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ABSTRACT
The 3D Gaussian splatting methods are getting popular. However,
they work directly on the signal, leading to a dense representation
of the signal. Even with some techniques such as pruning or dis-
tillation, the results are still dense. In this paper, we propose to
model the gradient of the original signal. The gradients are much
sparser than the original signal. Therefore, the gradients use much
less Gaussian splats, leading to the more efficient storage and thus
higher computational performance during both training and ren-
dering. Thanks to the sparsity, during the view synthesis, only a
small mount of pixels are needed, leading to much higher computa-
tional performance (100 ∼ 1000× faster). And the 2D image can be
recovered from the gradients via solving a Poisson equation with
linear computation complexity. Several experiments are performed
to confirm the sparseness of the gradients and the computation
performance of the proposed method. The method can be applied
various applications, such as human body modeling and indoor
environment modeling.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Getting 3D signals from multi-view images is a key task in the
wide-reaching field of computer vision. It involves the intricate job
of examining and interpreting the varying viewpoints presented
by the array of images, all to build a precise 3D representation of
the subject. This core task underpins a host of applications and
studies in computer vision, making it a crucial area to grasp and
comprehend.

The challenge here is to understand depth and perspective from
two-dimensional images, which is not an easy task. It’s more than
just viewing images - it’s about turning flat visuals into a three-
dimensional perspective. This involves advanced math techniques
that are complex and sophisticated. Strong algorithms are also
needed to manage this translation process. They need to interpret
and analyze data quickly and accurately. On top of that, we need
significant computational power to process the large amount of
data and operations. This makes the task complex and challenging,
but also quite interesting from a technical perspective.

NeRF, which stands for Neural Radiance Fields, represents a
groundbreaking and innovative method in the field of 3D modelling.
It employs the use of a fully connected deep network, a complex
and intricate system, to model the volumetric scene function. This
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Figure 1: The relationship between the original signal (left)
and the gradient domain representation (right). The gradient
domain representation is sparse and thus only large gradients
are needed. As a result, the 2D view gradient is also sparse
and only a small part of pixels are rendered. And the final
image is reconstructed via solving a Poisson equation.

function is integral to creating a realistic and immersive 3D environ-
ment. What sets NeRF apart is its ability to generate high-quality,
novel views of 3D scenes. This is achieved from sparse input views,
meaning that even with limited input data, the system can produce
detailed and comprehensive 3D scene representations. This illus-
trates the power and potential of the NeRF method in transforming
the way we approach and utilize 3D modelling technology.

Recently, 3D Gaussian splatting has gained quite a bit of trac-
tion [29]. It’s a key player in scene estimation and rendering jobs.
It uses the Gaussian distribution to figure out the scene’s proper-
ties, and then uses this information to create detailed and precise
illustrations. It avoids the ray tracing in the NeRF methods. Instead,
it uses splatting for the image rendering. This method has been a
big step in pushing 3D graphics forward.

1.1 Particle Representation
For a 3D signal 𝑓 ( ®𝑥), where ®𝑥 is the spatial coordinate, it can be
expressed as a convolution operation with the classical Dirac delta
function

𝑓 ( ®𝑥) =
∫

𝑓 (®𝜏)𝛿 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏)d®𝜏 . (1)

Although this is exact, the abstract delta function is not computa-
tionally practical.

To improve the computation property, the above equation is
relaxed into the follow discrete expression

𝑓 ( ®𝑥) ≡
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑓 (®𝜏𝑘 )𝑊 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 , ℎ𝑘 )𝑉𝑘 , (2)
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where 𝑓 is the reconstructed signal from this discrete representation,
𝐾 is the total number of particles, 𝑘 is the particle index,𝑊 is a
particle kernel function, ℎ𝑘 is the kernel parameter, and 𝑉𝑘 is the
volume of the particle.

In most of cases, the multiplication value 𝑓 (®𝜏𝑘 )𝑉𝑘 can be treated
as one variable 𝐴𝑘 for convenience reason, leading to the following
particle representation

𝑓 ( ®𝑥) ≡
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑘𝑊 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 , ℎ𝑘 ) . (3)

The introduced 𝐴𝑘 can carry multiple features, such as mass, tem-
perature, curvature, etc. It is generic for the particle representation.

With such particle representation, we can evaluate the distance
between the original signal 𝑓 ( ®𝑥) and its reconstruction from the
particle representation. More specifically, the distance is

𝐿(𝑓 , 𝑓 ) = 1
2 ∥ 𝑓 ( ®𝑥) − 𝑓 ( ®𝑥)∥

2
2 . (4)

One important property of particle representation is that this dis-
tance can be reduced if more particles are added. This property
makes the particle representation flexible and compact.

The gradients of the particle representation with respect to the
spatial coordinate, the parameter ℎ𝑘 and 𝜏𝑘 are

𝜕𝐿

𝜕®𝑥 = (𝑓 − 𝑓 )
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑘
𝜕𝑊 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 , ℎ𝑘 )

𝜕®𝑥 , (5)

𝜕𝐿

𝜕ℎ𝑘
= (𝑓 − 𝑓 )

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑘
𝜕𝑊 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 , ℎ𝑘 )

𝜕ℎ𝑘
, (6)

𝜕𝐿

𝜕®𝜏 = (𝑓 − 𝑓 )
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑘
𝜕𝑊 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 , ℎ𝑘 )

𝜕®𝜏 . (7)

These gradients can be used to update the center and shape param-
eters of the particles.

