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Abstract

This paper tackles the problem of generalizable 3D-aware
generation from monocular datasets, e.g., ImageNet [10].
The key challenge of this task is learning a robust 3D-
aware representation without multi-view or dynamic data,
while ensuring consistent texture and geometry across dif-
ferent viewpoints. Although some baseline methods are ca-
pable of 3D-aware generation, the quality of the generated
images still lags behind state-of-the-art 2D generation ap-
proaches, which excel in producing high-quality, detailed
images. To address this severe limitation, we propose a
novel feed-forward pipeline based on pixel-aligned Gaus-
sian Splatting, coined as F3D-Gaus, which can produce
more realistic and reliable 3D renderings from monocular
inputs. In addition, we introduce a self-supervised cycle-
consistent constraint to enforce cross-view consistency in
the learned 3D representation. This training strategy natu-
rally allows aggregation of multiple aligned Gaussian prim-
itives and significantly alleviates the interpolation limita-
tions inherent in single-view pixel-aligned Gaussian Splat-
ting. Furthermore, we incorporate video model priors to
perform geometry-aware refinement, enhancing the genera-
tion of fine details in wide-viewpoint scenarios and improv-
ing the model’s capability to capture intricate 3D textures.
Extensive experiments demonstrate that our approach not
only achieves high-quality, multi-view consistent 3D-aware
generation from monocular datasets, but also significantly
improves training and inference efficiency. Project Page:
https://w-ted.github.io/publications/
F3D-Gaus

1. Introduction

3D-aware generation from a single image has wide applica-
tions in virtual reality (VR), augmented reality (AR), gam-
ing, and autonomous driving. Traditional methods for 3D-
aware generation from a single image typically use vox-
els [9], point clouds [59] or meshes [13, 47] as 3D represen-
tations. However, in recent years, with the rise of NeRF [26]

canonical view

novel view

inversed
novel view

(a) Canonical view with supervision

(b) Novel views without supervision
Figure 1. Illustration of our motivation for cycle-consistent
self-supervised training. For monocular datasets: (a) supervi-
sion is naturally available for the canonical view. (b) For novel
views, where supervision is absent, we use the rendered novel-
view image as input to obtain its 3D representation. This 3D rep-
resentation is then re-rendered from the canonical view, where su-
pervision is available. Red arrows indicate feed-forward 3D rep-
resentation prediction from a monocular image, while blue arrows
represent the rendering processes from 3D representations at dif-
ferent specific viewpoints.

and 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [23] representations,
methods based on NeRF [3, 39] and 3DGS [42, 44] have
gained popularity due to their advantages in capturing fine
details and handling complex lighting conditions.

In general, most recent 3D-aware generation methods
rely on multi-view image supervision [19, 32, 35, 42, 44,
48, 65], fine-tuning on video data [12, 62] , or optimiza-
tion based on 2D/3D diffusion priors [43, 60]. How-
ever, compared to the availability of multi-view or high-
resolution video data, monocular datasets are far more
abundant and easier to collect. This is particularly advan-
tageous because monocular data can be gathered from a
wide range of sources, such as single-frame images from
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the web or consumer-grade cameras, without requiring spe-
cialized equipment or controlled capture conditions. Our
approach aims to explore the possibility of performing 3D-
aware generation tasks using only monocular datasets, with-
out the need for multi-view images or video data during
training. This monocular setting also presents the poten-
tial for scaling up to larger datasets, which can lead to bet-
ter generalization across a wider variety of scenes and ob-
jects. On the other hand, inference-time optimization meth-
ods [12, 43, 60] for 3D-aware generation often suffer from
low efficiency and are impractical for real-world applica-
tions, especially in time-sensitive applications or environ-
ments with limited computational capacity. Therefore, to
enhance accessibility and practicality, we propose a feed-
forward framework based on pixel-aligned Gaussian Splat-
ting that aims to directly infer 3D-aware representations in
one single step, using only monocular datasets for training.

However, since monocular datasets only provide super-
vision for the frontal view, obtaining constraints for novel
viewpoints is a key challenge. Previous methods trained
on monocular datasets typically employ discriminators [39],
semantic/geometry constraints [30], or iterative in-painting
techniques [54] to generate plausible novel view images.
We observe that while pixel-aligned Gaussian Splatting has
advantages over previous approaches in terms of rendering
realism, it struggles when the viewpoint changes signifi-
cantly. Specifically, regions occluded in the original view
are not easily interpolated with monocular Gaussian primi-
tives to render plausible color and geometry in the new view.
To address this issue, we introduced a self-supervised cycle
constraint during training. This strategy ensures that the 3D
representations from novel viewpoints are aligned with and
complementary to those from the original viewpoint. By
enforcing this cycle constraint, the model is naturally able
to extrapolate across views by aggregating multiple repre-
sentations to enhance the 3D capability during inference.
Additionally, to correct any inconsistencies in geometry or
textures caused by large viewpoint shifts, we incorporate a
video in-painting model for refinement, resulting in a more
reliable final output.

