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Abstract

In inverse rendering, accurately modeling visibility and
indirect radiance for incident light is essential for cap-
turing secondary effects. Due to the absence of a pow-
erful Gaussian ray tracer, previous 3DGS-based methods
have either adopted a simplified rendering equation or used
learnable parameters to approximate incident light, result-
ing in inaccurate material and lighting estimations. To
this end, we introduce inter-reflective Gaussian splatting
(IRGS) for inverse rendering. To capture inter-reflection,
we apply the full rendering equation without simplification
and compute incident radiance on the fly using the pro-
posed differentiable 2D Gaussian ray tracing. Addition-
ally, we present an efficient optimization scheme to handle
the computational demands of Monte Carlo sampling for
rendering equation evaluation. Furthermore, we introduce
a novel strategy for querying the indirect radiance of inci-
dent light when relighting the optimized scenes. Extensive
experiments on multiple standard benchmarks validate the
effectiveness of IRGS, demonstrating its capability to accu-
rately model complex inter-reflection effects.

1. Introduction
Inverse rendering is a fundamental problem in computer vi-
sion and graphics, aiming to reconstruct geometry and esti-
mate material and lighting from a set of posed images. The
introduction of neural radiance field (NeRF) [20], which
uses a neural implicit field modeled by a multi-layer per-
ceptron (MLP) to represent 3D scenes, has inspired many
NeRF-based methods [5, 14, 19, 27, 38] to address inverse
rendering tasks. Leveraging NeRF’s ray-based rendering
technique, these methods can accurately compute the visi-
bility and indirect radiance for incident light as required by
the rendering equation. However, the exhaustive querying
of a neural field during ray marching and its limited rep-
resentational capacity constrain the efficiency and perfor-
mance of neural implicit fields in inverse rendering.

*Li Zhang (lizhangfd@fudan.edu.cn) is the corresponding author.

Global illumination

Indirect illumination

Figure 1. Global and indirect illumination in a Gaussian-based
scene using our IRGS, highlighting its inter-reflective capabilities.

Recently, 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [15] has
emerged as a promising technique for 3D scene represen-
tation, offering both remarkable rendering quality and ef-
ficiency. By modeling a static 3D scene as a collection of
3D Gaussians, 3DGS achieves real-time, high-quality ren-
dering with a tile-based rasterizer. However, despite its
strengths, 3DGS has notable limitations due to its reliance
on rasterization, which limits its ability to accurately sim-
ulate ray-based effects that are essential for inverse render-
ing. As a result, some 3DGS-based inverse rendering meth-
ods [13, 18, 26] have adopted simplified versions of the ren-
dering equation, such as the split-sum approximation [23].
Other approaches, such as R3DG [10], use learnable pa-
rameters to approximate indirect radiance, which fails to
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capture actual inter-reflection. These methods struggle to
accurately model the rendering equation, limiting their ef-
fectiveness in realistic material and lighting estimation.

Our goal is to integrate the full rendering equation into
the efficient Gaussian splatting for accurate inverse render-
ing, enabling the capture of complex interreflection effects.
This requires efficient and precise computation of visibility
and indirect radiance for incident light. Drawing inspira-
tion from 3DGRT [21], which achieves efficient ray tracing
on 3D Gaussian primitives via a k-buffer hits-based march-
ing technique and hardware-accelerated NVIDIA OptiX in-
terface [24], we explore adapting this technique to model
inter-reflection within the Gaussian splatting framework.

In this paper, we introduce inter-reflective Gaussian
splatting (IRGS), a novel inverse rendering framework that
leverages the proposed 2D Gaussian ray tracing technique
to model inter-reflections within Gaussian splatting. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first method to in-
tegrate the full rendering equation without simplification
into Gaussian splatting, accurately capturing inter-reflection
effects by querying incident lighting through ray tracing.
First, we propose 2D Gaussian ray tracing to efficiently
and accurately trace across 2D Gaussian primitives, com-
puting the accumulated opacity and color of arbitrary rays.
Unlike 3DGRT [21], our approach features well-defined
ray-splat intersections, enabling direct ray tracing on pre-
trained 2D Gaussian splatting [12] with minimal quality
degradation. Next, we introduce the inter-reflective Gaus-
sian splatting framework: starting from a pretrained 2D
Gaussian splatting model, we apply the full rendering equa-
tion without simplification at intersection points determined
by the depth map, while visibility and indirect radiance are
computed on the fly using our 2D Gaussian ray tracing tech-
nique. Notably, our 2D Gaussian ray tracing is fully differ-
entiable, enabling the optimization of indirect light through
backpropagation. We further propose an efficient optimiza-
tion scheme to manage the computational demands of the
exhaustive Monte Carlo sampling for the rendering equa-
tion. Additionally, we introduce a novel strategy to query
indirect radiance during relighting, overcoming limitations
in previous methods that often omit this component. Ex-
tensive experiments on multiple standard benchmarks con-
firm the effectiveness of IRGS. In Fig. 1, we visualize the
global illumination (considering both direct and indirect ra-
diance) and the indirect illumination (considering only in-
direct radiance) of a Gaussian-based scene rendered using
IRGS, demonstrating that IRGS is capable of modeling re-
markable inter-reflection effects.