1.2 3D Gaussian Splatting
The 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) method and its variants are
special cases of the particle representation. More specifically, the
3D Gaussian splatting uses the anisotropic Gaussian kernels in the
particle representation

𝑓 ( ®𝑥) =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑘𝐺 (®𝜏𝑘 , Σ𝑘 ) , (8)

where𝐺 (®𝜏𝑘 , Σ𝑘 ) = exp[−(®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 )𝑇 Σ−1𝑘 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 )] . (9)

The non negative covariance matrix is Σ = 𝑅𝑆𝑆𝑇𝑅𝑇 , where 𝑆 is a
diagonal scaling matrix and 𝑅 is a rotation matrix.

This 3D Gaussian particle is then splatted on the the 2D image
plane. The covariance in 2D is computed via

Σ2𝐷 = 𝐽𝑊 Σ𝑊𝑇 𝐽𝑇 , (10)
where𝑊 is the world-to-camera matrix and 𝐽 is a local matrix for
the projection.

The color 𝑐 (𝑢, 𝑣) at a view is then defined via an alpha blending

𝑐 (𝑢, 𝑣) =
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑐𝑘𝛼𝑘𝐺
2𝐷
𝑘

𝑘−1∏
𝑗=1

(1 − 𝛼 𝑗𝐺2𝐷
𝑗 ) , (11)

where 𝑐𝑘 is a view dependent color, 𝛼𝑘 is the transparency, 𝐺2𝐷 is
a 2D Gaussian function with the covariance matrix Σ2𝐷 in Eq. (10).
And 𝑘 is sorted from the view direction. The coordinate (𝑢, 𝑣) indi-
cates the image space coordinate.

The rendered image 𝑐 (𝑢, 𝑣) is then compared with the observed
image 𝑖𝑚 via a ℓ1 distance and the structural similarity distance

𝐿𝑜𝑠𝑠 (𝑐, 𝑖𝑚) = (1 − 𝜆) |𝑐 − 𝑖𝑚 | + 𝜆𝐷𝑆𝑆𝐼𝑀 (𝑐, 𝑖𝑚) , (12)

where 𝜆 > 0 is a weight parameter and 𝐷𝑆𝑆𝐼𝑀 is a distance mea-
surement using 𝑆𝑆𝐼𝑀 .

1.3 Variants of Gaussian Splatting
Thanks to the splatting, the Gaussian splatting methods do not need
the ray tracing to render the observed image at a given view. As a re-
sult, these methods are much faster than the Nerf based approaches
that require the ray tracing to perform the image rendering.

With the advantages of computational efficiency and the re-
sulting high quality rendered images, various Gaussian splatting
methods have been developed. For example, it can be applied in
street modeling [34], human head modeling [33, 40] and human
body modeling [1]. In [26], isotropic Gaussian function is adopted
to reduce the orientation issue. And A compression method is de-
veloped to remove the unimportant Gaussian particles, reducing
the file size [4, 30]. When we are writing this paper, 2D Gaussian
splatting method is developed in [28], where 2D disks are attached
to a surface. Similar idea is also shown in [27]. This method is more
suitable for surface representation instead of volume representation.
In [12], an edge guided Gaussian splatting method is developed,
forcing the particle to be aligned with edges in the image. A survey
on 3D Gaussian splatting can be found in [3].

1.4 Gradient Domain Signal Processing
Gradient domain image processing is a technique that works with
the image’s gradient field [9, 19], rather than the image itself. The
relationship between the original and gradient domain signals is
shown in Fig. 1. The gradients have been hugely useful in various
image processing tasks like seamless image stitching, image in-
painting, and tone mapping. By using the gradient domain, we can
keep the structural details of images, even as we make significant
changes that might be lost if we worked directly on the image.

This process has two steps: firstly, we apply the desired changes
to the image’s gradient, creating a new gradient field. Then, we
recreate an image that matches this new gradient field as closely as
possible. This second step is all about optimization and often uses
methods like Poisson reconstruction.

Moreover, gradient domain processing also enables the preser-
vation of fine details in an image or signal while reducing noise,
making it ideal for applications like image editing, video processing,
and computer vision.

Furthermore, this processing technique is remarkably versatile. It
can be applied in a vast array of fields ranging frommedical imaging
to machine learning, opening up new possibilities for innovation.
For instance, in medical imaging, gradient domain processing could
help enhance the visibility of certain structures or abnormalities,
thereby assisting in more accurate diagnostics.
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(c) cdf of the image

(d) Laplacian field (scaled and
shifted for better visualization)
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Figure 2: A 2D image (a) and its Laplace field (d). The mid-
dle and right columns show their probabilities and cumula-
tive probabilities, respectively, where different color indicate
color channels. The values are shifted with 128 but without
scaling. As these figures shown, the Laplacian field is much
sparser than the original image. Therefore, in the Laplacian
field, we do not necessarily render all the pixels as in the 3D
Gaussian splatting. Instead, only sparse edges are computed.
Meanwhile, the rendered image can be recovered by its Lapla-
cian field via solving a Poisson equation.

Mesh processing, meanwhile, is to manipulate a polygonal or
polyhedral mesh. This is a collection of vertices, edges, and faces
that make up a 3D object’s shape. It’s a crucial process in areas like
computer graphics, computer-aided design, and virtual reality.

