing transformation matrix and the Jacobian for an affine
approximation of projective transformation, respectively. For
each pixel, the final color is derived by combining N sorted
Gaussians using point-based alpha-blending:

C =
∑
i∈N

Tiαici, Ti =

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj), (4)

where αi is calculated from Σ′ and the opacity o of each
Gaussian, and color ci is derived from the spherical harmonic
function and the viewing direction. We use spherical harmon-
ics to represent multi-view as 3DGS.

In addition to smooth color rendering, Eq.(2) is also applied
to render depth and normal for shapes:

{D,N} =
∑
i∈N

Tiαi{di, ni}. (5)

We evaluate the normal orientation as the shortest axis of
Gaussians.

IV. METHOD

Given multi-view calibrated polarized images, our goal is
to reconstruct accurate surface for 3DGS in photometrically
ambiguous regions. To this end, we propose PolarGS, a
polarization-enhanced 3DGS framework as shown in Fig. 2.
We refine reflective Gaussians using polarization-guided Gaus-
sian photometric correction, and recover missing geometry
through polarization-enhanced Gaussian densification strategy.
Finally, we extract surfaces via TSDF fusion. It should be
noted that PolarGS is compatible with various mesh extrac-
tion strategies and can be seamlessly integrated into existing
pipelines.

A. Polar-Guided Gaussian Photometric Correction

Vanilla 3DGS is optimized using color images, but in pho-
tometric ambiguous regions, these cues can mislead Gaussians
to overfit view-dependent highlights, leading to geometric
inaccuracies. To address this, we propose a polarization-guided
photometric correction strategy to stabilize Gaussian opti-
mization. We first localize specular and overexposed regions,
and construct polarization-aided Color Refinement Maps
(CRMs) to guide Gaussian color correction. Specifically, we
generate a diffuse map Idiff for specular highlights and
a chromaticity map Ichro for overexposure. Both maps are
derived from a Polarimetric Reference Intensity (PRI),
serving as a reference for propagating reliable diffuse color
into photometrically ambiguous areas.

1) Reflective regions localization: Since DoLP represents
the proportion of polarized light in the total intensity, we use it
as a physically grounded cue for identifying reflective regions.
Based on empirical analysis and statistical calculations, we
localize such regions as follows. Specular areas: high DoLP
(0.3∼1) and high color intensity (160∼255), indicating strong
polarized reflections from smooth surfaces. Overexposed ar-
eas: low DoLP (0∼0.1) and high intensity (160∼255), sug-
gesting light saturation. The localization is illustrated in Fig. 3
with red and blue boxes.

2) Polarimetric Reference Intensity: We first design a Po-
larimetric Reference Intensity (PRI) Ipri that estimates the
relative diffuse component across spectral channels: Ipri =
ρd(Dmax − Dmin), where ρd is the diffuse reflection coef-
ficient, and Dmax and Dmin are the max and min values of
diffuse reflections. It is known that specular reflection happens
at a specific angle, preserving the wavelength λ (color) and
intensity of the incident light. Therefore, the max and min
values of specular reflection (Smax and Smin) are equal across
the spectrum. Thus, PRI is calculated as:

Ipri = (ρdDmax + ρsSmax)− (ρdDmin + ρsSmin) (6)

where ρs is the specular reflection coefficient.
Considering the dichromatic reflection model [48] which

describes the total reflected light as a combination of diffuse
and specular components (Iλ = ρdDλ + ρsSλ), Ipri can be
recomposed and simplified as:

Ipri = max Iλ −min Iλ

≈ max(Ir, Ig, Ib)−min(Ir, Ig, Ib),
(7)

where Iλ denotes the intensities across all wavelengths, and
Ir, Ig, Ib denote the red, green, and blue channels of four
polarized RGB images, we approximate the intensities to 3
channels to simplify the computation. Ipri is obtained as the
weighted average of four angle Ipri values. By doing so, we
can evaluate diffuse components via polarized RGB images
rather than complex properties decomposition.

3) Color Refinement Maps: We construct Color Refinement
Maps (CRMs) for specular highlights and over-exposure as:

Idiff =
s0 − (Imax − Imin)

2
, (8)

Ichro = ρd ·
Iprop∑

λ Iprop + Idiff
, (9)

where Iprop denotes the propagated diffuse color, estimated
by transferring Idiff from non-reflective regions with similar
PRI values, and Idiff is the average of Idiff across the
RGB channels. Specifically, we assume that if a reflective
pixel and a surrounding non-reflective pixel have similar PRI
values (Mahalanobis distance < 0.8), their underlying diffuse
colors are also close, allowing the reliable propagation of
Idiff into photometrically ambiguous regions. Unlike Wen
et al. [49], whose formulation is optimized for dark and
controlled settings, our CRMS are designed for diverse real-
world lighting conditions.

(b) and (c) in Fig. 3 illustrate the effectiveness of CRMs.
Note that Idiff and Ichro are applied only to their correspond-
ing reflective regions (blue and red boxes); otherwise, CRMs
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Fig. 3: CRMs and Rendered Image. Guided by the CRMs in
(b) and (c), the specular highlights in the original input (a), are
effectively eliminated in the 3DGS-rendered image (d). Blue
and red rectangles denote specular and overexposed regions,
respectively.

may fail in areas like the hollow black spot in (c), where the
underlying light assumptions are different.