The contributions of this paper are as follows: (i) 2D
Gaussian ray tracing, a technique that enables direct ray
tracing on pretrained 2D Gaussian splatting with minimal
quality degradation; (ii) IRGS, an inverse rendering frame-
work that incorporates the full rendering equation without

simplification, using 2D Gaussian ray tracing to compute
incident radiance on the fly; (iii) An optimization scheme
that manages computational demands for rendering equa-
tion evaluation; (iv) A novel strategy that enables querying
of indirect radiance during relighting.

2. Related work
Novel view synthesis aims to leverage a limited collec-
tion of observed images of a scene to generate new im-
ages from an unseen viewpoint. Neural radiance field
(NeRF) [20] produces photo-realistic quality images by rep-
resenting the scenes in terms of a volumetric radiance field
encoded in a coordinate-based neural network. Subsequent
advancements have focused on accelerating rendering[22,
25], enhancing image quality [2–4], and improving geom-
etry reconstruction [17, 28, 36]. More recently, 3D Gaus-
sian splatting (3DGS) [15] introduced the use of fuzzy,
anisotropic 3D Gaussian point cloud for scene representa-
tion along with an efficient tile-based rasterizer, achieving
state-of-the-art results in both rendering quality and effi-
ciency. 3DGS has inspired numerous approaches targeting
various goals, including geometry reconstruction [12, 37],
dynamic scene reconstruction [33, 34], inverse render-
ing [10, 18], and street scene applications [8, 31]. How-
ever, the dependence on rasterization limits Gaussian splat-
ting’s ability to simulate ray-based effects accurately. To ad-
dress this, 3DGRT [21] proposes a differentiable Gaussian
ray tracer that efficiently performs ray tracing across 3D
Gaussian primitives, allowing radiance computation along
arbitrary rays. In this paper, we propose ray tracing on 2D
Gaussian primitives. Unlike 3DGRT, 2D Gaussian prim-
itives [12] have a well-defined ray-splat intersection, en-
abling direct ray tracing on pre-trained 2D Gaussian splat-
ting with minimal quality degradation.

Inverse rendering focuses on recovering geometry, ma-
terial, and lighting properties from captured images, pre-
senting a complex challenge due to high-dimensional light-
surface interactions. Inspired by the success of neural radi-
ance fields, many methods [1, 5, 6, 14, 19, 27, 32, 35, 38,
41] leverage flexible ray marching techniques and neural
implicit fields for inverse rendering. Recent approaches [9–
11, 13, 18, 26, 30] have adapted 3D Gaussian splatting
(3DGS) to inverse rendering by assigning material-related
properties to each Gaussian primitive. Leveraging the rapid
rendering capabilities of 3DGS, these methods achieve
much higher efficiency compared to NeRF-based tech-
niques. However, due to the lack of an efficient Gaussian
ray tracer, existing 3DGS-based methods either apply a sim-
plified version of the rendering equation [18] or use learn-
able parameters to model incident light [10], which lim-
its the accuracy of material and lighting estimation. For
example, GS-IR [18] employs split-sum approximation to
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Figure 2. Schematic illustration of the proposed IRGS. Starting from a set of 2D Gaussians equipped with material properties, we apply
rasterization to generate albedo, roughness, position, and normal maps. We then evaluate the rendering equation using stratified sampling
at the corresponding position, drawing geometry and material values from these feature maps. The radiance of incident light is decomposed
into direct radiance Ldir from the environment map, and indirect radiance Lind with visibility V , obtained via 2D Gaussian ray tracing.

simplify the rendering equation and uses baked volumes
to store occlusion and indirect illumination. R3DG [10]
shades each Gaussian individually, using point-based ray
tracing to bake occlusion and spherical harmonics to param-
eterize indirect radiance. To overcome these limitations, we
propose the IRGS framework that utilizes 2D Gaussian ray
tracing to accurately model inter-reflections.