There are many types of mesh processing, such as mesh smooth-
ing (to remove noise), mesh simplification (for quicker rendering),
and mesh parameterization (to map a texture onto a mesh). Much
like gradient domain image processing, mesh processing techniques
often aim to optimize a particular property of the mesh, such as its
smoothness, compactness, or the distortion of the texture mapping.

To sum up, both gradient domain image processing and mesh
processing are potent tools in their respective areas, enabling com-
plex changes while preserving key details. These methods are at the
heart of image and graphic processing, driving progress in fields
ranging from digital photography to video game development.

1.5 Sparsity
A key advantage of gradient domain signal processing is its spar-
sity [9]. This characteristic allows for a more efficient signal rep-
resentation, cutting down on the data that needs processing. This
boosts computational speed and saves on storage space when one
is working with limited processing power or storage.

Although there are three components in the gradients for 3D
signals, we will show that only the Laplacian field (the divergence
of the gradients) matters. The Laplacian field is even sparser than
the gradient, because the constant gradients become zero after the
divergence operator.

One example is shown in Fig. 2, where the Laplacian field (diver-
gence of the gradient field) is much sparser than the original signal.
The sparsity becomes even higher in the 3D space [6, 19].

1.6 Our Motivation and Contributions
Different from previous Gaussian splatting methods that directly
work on the original signal, we propose to model the gradients of
the signal with Gaussian splats. As mentioned, gradient domain
has several advantages. One of them is the sparsity. Therefore, the
resulting gradient domain Gaussian splats are much sparser than
the original Gaussian splats. Our contributions are

• we introduce the gradient domainGaussian splattingmethod.
• the gradient domain Gaussian splatting is much sparser

than the original one.
• the synthetic view 2D image can be exactly recovered by

its gradients via solving a Poisson equation.

2 GRADIENT DOMAIN GAUSSIAN SPLATTING
In this paper, instead of approximating the original signal 𝑓 ( ®𝑥), we
study its gradient ∇𝑓 ( ®𝑥), where ∇ is the gradient operator. In most
of cases, the measurement error satisfies a Gaussian distribution
and thus we can use the ℓ2 norm to measure the reconstruction
error in the gradient domain

𝐿𝑔 (𝑓 , 𝑓 ) =
1
2 ∥∇𝑓 ( ®𝑥) − ∇𝑓 ( ®𝑥)∥22 . (13)

Minimizing this equation leads to the following Poisson equation

Δ𝑓 ( ®𝑥) = Δ𝑓 ( ®𝑥) , (14)

where Δ = ∇ · ∇ = 𝜕2

𝜕𝑥2
+ 𝜕2

𝜕𝑦2
+ 𝜕2

𝜕𝑧2
is the Laplacian operator.

Above two equations link the gradient domain processing with
the well-known Poisson equation, which has preferred theoretical
mathematical properties, such as the unique solution and efficient
numerical solvers. Moreover, the Laplacian field is sparser than the
gradient field, leading to higher computational performance.

There are many efficient numerical solvers for the Poisson equa-
tion and they can achieve linear computational complexity. Roughly
speaking, they can be considered as direct solvers or iterative
solvers. Direct solvers, like the name implies, typically use fac-
torization methods to solve a smaller, denser system matrix, such
as Gaussian elimination and LU decomposition. Iterative solvers
deal with the large and sparse system matrix. They start with an
initial estimate and gradually refine it to closer to the solution, such
as Jacobi Method, Gauss-Seidel Method and Multigrid Methods.

2.1 Poisson Equation
Let us define the Laplacian field of the original signal as

𝜌 ( ®𝑥) ≡ Δ𝑓 ( ®𝑥) . (15)

If 𝜌 ( ®𝑥) is given, the signal 𝑓 ( ®𝑥) can be reconstructed via solving
the following Poisson equation with a proper boundary condition
(Neumann boundary condition in most cases)

Δ𝑢 ( ®𝑥) = 𝜌 ( ®𝑥) (16)

where 𝑢 ( ®𝑥) is the unknown signal to be recovered. Mathemati-
cally, 𝑢 ( ®𝑥) = 𝑓 ( ®𝑥) (with possible constant difference). In practice,
although there might be some numerical error, the error is not
obviously visible, especially for vision tasks. For example, when
∥𝑢 − 𝑓 ∥∞ = 0.01, there is no visual difference in practical applica-
tions. And 𝑢 is an accurate reconstruction of 𝑓 .
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If 𝜌 ( ®𝑥) is obtained from the real physical world, then 𝑢 ( ®𝑥) must
exist. From mathematical theories, we know that the solution from
the Poisson equation is unique. Such uniqueness gives theoretical
guarantee about this equation.

Be aware that we do not necessarily solve the Poisson equation
in 3D to get the signal 𝑓 ( ®𝑥). Instead, we are focusing on the image
synthesis. Therefore, we will solve the 2D Poisson equation after
the view projection step.

2.2 Our Method
Our gradient domain Gaussian splatting method has three steps.
First, we approximate the Laplacian field of the original signal
with the Gaussian splats. Then, we project these splats onto the
image plane, obtaining the 2D Laplacian field. Finally, an image
is reconstructed from the 2D Laplacian field by solving a Poisson
equation. The complete algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1
and the details are explained in the following subsections.