4) Photometric correction for reflective Gaussians: During
Gaussian optimization, we introduce a reflective-aware loss to
correct photometric errors in reflective regions:

Lref = Ls(C, Idiff ) + Lo(C, Ichro), (10)

where C is the 3DGS-rendered image, and Ls, Lo are combi-
nations of L1 and D-SSIM term [1], applied to specular and
overexposed regions, respectively. Unlike multi-view photo-
metric methods, our optimization solely relies on polarization
cues from the current view, avoiding the computational cost
of visibility and occlusion identification across views. In the
polar-enhanced densification stage(detailed in the next sec-
tion), the corresponding CRM is employed as the photometric
input when the number of reflective pixels in a region exceeds
a predefined threshold. Overall, this photometric correction
helps Gaussians converge to more accurate color and geometry
in challenging regions, as shown in Fig. 3. The intensity his-
tograms show log-scaled pixel intensity distributions, with the
x-axis encoding intensity from 0 to 255. Notably, highlights
and overexposure are significantly suppressed in rendered (d).

B. Polar-Enhanced Gaussian Densification

Vanilla 3DGS often fails in photometrically ambiguous
textureless regions, as the initial and later-densified point
cloud is always incomplete due to its reliance on photometric
consistency. To solve this, motivated by the inherent advantage
of polarization to capture surface details, we integrate polari-
metric cues into PatchMatch-based depth completion to guide
Gaussian densification, as shown in Fig 4.

We introduce a polarimetric consistency score Sp to resolve
pixel-wise ambiguities in normal hypotheses by combining
AoLP and DoLP information. Additionally, an alignment
score Sdn ensures accurate propagation from normal to
depth, refining predictions in complex regions. Unlike Zhao

et al. [50], who rely on higher DoLP for AoLP selection,
we incorporate polarization azimuth in candidate setup and
distinguish specular from diffuse pixels based on DoLP values
near 0 or 1, simultaneously resolving AoLP ambiguities.
Finally, the polarization-enhanced depth map is back-projected
during the adaptive density control stage of 3DGS to generate
and fuse new Gaussian primitives, overcoming the limitations
of vanilla 3DGS in adversarial environments.

1) Hypothesis initialization: To initialize depth and normal
hypotheses for our polarimetric-enhanced PatchMatch stereo,
we incorporate 3DGS-rendered depth D and normal N (mea-
sured as the shortest axis of Gaussian) and polarization-derived
candidates at pixel-wise:

H = {(d, n), (dprt, n), (d, naolp
i ), (dprt, naolp

i )}, i = 1, 2, 3, 4,
(11)

where d and n are the depth D and normal N of 3DGS for
each pixel, dprt denotes the perturbed depth [51], and naolp

i

consists of four polarized normal candidates.
The naolp

i is derived from the pixel-wise AoLP value ϕ and
the zenith angle θ of 3DGS-rendered n:

naolp
i = (sin θ cosϕi, sin θ sinϕi, cos θ)

⊤, (12)

ϕi is one of the assumption values of AoLP described in
Eq. 13, and θ is defined by the arccosine of the ratio between
the z-component and the magnitude of n. Here, we use
(d∗, n∗) to represent one candidate in H.

2) Polarimetric cost function: In the traditional PatchMatch
algorithm, the photometric matching score Sc is computed
using a bilaterally weighted adaptation of normalized cross
correlation [51]. However, this approach struggles in low-
textured regions due to the lack of distinctive features nec-
essary for reliable geometry matching. To address this, we
leverage the inherent advantage of polarization in capturing
surface geometry.

Specifically, we exploit the physical properties of DoLP to
resolve the π/2- and π-ambiguities of AoLP and introduce
an azimuth consistency score Sa to evaluate patch-matching
hypothesis candidates. Since DoLP indicates the proportion of
reflected light, a DoLP ρ value close to 1 suggests a dominant
specular component, while a value close to 0 signifies a domi-
nant diffuse component. Therefore, when DoLP approaches 0
or 1, the material at that point is likely to be purely specular or
diffuse, directly simplifying the relationship between surface
normal azimuth angle φ and AoLP value ϕ. Based on this
insight, we simultaneously resolve both AoLP ambiguities by
selecting the most appropriate value from the four possible
assumptions for ϕ:

ϕs = {ϕ− π

2
, ϕ, ϕ+

π

2
, ϕ+ π} mod 2π (13)

where ϕi denotes the i-th value of ϕs, i = 1, 2, 3, 4. This
formulation enables the assessment of the accuracy of hy-
pothesized normals through a cost function without explicitly
assuming the material properties of the object surface. Based
on this, we define Sa in the current and across views:

Sa(n∗) = min{ω · exp
(
(ϕi − φ)2

τ

)
}, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, (14)
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Fig. 4: We extend vanilla PatchMatch with A/DoLPs and
regularize it via azimuth consistency Sa and alignment score
Snd, yielding accurate estimates of dopt and nopt, which are
further used to back-project and fuse new Gaussians.

where τ is a scaling factor that adjusts the cost sensitivity to
the angular difference, φ is calculated as the arctangent of y-
component over x-component of the hypothetical n∗, and ω
is the weight coefficient defined by the value of DoLP:

ω = exp

(
− (1− ρ)2

2σ2

)
+ exp

(
− ρ2

2σ2

)
, (15)

where σ is a parameter that controls the smoothness of the
weighting function.