3. Method
In this section, we introduce our inter-reflective Gaussian
splatting with 2D Gaussian ray tracing, designed to recon-
struct geometry and estimate material and lighting from a
set of posed RGB images. We begin by providing the nec-
essary background on 3D Gaussian splatting and the ren-
dering equation (Section 3.1). We then present the 2D
Gaussian ray tracing technique, which performs ray trac-
ing on 2D Gaussian primitives (Section 3.2). Finally, we
outline our IRGS framework, which leverages the proposed
2D Gaussian ray tracing technique to query visibility and
indirect radiance for incident light (Section 3.3).

3.1. Preliminary

3D Gaussian splatting 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS)
represents a 3D scene using 3D Gaussian primitives, each
defined as an ellipsoid characterized by a 3D mean µ and
a covariance matrix Σ. The influence of a Gaussian at a
spatial position x is expressed as:

G(x) = exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ)⊤Σ−1(x− µ)

)
. (1)

Each Gaussian is also assigned an opacity o and a view-
dependent color c modeled by spherical harmonics (SH).
The rendering process of 3DGS starts by projecting 3D
Gaussian primitives onto the 2D image plane. This is
achieved by first applying a viewing transformation W and
then performing a perspective projection. The covariance
matrix of the resulting 2D Gaussians can be approximated

as Σ′ = JWΣW⊤J⊤, where J represents the Jacobian
matrix of the perspective projection. The final image is ren-
dered by alpha-blending these projected 2D Gaussians from
front to back:

C =
N∑
i=1

Tiαici, Ti =

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj), (2)

where αi is calculated by multiplying opacity oi with each
Gaussian’s influence, determined by Σ′ and the pixel coor-
dinate. The covariance matrix Σ is parameterized by a unit
quaternion and a scaling vector to facilitate optimization.

Rendering equation In physically-based rendering, illu-
mination at a given surface point x is computed via the ren-
dering equation:

Lo(ωo,x) =

∫
Ω

f(ωo,ωi,x)Li(ωi,x)(ωi · n)dωi , (3)

where ωo is the outgoing direction, ωi is the incident di-
rection over the hemisphere defined by the surface normal
n, f is the bidirectional reflectance distribution function
(BRDF), and Li(ωi,x) is the radiance of the incident light.
In this work, we use a simplified Disney BRDF model [7]
with only diffuse albedo a and roughness r as parame-
ters, and assume the material is dielectric. The BRDF f
in Eq. (3) can be separated into a diffuse term fd = a

π and
a specular term fs:

fs(ωi,ωo,x) =
DFG

4(ωi · n)(ωo · n)
, (4)

where D, F , and G represent the normal distribution func-
tion, the Fresnel term, and the geometry term, respectively.

3.2. 2D Gaussian ray tracing

While 3DGS [15] has been successful in applications such
as 3D reconstruction, achieving superior rendering quality
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Figure 3. Performance of directly applying Gaussian ray tracing
on a pretrained Gaussian splatting checkpoint in 3D Gaussian and
2D Gaussian cases, respectively. Our proposed 2DGRT achieves
significantly less quality degradation than 3DGRT [21] in both
quantitative metrics and visual results.

and efficiency compared to NeRF-based methods, it is lim-
ited by the constraints of rasterization. These limitations are
primarily related to ray-based effects, including rendering
with highly distorted cameras and handling secondary ray
effects. To address these challenges, 3DGRT [21] proposes
performing ray tracing across 3D Gaussian primitives. This
approach overcomes the inefficiencies of ray tracing on 3D
Gaussian primitives by implementing a k-buffer hits-based
marching technique with a hardware-accelerated NVIDIA
OptiX interface [24]. In this paper, as our focus is on inverse
rendering, performing ray tracing on Gaussian primitives is
essential to accurately compute inter-reflection effects when
evaluating the rendering equation, including visibility and
indirect radiance of incident light.

3D Gaussian ray tracing [21] performs ray tracing on 3D
Gaussian primitives and determines the ray-splat intersec-
tion as the point of maximum response from the correspond-
ing 3D Gaussian along the ray. This behavior differs from
that of 3D Gaussian splatting, which computes the particle
response in 2D image space, leaving the position of the 3D
intersection point undefined. To leverage both the efficiency
of Gaussian splatting and the flexible rendering capabilities
of Gaussian ray tracing, we aim to perform ray tracing di-
rectly on the Gaussian splatting model for incident radiance
inference. However, as shown in Fig. 3, applying ray tracing
directly on a 3DGS checkpoint results in a noticeable de-
cline in rendering quality compared to splatting. To address
this issue, we propose 2D Gaussian ray tracing (2DGRT),
which performs ray tracing on 2D Gaussian primitives [12].
Since 2D Gaussian disks have a well-defined ray-splat in-
tersection, this approach eliminates inconsistencies in inter-
section points present in 3D Gaussians.