2.2.1 3D Laplacian Field. Instead of approximating the original
signal 𝑓 ( ®𝑥), we propose to approximate its Laplacian field 𝜌 ( ®𝑥) ≡
Δ𝑓 ( ®𝑥) via the Gaussian particles. More specifically, we have

𝜌 ( ®𝑥) =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝐴𝑘𝐺 (®𝜏𝑘 , Σ𝑘 ) , (17)

where𝐺 (®𝜏𝑘 , Σ𝑘 ) = exp[−(®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 )𝑇 Σ−1𝑘 ( ®𝑥 − ®𝜏𝑘 )] . (18)

2.2.2 Projection. Then, we project these 3D Gaussian kernels into
the 2D image plane with the following 2D covariance matrix

Σ2𝐷 = 𝐽𝑊 Σ𝑊𝑇 𝐽𝑇 , (19)
where𝑊 is the world-to-camera matrix and 𝐽 is a local affine matrix
for the projection. And the Laplacian field of a 2D image in a view
direction can be obtained via the alpha composition

𝜌2𝐷 (𝑢, 𝑣) =
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑐𝑘𝛼𝑘𝐺
2𝐷
𝑘

𝑘−1∏
𝑗=1

(1 − 𝛼 𝑗𝐺2𝐷
𝑗 ) . (20)

Be aware that 𝜌2𝐷 (𝑢, 𝑣) is sparse and only a small number of pixels
are needed.

2.2.3 Poisson Equation. Finally, the color image can be recovered
via solving the following Poisson equationwith Neumann boundary
condition

Δ𝑐 (𝑢, 𝑣) = 𝜌2𝐷 (𝑢, 𝑣) . (21)
This equation is a 2D Poisson equation for an image reconstruc-

tion. It can be efficiently solved by methods with linear computa-
tion complexity, such as multi-grid method and convolution pyra-
mids [5, 6]. It can also solved by convolution neural networks
(CNN) [2, 31, 42? ]. Choosing traditional methods or CNN depends
on several things such as the image resolution, computation re-
source and required running time. We will discuss the reconstruc-
tion in later section.

2.3 Loss Function
Sine we work in the gradient domain, we prefer the loss function
that has a gradient term for better edge alignment. More specifically,
we use the following loss function
𝐿(𝑐, 𝑖𝑚) = (1−𝜆)∥(𝑐−𝑖𝑚)∥1+𝛽 ∥∇𝑐−∇𝑖𝑚∥1+𝜆𝐷𝑆𝑆𝐼𝑀 (𝑐, 𝑖𝑚) . (22)

Algorithm 1 Gradient Domain Gaussian Splatting
Require: input images 𝑖𝑚, camera poses

while not converge do
update the Laplacian field 𝜌 ( ®𝑥) via Eq. (17)
update projected field 𝜌2𝐷 via Eq. (20)
get the rendered image via solving Eq. (21)
evaluate the Loss in Eq. (22)

end while
Ensure: 𝜌 ( ®𝑥)

The proposed loss function forces the rendered image to be
aligned with the observed image in the gradient domain (edges).

3 SPARSITY AND RECONSTRUCTION
One important advantage of the Laplacian fields in 3D and 2D is the
sparsity. Such sparsity leads to a higher computation performance
in practice. Meanwhile, the sparse Laplacian field can accurately
recover the original signal via solving a Poisson equation, for which
Poisson solvers are numerically efficient and accurate.

If we use less samples (sparser), then the reconstruction error
might be increased (error becomes larger). Such trade-off depends
on the complexity of the content, computation complexity, required
running time, etc. In most of cases, we use the reconstruction error
to automatically control the sparsity.

3.1 Sparsity
In the 3D space, comparing the Eq. (8) and Eq. (17), we notice that
the Eq. (17) is sparser. After projection onto the imaging plane,
the 2D Laplacian field in Eq. (20) is also sparser than the original
Eq. (11).

To measure the sparsity, we use a Cauchy distribution, whose
cumulative probability has the form

𝐶𝑎𝑢𝑐ℎ𝑦 (𝑥,𝛾) = 1
𝜋
arctan( 𝑥 − 𝑥0

𝛾
) + 1

2 (23)

where 𝛾 is a scale parameter. The smaller 𝛾 , the sparser the distri-
bution. The parameter 𝛾 is a rough measurement of the sparsity.

We model the image intensity and the Laplacian field of 500
images from BSDS500 dataset. And the resulting Cauchy parameter
𝛾 is shown in Fig. 3. The mean and median in the intensity domain
is 84.4 and 44.6. The mean and median in the Laplacian domain is
3.1 and 2.8. Clearly, the Laplacian field is much sparser. We usually
use a threshold function 𝑇 to obtain the sparse representation

𝑇 (𝑥) =
{
𝑥, |𝑥 | >= 𝑡
0, 𝑒𝑙𝑠𝑒

, (24)

where 𝑡 is a scalar parameter. A larger 𝑡 leads to a sparser signal
representation.

Thanks to the sparsity, the number of Gaussian kernels in our
method is significantly smaller than the number of Gaussians in
the original signal domain. Such improvement can simplify the
representation and accelerate the rendering process, which are
important for practical applications.
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(a) intensity domain
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Figure 3: The Cauchy parameter 𝛾 in the intensity domain
(a) and Laplacian domain (b), respectively. The smaller 𝛾 ,
the sparser the signal. The mean and median for (a) is 84.4
and 44.6. The mean and median for (b) is 3.1 and 2.8. The
Laplacian field is much sparser. The different colors indicate
the color channels in RGB images.

