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Abstract:

Image shadow removal is a crucial task in computer vision.
In real-world scenes, shadows alter image color and brightness,
posing challenges for perception and texture recognition.
Traditional and deep learning methods often overlook the
distinct needs for handling hard and soft shadows, thereby
lacking detailed processing to specifically address each type of
shadow in images.We propose a dual-path model that processes
these shadows separately using specially designed loss functions
to accomplish the hard and soft shadow removal. The model
classifies shadow types and processes them through appropriate
paths to produce shadow-free outputs, integrating a Vision
Transformer with UNet++ for enhanced edge detail and feature
fusion. Our model outperforms state-of-the-art methods and
achieves 2.905 RMSE value on the ISTD dataset, which
demonstrates greater effectiveness than typical single-path
approaches.
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1. Introduction

Image shadow removal has been a fundamental research
topic in the field of computer vision for years. In real-world
scenes, on one hand, the shadows cast by objects can change
the chromaticity and brightness of certain areas in an image.
On the other hand, shadows can affect the texture of certain
areas in an image, which poses certain challenges for chrom
-aticity perception and texture recognition. Therefore,
removing shadows is pivotal in the domain of computer
vision such as object detection and recognition[47], image
segmentation[48], target tracking[49], and scene understand
-ing[50].

In recent years, deep learning methods have
significantly advanced the field of image shadow removal[1,
2, 3], particularly in dealing with hard shadows, which are
characterized by distinct, sharp edges that facilitate boundary
identification and shadow masking, while soft shadows are
characterized by more diffuse edges that blend into their
surroundings, making them less distinct and more
challenging to detect accurately. The main challenge with
hard shadows lies in the natural restoration of chromaticity
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mask area tends to have more uniform chromaticity and
brightness. This allows for reliance on local information over
global cues in shadow removal tasks.

Recently, some models have shown excellent
performance in the domain of shadow removal, such as
G2R-ShadowNet [23], TC-SHADOWGAN [40], and
DC-ShadowNet [13]. These methods typically treat hard and
soft shadows uniformly, applying the same technique to both
types of shadows. This approach overlooks the distinct
challenges presented in the removal of hard versus soft
shadows. For instance, RYO ABIKO and colleagues
enhanced their method's loss function with a Gaussian filter
to specifically target loss at shadow edges, aiming to improve
shadow removal outcomes [9]. However, this design might be
more suitable for handling hard shadows, as they have clearer
edges. For soft shadows, which have more blurred edges, the
effectiveness of such an approach is limited. Hence, although
these methods have demonstrated good performance on
datasets predominantly featuring hard shadows, like ISTD
[41] and SRD [42], their performance on datasets focused on
soft shadows, such as LRSS [43], is not as compelling. This
uncovers an important research direction—there is a need to
develop advanced methods capable of finely distinguishing
and effectively handling both hard and soft shadows, to
enhance the application of shadow removal techniques across
various scenarios.

To address the challenges faced by traditional shadow



removal techniques in dealing with both soft and hard
shadows, we have designed a novel mechanism that can
distinguish and separately process soft and hard shadows. In
our proposed model, the generator is designed to include two
dedicated paths: one focusing on the processing of hard
shadows and the other targeting soft shadows. Each path
employs specially designed loss functions for independent
training, ensuring optimized treatment for different types of
shadows.

During the shadow removal process, first, the shadow
image is fed into a classifier, which is responsible for
determining and outputting the likelihood of the image being
a hard or soft shadow. Subsequently, the image is processed
through both specialized paths to generate two potential
shadow-removed results. Finally, based on the output of the
classifier, we merge these two results into the final output
image using certain fusion parameters. This strategy not only
allows for differentiated treatment based on the softness or
hardness of the shadows, thereby reducing errors that may
arise from using a single processing method, but it can also
effectively handle images that lie in the ambiguous zone
between soft and hard shadows, ensuring that various types
of shadows can be effectively removed.

The main contributions of this study are summarized
more concisely as follows:

(1) We propose a novel mechanism for treating soft
and hard shadows differently through parallel processing
paths, this method can enhance the ability of our model to
distinguish between soft and hard shadow removal in
complex scenes.

(2) To the best of our knowledge, this is the first report
on integrating Vision Transformer with UNet++ for shadow
removal, this combination can boost detail processing
capabilities, especially around shadow edges, through a
multi-layer feature fusion mechanism.