Given a 2D Gaussian [12] defined by its center point
µ ∈ R3, an opacity parameter o ∈ [0, 1], two principal tan-
gential vectors tu ∈ R3 and tv ∈ R3, and a scaling vector
s = (su, sv) ∈ R2, we follow 3DGRT [21] to fit a bound-
ing proxy of each 2D Gaussian using an adaptive icosahe-
dron mesh, ensuring that a minimum influence of αmin is
enclosed. The vertices v of the bounding icosahedron mesh
are obtained by transforming a regular icosahedron with a

unit inner sphere:

v ←
√

2 log(o/αmin)
(
sutu svtv ϵ1

)
v + µ, (5)

where ϵ denotes a small positive number. Each icosahedron
mesh consists of 20 triangular faces, resulting in a total of
20N triangles for N 2D Gaussian primitives. To leverage
the hardware-accelerated ray-triangle intersection provided
by OptiX [24], we construct a Bounding Volume Hierarchy
(BVH) using these triangles. By applying the k-buffer per-
ray sorting algorithm [21], we obtain the exact ordering of
intersected Gaussians for each ray. To ensure consistency
with 2DGS [12], we analytically compute the ray-splat in-
tersection point p:

p = ro + τrd, where τ =
n⊤(µ− ro)

n⊤rd
. (6)

where n = tu× tv is the normal vector of the 2D Gaussian
disk, and ro and rd represent the origin and direction of the
given ray, respectively. Thus, the influence of the current
2D Gaussian primitive is given by:

G(p) = exp

(
−u2 + v2

2

)
, (7)

where u = 1
su
(p− µ)⊤tu, v = 1

sv
(p− µ)⊤tv .

Consequently, the RGB value and accumulated opacity
value of the ray can be obtained by alpha-blending (Eq. (2))
the intersected 2D Gaussians from front to back:

(crt, ort)← Trace(ro, rd), (8)

where the RGB value of each Gaussian is modeled by the
view-dependent color c as in vanilla 2D Gaussian splatting.
It is worth noting that subtle differences remain between 2D
Gaussian ray tracing and 2DGS due to sorting errors intro-
duced by per-tile sorting in 2DGS. However, as shown in
Fig. 3, the quality degradation from 2D Gaussian ray trac-
ing is minimal and significantly less noticeable than that ob-
served in 3D Gaussians.

3.3. Inter-reflective Gaussian splatting

3.3.1 Stage I: 2D Gaussian pretraining

Before estimating material and lighting for inverse ren-
dering, we first pretrain a standard 2D Gaussian splatting
model. This step is essential, as reliable geometry is re-
quired for inverse rendering, and evaluating the render-
ing equation is computationally intensive. Using a pre-
trained 2D Gaussian splatting model can greatly acceler-
ate the training process. Along with the RGB rendering
described in Eq. (2), we also render normalized depth and
normal maps as follows:

{D,N} =
N∑
i=1

wi{di,ni}, wherewi =
Tiαi∑N
i=1 Tiαi

. (9)
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Training loss Following 2DGS [12], we apply a normal
consistency loss Ln to ensure alignment between the ren-
dered normal map and the underlying geometry, as well as
a depth distortion loss Ld to encourage concentration of the
2D Gaussians. Additionally, we introduce an edge-aware
smoothness loss Ls,n on the normal map to enhance geo-
metric robustness:

Ls,n = ∥∇N∥ exp(−∥∇Cgt∥), (10)

where Cgt is the ground truth training image. To address
the presence of floaters during standard 2DGS training, we
also incorporate a binary cross-entropy loss to constrain the
geometry using the provided object maskM:

Lo = −M logO − (1−M) log (1−O), (11)

where O =
∑N

i=1 Tiαi, denotes the accumulated opacity
map. Combined with the RGB reconstruction loss Lc from
3DGS [15], the training loss for the first stage is defined as:

L1 = Lc + λnLn + λdLd + λs,nLs,n + λoLo. (12)

3.3.2 Stage II: inverse rendering

The order of shading and rasterization is crucial in phys-
ically based rendering with Gaussian splatting. Previous
works, such as R3DG [10], propose performing shading on
each Gaussian, taking advantage of properties modeled on
each Gaussian, such as indirect radiance. However, since
the rendered normal map is supervised at the pixel level af-
ter rasterization, shading on individual Gaussians can lead
to inaccurate and blurred results. Consequently, we propose
applying the rendering equation after rasterization.