Throughout the development and evaluation of our ap-
proach, our 3D rendering results exhibit a remarkable level
of realism, representing a substantial improvement over cur-
rent challenging benchmarks. We also validate the robust-
ness of our approach on a diverse set of datasets, including
several single-category object-centric datasets and the more
varied and extensive ImageNet [10] dataset, confirming its
generalizability and practical applicability. In addition, our
solution surpasses baseline methods in computational effi-
ciency, significantly reducing both training and inference
times without compromising performance.

Our work provides a holistic solution for realistic and ef-
ficient 3D-aware generation for monocular datasets, mark-

ing a significant advancement in 3D content generation.
The summarized contribution of our paper is threefold:
• We pioneer 3D-aware generation using generalizable

feed-forward Gaussian Splatting representation, achiev-
ing significant efficiency and favorable rendering quality
on monocular datasets.

• We significantly advance the capability of pixel-aligned
Gaussian Splatting representations by designing a self-
supervised cycle training strategy specifically tailored for
monocular datasets.

• We further mitigate the artifacts of 3D-aware represen-
tations caused by large viewpoint shifts by introducing
geometry-aware video priors.

2. Related Works
2.1. Novel view synthesis for single input
With multi-view dataset. Novel view synthesis from a sin-
gle image can be achieved through various methods. One
straightforward strategy is to train or fine-tune models using
multi-view or video data with camera information, which
data naturally provides strong multi-view cues for 3D-aware
generation. For instance, multi-view data is used to train
models from scratch [19, 32, 42, 44, 67], or fine-tune pre-
trained models for image generation [12, 18, 35, 48] or
video generation [15, 25, 45, 52, 62] to achieve camera mo-
tion control. Another category of methods involves scene-
specific optimization by leveraging the prior knowledge of
2D/3D diffusion models [17, 28, 43, 60]. However, scene-
specific approaches are not generalizable, as they are tai-
lored to individual objects or scenes.
With only monocular dataset. The approach most sim-
ilar to ours trains a generalized model solely on monocu-
lar datasets and supports feed-forward predictions [3, 30,
31, 38, 54]. 3DGP [38] pioneered 3D-aware generation
on ImageNet by training a model on 1,000 classes using a
3D-aware GAN for RGB-D prediction. It introduces a dis-
criminator to distinguish real and generated images and em-
ploys a depth-adapter to refine unreliable depth predictions.
Similarly, G3DR [30] uses a generalized tri-plane repre-
sentation and semantic/perceptual losses for novel view
rendering. Our method operates in a similar setting, but
combines pixel-aligned Gaussian Splatting with a cycle-
consistent training strategy, leading to more realistic render-
ings against the tri-plane approaches. In contrast, IVID [54]
generates RGB-D in-painting pairs from ImageNet using a
2D diffusion model with iterative in-painting. However, it
struggles to generalize to novel object categories, as it relies
on matching input classes to ImageNet, inevitably limiting
its adaptability to new categories.

2.2. 3D Gaussian Splatting
Recently, 3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) [23] stands as
a leading representation for novel view synthesis, en-
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Figure 2. Illustration of our overall framework. Given a single RGB image I0 and depth map D0, our model directly feeds them forward
to output the pixel-aligned Gaussian Splatting representation GS0, which can be used for novel view synthesis. After obtaining the 3DGS
representation, we render the image Ĩ1 and depth maps D̃1 for the novel view, and then output its corresponding 3DGS GS1. These two
3DGS representations are subsequently aggregated to produce the images for supervision. This novel self-supervised training strategy
enforces cycle-consistent 3D representation learning across different views, allowing the generalized 3DGS representations to reinforce
each other, thereby collaboratively enhancing the overall 3D representation capability.

abling real-time rendering with state-of-the-art visual qual-
ity. 3DGS models the 3D scene as a collection of learn-
able 3D Gaussian primitives with 3D coordinates, opac-
ity, anisotropic covariance, and color features. Subsequent
works applies 3DGS to downstream tasks such as scene un-
derstanding [2, 34, 64, 68, 70], scene editing [6, 46, 50, 57,
66], and surface reconstruction [5, 20, 24, 51, 53, 55, 63].
However, 3DGS was originally designed for scene-specific
novel view synthesis. Recent works introduced general-
izable models for predicting 3DGS from single or multi-
ple images [4, 7, 8, 40–42, 44]. For example, Splatter-
Image [42] pioneered pixel-aligned 3DGS prediction from
RGB images, enabling fast feed-forward training and in-
ference. LGM [44] combines pre-trained multi-view im-
age generation models with an image-to-3DGS model,
achieving object-level 3DGS inference from a single im-
age. Flash3D [41] integrates a depth estimation model for
scene-level 3DGS prediction from a single image. While
these methods allow feed-forward inference from a single
image to 3DGS, they still rely on multi-view data for train-
ing or use multi-view image generation models as priors. In
contrast, our approach focuses on generalized 3DGS pre-
diction without requiring multi-view images for training.