(3) We carry out comprehensive experiments and
ablative analysis on the ISTD dataset, our method surpasses
the performance of existing top-performing models
demonstrating the efficacy of our proposed method.

Related Works

Traditional physical methods for image shadow removal
primarily rely on in-depth analysis of lighting models,
shadow colors, and scene geometry, aiming to simulate and
eliminate shadow effects in images [3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. However,
these methods exhibit clear limitations, including strong
dependence on environmental lighting conditions and scene
geometry, as well as insufficient adaptability when faced with
complex and variable real-world scenes. Moreover, the
accuracy and robustness of such approaches are also limited

when encountering shadows of different types and depths. In
contrast to these traditional methods, our proposed approach
is capable of effectively handling various types of shadows,
achieving efficient and accurate shadow removal effects for
both hard and soft shadows.

In the last few years, there has been notable achievement
in deep learning methods for the task of image shadow
removal. For example, Le et al. [8] and others proposed a
new method combining linear illumination transformations
and deep learning, which effectively removes shadows from a
single image by predicting shadow parameters and shadow
masks, significantly improving the accuracy and quality of
shadow removal. Similarly, RYO [9] and others developed a
new model named CANet, which integrates shadow detection
and shadow removal networks, and introduces a ColorBlock
structure and trains through an extended dataset, achieving
high-precision shadow removal. Furthermore, methods using
Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN) have also been
applied to shadow removal, where RIS-GAN [10] framework,
by exploring residual and illumination information in the
shadow removal process, combines rough shadow-free
images, estimated negative residual images, and inverse
illumination maps to generate detailed shadow-free images.
Cun et al. [11] proposed DHAN and SMGAN as well as
ST-CGAN [12] further refined the task of shadow removal.
However, despite these models making progress in dealing
with different types of shadows, their generalization ability
remains limited. In contrast, our model can differentiate
based on the softness and hardness of shadows, significantly
reducing errors that might be introduced by relying on a
single processing strategy.

Compared to our method, DC-ShadowNet [13] adopts a
similar approach. They designed a network guided by
unsupervised learning and a domain classifier, specifically
aimed at removing hard and soft shadows from single images.
Unlike traditional techniques, DC-ShadowNet innovates by
utilizing novel unsupervised loss functions such as
physics-based shadow-free chromaticity, shadow-robust
perceptual features, and boundary smoothness loss, combined
with a domain classifier to guide the generator and
discriminator to focus on shadow areas. However, this
method does not significantly distinguish between hard and
soft shadows but attempts to handle all types of shadows by
incorporating traditional physical shadow removal methods
into its loss function. Our method, on the other hand, employs
two parallel paths trained for diverse shadow profiles in
images. Through this differentiated treatment, our model can
more effectively adapt to different types of shadow images,
thereby enhancing the performance and applicability of
shadow removal
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FIGURE 2. General structure of our method

Our approach classifies shadow images into hard
shadows and soft shadows. The shadow removal network is
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used to generate fusion weight ratios that are then used to
combine the outputs of two separate processing pipelines:
one for hard shadows and another for soft shadows. To guide
the training of our generator and discriminator, we employ
unique loss functions for different pipelines. For the soft
pipeline, we introduce a shadow-free chromaticity loss
function calculated by physical methods from the original
shadow image 1 and the output shadow-free image
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2. Proposed Methods

As is shown in Figure 2, our approach classifies shadow
images into hard shadows and soft shadows. The shadow
removal network is comprised of three components: a

classifier CDf , a generator, and a discriminator. The generator
includes two pathways, each containing a Swin_Transformer
and a UNet++ with distinct parameters. Each UNet++
encompasses an encoder and a decoder. For the input shadow
image the corresponding outputs for shadow-free,
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respectively. The classifier