Rasterization As introduced in Section 3.1, a dielectric
BRDF model is used for the rendering equation. We assign
each 2D Gaussian primitive additional material properties:
diffuse albedo a and roughness r. Pixel-level albedo mapA
and roughness map R are obtained through alpha-blending
during rasterization: {A,R} =

∑N
i=1 wi{ai, ri}.

Previous inverse rendering methods using Gaussian
splatting have lacked an efficient way to query the visibility
and radiance for arbitrary incident directions. As a result,
these methods typically apply simplified versions of the ren-
dering equation [18] (e.g., split-sum approximation [23]) or
use learnable parameters to model indirect light [10]. In this
paper, we leverage the proposed 2D Gaussian ray tracing
technique to efficiently and accurately query inter-reflection
effects on the fly, including the visibility and indirect radi-
ance of incident light. This allows us to apply the full ren-
dering equation without simplification.

Light parametrization We decompose the incident radi-
ance at surface point x with direction ωi in Eq. (3) into
direct radiance from infinity and indirect radiance:

Li(ωi,x) = V (ωi,x)Ldir(ωi) + Lind(ωi,x), (13)

where Ldir(ωi) is modeled using an environment cubemap,
and V (ωi,x) along with Lind(ωi,x) are queried using 2D
Gaussian ray tracing:

(Lind(ωi,x), 1− V (ωi,x))← Trace(x,ωi) (14)

It is important to note that the RGB values used in ray
tracing correspond to the view-dependent color c from the
first stage. Additionally, our 2D Gaussian ray tracing ap-
proach is fully differentiable, allowing gradients to propa-
gate through the ray tracing process to optimize the indirect
radiance of the incident ray.

Rendering From the rendered depth and normal maps,
we can determine the surface position x and the corre-
sponding surface normal vector n for each pixel coordi-
nate. Monte Carlo sampling is used to evaluate the ren-
dering equation. Since we focus on reconstructing objects
with dielectric materials, we employ stratified sampling to
uniformly sample Nr incident directions across the hemi-
sphere. The final rendering result is then computed as:

cpbr =
2π

Nr

Nr∑
i=1

(fd + fs)Li(ωi,x)(ωi · n), (15)

Training loss In addition to the training losses from the
first stage, we apply regularization to facilitate material
and lighting estimation. Given the prior that diffuse light
Ldiffuse = 1

Nr

∑Nr

i=1 L(ωi,x) exhibits a natural white ra-
diance, we minimize the difference between the RGB val-
ues [19]:

Llight =
∑
c

(Ldiffuse −
1

3

∑
c

Ldiffuse), c ∈ {R,G,B}.

(16)
Similar to Eq. (10), we also apply edge-aware smooth-
ness regularization Ls,a and Ls,r to the rendered albedo and
roughness map, respectively, to ensure smooth material es-
timation. Additionally, for training efficiency, we apply the
rendering equation to only a subset of pixels in each itera-
tion. We set a maximum of Nrays rays per iteration, mean-
ing only ⌊Nrays/Nr⌋ pixels are randomly selected for final
rendering equation evaluation. This scheme allows us to use
a large Nr when evaluating the rendering equation, signif-
icantly enhancing estimation quality. Consequently, only a
L1 loss Lpbr

1 is used to supervise the final color cpbr. It is
important to note that the rendered image C from the vanilla
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison of NVS, material and lighting estimation, and relighting results on the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41].

Table 1. Quantitative comparison on the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41]. A higher intensity of the red color signifies a better result.