Additionally, we introduce normal-depth alignment to in-
corporate the enhanced accuracy of polarization-guided nor-
mal information into depth hypotheses d∗. The normal-depth
alignment score Snd is defined by cosine similarity:

Snd(d
∗, n∗) = 1− (∇d⊤n · n∗), (16)

where ∇dn denotes the normal derived from the gradient of
the neighboring pixels’ depth hypotheses.

Overall, the total polarimetric cost function can be expressed
as:

(dopt, nopt) = arg min
d∗,n∗

{Sc + λ1Sa + λ2Snd}, (17)

where (dopt, nopt) denotes the optimal depth and normal hy-
potheses for each pixel, and λ1 and λ2 are balancing weights.
As shown in Fig. 4, our method can effectively predict the
depth map along with a pleasing normal map.

3) Geometric and polarimetric consistency check: Sub-
sequently, we employ a filtering process to extract reliable
depth and normal estimates from polarization-enhanced patch-
matching maps Dopt and Nopt, ensuring their accuracy before
back-projecting them to generate new Gaussians during den-
sification.

Inspired by [9], we further enhance multi-view geometric
consistency by incorporating polarimetric cues, filtering out
pixels whose discrepancy between the patch-matching depth
map Dopt and rendered depth D exceeds a threshold. Specif-
ically, we calculate pixel location consistency to evaluate the
distance between the reprojected 2D pixel coordinates and the
original 2D pixel coordinates in the reference image. For a

pixel (xref, yref) in the reference image with depth dref, the 3D
coordinates in the reference camera system are:

[Xref, Yref, Zref]
⊤
=

[
(xref − cx) dref

fx
,
(yref − cy) dref

fy
, dref

]⊤
(18)

where fx, fy , cx, and cy denote the focal length and the optical
center of the camera, respectively. These 3D coordinates can
be transformed to the source camera coordinate system using
the extrinsics matrix Pref→src:[
Xsrc, Ysrc, Zsrc, 1

]⊤
= Pref→src ·

[
Xref, Yref, Zref, 1

]⊤
(19)

Then we project the 3D coordinates (Xsrc, Ysrc, Zsrc) onto
the 2D plane of the source image using the source camera
intrinsics:[

xsrc, ysrc
]⊤

=

[
Xsrcfx + cxZsrc

Zsrc
,
Ysrcfy + cyZsrc

Zsrc

]⊤
. (20)

If the absolute relative deviation of the pixel location exceeds
a threshold, the pixel is discarded.

In addition to geometric filtering, we introduce a polari-
metric consistency check to validate the accuracy of patch-
matching normal maps. Inspired by [41], given the patch-
matching normal nopt and a rotation matrix R = [b1,b2,b3]
that transforms from the source to the target view, we define
the projected tangent vector on the image plane as:

t(φ) = cosφ b1 − sinφb2, (21)

where φ is the azimuth angle of nopt and the orthogonality
constraint nopt⊤t(φ) = 0 holds. To handle the π/2 ambiguity
of polarization, we additionally define a pseudo-tangent vector:

t̂(φ) = sinφ b1 + cosφ b2, (22)

where nopt⊤ t̂(φ) = 0. For each view i, the polarization
consistency residuals are computed as:

ϵi =
∣∣nopt⊤ (cosϕsb1 − sinϕsb2)

∣∣ , (23)

ϵ̂i =
∣∣nopt⊤ (sinϕsb1 + cosϕsb2)

∣∣ . (24)

The averaged residual ϵ = 1
2f

∑f
i=1(ϵi + ϵ̂i) serves as

the polarimetric consistency measure, pixels with ϵ above a
threshold are filtered out.

4) Back-Projection to produce new Gaussians: Last, the
filtered polar-enhanced patch-matching depth is back-projected
into 3D space to generate new Gaussians, with colors ini-
tialized from the original color image. To better approximate
surface geometry, we align the shortest axis of each Gaussian
with the orientation from the polar-enhanced normal map.
Additionally, the normal map is also incorporated into the loss
function Eq. 26 to facilitate geometric refinement.

With the patch-matching depth and normal maps, we project
the value of depth map at pixel-wise back to the 3D space
and initialize them as 3D Gaussians with colors from input
image and orientations from patch-matching normals. These
Gaussians are used to densify the existing Gaussians for
further optimization.
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C. Optimization

The loss function consists of four parts: color loss, polarized
normal loss, depth-normal loss, and scale loss.

1) Color loss.: We extend the original 3DGS color loss [1]
using the polar-guided photometric correction:

Lc = Lnon + λrefLref , (25)

where Lnon is the L1 and D-SSIM term in the non-reflective
region, λref is a balancing factor, Lref is defined in Eq. 10.

2) Polarized normal loss.: We explicitly enforce the con-
sistency between Gaussian’s rendered normal and the optimal
normal Nopt from Eq. 17 as follows:

Ln =
∣∣N −Nopt

∣∣ . (26)

3) Depth-normal loss.: We introduce the depth-normal loss
from [3], [4]:

Ldn =
∑
i

ti(1− (∇D ·N)), (27)

where ∇D denotes the gradient of the neighboring pixels’ D,
and ti denotes the blending weight [1].