3. The Proposed Framework: F3D-Gaus
Given a dataset of images and their corresponding monocu-
lar depth maps, represented as {(Ii, Di)|i = 0, . . . , N}, we
aim to train a generalized model that takes a single RGB-D
input and outputs the associated 3DGS representation in a
feed-forward manner. This representation can then be uti-
lized for novel view synthesis. The monocular depth maps
Di can be easily obtained using monocular depth estimation
models [22, 56, 58].

As shown in Fig. 2, we use a U-Net-based generalized

3DGS model as the backbone. Given an input image I0 and
its depth map D0, the model predicts a pixel-aligned 3DGS
representation, which can render images and depth maps
from arbitrary viewpoints [63]. The details of the gener-
alized 3DGS model are provided in Sec. 3.1. As shown
in Fig. 1, the rendered outputs can be supervised in the
canonical view but the monocular dataset lacks supervi-
sion for novel views. We propose a cycle-consistent self-
supervised training strategy in Sec. 3.2 to address this. Ad-
ditionally, our geometry-guided refinement method intro-
duced in Sec. 3.3 further identifies and refines artifacts.

3.1. Preliminary
3D Gaussian Splatting. Each Gaussian primitive is char-
acterized by its 3D coordinates µ, color features c, opac-
ity, scale matrix S, and rotation matrix R. With these at-
tributes, the Gaussians are defined by the covariance matrix
Σ = RSSTRT centered at point µ:

G(x) = exp−
1
2 (x−µ)TΣ−1(x−µ) . (1)

The covariance matrix is projected onto the 2D plane fol-
lowing [71], allowing us to compute the projected Gaussian
and apply alpha-blending to obtain the final color on the
image plane:

Î =

K∑
k=1

ckαkΠ
k−1
j=1 (1− αj), (2)

where K is the number of sampling points along the ray and
α is derived from the projected Gaussian of G(x) and its
corresponding opacity. More details can be found in [23].
Pixel-aligned 3DGS. Splatter-Image [42] introduces a
framework for predicting pixel-aligned 3DGS from RGB
images. Given an input image I0, the model predicts Gaus-
sian attribute maps, including 3D coordinates, opacity, color
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Figure 3. Illustration of complementary aggregation in the
proposed cycle-consistency self-supervised strategy. We guide
complementary aggregation by leveraging the differences between
the alpha maps of the two 3DGS from different viewpoints.

features, scale, and rotation. For an input of size H × W ,
the output attribute maps have the same spatial size, corre-
sponding to n = H×W Gaussian primitives. The scale and
rotation define the covariance matrix. Together with 3D co-
ordinates, opacity, and color features, the 3DGS can render
images and depth maps from arbitrary viewpoints.

As shown in Fig. 2, we use a similar U-Net-based gener-
alized 3DGS model as the backbone. The final 3D coordi-
nates of the 3DGS are computed by adding the input depth
D0 to the predicted offset.

3.2. Cycle-consistent Self-supervised Strategy
The lack of novel view supervision motivates us to propose
a cycle-consistent self-supervised strategy in this section. It
aims to ensure the multi-view consistency of the predicted
3DGS. It has two key components: complementary aggre-
gation and cycle supervision. The details are given below.
Canonical view reconstruction. We assume each image
in the monocular dataset is captured from a canonical view.
During training, we pass RGB-D input (I0, D0) through the
model to obtain the output GS0. We then randomly sample
camera views to render the scene from either the canonical
view, represented as view0, or a randomly selected novel
view view1. If the canonical view is rendered, as shown in
Fig. 1 (a), a reconstruction loss is applied directly to the pre-
dicted image Î0 and depth map D̂0, effectively performing
RGB-D image reconstruction.

Lrecon = ∥Î0 − I0∥1 + ∥D̂0 −D0∥1 (3)

The backpropagated gradients update the parameters of
our U-Net backbone via the 3DGS attribute maps.
Complementary aggregation. The idea behind comple-
mentary aggregation is as follows: our method can predict
the canonical GS0 from the input I0 and D0, we assume that
if we had a side-view image of the same object (even though

the dataset lacks ground truth for side views, we can render
one from GS0, denoted as Ĩ1 and D̃1 in Fig. 2), we could
also obtain a novel view GS1. We aim to enforce multi-view
consistency between the rendered Ĩ1, D̃1 and the original
I0, D0, which implies that GS0 and GS1 should also be
multi-view consistent. Another intuition is that, GS0 and
GS1 are 3D representations from two different views but
they represent the same scene, they should also be comple-
mentary. Thus, we designed complementary aggregation to
ensure that GS0 and GS1 are both multi-view consistent
and complementary.