3.2 Reconstruction
After obtaining the sparse 𝜌2𝐷 , we reconstruct the corresponding
image via solving the Poisson equation, Eq. (21). Be aware that this
equation is in the 2D image domain, not in the 3D object space.

3.2.1 Classical Solvers. The Poisson equation is a classic and essen-
tial partial differential equation that is widely used in the fields of
mathematical physics and engineering. Solving this equation tradi-
tionally involves the use of classical solvers. These solvers primarily
employ numerical methods such as finite difference methods, finite
element methods, and boundary element methods.

In finite difference methods, the equation is approximated by re-
placing the derivatives by differences. Finite element methods break
down the problem into smaller, simpler parts that are called finite
elements. These finite elements are then assembled into a larger sys-
tem that models the entire problem. The boundary element method,
on the other hand, reduces the problem to a boundary only prob-
lem, thus significantly reducing the complexity of the problem. All
these methods discretize the continuous problem into a system of
algebraic equations that can be solved either iteratively or directly.

These traditional solvers, however, require the input 𝜌 must be
accurate. In other words, these solvers are not robust with the 𝜌 .
In the scenario of Gaussian splatting, Eq. (20), 𝜌 might contain
numerical errors, leading to possible failure cases. reconstruction.
For example, we can use Eq. (24) to force the sparsity. When we
set 𝑡 = 0.003 in Eq. (24), 84% of pixels in the Laplacian field 𝜌 are
nonzero and the reconstruction MSE is 6 × 10−5. When we set
𝑡 = 0.003 in Eq. (24), 62% of pixels in the Laplacian field 𝜌 are
nonzero and the reconstruction MSE is 0.013. These results are
visually shown in Fig. 4.

3.2.2 Deep Learning Solvers. In contrast to the traditional meth-
ods, deep learning methods for solving the Poisson equation take
a modern approach. Deep learning leverages the power of neural
networks to approximate the solution to the equation. Neural net-
works are trained using a loss function that minimizes the difference
between the predicted solution and the actual solution.

The deep learning approach simplifies the problem by converting
it into an optimization problem, thus making it more manageable.

(a) original (b) t=0.003 (c) t=0.004

Figure 4: The traditional Poisson solvers can accurately re-
construct the image as shown in (b). But they might generate
artifacts when we force the more sparsity, as shown in (c).

Input Conv1

Pool1 Conv2

Pool2 Conv3

Conv4 Concat1

Conv5 Concat2 Conv6

Figure 5: We use a U-Net structure to reconstruct the image
from its Laplacian field. We add noise into the input to im-
prove the robustness. We also use the mask in the input to
improve the sparsity.

Furthermore, this method has shown promise in providing accurate
and efficient solutions. One of its greatest advantages is its ability
to handle complex geometries and boundary conditions, which are
often challenging for classical methods. Therefore, deep learning
methods for solving the Poisson equation present an exciting new
avenue for solving partial differential equations.

3.2.3 Our Solver. Following the neural network solvers, we use
the U-net structure to solve the Poisson equation. Our network
structure is shown in Fig. 5, where the depth depends on the image
resolution and the channel number depends on the complexity of
the scene. Be aware that this network is a convolution network.
Thus, it can be trained on image patches without considering the
image resolution restriction.

In general, there are two ways to use this solver. One way is to
train a network on millions of images, so the resulting network is
generic for all possible scenes. Such trained solver can be adopted
for different scenes. Another way is to train the network for each
scene separately. Such trained solver is more adaptive to the input
images and improves the reconstruction accuracy. It, however, can
not be generalized to other scenes. The choice depends on the
application. In this paper, we use the second way to get the accuracy.

To improve the performance of our solver, we add noise and
sparsity in the input Laplacian field. When we add the noise in the
Laplacian field, the robustness is improved. When we use the mask
in the input, the network can perform the reconstruction from a
sparse input.

3.2.4 A Novel Loss. For deep learning solvers, the loss function
usually is

𝐿𝑝 =
1
2 ∥Δ𝑐 − 𝜌

2𝐷 ∥2 , (25)

where 𝑐 is the reconstruction image (the output from the deep learn-
ing solvers), and 𝜌2𝐷 is the input sparse signal. This loss function
is in the Laplacian domain.
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Another loss function is derived from the Euler-Lagrange Varia-
tion point of view

𝐿𝑒 =

∫
𝑢,𝑣

[ 12 (∇𝑐 (𝑢, 𝑣))
2 + 𝑐 (𝑢, 𝑣)𝜌2𝐷 (𝑢, 𝑣)]d𝑢d𝑣 , (26)

whose Euler-Lagrange equation exactly is the target Poisson equa-
tion, Eq. (21). This loss function works in the original signal domain.

In this paper, we use a hybrid loss with parameter 0 ≤ 𝜃 ≤ 1

𝐿ℎ = 𝜃𝐿𝑝 + (1 − 𝜃 )𝐿𝑒 . (27)

This hybrid loss function uses both the Laplacian domain distance
and the original signal domain distance. It tries to find the unique
solution in both domains. Thus, it is more effective in practice.

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we perform several experiments to confirm that the
proposed gradient domain Gaussian splatting method can represent
the scene and achieve high quality rendering images. Meanwhile,
thanks to the gradient domain, it is much sparser than the original
3D Gaussian splatting method, leading to a more effective repre-
sentation. The resulting particles are aligned with the edges in the
scene, indicating the change of the signal instead of the signal itself.