@' is used to generate fusion weight ratios that are then used

to combine the outputs of two separate processing pipelines:
one for hard shadows and another for soft shadows. To guide
the training of our generator and discriminator, we employ
unique loss functions for different pipelines. For the soft
pipeline, we introduce a shadow-free chromaticity loss L,

function calculated by physical methods from the original
shadow image [ and the output shadow-free image

shadow
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function derived from the shadow mask using a Gaussian

filter.
Given a shadow image ( [, ), a pre-trained
classification network decouples the type of shadow into a
hard shadow or soft shadow later processing. The classifier
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which category it

outputs a binary probability distribution,
indicating the likelihood of the image /

shadow
belonged in. Subsequently, the image is concurrently
propagated along two distinct pipelines: one for hard
shadows and another for soft shadows. Within each pipeline,
a Transformer architecture extracts a hierarchical feature
maps of the image, which is subsequently inputted into a
U-Net model. The outputs of the two pathways, each
representing a potential shadow-free image, are then
integrated through a fusion layer. This layer weights the
outputs based on the initial probability assessments
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To meet the distinct needs of eliminating hard and soft
shadows, we incorporated additional loss functions beyond
the standard ones such as adversarial loss, similarity loss, and
perceptual loss. Specifically, we introduced two tailored loss
functions to refine the training for each shadow type. For the
soft shadow path, a chromaticity loss function calculates the



difference in color characteristics between the input shadow
image's shadow-free chromaticity and the output shadow-free
image. For the hard shadow path, a shadow mask edge loss
function is employed to emphasize the precision at the
shadow boundaries during loss computation.

3.1 Multi-feature fusion structure
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FIGURE 3. Overview of the proposed multi-scale fusion

network

Figure 3 outlines the architecture of a complex
multi-scale fusion network designed for processing feature
maps extracted from an input source. The network is
composed of several key components: The network integrates
multiple convolutional layers with upsampling and
downsampling strategies (a), facilitating feature fusion at
various scales. Layer-wise communication (b) is depicted to
enhance feature map flow, while the GCVGG block (c)
shows the detailed processing within each node. The
Multi-FeatFusion Pool (d) emphasizes the combination of
feature maps through bilinear interpolation and channel
concatenation. Finally, a basic convolutional operation
sequence is shown in (e), outlining the processing steps for
each input. This architecture aims to leverage multi-scale
information for improved image analysis.

The architecture of the generators is segmented into
three main components: the feature extractor, the
encoder-decoder, and the multi-feature fusion module. The
feature extractor utilizes the Swin-Transformer [14], an
effective framework that employs hierarchical representation
alongside shifted window-based self-attention for feature
extraction. This method allows the Swin-Transformer to
identify intricate patterns across multiple scales, vital for
tasks that demand intricate spatial analysis and the integration
of features from various network levels. Following extraction,
four feature maps undergo integration within different

decoder stages through a multi-feature fusion module,
fostering efficient feature combinations throughout the
network.

The MulFeatFusion pool module plays a pivotal role in
merging features from different network levels. It processes
two unique feature maps, employing Bilinear Interpolation to
align their spatial dimensions before concatenation along the
channel dimension. Subsequently, this concatenated output is
processed through a specific convolutional layer called
Conv-BN-ReLU that includes batch normalization and ReLU
activation, compressing the channel count of the fused feature
map for consistent integration with the decoder, the formula
for the convolution layer can be expressed as:

0=5(/V (Conv(x))) 6))

In the equation, represents for a 2D convolution layer
extracting features, denotes a batch normalization layer for
stabilizing outputs and the ReLU activation function
introduces non-linearity, resulting in the final output. Thus,
enhancing feature fusion which is critical for the model's
reconstruction or prediction capabilities.

For the encoding and decoding apparatus within the
generators, charged with the task of shadow removal, the
framework is predicated on the UNet++ [15] model. This
structure, detailed in Figure 2(a), is composed of a
descending series of convolution nodes across five layers,
with node counts reducing from six to one from conv0 x to
conv5_x. Each node's architecture, as depicted in Figure 2(c),
is constituted of a residual block featuring convolutional
layers, batch normalization layers [16], Mish activation
functions [17], and scSE blocks [18]. The information flow
within each node, as elucidated in Figure 2(b), is
characterized by the primordial node of each layer acquiring
downsampled data from the antecedent layer's node,
amalgamating it with the incoming feature map, and
subsequently elevating this data through upsampling to
successive nodes within the same and subsequent layers.
Nodes not situated at the commencement of their respective
layers do not assimilate external feature map inputs.