As shown in Fig. 3, after obtaining GS0 and GS1, we ap-
ply an aggregation strategy to update both 3DGSs. Specif-
ically, we first render the alpha maps Â for both the view0

and the view1 from the two 3DGS representations.

Â =

K∑
k=1

αkΠ
k−1
j=1 (1− αj), (4)

α and K have the same meaning as Equ. 2. In Fig. 3, Ai→j

represents the alpha map rendered from GSi in viewj . We
binarize (⌝⌞) the alpha maps to detect invisible region in
GSi at specific locations in viewj . Using logical operations,
we then generate two complementary masks:

M1→0 = ¬(A0→1 < τ) ∧ (A1→1 < τ)

M0→1 = (A0→0 < τ) ∧ ¬(A1→1 < τ)
(5)

We set τ = 0.5, where ¬ represents logical negation, and ∧
represents the logical and. M1→0 identifies the locations in
view1 where GS0 has holes but GS1 has valid values, indi-
cating the specific primitives in GS1 that can contribute to
GS0. These complementary masks are then used to update
GS0 and GS1, as shown in Fig. 3.

ˆGS0 = Concat(GS0, GS1[M1→0])

ˆGS1 = Concat(GS1, GS0[M0→1])
(6)

In the equations above, [Mi→j ] uses the complementary
mask to select the corresponding pixel-aligned primitives.
The function Concat(∗, ∗) combines two sets of 3DGS
primitives into a new set.
Cycle supervision. As shown in Fig. 2, after obtaining the
updated ˆGS0 and ˆGS1, we render Î1, D̂1 from view1 and Î0,
D̂0 from view0, respectively. Note that the rendered views
are opposite to the source input view of the GS representa-
tions. This augmentation is designed to maximize the use
of supervision. For Î0 and D̂0, we use the original I0 and
D0 for supervision, referred to as cycle consistency loss:

Lcycle = ∥Î0 − I0∥1 + ∥D̂0 −D0∥1 (7)

The cycle loss Lcycle in Equ. 7 looks the same as the re-
construction loss in Equ. 3, but they correspond to sampled
canonical and novel views, respectively. The predictions of
Î0 and D̂0 differ in each case. Due to our complementary
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Figure 4. Illustration of geometry-guided texture refinement.
(a) illustrates artifact localization in novel views, while (b) shows
geometry mask-guided sequence in-painting.

aggregation design, the gradients from Lcycle backpropagate
through both GS0 and GS1. We block gradient propagating
to GS0 via Ĩ1 and D̃1, as we found that allowing it hinders
the learning process.
Overall losses. For Î1 and D̂1, we apply perceptual
loss [21] and CLIP losses [29] following [30]. In addition,
we use photometric loss to the novel views by warping tex-
tures from the frontal view with depth D0.

Lperp =
∑
l

∥∥∥ϕl(Î1)− ϕl(I0)
∥∥∥
2

LCLIP =
∥∥∥ϕCLIP(Î1)− ϕCLIP(I0)

∥∥∥
1

Lphoto =
∥∥∥I0(xi)− Î1 (P (D0(xi), π, T0→1))

∥∥∥
1

(8)

ϕl represents the feature extractor from the first l layers of
a perceptual model, while ϕCLIP refers to the CLIP feature
extractor. Î1(P (D0(xi), π, T0→1)) denotes the RGB value
of the reprojected predicted image Î1 at pixel xi, where π is
the camera intrinsic matrix, T0→1 is the extrinsic matrix, P
is the projection function transforming from view0 to view1.
We then define the losses for the novel view as follows:

Lnovel = Lphoto + λperpLperp + λCLIPLCLIP (9)

Note that novel loss Lnovel defined in Equ. 9 is not part of
our cycle-consistent training strategy, but rather a compo-
nent of our baseline method. Even in the baseline method
mentioned in the ablation study in Sec. 4.3, the novel loss
is also applied (to Ĩ1 and D̃1 at that time). In addition to
the above losses, we apply a regularization loss to enforce
smoothness in the rendered depth.

Lreg = Ltv(D̂) (10)

The overall training loss is shown below, where λ represents
the weight of each loss term.

Ltotal =


Lrecon + λregLreg, for canonical view,
Lcycle + λregLreg

+ λnovelLnovel
for novel views.

(11)

Inference-time aggregation. During training, we use a

cycle-consistent training strategy by aggregating GS rep-
resentations from two views and aligning them via cycle
supervision. This naturally extends to multi-view aggrega-
tion during inference, enhancing representational capacity.
At inference time, given inputs I0 and D0, we first obtain
GS0. We then render eight images from GS0 along a spi-
ral trajectory. Next, we run another inference step to obtain
eight distinct GS1 representations, which are concatenated
with GS0 to form the final GS representation.

