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Figure 1: We introduce Neural Shadow Art, which leverages implicit function representations to offer new possibilities for
Shadow Art.

ABSTRACT
Shadow art is a captivating form of sculptural expression, where
the projection of a sculpture in a specific direction reveals a de-
sired shape with high accuracy. In this work, we introduce Neural
Shadow Art, which leverages implicit function representations to
expand the possibilities of shadow art. Our method provides a more
flexible framework that allows projections to match input binary
images under various lighting directions and screen orientations,
without requiring the light source to be perpendicular to the screen.
Unlike previous approaches, our method permits rigid transforma-
tions of the projected geometry relative to the input binary image.
By optimizing lighting directions and screen orientations simul-
taneously through the implicit representation of 3D models, we
ensure the projection closely resembles the target image. Addition-
ally, like prior works, our method accommodates specific angular
constraints, allowing users to fix the projection angle when neces-
sary. Beyond its artistic significance, our approach proves valuable
for industrial applications, demonstrating lower material usage and
enhanced geometric smoothness. This capability avoids oversimpli-
fied results, such as the intersection of cylindrical volumes formed
by light rays and the projection image. Furthermore, our approach
excels in generating sculptures with complex topologies, surpassing
previous methods and achieving sculptural effects akin to those in
contemporary art.
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CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies → Shape modeling; Rendering; •
Applied computing→ Fine arts.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Shadow art is a unique form of artistic expression that uses shad-
ows as the medium of representation. Many artists have skillfully
created intricate geometric structures and light fields to project
images, utilizing spatial projections of objects to convey artistic
visions. Historically, there have been numerous captivating exhibi-
tions of shadow art. For example, TimNoble and SueWebster assem-
bled everyday objects into seemingly random three-dimensional
structures, but when illuminated from specific directions, these
structures cast highly detailed and lifelike shadows. Figure 2a il-
lustrates a profile of a human face, while Figure 2b depicts two
people sitting back-to-back. In Figure 2c, the artists simulated a
cityscape at sunrise, where the warm-toned light field creates the
illusion of a recognizable scene. These artist-created works rely on
the precise spatial arrangement of materials to produce visually
striking patterns on a screen under illumination from specific direc-
tions. However, this process demands exceptional spatial reasoning
skills, particularly when the desired images need to be projected
from multiple directions, as achieving the intended artistic effect
through intuition alone becomes exceedingly challenging. There-
fore, a relatively generalizable algorithm is essential for the artistic
design of shadow art. Figure 2d shows the cover of Douglas Hofs-
tadter’s book Gödel, Escher, Bach, featuring geometric structures
that, when viewed from three orthogonal directions, cast shadows
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Figure 2: (a)-(c): Examples of historically renowned shadow art created by artists, where carefully positioningmaterials produced
artistic effects in the projection from a specific direction. (d)-(f): Shadow art pieces showcasing distinct artistic information
under varying lighting conditions and projection plane orientations, representing the definition of shadow art as conceived by
the vision and graphics community.

forming the letters G, E and B. Further examples of shadow art
include Figure 2e, which is derived from [Mitra and Pauly 2009],
the pioneering work in shadow art. It demonstrates the projection
of a complex geometric structure along three non-orthogonal di-
rections. Figure 2f is derived from [Schwartzburg and Pauly 2012],
where a geometric sculpture projects two distinct silhouettes—one
of a figure preparing to throw an object and another holding a
torch aloft—demonstrating remarkable artistic expression through
careful shadow manipulation.

These examples of shadow art are both engaging and thought-
provoking, exemplifying the precise calculation and control of light
and three-dimensional geometry. In computer graphics, shadow art
can be considered an inverse problem of shadow generation. Instead
of generating shadows from a known scene, shadow art algorithms
take as input a desired shadow image to compute the corresponding
three-dimensional geometry that will cast the intended shadows.
This process requires sophisticated geometric optimization and
manipulation to produce aesthetically compelling and technically
accurate results.

Mitra and Pauly were the first to introduce shadow art to the
visual and graphics community, formally addressing the problem
through an explicit geometric optimization method [Mitra and
Pauly 2009]. However, we approach this problem by formulating it
as solving the implicit occupancy function of the geometric sculp-
ture, from which the final geometric mesh is extracted.