3.2 Shadow Chromaticity Loss

Soft shadows are commonly influenced by complex
lighting conditions, such as the direction, intensity, and color
of light. These changes can cause variations in color and
brightness in shadow areas, especially in the transition areas
between shadow and non-shadow regions, which often
exhibit extensive chromaticity transitions. To restore these
transition areas more accurately, we focus on achieving
chromaticity consistency between shadow and non-shadow
images. For this purpose, in training the generator for soft
shadow paths, we have incorporated Shadow Chromaticity



Loss [19]. The Shadow Chromaticity Loss function is
designed for shadow removal in images, comprising two
main steps: entropy minimization [20] and illumination
compensation [21]. Initially, the values of the RGB channels
are normalized:
[X, Y, Z]=R/(X+Y+Z),Re[X, Y, Z] 2

Here, X, Y, Z represent the values of the three channels,
and then the input image with shadows is mapped to the
logarithmic chromaticity space.

[,0], Pas P3 ] = [log(X'), log(Y"), lOg(Z')] (3)

Then, for each & value from 1 to 180 degree, the
two-dimensional log chromaticity image is projected onto a
one-dimensional space. The entropy of each projection is
calculated, and the projection direction with the minimum
entropy is selected as the optimal direction. Using this
direction, a shadow-free chromaticity image is generated, but
there may be a color shift due to the projection process. Then,
by selecting the brightest set of pixels from the input image,
the colors in the chromaticity image are adjusted to
compensate for this color shift, resulting in a chromaticity
image that reflects the original lighting colors of the
non-shadowed regions. Finally, a physically-based
shadow-free chromaticity image is used to guide the shadow
removal generator through a chromaticity loss function,
ensuring that the chromaticity of the output image is similar
to that of the shadow-free chromaticity image, thereby
achieving a consistent chromaticity effect.

3.3 Shadow Mask Edge Loss

Hard shadows have clear boundaries, and during the
process of shadow removal, these edges often form a stark
contrast with the non-shadowed areas. To ensure that the
texture and color at the edges of the shadows can be
realistically restored, we specifically introduce a shadow
mask edge loss in training the generator for hard shadow
paths. The purpose of this is to focus on the boundary
between the shadowed and non-shadowed areas. We combine
the Gaussian and Sobel filters to produce a shadow boundary
mask that emphasizes these edges.

v G (Edge(M,))> 0 @
e 0 otherwise,

In this equation, ¢ stands for Gaussian filter.

The difference between the real image /, and the

generated shadow-free image /

output

is calculated using M, ,

and the element-wise product of these differences is
computed. Then, the L2 norm (i.e., the Euclidean distance) of
the product results is calculated, summing over all pixel

positions i to obtain the shadow edge loss function. This
process helps to more accurately handle the shadow edges,
generating images that look more natural and without
obvious shadows. The corresponding calculation formula is
as follows:
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4. Experiments

To validate our approach, we conducted experiments on
the ISTD dataset[41], LRSS dataset[43], and the expanded
LRSS dataset, evaluating the effectiveness of our method
using RMSE[51], PSNR[52], and SSIM[52] metrics. The
equipment utilized was a V100-32GB, and the experiments
were performed on a platform with CUDA 11.8, using Python
3.8 as our programming language and PyTorch 2.0.0 as our
deep learning framework.

4.1 Experimental details

Datasets: We used the ISTD[41] and LRSS datasets[43],
along with an expanded version of the LRSS dataset. The
ISTD dataset consists of 1,330 training tuples and 540 testing
tuples, each tuple containing shadow images, shadow masks,
and shadow-free images. This dataset predominantly features
hard shadows, constituting about 70%-80% of the images.
The LRSS dataset, originally very small and focused on soft
shadows, includes only 34 image groups each with shadow
images, shadow masks, and shadow-free images, sourced
from the work of Yeying Jin[23]. Given the limited size of the
LRSS dataset, we expanded it using the MaskGAN[24]
methodology to generate additional training data. This
expansion was aimed at enhancing the dataset's robustness
and improving the model's training efficacy.

Evaluation Metrics: To gauge the effectiveness of our
shadow removal model, we utilized four established metrics:
(1) RMSE: Reflects the average magnitude of the error
between the predicted and the true images. Lower RMSE
values indicate better performance.

I I . 6
RMSE(I,K) = \/MN Y 16 )~ K, ) (6)
Where [(i,j) and K(i,j) are the pixel values at position in

images I and K, respectively.

M and N are the number of rows and columns in the images,
respectively.