4) Scale loss.: Inspired by [21], [52], we apply the Lscale

to flatten Gaussians.
The total loss function is formulated by:

L = Lc + αLn + βLdn + γLscale, (28)

where α = 0.1, β = 0.05, and γ = 50 are the balancing
factors to adjust the weight of each loss function throughout
the optimization process for real-world dataset. For synthetic
dataset, we empirically set α = 0.2. The depth-normal loss
Ldn is not activated during the initial 7k steps.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate PolarGS on multiple scenes and compare it
with state-of-the-art 3D reconstruction methods. The experi-
ments are performed using NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.

A. Datasets

The methods are evaluated on both real-world and synthetic
datasets. For the real-world dataset, we use RMVP3D [41]
and capture real world scenarios using a polarized color cam-
era (BFS-U3-51S5PC) equipped with a Sony IMX250MYR
CMOS sensor [53] as shown in Fig. 6, obtaining multi-view
polarized images of objects made from various materials,
including plastic, metal, and transparent surfaces, under un-
controlled lighting conditions. We preprocess the one-shot
polarized images into four angles of 0, 45, 90, and 135
degree and calculate stokes vector and the angle and degree
of polarization (A/DoLP). For the synthetic dataset, we use
SMVP3D [41] and NeISF [7] for evaluation.

B. Experimental Settings

PolarGS is built upon the open-source 3DGS [1] and Gaus-
sianPro [52] codebases. From this, we compute s0/2 as input
color images and obtain a point cloud by SfM [9]. The AoLP,
DoLP, Idiff , and Ichro are processed from four polarized
color images. The Polar-Enhanced Gaussian Densification
starts from 1k iterations to 7k iterations and enable every 100
iterations. The parameter τ in Eq. 14 is set to 0.1, and σ in
Eq. 15 is set to 0.5. For Eq. 17, the weights λ1 and λ2 are set
to 0.2 and 0.05 for real-world datasets, and 0.02 and 0.05 for
synthetic datasets. After that, the meshes are extracted from
Gaussians using TSDF with a voxel-size of 0.008, a maximum
depth range of 10, and a truncation value of 0.04 as 2DGS [3].

C. Evaluation

We conduct experimental comparisons of reconstruction
accuracy between ours and several SOTA methods. In these
experiments, we employ TSDF fusion for mesh extraction to
demonstrate the effectiveness of our framework. It is worth
noting that PolarGS is compatible with various mesh extraction
strategies and can be readily integrated into existing pipelines.
In principle, incorporating more advanced mesh extraction
methods for Gaussians would further improve the results as
shown in Fig. 1 and ablation study. For polarization-based
methods, we select GNeRP [40], NeRSP [41] and NeISF [7].
For 3DGS-based methods, we select GaussianPro [52] and
3iGS [54] applying the same TSDF fusion technique for mesh
extraction to ensure a fair comparison, GOF [4], and PGSR [5].

1) Qualitative evaluation: We present qualitative evalua-
tions on real-world scenarios in Fig. 5, where existing methods
exhibit weaknesses when dealing with photometric ambiguities
such as reflective or textureless surfaces. GNeRP and NeISF
face difficulties with transparent scenes and tend to produce
overly smoothed shape estimates due to insufficient detail in
the silhouettes. NeRSP fails to reconstruct transparent objects
due to severe multi-view inconsistencies caused by complex
light transmission. GaussianPro, relying solely on photometric
priors, struggles under strong specularity where appearance
changes drastically across views, while the mesh extracted
from GOF cannot fully recover fine details in reflective re-
gions.

Furthermore, we compare PolarGS with other methods
aimed at reconstructing textureless or specular surfaces in
Fig.7. 3iGS fails to capture the specular highlights on the
dog’s body, producing distorted geometry, while PGSR ex-
hibits surface flattening and misses the neck region due to
limited photometric guidance. NeRO [55] reconstructs coarse
geometry but fails to preserve facial and leg details under
complex lighting. In contrast, PolarGS achieves more faithful
surface reconstruction across both reflective and textureless
regions.

2) Quantitative evaluation: For quantitative evaluation, we
report Chamfer distance (CD) and Mean Angular Errors
(MAE) as the metrics. The best and second-best scores are
highlighted as 1st and 2nd, respectively. As shown in Tab. I
and II, the evaluations are conducted on RMVP3D (Lion,
Frog), SMVP3D (Squirrel, Hedgehog), and NeISF (Teapot)
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Fig. 5: Visual comparison of the qualitative evaluation with state-of-the-art methods on real captured scenes.

Fig. 6: Our scene setup for data capture.

datasets. PolarGS achieves the lowest average CD across all
datasets, demonstrating its strong geometric accuracy. The
only exception is the Hedgehog scene, where sharp geo-
metric variations along the quills slightly affect reconstruc-
tion consistency, resulting in a second-place ranking. While
PGSR obtains the second-best average CD, its reconstructed
meshes tend to be overly smooth and lose fine geometric
details. GOF, ranked third in CD, frequently produces holes
or discontinuities in reflective regions due to its sensitivity to

Input GT Ours

PGSR NeRO3iGS

Fig. 7: Comparison with methods aiming for textureless and
specular surface.

photometric inconsistencies. As further illustrated in Fig. 8,
reflective surfaces introduce strong cross-view photometric
inconsistencies that hinder methods such as GNeRP, NeRSP,
and NeISF. In contrast, our polarization-guided framework
remains robust under these challenging conditions. Finally,
as summarized in Tab. II, PolarGS also achieves the best
performance in MAE, confirming its superior accuracy in 3D
estimation.
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Fig. 8: Visual comparison of the quantitative evaluation on the RMVP3D dataset.