In the overall pipeline, we leveraged the powerful fitting ability
of neural implicit expressions of 3D geometry. In addition to using
the differentiable rendering technique to approximate the input
images, we allowed for rigid deformation of the input images. We
also implemented a joint optimization of lighting angles, projection
plane orientation, and geometric smoothness. This extended the
possibilities of shadow art, making the resulting artistic effects more
vivid and better meeting users’ strict demands for shadow effects.
Furthermore, we penalized the volume of the geometry, which
not only better meets the industrial requirement of minimizing
material usage, but also aligns with the goal of shadow art as an
art form—achieving the desired shadow effect with less material.
Solutions that approximate simple intersections like the one formed
by the direction of light and projection into a cylinder do not fully
capture the artistic charm of shadow art.

Contributions: The main contributions of this paper are:
• We provide a new representation of shadow art, making this
art form more flexible. Unlike earlier works, our approach is
not constrained to having the light direction always perpen-
dicular to the projection plane.

• We support rigid transformations of the input image and joint
optimization of the light direction and projection plane ori-
entation, ensuring that the projection results from our model
closely resemble the input, especially when the input images
own complex topologies.
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• We incorporate geometric smoothness and volume optimiza-
tion into our model, enabling the use of less material. This
not only meets industrial production requirements but also
highlights the intricacy and elegance of this art form.

2 RELATEDWORKS
This section introduces related work in the fields of computer graph-
ics and computer vision that is relevant to our research.

Shadow information. Many works have analyzed the infor-
mation that can be extracted from shadows and applied it to tasks
such as shape reconstruction or generation. Waltz was the first to
use shadows to infer the 3D shape in line drawings [Waltz 1975].
Building on this work, Steven and Kanade developed a method that
uses a collection of shadows to infer the surface orientations of both
polyhedra and curved surfaces [Shafer and Kanade 1983]. Bouguet
and Perona proposed a method based on a "weak structured light-
ing" system, which extracts the 3D shape of objects by observing
the spatial and temporal locations of the shadows cast [Bouguet
and Perona 1999]. Savarese et al. proposed a reconstruction sys-
tem for recovering the shape of objects through silhouettes and
shadow carving, demonstrating the unique information embedded
in shadows, such as in the discovery of the concavities of objects
[Savarese et al. 2007]. In recent years, many studies have also lever-
aged deep learning techniques to learn information from shadows,
applying them to reconstruction or generation tasks. Kushagra et
al. have explored learning implicit representations of entire scenes
from shadow information based on volume rendering [Tiwary et al.
2022]. Ruoshi et al. leveraged generative models to predict the 3D
geometry of objects using shadows, achieving promising results,
particularly in scenarios where the objects to be reconstructed
are partially or completely occluded [Liu et al. 2023]. These ad-
vancements collectively highlight the evolving role of shadows
in extracting and refining 3D structural information in computer
vision.

Shadow art. To date, numerous works have been conducted in
the field of shadow art. The shadow art problem was first intro-
duced by Mitra and Pauly, who proposed an explicit voxel-based
optimization method. Their work aimed at constructing 3D geome-
tries that produce specific projections from given viewpoints [Mitra
and Pauly 2009]. However, due to the use of As-Rigid-As-Possible
(ARAP) deformation during the optimization process, the resulting
projection often undergoes excessive deformation compared to the
input. This is typically undesirable for users, especially when the
input image has a more complex topology, as it can significantly
impact the visual quality. In addition, Sadekar et al. introduced a dif-
ferentiable rendering framework that achieves the same objective.
They further demonstrated that this approach can be extended to
other artistic forms, such as geometry prediction from half-toned
face images, highlighting the broader applicability of their method
in artistic rendering and geometric reconstruction tasks [Sadekar
et al. 2022]. However, since the method does not process the in-
put images, the result may be poor when the input images have
inconsistent configurations. In addition, the output meshes often
exhibit unexpected flips and prominent spikes, which negatively
impact the visual quality. Moreover, their methods, particularly the

mesh-based approaches, do not perform well when handling inputs
with complex topologies.