(2) MSE: Measures the average squared differences between
the reconstructed and the original images. Lower MSE values
denote higher accuracy.

(3) PSNR: Assesses image reconstruction quality, with higher
values suggesting a better-quality reconstruction.



PSNR =20-log,, [%j (7

VMSE

MAX, represents the maximum possible pixel value of the
image.

(4) SSIM: Evaluates the perceived change in image structure,
brightness, and contrast. Higher SSIM values imply better
image quality.

Quu, +¢)(20,, +c,) (8)

SSIM (x,y) =
x.) (ui+u;+cl)(0'f+ 0'§+cz)

Pixel values of windows: u, & 4,

Variances: o, & o,

Covariance: o,

Division with Weak Denominator: ¢, = (k,L),

¢, = (k,L)* with L representing the dynamic range of the
pixel-values and ki=0.01 and ko=0.03 by default.

SSIM (X,Y) = %ZZI SSIM (x,,y,) 9)

M: number of windows in the image
(x,,y,) : corresponding windows in X and Y.

These metrics were chosen for their relevance to image
quality assessment and their common use in image
processing tasks. The relationship between these metrics and
model performance is straightforward: better models yield
lower RMSE and MSE, and higher PSNR and SSIM scores.

4.2 Comparison to the State of the Art

Our model is evaluated against state-of-the-art (SOTA)
models of the past three years, particularly those utilizing
GANs, across the ISTD, ISTD+, and SRD datasets. The
evaluations are detailed in Tables 1 through 3. We compared
Red indicators highlight unnatural color processing in other
methods versus the improved performance of our approach.
our method with Guo et al. [25], Deshadownet [26],
ST-CGAN [27], Mask-ShadowGAN [28], Direction-Aware
Spatial Context Feature [29], AngularGAN [30], DHAN [31],
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FIGURE 4. Comparison of shadow removal results on soft shadow images
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FIGURE 5. Comparison of shadow removal from hard shadow images
red boxes and arrows point to areas of unnatural edge processing by different
methods, in contrast to the more natural results produced by our method.

RIS-GAN [32], CLA-GAN [33], AEF [34], PULSr [35],
DC-ShadowGAN [36], Zhu et al. [37], BMNet [38] and
SADC [39].

From the quantitative comparison in Table 1, it can be
seen that our model outperforms the current state-of-the-art
(SOTA) models on the ISTD dataset: we have the best RMSE
values in the shadow areas, non-shadow areas, and overall.
For the shadow areas, we also have the best SSIM and PSNR
values. Furthermore, as can be seen from Figure 4 and Figure
5, our model demonstrates superior performance on both hard
shadow images and soft shadow images: for hard shadow
images, our model achieves more natural edge processing of
shadows; for soft shadow images, our model allows for more
natural color transitions.

4.3 Ablation Study

Overview and Objective: In the second section, we first
elucidate the key differences between soft and hard shadows,
as well as how these distinctions pose unique challenges in
the task of shadow removal. Based on this insight, we have
developed a method that treats soft and hard shadows
separately. Our innovation lies in the dual-path architecture of
the generator model, which is optimized to cater to the
characteristics of soft and hard shadows respectively. During
the training process, we employ a specific combination of
loss functions for each path to enhance the model's
performance on the corresponding type of shadows.
Specifically, when training the soft shadow path, we freeze
the hard shadow path and use consistency, adversarial,
perceptual, and chromaticity loss functions to train on a
dedicated soft shadow dataset. Conversely, when training the
hard shadow path, the soft shadow path is frozen, and we
apply consistency, adversarial, perceptual, and shadow edge
loss functions on a hard shadow dataset. The configuration of
our ablation experiment is structured to verify the dual-path



TABLE 1. Quantitative comparison with the SOTA methods on the ISTD dataset. Symbol ‘-’ represents values that are not available. The red values indicate
the best performances.