Novel view synthesis Relighting Albedo Roughness Time
PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ MSE↓ (hours)

NeRFactor [40] 22.80 0.916 0.150 21.54 0.875 0.171 19.49 0.864 0.206 N/A >48
InvRender [41] 30.74 0.953 0.086 28.67 0.950 0.091 28.28 0.935 0.072 0.008 14
TensorIR [14] 35.80 0.978 0.049 29.69 0.951 0.079 30.58 0.946 0.065 0.015 3

GS-IR [18] 33.95 0.965 0.057 25.40 0.924 0.083 19.48 0.896 0.117 0.011 0.4
R3DG [10] 36.80 0.982 0.028 31.00 0.964 0.050 28.31 0.951 0.058 0.013 0.9

IRGS (Ours) 35.48 0.974 0.043 34.90 0.969 0.048 30.81 0.957 0.055 0.008 0.7

2DGS is still optimized, while the view-dependent color c
associated with each Gaussian is used to compute radiance
in 2D Gaussian ray tracing. The total loss for the second
stage is given by:

L2 = L1 + λpbr
1 L

pbr
1 + λlightLlight + λs,aLs,a + λs,rLs,r,

(17)

Relighting When performing relighting, changes in envi-
ronmental lighting make the optimized radiance c of each
Gaussian no longer applicable for indirect radiance in 2D
Gaussian ray tracing. Unlike previous methods [10, 18]
that omit indirect lighting during relighting, we propose us-
ing the split-sum approximation [23] to efficiently query in-
direct radiance without recursive evaluation. Specifically,
we apply ray tracing on each incident ray to alpha-blend
the albedo, roughness, and normal values, resulting in Ar,
Rr, and Nr. These aggregated values are then shaded
using a pre-filtered environment map, following the ap-
proach in Nvdiffrec [23]. Additionally, we apply impor-

tance sampling on the intensity of the ground truth environ-
ment map instead of stratified sampling, enabling more ac-
curate rendering equation evaluation by concentrating sam-
ples in high-intensity directions. Please refer to the ap-
pendix for further details.

4. Experiment

Datasets and metrics To validate the effectiveness of IRGS,
we conduct extensive experiments on multiple datasets
for the inverse rendering task, including two synthetic
datasets: Synthetic4Relight dataset [41] and the TensoIR
dataset [14], as well as a real-world dataset: Stanford-ORB
dataset [16]. For quantitative comparisons, we follow pre-
vious works [10, 18] and employ various metrics to evalu-
ate performance across different outputs. Specifically, we
use PSNR, SSIM [29], and LPIPS [39] for assessing im-
age quality in novel view synthesis, albedo, and relighting
tasks. For normal and roughness, we use mean angular error
(MAE) and mean squared error (MSE), respectively.
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Figure 5. Visualization of estimated components in incident light, including the averaged direct radiance Ldir, indirect radiance Lind,
visibility V (ambient occlusion), incident radiance Li. Compared to R3DG [10], IRGS achieves notably more realistic results, especially
in estimated indirect light, due to its accurate modeling of inter-reflections.
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Figure 6. Qualitative comparison of relighting results on TensoIR dataset [41].

Implementation details As detailed in Section 3.3, our
training process consists of two stages. The first stage is
trained over 40,000 iterations with the hyperparameters λn,
λd, λs,n, and λo set to 0.05, 1000, 0.02, and 0.01, respec-
tively. The second stage continues for an additional 20,000
iterations, with λpbr

1 , λlight, λs,a, and λs,r set to 1.0, 0.01,
2.0, and 2.0, respectively. We implement 2D Gaussian ray
tracing in OptiX [24] via PyTorch CUDA extensions, up-
dating the BVH at each training iteration for the varying
geometry, with each update taking approximately 3 ms. In
line with 3DGRT [21], we use a buffer of k = 16 for per-ray
sorting and terminate ray tracing when transmittance falls
below 0.03. We employ Nr = 256 rays for rendering equa-
tion evaluation, and each training iteration samples up to
Nrays = 218 rays. At Nr = 256, rendering a complete im-
age takes about 1 second. For environmental lighting, we
use a 32 × 32 cubemap during optimization. The learn-
ing rates for albedo, roughness, and the cubemap are set to
0.005, 0.005, and 0.01, respectively, with other hyperpa-
rameters following those in 2DGS [12]. The entire training
process takes around 40 minutes, with 15 minutes for the
first stage and 25 minutes for the second stage. All experi-
ments are conducted on a single NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

4.1. Results

Synthetic4Relight For experiments on Syn-
thetic4Relight [41], we evaluate IRGS’s performance

Table 2. Quantatitive comparison on TensoIR dataset [14].