In addition to the shadow art effect we have implemented, there
are other artistic expressions utilizing shadows. Min et al. presented
a novel shadow art algorithm that generates grayscale shadows
using an area light (or an array of point lights) and occluding ob-
jects, expanding the scope of light sources [Min et al. 2017]. Hsiao
et al. presented an algorithm for creating multi-view wire sculp-
tures, where the projections of these wire sculptures from different
directions are represented by specified line information [Hsiao
et al. 2018]. In recent years, there has been growing interest in the
manufacturability of such art forms. Tojo et al. developed a compre-
hensive workflow for fabricating wire art from various input types
and proposed a 3D-printable jig structure to produce the generated
wire paths [Tojo et al. 2024]. Further artistic work is discussed in
Wu et al.’s review on 3D visual optical art design [Wu et al. 2022].

Representations for 3D learning. Learning-based 3D recon-
struction approaches can be broadly categorized into voxel-based,
point cloud-based, mesh-based, and implicit representation-based
methods.

Voxel-based methods [Brock et al. 2016; Maturana and Scherer
2015; Sharma et al. 2016; Wu et al. 2015] are direct extension of
2D pixel representation and is one of the most straightforward
approaches. However, even with very sparse data, the resolution
is constrained and cannot be excessively high [Tatarchenko et al.
2017]. An increase in resolution results in a substantial rise in stor-
age requirements. Point cloud-based methods [Klokov and Lempit-
sky 2017; Qi et al. 2017; Ruizhongtai Qi et al. 2016; Yang et al. 2018]
are more memory-efficient but lack topological information, often
requiring intensive post-processing. Mesh-based methods, on the
other hand, do not require post-processing but learning methods
have not been readily extended to such irregular representations.
Such data usually suffer from noise, missing data and resolution
problems such as [Cosmo et al. 2016].

However, implicit representations of geometry circumvent the
aforementioned issues and are becoming increasingly prevalent
in learning-based research. Park et al. proposed storing 3D geom-
etry by training Signed Distance Field (SDF), which significantly
reduces storage requirements while preserving complex topolo-
gies, and also demonstrated its potential in completion tasks [Park
et al. 2019]. Mescheder et al. employed occupancy networks for
implicit representation of geometry, extending the original binary
occupancy to continuous values in the range [0,1], and demon-
strated the network’s strong capabilities in both supervised and
unsupervised learning [Mescheder et al. 2019]. These two works
present the two most common geometric representations in the
current field of 3D geometry learning: Signed Distance Field (SDF)
and occupancy. Mildenhall et al. made significant advancements
in multi-view synthesis by inputting 3D points and visual informa-
tion of the observation direction into a neural network to obtain
color and volumetric occupancy [Mildenhall et al. 2021]. Wang et
al., building on NeRF-based work, trained Signed Distance Field
(SDF) representations for reconstructing objects based on volumet-
ric rendering errors [Wang et al. 2021]. Long et al. extended similar
approaches to unsigned distance functions, thereby broadening
the types of reconstructed surfaces to include non-closed surfaces
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Figure 3: Overall workflow of our method. (a) In each epoch, we first generate the Ray-Occupancy dataset based on the input,
compute the loss, and update the occupancy function using backpropagation. (b) At the end of each epoch, the result is rendered,
and the input image is updated by performing ICP between the rendered result and the input image. Additionally, 𝒍𝒊 and 𝒔𝒊 are
updated for the next epoch. (c) The surface is extracted and simulated using the implicit function.

[Long et al. 2023]. Signed distance functions are currently being
widely utilized; however, to our knowledge, there has been no work
on geometric volume measurement using signed distance functions.
Our work shares similarities with these works in terms of the neural
network training approach. However, our goal is to generate geo-
metric shapes rather than synthesizing novel view images, which
allows us to use a less complex neural network. Additionally, we
represent objects using occupancy instead of distance field.

3 METHOD
3.1 Occupancy Function
We first define a 3D-to-1D neural occupancy function 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 based
on sparse binary images.

𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 : R3 → [0, 1], 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝑝 ∈ [0, 1] . (1)

Here, 𝜃 denotes the parameters of the neural network, 𝒍 ∈ R3 rep-
resents the direction vector of the ray from object to eyes, and
𝒔 ∈ R3 denotes the normal vector of the projection plane pointing
towards the object. We assume that both 𝒍 and 𝒔 are normalized
and according to their definition, cos⟨𝒍, 𝒔⟩ > 0. In this expression,
the input is the coordinates of a point in 3D space, and the output is
a probability occupancy value in the range [0, 1]. A value of 0 indi-
cates that the point is unoccupied, while values closer to 1 indicate
a higher probability that the point is occupied. In our framework,
values greater than 𝜏 = 0.1 are typically considered occupied. This
definition is inconsistent with that proposed by [Mescheder et al.
2019], where their definition takes the viewing angle as part of the
input, whereas ours only relies on 3D coordinates.

We utilize an MLP network to fit the occupancy function 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔
defined in Equation (1), which predicts the occupancy value for
each 3D coordinate in the normalized space. To ensure the model

performs well even at low input image resolutions, the [𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧] coor-
dinates are normalized and constrained within the range [−0.5, 0.5].
The architecture of our network is similar to that of [Mildenhall
et al. 2021]. For any coordinate 𝑝 in the input 3D coordinates, po-
sitional encoding 𝛾 (𝑝) is first applied, followed by fitting with an
MLP network 𝑓 ′

𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔
.

𝛾 (𝑝) =
(
𝑝, sin(20𝑝), cos(20𝑝), . . . , sin(2𝐿−1𝑝), cos(2𝐿−1𝑝)

)
(2)

𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 = 𝑓 ′𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 ◦ 𝛾 (3)
Here, 𝐿 relates to the dimension of positional coding. In fitting
𝑓 ′
𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔

, we employ eight fully connected layers, each using ReLU
activations and 256 channels per layer. To ensure the output values
are within the range [0, 1], the activation function of the final layer
is a sigmoid function.

3.2 One Epoch Training
"Ray-Occupancy" dataset. Before one epoch training, we generate
a "Ray-Occupancy" dataset based on the light direction parameter
𝒍 , the normal vector of the projection plane 𝒔 and corresponding
binary images. Assuming that the light direction corresponding to
a projection constraint is 𝒍0 and the normal vector of the projection
plane is 𝒔0, the ray’s starting position generate at the pixel (𝑟, 𝑐) in
the image can be calculated as:

𝒓𝒔 =
−𝑑 𝒍0

cos⟨𝒍0, 𝒔0⟩
+ ( 𝑟

ℎ
− 1
2
)𝒓 + 𝑤

ℎ
( 𝑐
𝑤

− 1
2
)𝒄 (4)

𝒓𝒆 = 𝒓𝒔 +
2𝑑 𝒍0

cos⟨𝒍0, 𝒔0⟩
(5)

Here, 𝒓𝒔 and 𝒓𝒆 represent the start and end points of the ray, re-
spectively. 𝑑 denotes the distance from the center of the projection
plane to the origin in the normalized space, which is set to 0.5 in
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our framework to correspond with the range of the positional coor-
dinates. ℎ and𝑤 represent the height and width of the input image,
respectively. 𝒓 and 𝒄 are uniquely determined by 𝒔0, as expressed
in the following equation:

𝒄 =

{ (−𝒔0 [1],𝒔0 [0],0)
∥ (−𝒔0 [1],𝒔0 [0],0) ∥2

if 𝒔0 ≠ (0, 0, 1)
[0, 1, 0] if 𝒔0 = (0, 0, 1)

(6)

𝒓 = 𝒄 × 𝒔0 (7)
When using Equation (4), (5), (6), and (7) for calculations, the imag-
ing position can be finely adjusted, which facilitates the gradient
propagation of 𝒍 and 𝒔. Then the rays are discretized the and stored
as random points within 𝑛(can be adjusted) equally spaced seg-
ments.The quantities described above are visualized in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Visualization of the quantities in Equation (4),
(5), (6), (7), illustrating the process of calculating the "Ray-
Occupancy" dataset.

Figure 5: Visualization of the quantities in Equation (9),
demonstrating the truncation process of a given ray. The
gray points represent the truncated points.