Method Squirrel Hedgehog Teapot Lion Frog

GNeRP 2.18 3.91 3.20 5.83 4.48
NeRSP 4.55 3.43 3.33 5.12 6.56
NeISF 2.34 4.02 3.76 4.97 4.31
GPro 3.44 4.98 3.75 5.67 5.50
GOF 1.95 4.11 2.36 7.95 1.72
PGSR 2.06 4.12 1.84 6.18 2.78
Ours 1.82 3.87 1.65 3.77 0.87

TABLE I: Quantitative comparison using CD (↓).

Method Squirrel Hedgehog Teapot Lion Frog

GNeRP 3.33 5.94 2.93 7.36 9.27
NeRSP 6.05 7.89 3.47 11.01 11.44
NeISF 5.75 6.18 3.79 8.43 8.36
GPro 5.49 6.76 3.61 9.00 8.10
GOF 4.88 6.35 2.56 9.72 8.69
PGSR 3.67 6.03 2.51 7.39 5.84
Ours 3.29 5.00 2.08 6.13 4.06

TABLE II: Quantitative comparison using MAE (↓).

D. Ablation Study

1) Polar-modules: We evaluate the effectiveness of the
polarization-guided photometric correction (polar-PC) and
polarization-enhanced Gaussian densification (polar-Dense)
modules on the NeRSP and NeISF datasets, as illustrated
in Fig. 9. When polar-Dense is disabled, the reconstruction
suffers from severe shape ambiguities, especially in textureless
regions, where insufficient geometric cues lead to incomplete
or distorted surfaces. Conversely, removing polar-PC results
in inaccurate geometry around reflective or highlight areas, as
the Gaussians rely solely on biased photometric information
without polarization-based correction. By jointly applying both
polar-PC and polar-Dense, PolarGS achieves robust geometry
recovery, effectively mitigating photometric ambiguity while
producing compact meshes from the Gaussian representation.

2) Densification interval: We also analyze the effect of the
densification interval in the polar-enhanced Gaussian densifi-
cation stage. As shown in Fig. 10, setting a larger interval leads

(a) w/o polar-dense (b) w/o polar-PC (c) Full 

Scene Base w/o polar-Dense w/o PC Full

NeISF 3.75 2.13 2.91 1.65
RMVP3D 5.84 3.78 4.65 2.37
SMVP3D 4.89 3.53 3.62 2.92

Fig. 9: Ablation study on polar-modules using CD (↓).

to noticeable artifacts due to insufficient updates between iter-
ations, whereas a smaller interval results in under-densification
and missing points, particularly in textureless regions. In our
experiments, an interval of 200 was used for scenes containing
a large number of features, whereas an interval of 50 was
adopted for scenes with fewer features. In practice, an interval
of 100 proved adequate for most cases.

(a) Interval=20 (b) Interval=50 (c) Interval=100

Fig. 10: Ablation study on densification interval.
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3) Plug-and-Play compatibility: We further evaluate the
plug-in capability of PolarGS by integrating it into two rep-
resentative 3DGS-based reconstruction frameworks, GOF and
PGSR. As shown in Tab. III and Fig. 1, incorporating our
polarization-guided modules consistently reduces the Chamfer
Distance across all evaluated datasets. This indicates that
PolarGS can effectively complement existing 3DGS pipelines
by mitigating photometric ambiguities and improving geo-
metric completeness. These results demonstrate that PolarGS
functions as a general, lightweight enhancement module that
can seamlessly integrate with various 3DGS architectures to
deliver higher-fidelity surface reconstruction.

Method NeISF RMVP3D SMVP3D Avg

GOF 2.78 4.33 3.14 3.42
GOF + PolarGS 1.94 2.98 2.53 2.48
PGSR 2.01 3.62 3.17 2.93
PGSR + PolarGS 1.43 2.12 2.38 1.97

TABLE III: CD (↓) with and without PolarGS plug-in.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced PolarGS, a lightweight and
framework-agnostic extension of 3D Gaussian Splatting that
incorporates polarization as an optical prior to resolve the
limitations of purely photometric reconstruction. By de-
signing a polarization-guided photometric correction strat-
egy, PolarGS effectively suppresses reflection-induced incon-
sistencies and ensures stable Gaussian optimization, while
our polarization-enhanced Gaussian densification mechanism
leverages AoLP/DoLP priors to recover reliable geometry
in textureless regions through polarization-aware PatchMatch
depth completion. Extensive evaluations on both synthetic and
real datasets demonstrate that PolarGS consistently improves
surface completeness and geometric fidelity over state-of-
the-art methods. Beyond achieving superior reconstruction
quality, PolarGS highlights the potential of integrating physics-
based polarization cues with data-driven Gaussian frameworks,
opening up new directions for robust surface reconstruction
under challenging real-world conditions.

REFERENCES

[1] B. Kerbl, G. Kopanas, T. Leimkühler, and G. Drettakis, “3d gaussian
splatting for real-time radiance field rendering.” ACM Trans. Graph.,
vol. 42, no. 4, pp. 139–1, 2023.