3.3. Geometry-guided Texture Refinement

We found that although our cycle-consistent self-supervised
strategy improves 3D representations in novel views, there
are still artifacts near edges with significant viewpoint
changes. To address this, we introduce a fixed video in-
painting model [69] in the second training stage for artifact
localization and additional refinement.
Artifacts localization using normal map. When render-
ing novel view images from ˆGS0, we also render the alpha
map and calculate the normal map from the depth [63]. We
found that alpha and normal maps effectively help identify
artifacts. Specifically, if the alpha value is low and the an-
gle between the normal and viewing direction is small, it is
likely an artifact. This can be formalized as follows:

Martifact =
(
Â < τ

)
∧
(
cos−1

(
N̂ · v

)
< τθ

)
(12)

where N̂ is the normal map calculated from depth map, v
is the viewing direction, and τ and τθ are small thresholds.

The rationale for using the normal map to detect arti-
facts is that poorly learned GS primitives in novel views
tend to produce surface normals nearly parallel to the view-
ing direction. As shown in Fig. 4, we use the normal map
to identify these artifacts. For small novel view changes,
the rendered image and normals remain reasonable, and the
corresponding mask is mostly zero. However, with larger
view changes, holes appear near the frog’s eyes due to a
lack of Gaussian primitives, as indicated by very low alpha
values. Additionally, redundant artifacts emerge on the top
of the frog’s head, visible in the rendered normal map. The
mask on the right effectively highlights these artifact loca-
tions, highlighted by red arrows and boxes.
Online sequence in-painting. After localizing the arti-
facts, we uniformly sample 16 views between view0 and
view1, and render both the images ˆIm and depth maps D̂m

for these views from ĜS0. We then apply the video in-
painting model [69], guided by masks generated from the
alpha and normal maps, to fill in the missing regions in these
16 frames. The in-painted textures are subsequently used to
supervise the rendered images in sequence. The in-painting
process can be formulated as:(
I1in, . . . , I

16
in

)
= Fin

((
Î1,M1

)
, . . . ,

(
ˆI16,M16

))
(13)



Figure 5. Qualitative visualization of rendered images and depth maps on the ImageNet dataset. Our method can generate novel view
images along with corresponding depth maps for input images across various categories.

where Imin represents the in-painted image for the m-th
frame, ˆIm is the rendered image, and Mm is the mask gen-
erated from Equ. 12. Fig. 4 (b) shows one view of the in-
painted results. Then, the corresponding video in-painting
loss is defined as:

Lvideo =

16∑
m=1

∥∥∥Mm · (Îm − Imin)
∥∥∥
1

(14)

The in-painting process is performed online, and this video
loss Lvideo is added to Ltotal to fine-tune the pre-trained
model with a smaller learning rate.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup
Dataset. We conducted experiments on the ImageNet
dataset [10], Dogs [27], SDIP Elephants [27], and LSUN
Horses [61], following previous methods. ImageNet con-
tains 1000 categories of images, while the other three
datasets consist of single-class images. For a fair compari-
son, we utilize pseudo-ground-truth depth from LeReS [58],
though our approach can be extended to other state-of-the-
art depth estimation methods. We follow the 3DGP [38]
settings for ImageNet, training on a filtered subset (420K
images) and evaluating the full training set (1.2M images).
Most of our experiments are conducted on ImageNet.
Metrics. For the generated images, we compute Fréchet In-
ception Distance (FID) [16] and Inception Score (IS) on the
full ImageNet training set. For the predicted depth maps, we
calculate the normalized L2 distance between the predicted
depth and pseudo ground-truth depth. Additionally, we
compute the Non-Flatness Score (NFS) [38], a no-reference
depth quality metric that evaluates the continuity by analyz-
ing the histogram distribution of the depth map.

Method Synthesis FID ↓ IS ↑
BigGAN [1] 2D 8.7 142.3
StyleGAN-XL [33] 2D 2.3 265.1
ADM [11] 2D 4.6 186.7
EG3D [3] 3D-aware 25.6 57.3
StyleNeRF [14] 3D-aware 56.5 21.8
3DPhoto [36] 3D-aware 116.6 9.5
EpiGRAF [37] 3D 58.2 20.4
3DGP [38] 3D 19.7 124.8
VQ3D [31] 3D 16.8 n/a
G3DR [30] 3D 13.1 151.7
Our F3D-Gaus 3D 1.6 308.6

Table 1. Fidelity comparison on ImageNet 2562. Our F3D-
Gaus surpasses all listed state-of-the-art 3D generation methods
in both FID and IS metrics, achieving results comparable to those
of 2D generation methods.