RMSE SSIM PSNR
Methods Citation | ¢104. NoShad.  All | Shad. NosShad.  All | Shad.  No.Shad.  All
Guo et al. [25] CVPRI2011 | 1865 776 9.26 | 0.964 0975 0919 | 27.76 2644 23.08
Deshadownet [26] | CVPR2017 | 1796 653 847
ST-CGAN [27] CVPR2018 | 1011 576 647 | 0981 0959 0932 | 3393  30.18 27.90
Mask-ShadowGAN | 1cCV2019 | 1057 591 667 | 0980 0950 0928 | 3173 20.02 2636
DS%S[]29] CVPRA2018 | 845 503 559 | 0984 0969 0944 | 3464 3126 29.00
AngularGAN [30] | cvPRw2019 | 978 767  8.16
DHAN [31] AAAL2020 | 749 530 566 | 0988 0971 0954 | 3553  31.05 29.11
RIS-GAN [32] AAAI2020 | 899 633 695 | - - - - - -
CLA-GAN [33] PG/2020 9.01 625 662 | - - - - - -
AEF [34] CVPR2021 | 798 554 594 | 0974 0880 0844 | 3439 2861 27.11
PULST [35] CVPR2021 | 698 494  s12| - - - | 3265 3471 34.45
DC-ShadowGAN | CVPR2022 | 1055 579 657 | 0976 0958 0922 | 3169 2899 26.38
Zhu e[t3 21] [37] AAAL2022 | 744 374 479 | 0980 0982 0952 | 3494 3558 31.72
BMNet [38] CVPR2022 | 760 459 502|098 0976 0959 | 3561 32.80 30.28
ShadowFormer[44] | CVPR2023 | 6.16 390 427 | - - - - ; ;
SADC [39] 2024 719 506 5410989 0976 0961 | 3552 3197 29.85
Our Model ; 6.29 564 335| 0989 0965 0950 | 3592 30.04 28.57

design's role in augmenting the model's effectiveness, while
also precisely illustrating how our approach independently
processes both soft and hard shadows.

Design: As described in section three of this document,
our generator is designed to include two paths: a hard shadow
path and a soft shadow path, each equipped with a
Swin-Transformer for feature extraction and connected to a
UNet++ with multi-layer feature fusion. In the soft shadow
path, we utilize consistency, adversarial, perceptual, and
chromaticity loss functions for training on a dedicated soft
shadow dataset. For the hard shadow path, we apply
consistency, adversarial, perceptual, and shadow edge loss
functions on a hard shadow dataset. To verify the
effectiveness of our method, we have constructed the
following control experiment design:

Control Group: The dual-path model undergoes its first
comprehensive training using consistency, adversarial, and
perceptual loss functions on a mixed dataset containing both
soft and hard shadows. Subsequently, we train only the hard
shadow path, freezing the soft shadow path, and using
shadow edge loss function on a dedicated hard shadow
dataset. Similarly, when training only the soft shadow path,
we freeze the hard shadow path and apply the chromaticity
loss function on a soft shadow dataset. Finally, additional
training is conducted for the fusion layer of the dual-path
model on the mixed dataset while freezing all other layers.

Experimental Group A: The single-path model is trained
entirely on a specialized hard shadow mixed dataset using
consistency, adversarial, and perceptual loss functions.

Experimental Group B: The single-path model is trained



entirely on a specialized soft shadow mixed dataset using
consistency, adversarial, and perceptual loss functions.

To ensure the rigor of the experiment, the control group
and all experimental groups undergo the same number of
training epochs. We will detail the results of testing these
models on the mixed shadow dataset, the hard-shadow-only
dataset, and the soft-shadow-only dataset in the subsequent
results section. We anticipate that the dual-path model,
optimized with specific loss function combinations for their
respective shadow characteristics, will demonstrate superior
performance on specific datasets. Specifically, we expect the
dual-path model to provide more accurate and refined
shadow removal effects compared to the single-path model
on dedicated soft and hard shadow datasets.

In alignment with the distinctions between soft and hard
shadows outlined in Section 2 and under expert guidance, we
meticulously selected images from the ISTD and LRSS
datasets to create two distinct sets: one comprising only hard
shadow images and the other only soft shadow images. The
hard shadow set, primarily sourced from the ISTD dataset,
includes images with sharp, well-defined edges. The soft
shadow set, derived from the expanded LRSS dataset,
features images with diffuse, less defined shadows. Our
mixed dataset combines images from both ISTD and the
expanded LRSS, containing both types of shadows, ensuring
a balanced representation of soft and hard shadows to
facilitate comprehensive analysis.

The quantitative performance results of the dual-path
model trained on both soft and hard shadow datasets across
three datasets: hard dataset, soft dataset, and hard and soft
dataset.