In the "Ray-Occupancy" dataset, occupancy represents the actual
occupancy value of the ray: if the relative position on the image is
black, it is considered occupied with an occupancy value of 1; if the
position is white, it is considered unoccupied with an occupancy
value of 0.

Rendering loss. We first propose a core image error to ensure
that the reconstructed geometry satisfies the projection constraints
as closely as possible. We estimate the error between the actual pro-
jection and the predicted projection by using the actual occupancy
values along the rays and the predicted occupancy probabilities.

For the 𝑖𝑡ℎ batch B,

L𝑟𝑒𝑛 = MSE(𝑴𝒊,𝑶 𝒊), (8)

Here, 𝑴𝒊 represents the true occupancy value vector for all rays in
one batch, 𝑶 𝒊 represents the estimated occupancy value vector for
all rays in one batch and is computed as follows:

𝑂𝑖 𝑗 = 1 −
𝑛𝑖 𝑗∏
𝑘=1

(1 − 𝑓 (𝒑∗
𝒊𝒋,𝒌 )), 𝑗 = 1, 2, · · · |B|. (9)

Here, 𝑂𝑖 𝑗 represents the 𝑗𝑡ℎ value of 𝑶 𝒊 , let the number of the
sampling points within the truncated region for the 𝑗𝑡ℎ ray in
the 𝑖𝑡ℎ batch be 𝑛𝑖 𝑗 , and the set of points in truncated ray be
{𝒑∗

𝒊𝒋,𝒌
}𝑛𝑖 𝑗
𝑘=1. The set is visualized in Figure 5. For the defined "Ray-

Occupancy" dataset, the sampled points of a ray under one shadow
constraint may not lie within the cylindrical volume formed by
another shadow constraint. This discrepancy can result in inconsis-
tencies during computation, where a ray contributes to one shadow
constraint but not to another. To address this issue, we apply trun-
cation to the rays, constraining them to a specific bounded region.
In our experiments, we use a cubic region of [−0.5, 0.5]3 or a sphere
with a radius of 0.5 according to the input direction. This choice
is due to the surface extraction process from the implicit func-
tion, where we first compute the values on the grid points within
[−0.5, 0.5]3 and subsequently apply the marching cubes algorithm
[Lorensen and Cline 1987]. In addition to applying truncation, input
images with a white border of a certain thickness can also mitigate
the adverse effects of this issue.

This expression fully provides the degree of freedom for deter-
mining whether a point on a ray is occupied, enabling the shadow
art to satisfy projection constraints in other directions. Since the
predicted occupancy probability 𝑂𝑖 𝑗 defined in 9 approaches 1 if at
least one sampling point on the ray has an occupancy value close
to 1, and only approaches 0 when the occupancy values of all sam-
pling points on the ray are close to 0, it highlights the relationship
between point-wise occupancy and ray-wise occupancy. Each point
holds the same significance, making this expression unbiased.

Geometry losses.We should minimize the amount of surface
intersections on a given ray; otherwise, multiple layers of parallel
structures may occur. Therefore, we propose the first geometry loss,
shown in Equation (10), which estimates the difference in function
values between adjacent points along the same ray.

L𝑔𝑒𝑜1 =
1
|B|

| B |∑︁
𝑗

1
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑓 (𝒑𝒊𝒋,𝒌+1) − 𝑓 (𝒑𝒊𝒋,𝒌 ))2 . (10)

In addition, we aim for the resulting geometric surface to be
relatively smooth. Since our training is ray-based, we first need
to determine which sampling points along the ray are located on
the surface. According to the definition of 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 in 3.1, we know
that the gradient ∥∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 ∥2 of points on the surface is significantly
larger than that of points inside or outside the surface. Therefore,
we use the following inequality as the criterion for determining
whether a point 𝒑0 is on the surface:

∥∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0)∥2 > 𝛼𝑤. (11)

Here, 𝑤 has the same definition as before, and 𝛼 is a threshold
control parameter used for decision-making. In our experiments,
𝛼 = 0.4.𝑤 = 1

1
𝑤

represents the direction of the directional derivative

of 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 for discrete sampling points with a spacing of 1
𝑤 in the
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direction connecting two points. Under the influence of 𝛼 , this can
be used to determine surface points.