4.2. Main Results

Quantitative results. Fig. 5, Tab. 1, Tab. 2 and Tab. 3
present the qualitative and quantitative results of our
method on the ImageNet dataset. The metrics in Tab. 1 and
Tab. 2 are computed on the full training set at a resolution of
256, where our method outperforms all baselines across all
metrics. In Tab. 1, single-image reconstruction methods are
grouped into 2D and 3D approaches. Generally, 2D meth-
ods achieve higher scores than 3D methods, with FID values
typically below 10. Among 3D methods, our approach sig-
nificantly outperforms the others, achieving an FID 1.6 and
an IS 308.6, reaching a performance level comparable to
2D methods. This indicates that our generated images are
closer to real images in distribution. Similarly, in Tab. 2,
our method achieves the best results, demonstrating supe-
rior performance in rendering depth maps. Tab. 3 shows
our method significantly outperforms the baseline in image



Method Depth accuracy ↓ NFS ↑
3DGP [38] 0.47 18.5
IVID [54] 1.23 19.2
G3DR [30] 0.39 36.5
Our F3D-Gaus 0.16 40.4

Table 2. Geometry comparison between our method and three
state-of-the-art methods on ImageNet 2562. Our F3D-Gaus
outperforms all three methods in both depth accuracy and NFS.

Method FID ↓ IS ↑
IVID [54] 128x 14.1 61.4
G3DR [30] 128x 13.0 136.4
Our F3D-Gaus 128x 1.2 202.8

Table 3. Fidelity comparison with two state-of-the-art methods
on ImageNet 1282. Our F3D-Gaus outperforms both IVID and
G3DR at this resolution.

fidelity at a resolution of 128.
Qualitative results. Fig. 5 showcases the 3DGS renderings
from our model in both canonical and novel views across a
wide range of categories. These categories include slender-
legged insects, animals, household items, detailed objects,
and large structures, demonstrating its ability to handle di-
verse data and produce high-quality results. Fig. 6 provides
additional qualitative results on three single-class datasets,
further illustrating the effectiveness of our approach. In
addition to accurately reconstructing the original view, our
method generates plausible and coherent novel views.
Out-of-domain samples. Fig. 8 shows the results of our
method on more complex, scene-level inputs that fall out-
side the scope of the ImageNet dataset. These out-of-
domain samples, which include intricate indoor scenes and
multi-object environments, introduce a significantly higher
complexity compared to the object-centric images in Ima-
geNet. Despite the challenge, our model trained on Ima-
geNet at a resolution of 2562 successfully produces high-
quality novel view renderings, including images, depth
maps, and normal maps across different viewpoints, demon-
strating its impressive generalization capabilities.

4.3. Ablation Study
Fig. 7 and Fig. 9 demonstrate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed modules quantitatively and qualitatively.
Overall analysis. Fig. 7 illustrates how different compo-
nents of our method affect the metrics as the rendered view
angle increases. For efficiency, the metrics in Fig. 7 are
computed on a subset of ImageNet at a resolution of 128.
Specifically, the three subplots in Fig. 7 correspond to three
metrics: IS, FID, and NFS. Each subplot contains three
curves, representing different variants of our framework.
The green line represents the baseline, which uses only the
pixel-aligned representation without cycle-consistent train-
ing or second-stage refinement. In this variant, there is

(a) Input (b) Canonical view (c) Novel view

Figure 6. Qualitative visualization of rendered images and
depth maps on the SDIP Elephants [27], LSUN Horses [61], and
Dogs [27] datasets.

no complementary aggregation, and Lcycle is removed from
Equ. 11, and Lnovel is applied to Ĩ1 and D̃1, rather than Î1
and D̂1. The blue line represents the model with cycle-
consistent training, while the red line represents the full
model, which includes both cycle-consistent training and
second-stage refinement.
Pixel-aligned 3DGS. From the three subplots in Fig. 7, we
observe that at a 0-degree angle, the differences between
the three variants are minimal, with the baseline (green
line) even achieving the highest IS and NFS. This sug-
gests that the generalized 3DGS representation alone can
produce high-quality frontal view reconstructions. How-
ever, the baseline’s performance degrades significantly as
the yaw angle increases. For rendering angles sampled be-
tween [-30°, 30°], the baseline’s IS drops to 218.0, FID rises
to 11.3, and NFS declines sharply. This indicates that, while
the baseline performs well for frontal views, it struggles to
represent texture and geometry effectively in novel views.
Cycle-consistent training. In contrast, the blue line,
which includes cycle-consistent training, shows more sta-
ble performance as the viewing angle increases, with only a
slight decline in metrics. This demonstrates that the cycle-
consistent training helps our method better leverage monoc-
ular datasets to learn 3D perception capabilities.