4.1 Banana Dataset
The banana data set contains 16 images at different views. And each
image has the 3008× 2000 resolution. Such high resolution can cap-
ture the details in the scene and improve the quality of the radiance
field. We use 3DGS and GDGS to perform the reconstruction. The
time steps are set as 10K.

We compared the 3DGS and GDGS on this data set. The largest
PSNR for 3DGS is about 41.7dB. In contrast, GDGS can achieve
42.8dB, which is about 1.1dB improvement. Such improvement is a
big step to improve the radiance field.

Moreover, thanks to the gradient domain representation, the
proposed method is much sparser. After the training, the 3DGS
method contains about 357 × 103 particles while the GDGS con-
tains only 3 × 103 particles, which is about 100 times smaller. Such
effectiveness also leads to a higher frame rate in the rendering
process.

4.2 Train Dataset and Truck Dataset
The train data set contains 301 images, which have the 980 × 545
resolution. The best PSNR for 3DGS and GDGS on this data set is
28.0 and 28.6, respectively. The improvement is about 0.6dB.

Moreover, thanks to the gradient domain representation, the
proposed method is much sparser. After the training, the 3DGS
method contains about 372×103 particles while the GDGS contains
only 2.9 × 103 particles, which is more than 100 times smaller.

The truck data set contains 251 images, which have the 979×546
resolution. It shows similar behavior as previous data sets. The
best PSNR for 3DGS and GDGS on this data set is 28.4 and 29.3,
respectively. The improvement is about 0.9dB.

After the training, the 3DGS method contains about 558 × 103
particles while the GDGS contains only 5.1 × 103 particles, which
is more than 100 times smaller.

Table 1: The PSNR comparison of GDGS and 3DGS.

Banana Train Truck
(resolution) 3008 × 2000 980 × 545 979 × 546
(views) 16 301 251
3DGS 41.7 28.0 28.4
GDGS 42.8 28.6 29.3

improved 1.1 0.6 0.9

Table 2: The number of particles for GDGS and 3DGS.

Banana Train Truck
(resolution) 3008 × 2000 980 × 545 979 × 546
(views) 16 301 251
3DGS 357 × 103 372 × 103 558 × 103
GDGS 3 × 103 2.9 × 103 5.1 × 103
speedup 119 128 109

These experiment results confirm that the proposed gradient
domain Gaussian splatting indeed can improve the accuracy of the
radiance field and also obtain higher sparsity.

4.3 PSNR and Sparsity
The PSNR improvements on these data sets are summarized in
Table 1. In general, the gradient domain can improve the accuracy
of the Gaussian particle representation.

The improvement might depend on several things, such as the
input image number (view number) , image resolution, the com-
plexity of the 3D scene, the light condition, etc. The improvement
in the banana data set is high because the input images have a
high resolution and the scene has simple geometry. In contrast, the
edge guidance in the train and truck data set contains the trees and
buildings, which might hamper their Laplacian fields.

5 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we present a simple yet effective gradient domain
Gaussian splatting method. The proposed method works in the
gradient and Laplacian domain, instead of the signal domain. Thus,
it is sparse and accurate. As shown in the experiments, this method
can improve the accuracy of the radian field about 0.6 ∼ 1 dB,
leading to a much clearer rendering results, especially at edges.
Such improvement is important for the view synthesis because the
edges contain more visual information [10, 11, 24].

The proposed Gradient Domain Gaussian Splatting method can
achieve higher accuracy for the scene representation and render-
ing. It can be applied in a large range of applications where edge
information is important [6–8, 12–18, 20–23, 25, 32, 35–39, 41].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
This work was supported by National Natural Science Foundation
of China (61907031) and Shenzhen Science and Technology Program
(20231121165649002 and JCYJ20220818100005011)



GDGS: Gradient Domain Gaussian Splatting for Sparse Representation of Radiance Fields

REFERENCES
[1] Rameen Abdal, Wang Yifan, Zifan Shi, Yinghao Xu, Ryan Po, Zhengfei Kuang,

Qifeng Chen, Dit-Yan Yeung, and Gordon Wetzstein. 2023. Gaussian Shell Maps
for Efficient 3D Human Generation. arXiv:2311.17857 [cs.CV]

[2] Riya Aggarwal and Hassan Ugail. 2019. On the Solution of Poisson’s Equa-
tion using Deep Learning. In 2019 13th International Conference on Software,
Knowledge, Information Management and Applications (SKIMA). 1–8. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/SKIMA47702.2019.8982518

[3] Guikun Chen and Wenguan Wang. 2024. A Survey on 3D Gaussian Splatting.
arXiv:2401.03890 [cs.CV]

[4] Zhiwen Fan, Kevin Wang, Kairun Wen, Zehao Zhu, Dejia Xu, and Zhangyang
Wang. 2024. LightGaussian: Unbounded 3D Gaussian Compression with 15x
Reduction and 200+ FPS. arXiv:2311.17245 [cs.CV]

[5] Zeev Farbman, Raanan Fattal, and Dani Lischinski. 2011. Convolution pyramids.
ACM Trans. Graph. 30, 6, Article 175 (Dec. 2011), 8 pages. https://doi.org/10.
1145/2070781.2024209

[6] Yuanhao Gong. 2015. Spectrally regularized surfaces. Ph. D. Dissertation. ETH
Zurich, Nr. 22616. http://dx.doi.org/10.3929/ethz-a-010438292.