[2] A. Guédon and V. Lepetit, “Sugar: Surface-aligned gaussian splatting
for efficient 3d mesh reconstruction and high-quality mesh rendering,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, 2024, pp. 5354–5363.

[3] B. Huang, Z. Yu, A. Chen, A. Geiger, and S. Gao, “2d gaussian splatting
for geometrically accurate radiance fields,” in ACM SIGGRAPH 2024
Conference Papers, 2024, pp. 1–11.

[4] Z. Yu, T. Sattler, and A. Geiger, “Gaussian opacity fields: Efficient and
compact surface reconstruction in unbounded scenes,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2404.10772, 2024.

[5] D. Chen, H. Li, W. Ye, Y. Wang, W. Xie, S. Zhai, N. Wang,
H. Liu, H. Bao, and G. Zhang, “Pgsr: Planar-based gaussian splatting
for efficient and high-fidelity surface reconstruction,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2406.06521, 2024.

[6] Y. Wolf, A. Bracha, and R. Kimmel, “Gs2mesh: Surface reconstruction
from gaussian splatting via novel stereo views,” in European Conference
on Computer Vision. Springer, 2024, pp. 207–224.

[7] C. Li, T. Ono, T. Uemori, H. Mihara, A. Gatto, H. Nagahara, and
Y. Moriuchi, “Neisf: Neural incident stokes field for geometry and
material estimation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024, pp. 21 434–21 445.

[8] S. Agarwal, Y. Furukawa, N. Snavely, I. Simon, B. Curless, S. M. Seitz,
and R. Szeliski, “Building rome in a day,” Communications of the ACM,
vol. 54, no. 10, pp. 105–112, 2011.

[9] J. L. Schonberger and J.-M. Frahm, “Structure-from-motion revisited,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, 2016, pp. 4104–4113.

[10] M. J. Westoby, J. Brasington, N. F. Glasser, M. J. Hambrey, and
J. M. Reynolds, “‘structure-from-motion’photogrammetry: A low-cost,
effective tool for geoscience applications,” Geomorphology, vol. 179,
pp. 300–314, 2012.

[11] S. M. Seitz, B. Curless, J. Diebel, D. Scharstein, and R. Szeliski, “A
comparison and evaluation of multi-view stereo reconstruction algo-
rithms,” in 2006 IEEE computer society conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition (CVPR’06), vol. 1. IEEE, 2006, pp. 519–528.

[12] Y. Furukawa, C. Hernández et al., “Multi-view stereo: A tutorial,”
Foundations and Trends® in Computer Graphics and Vision, vol. 9,
no. 1-2, pp. 1–148, 2015.

[13] Q. Xu and W. Tao, “Multi-scale geometric consistency guided multi-
view stereo,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer
vision and pattern recognition, 2019, pp. 5483–5492.

[14] B. Mildenhall, P. P. Srinivasan, M. Tancik, J. T. Barron, R. Ramamoorthi,
and R. Ng, “Nerf: Representing scenes as neural radiance fields for view
synthesis,” in ECCV, 2020.

[15] W. E. Lorensen and H. E. Cline, “Marching cubes: A high
resolution 3d surface construction algorithm,” SIGGRAPH Comput.
Graph., vol. 21, no. 4, p. 163–169, aug 1987. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.1145/37402.37422

[16] P. Wang, L. Liu, Y. Liu, C. Theobalt, T. Komura, and W. Wang, “Neus:
Learning neural implicit surfaces by volume rendering for multi-view
reconstruction,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.10689, 2021.

[17] L. Yariv, J. Gu, Y. Kasten, and Y. Lipman, “Volume rendering of neural
implicit surfaces,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 34, pp. 4805–4815, 2021.

[18] L. Yariv, P. Hedman, C. Reiser, D. Verbin, P. P. Srinivasan, R. Szeliski,
J. T. Barron, and B. Mildenhall, “Bakedsdf: Meshing neural sdfs for real-
time view synthesis,” in ACM SIGGRAPH 2023 conference proceedings,
2023, pp. 1–9.

[19] J. T. Barron, B. Mildenhall, D. Verbin, P. P. Srinivasan, and P. Hedman,
“Zip-nerf: Anti-aliased grid-based neural radiance fields,” in Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, 2023,
pp. 19 697–19 705.

[20] J. Wang, M. Chen, N. Karaev, A. Vedaldi, C. Rupprecht, and D. Novotny,
“Vggt: Visual geometry grounded transformer,” in Proceedings of the
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference, 2025, pp. 5294–
5306.

[21] H. Chen, C. Li, and G. H. Lee, “Neusg: Neural implicit surface
reconstruction with 3d gaussian splatting guidance,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2312.00846, 2023.

[22] V. Ye, R. Li, J. Kerr, M. Turkulainen, B. Yi, Z. Pan, O. Seiskari, J. Ye,
J. Hu, M. Tancik et al., “gsplat: An open-source library for gaussian
splatting,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 26, no. 34, pp.
1–17, 2025.

[23] J. Choi, Y. Lee, H. Lee, H. Kwon, and D. Manocha, “Meshgs: Adaptive
mesh-aligned gaussian splatting for high-quality rendering,” in Proceed-
ings of the Asian Conference on Computer Vision, 2024, pp. 3310–3326.