According to the data in Tables 2, 3, and 4, our model
was trained on both soft and hard shadows and performed
better across all three datasets than models trained only on a
single type of shadow (either hard or soft shadows).
Specifically, the root mean square error (RMSE) of models
trained only on hard or soft shadows is higher across all
datasets compared to the dual-path model trained on both
types of datasets, in shadow regions, non-shadow regions,
and overall. A lower RMSE[51] indicates that the model's
generated shadow-free images are closer to the original
shadow-free  images, demonstrating stronger image
restoration capabilities. Similarly, the peak signal-to-noise
ratio (PSNR) of these single-path models is lower than that of
the dual-path model, where a higher PSNR[52] indicates
greater accuracy in image restoration. The performance
differences in terms of the Structural Similarity Index
Measure (SSIM) among the three models are minimal. A
higher SSIM[52] value signifies that the processed image is
more similar to the original in terms of brightness, contrast,
and structural information, thereby having a closer visual
appearance to the original.

TABLE 2. The quantitative performance results of the single-path model
trained only on hard shadows across three datasets(‘hard’ stands for hard
dataset, ‘hard soft’ stands for hand and soft dataset and ‘soft’ stands for soft

dataset. The same as below.:

Model trained solely on the hard shadow dataset (single-path)

Dat RMSE SSIM PSNR
aset

Shad Non. All Shad Non. All Shad Non. All
hard 7.04 7.44 431 0.99 0.97 0.94 34.77 27.77 26.56
hard 8.81 9.41 5.47 0.99 0.96 0.94 32.66 26.01 24.60
soft
soft 16.51 13.19 8.30 0.94 0.88 0.82 21.65 21.65 18.15

TABLE 3. The quantitative performance results of the single-path model
trained only on soft shadows across three datasets

Model trained solely on the soft shadow dataset (single-path)

Data
set

RMSE SSIM PSNR

Shad Non. All Non. Shad. Non. All

hard

14.26 6.23 4.68 0.97 29.33 28.87 25.01

hard
soft
soft

14.11 9.72 6.21 0.97 29.59 27.67 24.54

19.77 23.29 12.80 0.90 25.57 22.95 20.49

TABLE 3. The quantitative performance results of the dual-path
model trained on both soft and hard shadow datasets across three
datasets

Model trained solely on both soft and hard shadow dataset (dual-path)

Dat
aset

RMSE SSIM PSNR

Non. Shad Non. Shad Non. All

hard

0.99 0.97 35.92 30.04 25.01

hard
soft
soft

4.44 0.99 0.96 33.54 28.27 24.54

15.85 12.26 7.80 0.95 0.88 22.03 22.41 20.49

Furthermore, we observed that the dual-path model
trained on a mixed dataset performs better on both hard and
soft shadow datasets than models trained only on a single
type of shadow dataset. This finding suggests that models
trained specifically on one type of shadow exhibit limited
generalization capabilities. It is important to note that
shadows in images often contain elements of both soft and
hard shadows, and there is no clear boundary between them;
shadow classification should not be seen as a simple binary
problem. In practice, some images labeled as soft shadows
might exhibit characteristics of hard shadows, and vice versa.
Therefore, the dual-path model integrates data from both



types of shadows and, guided by specific functions (such as
an edge function for hard shadow edges and a chroma
function for soft shadows), learns to handle different shadow
features. This approach plays a harmonizing role during
model training, allowing the techniques developed for hard
shadows to aid in the removal of soft shadows and vice versa.
This cross-learning strategy not only enhances the model's
flexibility in application but also improves its practicality in
complex environments.

5. Conclusion

In this study, we introduced a novel image shadow
removal method that processes hard and soft shadows
separately through a unique dual-path model. This model
utilizes a classifier to first identify the type of shadow, then
removes it through specially designed pathways, significantly
enhancing the accuracy and efficiency of the removal process.
The hard shadow path focuses on shadows with clear edges
using an edge loss function, while the soft shadow path
handles blurred-edge shadows using a chromaticity loss
function. Additionally, our model outperformed existing top
models on the ISTD dataset, setting a new performance
benchmark. Future work will focus on testing and optimizing
our model on more datasets to enhance its generalizability
and practicality. We believe the results of this research not
only advance shadow removal technology but also provide
valuable insights for related computer vision applications.
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