Method Normal NVS Albedo Relight
MAE↓ PSNR↑ PSNR↑ PSNR↑

NeRFactor [40] 6.314 24.679 25.125 23.383
InvRender [41] 5.074 27.367 27.341 23.973
TensoIR [14] 4.100 35.088 29.275 28.580
GS-IR [18] 4.948 35.333 30.286 24.374
R3DG [10] 5.927 37.343 26.199 27.367

IRGS (Ours) 4.112 35.876 33.796 29.907

in novel view synthesis (NVS), relighting, material esti-
mation, and efficiency. In Tab. 1, our approach achieves
higher quality than previous methods across relighting,
and material estimation, demonstrating IRGS’s ability to
accurately capture material details. While R3DG [10]
achieves higher performance in NVS, this is primarily
due to its shading on Gaussians, which enhances NVS
capability at the expense of relighting performance. IRGS
also completes optimization in a relatively short time of
0.7 hours, emphasizing its efficiency in inverse rendering
applications. In Fig. 4, we provide a qualitative compar-
ison of the reconstructed “chair” scene against GS-based
competitors [10, 18], visualizing NVS, albedo, roughness,
estimated environment maps, and relighting images. Our
results demonstrate high-fidelity material estimation and
realistic relighting outcomes. Fig. 5 further illustrates a
comparison of the estimated incident light components
between IRGS and R3DG [10], covering direct radiance,
indirect radiance, ambient occlusion, and incident radiance.
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Figure 8. Ablation studies on various components of IRGS.

IRGS achieves more reasonable indirect radiance and
clearer ambient occlusion, enhancing the overall realism.
TensoIR For TensoIR dataset [14], we report metrics for
NVS, relighting, and albedo estimation in Tab. 2. Com-
pared to prior arts [10, 14, 18, 40, 41], our method consis-
tently outperforms in relighting and albedo estimation, and
achieving comparable performance in normal quality with
TensoIR [14]. Similar to Synthetic4Relight, R3DG [10]
achieves higher accuracy in NVS. Fig. 6 presents a qual-
itative comparison of relighting images generated by GS-
based methods [10, 18], showing that IRGS produces more
realistic relighting results, with natural shadows.
Stanford-ORB dataset We also conduct experiments on
the real-world Stanford-ORB dataset [16]. As shown in
Fig. 7, IRGS produces realistic relighting results.

Table 3. Ablation studies on various components of IRGS.

Method NVS PSNR ↑ Albedo PSNR ↑ Relighting PSNR ↑
Detach indirect 34.21 30.29 34.22

w/o indirect (train) 34.09 30.10 33.93
w/o indirect (relight) - - 33.84

Nr = 16 34.01 30.21 29.46
Nr = 64 34.98 30.63 33.11

Full 35.48 30.81 34.68

4.2. Ablation study

In Tab. 3, we conduct ablation studies on various compo-
nents of IRGS to validate their effectiveness. We report the
average PSNR on NVS, albedo estimation, and relighting
across four scenes in Synthetic4Relight dataset [41].

Indirect light We perform ablation studies to evaluate the
impact of indirect light modeling. “Detach indirect” in-
dicates that gradients are not backpropagated through ray
tracing to optimize indirect radiance. “w/o indirect (train)”
signifies that the indirect term in Eq. (13) is omitted during
training, while “w/o indirect (relight)” omits the proposed
strategy for computing indirect radiance during relighting.
As shown in Fig. 8a, detaching the indirect term results in
unrealistic indirect radiance, and training without the indi-
rect term leads to inaccurate albedo estimation. We also
demonstrate the impact of indirect radiance on relighting
results of a composited scene in Fig. 1 (indirect illumina-
tion). Note that the renderings in Fig. 1 are produced by
assigning an additional high metallic to the Gaussian-based
“Ground”, enhancing the visual clarity of inter-reflections.

Number of rays We also ablate on the number of sampled
rays Nr for rendering equation. We investigated the effects
of Nr = 16, Nr = 64, and Nr = 256. As shown in Fig. 8b,
more sampled rays lead to more accurate and smooth ren-
derings and ambient occlusion in novel view synthesis.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce inter-reflective Gaussian splat-
ting (IRGS), a novel framework that overcomes the limita-
tions of previous Gaussian-based approaches in accurately
modeling visibility and indirect radiance for incident light
in inverse rendering. IRGS incorporates the full rendering
equation without simplifications and utilizes a differentiable
2D Gaussian ray tracing technique for precise computation
of incident radiance at intersection points. We further pro-
pose an optimization scheme to address the computational
demands of Monte Carlo sampling in rendering equation
evaluation, and a novel strategy for querying indirect ra-
diance during relighting. Extensive experiments on multi-
ple benchmarks validate IRGS’s ability to accurately model
complex inter-reflection, establishing it as an effective solu-
tion for inverse rendering.
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Limitation Due to the significant computational demands
of rendering equation evaluation, we are unable to render at
a high frame rate. However, this could be addressed by bak-
ing the incident radiance or pre-computing radiance trans-
fer, which we leave as future work.
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IRGS: Inter-Reflective Gaussian Splatting with 2D Gaussian Ray Tracing
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Global illumination Indirect illuminationDirect illumination

Figure 9. Global, direct, and indirect illumination in a Gaussian-based scene using our IRGS.