We cannot directly use the backpropagation of the neural net-
work to estimate ∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0), as the neural network may exhibit
drastic changes at scales smaller than the sampling scale 1

𝑤 . How-
ever, at nearby discrete sampling points, the predicted occupancy
values are roughly the same. In this case, the result from back-
propagation leads to a very large gradient estimate, while in fact,
this should not be classified as a surface. On the contrary, we es-
timate ∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0) using the neighborhood of the sampling point
in three-dimensional space. Let 𝒑𝒊 be a point in the neighborhood.
Corresponding to 11, we use the first-order finite difference to
estimate ∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0):

∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0) · (𝒑𝒊 − 𝒑0) = 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑𝒊) − 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0). (12)

Let the matrix 𝑲 ∈ R𝑘1×3 represent the arrangement of the 𝑘1
neighboring points in rows, and let the vector 𝒃 ∈ R𝑘1 represent
the row-wise arrangement of the differences 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑𝒊) − 𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0).
In our experiment, 𝑘1 = 26 , representing all the neighbor cubes. We
solve the following least squares equation to estimate ∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0):

𝑲∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑0) = 𝒃 . (13)

Figure 6: Visualization of the quantities in Equation 14,
demonstrating how to find 𝑘2 nearest points based on neigh-
bor rays.

For the 𝑗𝑡ℎ ray in the 𝑖𝑡ℎ batch, let the number of surface points
be �̂�𝑖 𝑗 , and the set of surface points be {�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 }

�̂�𝑖 𝑗

𝑘=1. The set is visu-
alized in Figure 6. We penalize the surface smoothness using the
following formula:

L𝑔𝑒𝑜2 =
1
| B |

|B|∑︁
𝑗

1
�̂�𝑖 𝑗

�̂�𝑖 𝑗∑︁
𝑘=1

1
|N (�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 ) |

∑︁
𝒑∈N(�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 )

|∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 ) − ∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑) |�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 − 𝒑

2

. (14)

Here,N(�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 ) represents the nearest 𝑘2 neighborhood of �̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌
on the surface, satisfying the condition in 11, and | · | denotes the 𝑙1-
norm of a vector, which optimizes the sparsity of the surface point
differences within the neighborhood.N(�̂�𝒊𝒋,𝒌 ) can be calculated by
the intersection of neighbor rays (from neighbor pixel) and surface,
which is visualized in Figure 6. The calculation of ∇𝑓𝜽 ,𝒍,𝒔 (𝒑) can
be derived according to 13. In our experiments, 𝑘2 = 6.

Volume loss. we introduce a volume loss, shown in (15), which
employs a soft counting method to estimate a value that is ap-
proximately positively correlated with the volume of the recon-
structed geometry. This soft counting method maps occupancy

values greater than the threshold 𝜏 to values close to 1, and occu-
pancy values less than 𝜏 to values close to 0, where𝑇 is an adjustable
temperature parameter.

L𝑣𝑜𝑙 =
1
|B|

| B |∑︁
𝑗

𝑛𝑖 𝑗∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜔𝑖 𝑗,𝑘

1 + exp(−
𝑓 (𝒑∗

𝒊𝒋,𝒌 )−𝜏
𝑇

)
. (15)

𝜔𝑖 𝑗,𝑘 =


∥𝒑∗

𝒊𝒋,2 − 𝒑∗
𝒊𝒋,1∥2 if 𝑘 = 1,

∥𝒑∗
𝒊𝒋,𝒏𝒊𝒋

− 𝒑∗
𝒊𝒋,𝒏𝒊𝒋−1∥2 if 𝑘 = 𝑛𝑖 𝑗 ,

1
2 ∥𝒑

∗
𝒊𝒋,𝒌

− 𝒑∗
𝒊𝒋,𝒌−1∥2 +

1
2 ∥𝒑

∗
𝒊𝒋,𝒌+1 − 𝒑∗

𝒊𝒋,𝒌
∥2 otherwise.

(16)
Here, The weight 𝑤𝑖 𝑗,𝑘 quantifies the region influenced by each
discrete sampling point. Owing to the uniform sampling of rays on
the image, this formulation directly correlates to the estimation of
the geometric volume.