[7] Y. Gong. 2019. Mean Curvature Is a Good Regularization for Image Processing.
IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems for Video Technology 29, 8 (Aug. 2019),
2205–2214. https://doi.org/10.1109/TCSVT.2018.2866866

[8] Yuanhao Gong. 2022. Computing Curvature, Mean Curvature and Weighted
Mean Curvature. 2022 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP),
266–270. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP46576.2022.9897816

[9] Yuanhao Gong. 2023. Gradient Domain Diffusion Models for Image Synthesis.
arXiv:2309.01875 [cs.CV]

[10] Yuanhao Gong. 2023. Imposing Total Variation Prior Into Guided Filter. In
Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Image Processing (ICIP). 156–160. https://doi.org/10.1109/
ICIP49359.2023.10222506

[11] Yuanhao Gong. 2023. A Multiscale Residual Solver for Total Variation Models.
In Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Image Processing (ICIP). 151–155. https://doi.org/10.1109/
ICIP49359.2023.10223111

[12] Yuanhao Gong. 2024. EGGS: Edge Guided Gaussian Splatting for Radiance Fields.
arXiv:2404.09105 [cs.CV]

[13] Yuanhao Gong and Yong Chen. 2019. Computing Gaussian Curvature in Real-
Time for 4K Video Processing. IEEE Access 7 (2019), 115936–115944. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2936270

[14] Yuanhao Gong and Yong Chen. 2020. Molecular Surface Estimation by Geometric
Coupled Distance Functions. IEEE Access 8 (2020), 176263–176273. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3026757

[15] Yuanhao Gong and Orcun Goksel. 2019. Weighted mean curvature. Signal
Processing 164 (2019), 329 – 339.

[16] Yuanhao Gong, Xianxu Hou, Fei Li, and Guoping Qiu. 2018. Image Filtering
With Generic Geometric Prior. IEEE Access 6 (2018), 54320–54330. https://doi.
org/10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2871829

[17] Y. Gong, B. Liu, X. Hou, and G. Qiu. 2018. Sub-window Box Filter. In Proc. IEEE
Visual Communications and Image Processing (VCIP). 1–4. https://doi.org/10.
1109/VCIP.2018.8698682

[18] Y. Gong, G. Paul, and I. F. Sbalzarini. 2012. Coupled signed-distance functions
for implicit surface reconstruction. In IEEE Intl. Symp. Biomed. Imaging (ISBI).
1000–1003. https://doi.org/10.1109/ISBI.2012.6235726

[19] Y. Gong and I.F. Sbalzarini. 2016. A Natural-Scene Gradient Distribution Prior
and its Application in Light-Microscopy Image Processing. Selected Topics in
Signal Processing, IEEE Journal of 10, 1 (Feb 2016), 99–114. https://doi.org/10.
1109/JSTSP.2015.2506122

[20] Yuanhao Gong and Ivo F. Sbalzarini. 2013. Local weighted Gaussian curvature
for image processing. Intl. Conf. Image Proc. (ICIP) (September 2013), 534–538.

[21] Yuanhao Gong and Ivo F. Sbalzarini. 2017. Curvature filters efficiently reduce
certain variational energies. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 26, 4 (April
2017), 1786–1798. https://doi.org/10.1109/TIP.2017.2658954

[22] Yuanhao Gong, Wenming Tang, Lebin Zhou, Lantao Yu, and Guoping Qiu. 2021.
A Discrete Scheme for Computing Image’s Weighted Gaussian Curvature. In
2021 IEEE International Conference on Image Processing (ICIP). 1919–1923. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/ICIP42928.2021.9506611

[23] Yuanhao Gong, Wenming Tang, Lebin Zhou, Lantao Yu, and Guoping Qiu. 2021.
Quarter Laplacian Filter For Edge Aware Image Processing. In Proc. IEEE Int.
Conf. Image Processing (ICIP). 1959–1963. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP42928.2021.
9506503

[24] Yuanhao Gong, Qicong Wang, Chenhui Yang, Yahui Gao, and Cuihua Li. 2009.
Symmetry Detection for Multi-object Using Local Polar Coordinate. Lecture
Notes in Computer Science 5702 (2009), 277.

[25] Y. Gong, H. Yin, J. Liu, B. Liu, and G. Qiu. 2019. Soft Tissue Removal in X-Ray
Images by Half Window Dark Channel Prior. In Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Image
Processing (ICIP). 3576–3580. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP.2019.8803492

[26] Yuanhao Gong, Lantao Yu, and Guanghui Yue. 2024. Isotropic Gaussian Splatting
for Real-Time Radiance Field Rendering. arXiv:2403.14244 [cs.CV]

[27] Antoine Guédon and Vincent Lepetit. 2023. SuGaR: Surface-Aligned Gaussian
Splatting for Efficient 3D Mesh Reconstruction and High-Quality Mesh Render-
ing. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.12775 (2023).

[28] Binbin Huang, Zehao Yu, Anpei Chen, Andreas Geiger, and Shenghua Gao.
2024. 2D Gaussian Splatting for Geometrically Accurate Radiance Fields.
arXiv:2403.17888 [cs.CV]

[29] Bernhard Kerbl, Georgios Kopanas, Thomas Leimkuehler, and George Drettakis.
2023. 3D Gaussian Splatting for Real-Time Radiance Field Rendering. ACM Trans.
Graph. 42, 4, Article 139 (jul 2023), 14 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3592433

[30] Joo Chan Lee, Daniel Rho, Xiangyu Sun, Jong Hwan Ko, and Eunbyung Park.
2023. Compact 3D Gaussian Representation for Radiance Field. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2311.13681 (2023).