6. Relighting details
Given a sampled incident direction, we conduct 2D Gaus-
sian ray tracing to obtain the intersected Gaussians along
the ray, and aggregate the albedo, roughness, and normal by
alpha-blending: {Ar,Rr,Nr} =

∑
i ωi{ai, ri,ni}, where

ωi = Tiαi∑
i Tiαi

. Then, to avoid the extensive Monte Carlo
sampling, we pre-integrate the cubemap, which allows us
to obtain the diffuse Ld and specular term Ls for incident
direction using only a single query. Specifically, we apply
split-sum approximation for the specular term:

Ls ≈
∫
Ω

fs(ωi,ωo)(ωi · Nr)dωi·∫
Ω

Li(ωi)D(ωi,ωo)(ωi · Nr)dωi, (18)

where the left term depends solely on (ωi · Nr) and rough-
ness Rr, this allows the results to be pre-integrated and
stored in a 2D lookup texture map. The right term repre-
sents the integral of incident radiance, which can also be
pre-integrated before rendering. Consequently, the indirect
radiance of the incident ray is given as: Lind = Ld + Ls.

7. Composited scene details
In Fig. 1 and Fig. 9, we relight a scene composed of
four Gaussian-based objects: “Mic,” “Ficus,” “Lego,” and
“Ground.” The objects “Mic,” “Ficus,” and “Lego” are
reconstructed using the proposed IRGS framework, while
“Ground” is manually designed using a set of parallel 2D
Gaussians. To better illustrate the inter-reflective proper-
ties of IRGS, we assign an additional metallic property m
to each Gaussian. Specifically, we set m = 0 for “Mic”,
“Ficus”, and “Lego”, and m = 1 for “Ground”. For effi-
cient rendering, we employ importance sampling with 512
rays distributed using cosine-weighted sampling for the dif-
fuse term and 256 rays distributed using GGX sampling for

the specular term. In Fig. 9, “Direct Illumination” consid-
ers only the direct incident radiance, “Indirect Illumination”
accounts for only the indirect radiance, and “Global Illumi-
nation” combines both direct and indirect radiance for full
rendering.

8. More results
8.1. Results on Synthetic4Relight

We further provide a qualitative comparison on three addi-
tional scenes from the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41], in-
cluding “air ballons” (Fig. 10), “hotdog” (Fig. 11), and
“jugs” (Fig. 12). It is evident that our estimated material
properties, environment lighting, and relighted images are
the most realistic compared to the competitors, GS-IR [18]
and R3DG [10]. In Fig. 13, we further visualize the differ-
ent estimated components in novel view, illustrating IRGS’s
ability to capture accurate inter-reflection. Additionally, in
Fig. 14, we compare the rendered normal maps of each
scene with those from GS-IR [18] and R3DG [10]. Thanks
to the accurate geometry provided by 2D Gaussian primi-
tives, our normal maps exhibit superior fidelity.

8.2. Results on TensoIR

We present a qualitative comparison of the rendered normal
maps and estimated albedo maps in Fig. 15 and Fig. 16,
respectively. IRGS produces smooth normal maps, and
clean albedo maps with minimal shadow artifacts, attributed
to the accurate modeling of incident radiance through 2D
Gaussian ray tracing.
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Figure 10. Qualitative comparison of NVS, material and lighting estimation, and relighting results on the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41].
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Figure 11. Qualitative comparison of NVS, material and lighting estimation, and relighting results on the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41].
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Figure 12. Qualitative comparison of NVS, material and lighting estimation, and relighting results on the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41].
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Figure 13. Visualization of estimated components in novel view, including the averaged direct radiance Ldir, averaged indirect radiance
Lind, averaged visibility V (ambient occlusion), averaged incident radiance Li, diffuse, specular, and final PBR color.
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Figure 14. Qualitative comparison of rendered normal maps on the Synthetic4Relight dataset [41]. Note that, Synthetic4Relight dataset
does not provide ground truth normal maps.
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Figure 15. Qualitative comparison of rendered normal maps on the TensoIR dataset [14].
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Figure 16. Qualitative comparison of estimated albedo maps on the TensoIR dataset [14]. Note that, we scale each RGB channel by a
global scalar.
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