Regulation loss. The outcomes of model should also converge
to either 0 or 1 values, to make sure we are not introducing a
capability for the network to use transparency as a valid asset to
reduce the rendering loss. Therefore, we use a regulation loss, which
is shown in (17).

L𝑟𝑒𝑔 =
1
|B|

| B |∑︁
𝑗=1

1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑘=1

min
(
𝑓 2 (𝒔𝒊𝒋,𝒌 ),

(
1 − 𝑓 (𝒔𝒊𝒋,𝒌 )

)2)
. (17)

The final loss over one batch is shown:

L = 𝛽L𝑟𝑒𝑛 + 𝛽1L𝑔𝑒𝑜1 + 𝛽2L𝑔𝑒𝑜2 + 𝛽3L𝑣𝑜𝑙 + 𝛽4L𝑟𝑒𝑔 . (18)

Here, 𝛽 represents the maximum value of the quotient obtained
by dividing the size of each input image by the bounding ker-
nel of the occupied region, which is used to better penalize the
projection image’s accuracy; 𝛽1, 𝛽2, 𝛽3, and 𝛽4 are adjustable pa-
rameters. Specifically, we set 𝛽1 = 10−3 × 2min(epoch,3) , 𝛽2 =

10−4 × (1 if epoch > 3 else 0), 𝛽3 = 10−4 × (1 if epoch > 3 else 0),
and 𝛽4 = 5 × 10−2 × 2min(epoch,3) . The weights for 𝛽1 and 𝛽4 are
increased during training to accelerate model convergence. On the
other hand, 𝛽2 and 𝛽3 are not trained initially, as the geometry has
not yet been sufficiently formed at that stage. We use the Adam
solver to optimize the model, ultimately reconstructing a relatively
optimal geometry.

3.3 Training
In Section 3.2, we introduce the training process for a single epoch,
which preserves the gradients of 𝒍 and 𝒔, allowing for joint opti-
mization throughout the overall training process. Our framework
also allows for fixing the ray direction and the receiving screen
normal, as in previous work [Mitra and Pauly 2009; Sadekar et al.
2022]; or it allows for optimizing either one of them.

Moreover, our framework accommodates rigid deformation of
the projectionmap. Specifically, after every five epochs, we visualize
the current projection map, extract the boundary point cloud, and
similarly extract the boundary point cloud from the input projec-
tion map. The two point clouds are then aligned using the Iterative
Closest Point (ICP) algorithm [Besl and McKay 1992], and the re-
sulting rigid transformation is applied to the original projection
figure to generate a new projection figure. Training proceeds with
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the updated figure in the subsequent epoch. This operation is not
performed after every epoch due to the fact that training within a
single epoch does not sufficiently refine the input projection.

3.4 Reconstruction
In Section 3.3, we obtained an occupancy network representation
of the geometry. To extract the surface geometry from this implicit
representation, we employ the well-established marching cubes
algorithm[Lorensen and Cline 1987].

4 RESULTS
To evaluate our approach, we first compare it with previousmethods
(Figure 7, Table 1). Our method demonstrates competitive perfor-
mance across all tests. Specifically, [Mitra and Pauly 2009] exhibits
excessive deformation compared to the input image due to its use
of the ARAP algorithm. In contrast, the voxel-based method in
[Sadekar et al. 2022] introduces floating artifacts and abrupt short
lines that affect the shadow quality, while the mesh-based method
in [Sadekar et al. 2022] generates sharp, sheet-like meshes with
significant flipping. In comparison, our model produces relatively
smooth surface geometries that more closely align with the input
image.

Table 1 quantifies the projection results of different methods in
terms of their similarity to the original image under rigid transfor-
mations, using IOU and DS metrics. Our approach achieves the best
performance in both metrics. Furthermore, Figure 7 illustrates that
our model occupies relatively smaller volumes, whereas methods
like [Mitra and Pauly 2009; Sadekar et al. 2022] exhibit intersecting
geometric cylinders.

Figure 8 demonstrates the advantages of our results in geometric
consistency. It clearly shows that previous mesh-based methods
exhibit significant flips in the output geometry.