[24] X. Ren, M. Turkulainen, J. Wang, O. Seiskari, I. Melekhov, J. Kannala,
and E. Rahtu, “Ags-mesh: Adaptive gaussian splatting and meshing with
geometric priors for indoor room reconstruction using smartphones,” in
2025 International Conference on 3D Vision (3DV). IEEE, 2025, pp.
1080–1090.

[25] J. Zhang, Y. Zheng, Z. Li, Q. Dai, and X. Yuan, “Gbr: Generative
bundle refinement for high-fidelity gaussian splatting with enhanced
mesh reconstruction,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for
Video Technology, 2025.

[26] D. M. Nguyen, M. Avenhaus, and T. Lindemeier, “Gs-2m: Gaussian
splatting for joint mesh reconstruction and material decomposition,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2509.22276, 2025.

[27] G. A. Atkinson and E. R. Hancock, “Recovery of surface orientation
from diffuse polarization,” IEEE transactions on image processing,
vol. 15, no. 6, pp. 1653–1664, 2006.

[28] A. Kadambi, V. Taamazyan, B. Shi, and R. Raskar, “Polarized 3d: High-
quality depth sensing with polarization cues,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
international conference on computer vision, 2015, pp. 3370–3378.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 18, NO. 9, SEPTEMBER 2020 11

[29] N. E. Foster, J. R. Anema, D. Cherkin, R. Chou, S. P. Cohen, D. P.
Gross, P. H. Ferreira, J. M. Fritz, B. W. Koes, W. Peul et al., “Prevention
and treatment of low back pain: evidence, challenges, and promising
directions,” The Lancet, vol. 391, no. 10137, pp. 2368–2383, 2018.

[30] Y. Fukao, R. Kawahara, S. Nobuhara, and K. Nishino, “Polarimetric nor-
mal stereo,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2021, pp. 682–690.

[31] R. Wu, Y. Zhao, N. Li, and S. G. Kong, “Polarization image demosaick-
ing using polarization channel difference prior,” Optics Express, vol. 29,
no. 14, pp. 22 066–22 079, 2021.

[32] S. Umeyama and G. Godin, “Separation of diffuse and specular com-
ponents of surface reflection by use of polarization and statistical
analysis of images,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 639–647, 2004.

[33] L. B. Wolff and T. E. Boult, “Constraining object features using a
polarization reflectance model,” Phys. Based Vis. Princ. Pract. Radiom,
vol. 1, p. 167, 1993.

[34] Y. Ba, A. Gilbert, F. Wang, J. Yang, R. Chen, Y. Wang, L. Yan,
B. Shi, and A. Kadambi, “Deep shape from polarization,” in European
Conference on Computer Vision. Springer, 2020, pp. 554–571.

[35] C. Lei, C. Qi, J. Xie, N. Fan, V. Koltun, and Q. Chen, “Shape from
polarization for complex scenes in the wild,” in Proceedings of the
ieee/cvf conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, 2022,
pp. 12 632–12 641.

[36] B. Wang, C. Zhou, Y. Meng, and J. Huang, “Shape from polarization
via a physical prior-based deep fusion network with ambiguous surface
normals,” Optics Express, vol. 33, no. 14, pp. 29 255–29 269, 2025.

[37] A. Tiwari and S. Raman, “Ss-sfp: Neural inverse rendering for
self supervised shape from (mixed) polarization,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2407.09294, 2024.

[38] Y. Lyu, H. Guo, K. Zhang, S. Li, and B. Shi, “Sfpuel: Shape from
polarization under unknown environment light,” Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, vol. 37, pp. 97 184–97 202, 2024.

[39] A. Dave, Y. Zhao, and A. Veeraraghavan, “Pandora: Polarization-
aided neural decomposition of radiance,” in European Conference on
Computer Vision. Springer, 2022, pp. 538–556.

[40] L. Yang, W. Ruizheng, L. Jiyong, and C. Ying-cong, “Gnerp: Gaussian-
guided neural reconstruction of reflective objects with noisy polarization
priors,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.11899, 2024.

[41] Y. Han, H. Guo, K. Fukai, H. Santo, B. Shi, F. Okura, Z. Ma, and
Y. Jia, “Nersp: Neural 3d reconstruction for reflective objects with
sparse polarized images,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2024, pp. 11 821–11 830.

[42] G. Chen, Y. He, L. He, and H. Zhang, “Pisr: Polarimetric neural implicit
surface reconstruction for textureless and specular objects,” in European
Conference on Computer Vision. Springer, 2024, pp. 205–222.

[43] Y. Qiu, S. Wen, H. Zhang, and Z. Zheng, “High-fidelity polarimetric
implicit 3d reconstruction with view-dependent physical representation,”
in Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 39,
no. 6, 2025, pp. 6621–6629.

[44] C. Li, T. Ono, T. Uemori, S. Nitta, H. Mihara, A. Gatto, H. Nagahara,
and Y. Moriuchi, “Neisf++: Neural incident stokes field for polarized
inverse rendering of conductors and dielectrics,” in Proceedings of the
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference, 2025, pp. 26 493–
26 503.

[45] R. Wanaset, C. Guarnera, and W. A. P. Smith, “Neural field multi-view
shape-from-polarisation,” in Computer graphics forum, vol. 44, no. 4.
Wiley-Blackwell, 2025.