Fig. 9 illustrates the effect of our cycle-consistent train-
ing strategy on the generated novel view results. For two
input images, the right side shows the rendered images,
depth maps, and normal maps from novel views. With-
out the cycle-consistent training strategy, the novel views
exhibit noticeable ghosting artifacts. For example, for in-
put 1, the novel view of the mug shows a faint outline of
an additional edge, and for input 2, the head appears to
have multiple overlapping layers. These artifacts suggest
that the 3DGS representations derived from different view-
points are not well-aligned, which contradicts our goal of
learning a consistent 3D-aware representation. However,



(a) Inception Score (IS) (b) Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) (c) Non-Flatness Score (NFS) 

Figure 7. Performance comparison of three 1282 models across varying yaw angle ranges. The FID, IS, and NFS metrics are evaluated
on the filtered subset of ImageNet. The x-axis represents the yaw angle ranges, while the y-axis denotes the corresponding metric values.

(a) Input (b) Results in novel views

Figure 8. Results on two complex indoor scene images out-
side the ImageNet dataset. The rendered novel view images,
along with their corresponding depth and normal maps, effectively
demonstrate the generalization capability of our model.

after applying the cycle-consistent training strategy, the ren-
dered results become much more coherent, and the ghost-
ing artifacts are noticeably fixed. This demonstrates that
the cycle-consistent strategy helps produce more consistent
and aligned 3D representations across different views.

Geometry-guided refinement. In Fig. 7, comparing the
blue line and the red line in three subplots, we can find that
when we add the second-stage geometry-guided refinement,
the red line shows obvious improvements, achieving the
best results among all the three metrics. This suggests that
the second-stage refinement further enhances the model’s
image and geometry rendering. Additionally, the fine-
tuning refinement does not affect the multi-view consis-
tency established by the cycle training. The red line shows
only minor degradation as the yaw angle increases. This in-
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Figure 9. Demonstration of the effectiveness of cycle-consistent
self-supervised training. The comparison between (a) and (b)
clearly highlights that our cycle-consistent training strategy sig-
nificantly mitigates ghosting artifacts.

dicates that the second-stage refinement further strengthens
the model’s ability to maintain high-quality results, even as
the viewing angle becomes more challenging.

5. Conclusion

We are the first to apply pixel-aligned Gaussian Splatting
representations to generalizable 3D-aware generation on
monocular datasets. In the absence of multi-view or dy-
namic data, we propose a self-supervised cycle training
strategy that effectively merges multiple geometry-aligned
3D representations for better 3D-aware capability. We also
incorporate video-based priors for geometry-aware detail
refinement, particularly in wide-angle views. Experimental
results demonstrate that our method outperforms previous
baselines in both effectiveness and efficiency.
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F3D-Gaus: Feed-forward 3D-aware Generation on ImageNet
with Cycle-Consistent Gaussian Splatting

Supplementary Material

In this supplementary material, we provide more addi-
tional experiments in Sec. A. We also present a video demo
for more qualitative results as shown in Sec. B.

A. Additional Experiments
A.1. Quantitative Fidelity Evaluation
We provide additional quantitative evaluations on three
datasets: LSUN Horses [61], SDIP Dogs, and Ele-
phants [27]. The results at a resolution of 256 are summa-
rized in Tab. 4. Our method achieves better FID and NFS
scores compared to the previous state-of-the-art approaches,
indicating that our method generates more realistic images
with smoother depth continuity.

Dogs Horses Elephants
Method FID↓ NFS ↑ FID↓ NFS ↑ FID↓ NFS ↑
EG3D [3] 9.83 11.91 2.61 13.34 3.15 2.59
EpiGRAF [37] 17.3 3.53 5.82 9.73 7.25 12.9
IVID [54] 14.7 N/A 10.2 N/A 11.0 N/A
G3DR [30] 8.37 36.89 5.64 36.2 5.30 35.6
Our F3D-Gaus 2.53 41.22 1.14 39.67 2.96 38.92

Table 4. Quantitative evalution on the LSUN Horses [61], SDIP
Dogs, and Elephants [27] datasets. Our F3D-Gaus outperforms
all the previous methods on both FID and NFS.

A.2. Quantitative Efficiency Evaluation

Method Training Time (A100 days) ↓ Inference Time (s) ↓
IVID [54] N/A 20+128
G3DR [30] 14.5 0.9+3.6
Our F3D-Gaus 13.0 0.8+1.1

Table 5. Efficiency comparison between our method and two
state-of-the-art methods. Our F3D-Gaus are tested at the res-
olution of 2562, while the results of IVID and G3DR are at the
resolution of 1282.