Figure 9 shows how our work introduces more possibilities for
the original shadow art. For inputs with complex topology, the
deformation in [Mitra and Pauly 2009] is more severe, and [Sadekar
et al. 2022] produces unstable geometry, while our method gen-
erates accurate and geometrically stable results. The second row
presents results not addressed by previous works. We demonstrate
two different projections on the same projection plane, utilizing
the non-orthogonality between the light rays and the projection
plane. A slight angle optimization significantly improves the fit to
the projection constraints. Similarly, this structure provides new
inspiration for artistic creation.

As our output generates watertight meshes, the results are com-
patible with current 3D printing technologies. Some manufactured
physical examples are shown in Figure 10. This further validates
the accuracy of our method in fitting shadows.

Compared to previous works, the advantages of our model are
summarized in Table 2. Compatibility resolution refers to handling
cases where no geometry satisfies the input constraints. In [Mitra
and Pauly 2009], an As-Rigid-As-Possible (ARAP) transformation
was applied, often causing significant distortions in the projection
compared to the input. [Sadekar et al. 2022], however, did not ad-
dress compatibility issues. Light and screen optimization were also
neglected in prior works, both assuming a perpendicular relation-
ship between the light screen and light rays by default. Regarding

complex topologies, [Mitra and Pauly 2009] handles certain cases
partially but introduces distortions due to large ARAP deforma-
tions. In contrast, the voxel optimization approach in [Sadekar et al.
2022] produces floating regions and non-watertight results due to
insufficient geometric constraints. The mesh optimization method
in [Sadekar et al. 2022] struggles with complex topologies, often
causing excessive mesh flips, as the initial state is a sphere, and
the optimization process remains topologically equivalent to the
sphere, unable to resolve different topologies. Finally, volume opti-
mization, crucial for manufacturing, was not addressed in either of
the previous works.

Figure 8: Visualization of the normal vector, highlighting the
geometric consistency of the geometry in our results.

5 CONCLUSION
In this work, we give an implicit representation of shadow art, ex-
panding its potential beyond the traditional art form. Our method
produces geometries that are more consistent with projection con-
straints including complex topologies, using less material while
maintaining superior geometric properties. It also allows optimiza-
tion of both the light and screen angles, enabling the fitting of
non-compatible input images and removing the restriction that the
light must be perpendicular to the projection plane. Our approach
excels in above properties, and we introduce a surface geometric
smoothing technique for this 3D representation.

However, there are still some limitations. Our method requires
precise 2D projection images as input and does not yet support
auxiliary input formats such as guided language, which could be
valuable for artistic design. Additionally, when the input image con-
tains intricate details, the ray-based nature of our method, which
relies on pixel-level computations, may result in longer compu-
tation times. Finally, in cases where the generated geometry is
disconnected, we address this by using short rods to connect the
geometry or place the geometry within a defined space and fill the
remaining volume with translucent materials. While this approach
is not straightforward in 3D printing due to potential breakage
during the removal of supports, the advantage of using short rods
lies in their minimal impact on the overall projection. During light
rendering, soft shadow effects cause the projection of the rods to
become blurry when viewed from a distance, thereby limiting their
influence on the final projection results.
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Figure 7: Comparison with prior works. For [Mitra and Pauly 2009], the first column shows input vs. deformed target projection,
and the second shows deformed target vs. final projection. For [Sadekar et al. 2022], the column represents input vs. final
projection without deformation. For ours, the first column shows input vs. rigid registration, and the second shows rigid
registration vs. final projection.

Method Animal Currency Music
IOU DS IOU DS IOU DS

Shadow Art [Mitra and Pauly 2009] 0.8227 0.9027 0.8665 0.9285 0.7496 0.8532
Shadow Art Revisited [Sadekar et al. 2022] (Voxel-based) 0.8756 0.9336 0.9160 0.9561 0.9008 0.9478
Shadow Art Revisited [Sadekar et al. 2022] (Mesh-based) 0.8474 0.9174 0.8695 0.9299 0.8528 0.9204

Ours 0.9671 0.9833 0.9606 0.9799 0.9521 0.9754
Table 1: Comparison of accuracy with the original image. Our comparison focuses on the alignment between the output
projection and the input projection after rigid registration.
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