[31] Yifan Peng, Dan Hu, and Zin-Qin John Xu. 2023. A non-gradient method for
solving elliptic partial differential equations with deep neural networks. J.
Comput. Phys. 472 (2023), 111690. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2022.111690

[32] Wenming Tang, Yuanhao Gong, and Guoping Qiu. 2023. Feature preserving 3D
mesh denoising with a Dense Local Graph Neural Network. 233 (2023), 103710.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cviu.2023.103710

[33] Jie Wang, Jiu-Cheng Xie, Xianyan Li, Feng Xu, Chi-Man Pun, and Hao Gao. 2024.
GaussianHead: High-fidelity Head Avatars with Learnable Gaussian Derivation.
arXiv:2312.01632 [cs.CV]

[34] Yunzhi Yan, Haotong Lin, Chenxu Zhou, Weijie Wang, Haiyang Sun, Kun Zhan,
Xianpeng Lang, Xiaowei Zhou, and Sida Peng. 2023. Street Gaussians for Model-
ing Dynamic Urban Scenes. (2023).

[35] Hui Yin, Yuanhao Gong, and Guoping Qiu. 2019. Side Window Filtering. In
2019 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR).
8750–8758. https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2019.00896

[36] Hui Yin, Yuanhao Gong, and Guoping Qiu. 2019. Side window guided filtering.
Signal Process. 165 (2019), 315–330. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sigpro.2019.07.026

[37] Hui Yin, Yuanhao Gong, and Guoping Qiu. 2020. Fast and efficient implementa-
tion of image filtering using a side window convolutional neural network. Signal
Process. 176 (2020), 107717. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sigpro.2020.107717

[38] Lantao Yu, Dehong Liu, Hassan Mansour, and Petros T. Boufounos. 2022. Fast
and High-Quality Blind Multi-Spectral Image Pansharpening. IEEE Transactions
on Geoscience and Remote Sensing 60 (2022), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.
2021.3091329

[39] Lantao Yu and Michael T. Orchard. 2019. Single Image Interpolation Ex-
ploiting Semi-local Similarity. ICASSP 2019 - 2019 IEEE International Confer-
ence on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), 1722–1726. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/ICASSP.2019.8682362

[40] Zhenglin Zhou, Fan Ma, Hehe Fan, and Yi Yang. 2024. HeadStudio: Text to
Animatable Head Avatars with 3D Gaussian Splatting. arXiv:2402.06149 [cs.CV]

[41] Ming Zong, RuiliWang, Xiubo Chen, Zhe Chen, and Yuanhao Gong. 2021. Motion
saliency based multi-stream multiplier ResNets for action recognition. Image
and Vision Computing 107 (2021), 104108.

[42] Ali Girayhan Özbay, Arash Hamzehloo, Sylvain Laizet, Panagiotis Tzirakis, Geor-
gios Rizos, and Björn Schuller. 2021. Poisson CNN: Convolutional neural net-
works for the solution of the Poisson equation on a Cartesian mesh. Data-Centric
Engineering 2 (2021), e6. https://doi.org/10.1017/dce.2021.7

https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.17857
https://doi.org/10.1109/SKIMA47702.2019.8982518
https://doi.org/10.1109/SKIMA47702.2019.8982518
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.03890
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.17245
https://doi.org/10.1145/2070781.2024209
https://doi.org/10.1145/2070781.2024209
https://doi.org/10.1109/TCSVT.2018.2866866
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP46576.2022.9897816
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.01875
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP49359.2023.10222506
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP49359.2023.10222506
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP49359.2023.10223111
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP49359.2023.10223111
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.09105
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2936270
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2936270
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3026757
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3026757
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2871829
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2018.2871829
https://doi.org/10.1109/VCIP.2018.8698682
https://doi.org/10.1109/VCIP.2018.8698682
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISBI.2012.6235726
https://doi.org/10.1109/JSTSP.2015.2506122
https://doi.org/10.1109/JSTSP.2015.2506122
https://doi.org/10.1109/TIP.2017.2658954
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP42928.2021.9506611
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP42928.2021.9506611
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP42928.2021.9506503
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP42928.2021.9506503
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIP.2019.8803492
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.14244
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.17888
https://doi.org/10.1145/3592433
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2022.111690
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cviu.2023.103710
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.01632
https://doi.org/10.1109/CVPR.2019.00896
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sigpro.2019.07.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sigpro.2020.107717
https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2021.3091329
https://doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2021.3091329
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICASSP.2019.8682362
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICASSP.2019.8682362
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.06149
https://doi.org/10.1017/dce.2021.7

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Particle Representation
	1.2 3D Gaussian Splatting
	1.3 Variants of Gaussian Splatting
	1.4 Gradient Domain Signal Processing
	1.5 Sparsity
	1.6 Our Motivation and Contributions

	2 Gradient Domain Gaussian Splatting
	2.1 Poisson Equation
	2.2 Our Method
	2.3 Loss Function

	3 Sparsity and Reconstruction
	3.1 Sparsity
	3.2 Reconstruction

	4 Experiments
	4.1 Banana Dataset
	4.2 Train Dataset and Truck Dataset
	4.3 PSNR and Sparsity

	5 Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References