[46] G. G. Stokes, “On the composition and resolution of streams of
polarized light from different sources,” Transactions of the Cambridge
Philosophical Society, vol. 9, p. 399, 1851.

[47] M. Zwicker, H. Pfister, J. Van Baar, and M. Gross, “Ewa splatting,” IEEE
Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics, vol. 8, no. 3, pp.
223–238, 2002.

[48] J. Qin, K. Chao, M. S. Kim, R. Lu, and T. F. Burks, “Hyperspectral and
multispectral imaging for evaluating food safety and quality,” Journal
of Food Engineering, vol. 118, no. 2, pp. 157–171, 2013.

[49] S. Wen, Y. Zheng, and F. Lu, “Polarization guided specular reflection
separation,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 30, pp. 7280–
7291, 2021.

[50] J. Zhao, J. Oishi, Y. Monno, and M. Okutomi, “Polarimetric patchmatch
multi-view stereo,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Winter Conference
on Applications of Computer Vision, 2024, pp. 3476–3484.

[51] J. L. Schönberger, E. Zheng, J.-M. Frahm, and M. Pollefeys, “Pixelwise
view selection for unstructured multi-view stereo,” in Computer Vision–
ECCV 2016: 14th European Conference, Amsterdam, The Netherlands,

October 11-14, 2016, Proceedings, Part III 14. Springer, 2016, pp.
501–518.

[52] K. Cheng, X. Long, K. Yang, Y. Yao, W. Yin, Y. Ma, W. Wang, and
X. Chen, “Gaussianpro: 3d gaussian splatting with progressive propa-
gation,” in Forty-first International Conference on Machine Learning,
2024.

[53] Y. Maruyama, T. Terada, T. Yamazaki, Y. Uesaka, M. Nakamura,
Y. Matoba, K. Komori, Y. Ohba, S. Arakawa, Y. Hirasawa, Y. Kondo,
J. Murayama, K. Akiyama, Y. Oike, S. Sato, and T. Ezaki, “3.2-mp
back-illuminated polarization image sensor with four-directional air-gap
wire grid and 2.5- µ m pixels,” IEEE Transactions on Electron Devices,
vol. 65, no. 6, pp. 2544–2551, 2018.

[54] Z. J. Tang and T.-J. Cham, “3igs: Factorised tensorial illumination for
3d gaussian splatting,” in European Conference on Computer Vision.
Springer, 2024, pp. 143–159.

[55] Y. Liu, P. Wang, C. Lin, X. Long, J. Wang, L. Liu, T. Komura, and
W. Wang, “Nero: Neural geometry and brdf reconstruction of reflective
objects from multiview images,” in SIGGRAPH, 2023.

Bo Guo is currently pursuing the M.S. degree in
artificial intelligence with the School of Artificial In-
telligence, Beihang University. Her research interests
include computer vision, 3D human avatar modeling
and physics-based 3D vision.

Sijia Wen (Member, IEEE) received the doctoral
degree from the State Key Laboratory of Virtual
Reality Technology and Systems, School of Com-
puter Science and Engineering, Beihang University,
Beijing, China, in 2022. He is currently an Assistant
Professor with the School of Artificial Intelligence,
Beihang University. His research interests include
computer vision, multi-source computational pho-
tography, and physical-based 3D vision.

Yifan Zhao (Member, IEEE) received the BE degree
from the Harbin Institute of Technology, in 2016,
and the PhD degree from the School of Computer
Science and Engineering, Beihang University, in
2021. He is currently an associated professor with
the School of Computer Science and Engineering,
Beihang University, Beijing, China. He worked as a
Boya Postdoc researcher with the School of Com-
puter Science, Peking University. His research in-
terests include computer vision, image/video under-
standing and virtual reality.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 18, NO. 9, SEPTEMBER 2020 12

Jia Li (Senior Member, IEEE) received the BE
degree from Tsinghua University, in 2005, and the
PhD degree from the Institute of Computing Tech-
nology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, in 2011. He
is currently a full professor with the School of Com-
puter Science and Engineering, Beihang University,
Beijing, China. He is the author or coauthor of more
than 100 technical articles in refereed journals and
conferences, such as IEEE Transactions on Pattern
Analysis and Machine Intelligence, International
Journal of Computer Vision, IEEE Transactions on

Image Processing, CVPR, and ICCV. His research interests include computer
vision and multimedia Big Data, especially the understanding and generation
of visual contents. He is supported by the Research Funds for Excellent Young
Researchers from National Nature Science Foundation of China since 2019.
He was also selected into the Beijing Nova Program (2017) and ever received
the Second-grade Science Award of Chinese Institute of Electronics (2018),
two Excellent Doctoral Thesis Award from Chinese Academy of Sciences
(2012) and the Beijing Municipal Education Commission (2012), and the
First-Grade Science-Technology Progress Award from Ministry of Education,
China (2010). He is an IET fellow, and a senior member of the ACM, CIE,
and CCF.

Zhiming Zheng received the Ph.D. degree in math-
ematics from the School of Mathematical Sci-
ences, Peking University, Beijing, China, in 1987.
He is currently a Professor with the Institute of
Artificial Intelligence, Beihang University, Beijing.
His research interests include refined intelligence,
blockchain, and privacy computing. He is one of the
initiators of Blockchain-ChainMaker. Prof. Zheng
is an Academician of the Chinese Academy of
Sciences.