In Tab. 5, we compare the efficiency of our method
with IVID and G3DR. Training time is reported in A100
days, while the inference time is measured in seconds. Our
approach reduces the training time from 14.5 A100 days
(G3DR) to 13 A100 days. The ”inference time” column
details the time as ”Time required to obtain the 3D repre-
sentation + Time for rendering 128 novel views.” Benefit-
ing from the efficiency of our pixel-aligned GS, our method
achieves the fastest runtime. While G3DR’s training and
inference times are close to ours, their model only supports

(a) G3DR + Real-ESRGAN (b) Our F3D-Gaus

Figure 10. Qualitative comparison with G3DR [30]. We use
Real-ESRGAN[49] to upsample G3DR’s 1282 outputs to 2562.
For our F3D-Gaus, we accept 2562 resolution inputs and ren-
der directly at the same 2562 resolution, without requiring post-
processing.

(a) Input (b) Mesh from
GS representation

Figure 11. Visualization of the mesh extracted from the pre-
dicted 3DGS. We borrow the pipeline of GOF [63] for the mesh
extraction. The mesh is directly derived from the 3DGS represen-
tation and does not rely on image-based optimization methods.

1282 input images. To produce 2562 outputs, G3DR re-
quires an additional super-resolution step after inference,
which introduces extra time not reflected in Tab. 5. In con-
trast, our method enables direct and efficient training and
testing at a native 2562 resolution, eliminating the need for
post-processing.



Figure 12. Additional qualitative visualization of rendered images and depth maps on the ImageNet dataset.



Figure 13. Another qualitative visualization of rendered images and depth maps on the ImageNet dataset.



A.3. More Qualitative Results
Fig. 10 presents a qualitative comparison between our
method and G3DR. Due to the absence of the upsam-
pling code of G3DR [30], we employ Real-ESRGAN [49],
a super-resolution model known for its strong generaliza-
tion on diverse images, to upsample G3DR’s 1282 out-
puts to 2562. Although the super-resolution model can en-
hance sharpness in low-resolution results, it fails to address
G3DR’s inherent issues, such as multi-head artifacts and
lack of fine details. The red arrows and boxes in Fig. 10
highlight that our approach achieves better multi-view con-
sistency and preserves more intricate details. In Fig. 12
and Fig. 13, we provide additional novel view synthesis
results on the ImageNet dataset at the resolution of 2562.
These qualitative results highlight that our method consis-
tently produces images and depth across a diverse range of
categories.

A.4. Mesh Extraction
Fig. 11 shows the results of mesh extraction from the
predicted 3DGS. Our F3D-Gaus renders depth maps as
GOF [63] for supervision. Thus, after we get the pre-
dicted 3DGS from a single image via F3D-Gaus, we could
generate meshes utilizing GOF’s mesh extraction method
(tetrahedral grid generation combined with binary search).
Fig. 11 demonstrates the capability of our method to predict
mesh from a single image via a geometry-driven pipeline
leveraging 3DGS. Please note that the mesh is directly de-
rived from the 3DGS representation and does not rely on
image-based optimization methods.

A.5. Ablation on Depth Estimation
Our method currently relies on depth input, but it is techni-
cally feasible to modify the U-Net backbone to predict the
depth map simultaneously. This modification would enable
our method to function solely with image input while main-
taining its existing capabilities. To explore this, we exper-
imented with extending the U-Net to output an additional
channel for pseudo-depth map regression, while optimizing
the total loss described in the main text. The quantitative re-
sults are shown in Tab. 6. The results indicate that when the
U-Net is tasked with predicting the depth map, both image
metrics (FID, IS) and depth metrics (Depth Accuracy, NFS)
degrade. Although the FID and IS scores remain strong
compared to 3D-aware methods, the depth accuracy signifi-
cantly declines. This suggests that the regressed depth map
is inaccurate, and incorporating depth prediction as an ad-
ditional optimization objective disrupts the learning process
for image generation. We attribute this performance decline
to the limitations of the current U-Net architecture, which
is not specifically designed for depth map regression. Ad-
ditionally, balancing multiple optimization objectives may
require more sophisticated strategies. Reducing reliance on

Variants (128x) FID ↓ IS ↑ Depth Acc ↓ NFS↑
F3D-Gaus 1.2 202.8 0.16 40.5
F3D-Gaus w/ predicted depth 1.7 195.0 0.33 36.6

Table 6. Comparison experiment with predicting depth simul-
taneously. When the U-Net is tasked with predicting the depth
map simultaneously, both image metrics (FID, IS) and depth met-
rics (Depth Accuracy, NFS) degrade.

depth input remains a key focus for our future work.

B. Video Demo
As a supplement to Sec. A.3, we have included a video
demo to showcase the quantitative results in a video for-
mat. Please check our project page for more details. As
shown in Fig.10, we use Real-ESRGAN [49] to upsample
1282 outputs of G3DR [30] to 2562.

https://w-ted.github.io/publications/F3D-Gaus/
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