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Figure 1. We introduce a surface-aware feature embedding space separating instances of the same semantic class (e.g. right vs. left
instances for “hand/paw”). Our method implicitly aligns semantically-related regions (shown with same colors) across diverse 3D shapes
in a self-supervised manner without access to any correspondence labels. See Sec. 6.1 for figure details. The project site is available at:
https://lukas.uzolas.com/SurfaceAware3DFeaturesSite.

Abstract

Many 3D tasks such as pose alignment, animation, motion
transfer, and 3D reconstruction rely on establishing corre-
spondences between 3D shapes. This challenge has recently
been approached by matching of semantic features from
pre-trained vision models. However, despite their power,
these features struggle to differentiate instances of the same
semantic class such as “left hand” versus “right hand”
which leads to substantial mapping errors. To solve this,
we learn a surface-aware embedding space that is robust
to these ambiguities. Importantly, our approach is self-
supervised and requires only a small number of unpaired
training meshes to infer features for new 3D shapes at test
time. We achieve this by introducing a contrastive loss that
preserves the semantic content of the features distilled from
foundational models while disambiguating features located
far apart on the shape’s surface. We observe superior per-
formance in correspondence matching benchmarks and en-
able downstream applications including in-part segmenta-
tion, pose alignment, and motion transfer.

1. Introduction

Establishing accurate correspondence between 3D shapes
is important in many applications, including 3D registra-

tion, pose alignment, motion transfer, as well as static and
dynamic 3D reconstruction. Historically, geometric de-
scriptors have been used to determine matches between 3D
shapes under isometric deformations, but they struggle with
non-isometric deformations [5, 72, 76]. In contrast, neu-
ral features, stemming from pre-trained 2D vision models,
have recently achieved great success in identifying corre-
spondences between vastly different shapes [51, 75, 81, 92],
such as mapping from cats to lions.

Despite this inter-class robustness, neural features of-
ten struggle to disambiguate between instances of the same
class like “left hand” and “right hand” (see Fig. 6). Such
mismatches can lead to substantial errors in downstream ap-
plications (see Sec. 6.2). Recent research has demonstrated
that these features contain global pose information and that
disambiguation is possible in a 2D scenario [91]. However,
achieving the same effect on distilled 3D features is not triv-
ial, especially in a low-data regime, which is prevalent in
3D, where data acquisition and labeling is difficult.

Our work improves 3D neural features distilled from pre-
trained 2D vision models by embedding them into a space
disambiguating intraclass instances. We achieve this with-
out large annotated datasets using a self-supervised learn-
ing scheme guided by in-shape geodesic distances without
the need for shape pairs. Training with a limited number
of 3D meshes, our method produces surface-aware features
for diverse new shapes. In quantitative and qualitative com-
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parisons to prior work, we demonstrate superior suitability
of these features to serve as robust descriptors for matching
and as building blocks for solving other tasks.

In summary, we make the following contributions: 1. We
introduce a novel contrastive loss for self-supervised distil-
lation of 3D features. 2. We demonstrate the effectiveness
of our surface-aware features in multiple experiments and
correspondence matching benchmarks. 3. We showcase
two additional downstream applications that motivate fur-
ther future use cases.

2. Related Works

Our method utilizes contrastive learning to improve seman-
tic features extracted from foundational models for robust
3D shape correspondence matching. In this section, we dis-
cuss prior work in these three areas.

2.1. Shape correspondences
Point-to-Point Classical shape registration methods di-
rectly minimize global [7] or local [9] inter-shape dis-
tances making them susceptible to local minima [85]. This
motivates the design of more informative local geomet-
ric descriptors [5, 72, 76]. These can alternatively be
learned [16, 36] from voxelixed patches [4, 33, 88] or from
point clouds [19–21, 28, 87]. The learning can be super-
vised by labels [16] or achieved without them [28, 35, 44,
89]. Our method falls into the latter category, as our con-
trastive loss motivates our encoder to separate instances by
approximating geodesic distances [83] without training data
labels. This is conceptually similar to previous methods for
near-isometric shape deformations [38, 54, 67]. However,
we distinctly do not measure geodesic distortions between
shape pairs, and therefore we do not limit our method to iso-
metric deformations, and we do not compute any geodesics
during inference. Instead, we only use the geodesics to dis-
ambiguate information already available in the image-based
features, which is critical for our results.

The correspondences can be recovered from descriptors
by a matching [31], directly regressed [50, 79] or estab-
lished on parametric templates [22, 35]. Instead, we focus
on the descriptors themselves, and we show several differ-
ent application scenarios in Sec. 6.

Surface mapping Functional Maps (FMs) [58] allow for
matching on a surface. FMs are real-valued surface func-
tions in the space of Laplace-Bertrami eigenfunctions, sup-
porting linear transformations between shapes. Constrained
to match surface descriptors for each shape [5, 72, 76]
they allow extracting point-wise correspondences [58, 63].
These functions can also be learned [46] often with little or
no supervision [23, 32, 38, 65, 73]. Extrinsic alignment can
support nonisotropic deformations [26, 27]. In this work,

we focus on improving features for direct point-to-point
matching in the spatial domain, but previous work demon-
strated promising results when combining similar image-
based features with FMs [24, 55].

2.2. Image-based features for 3D shapes
Image-based features emerge in large visual models for
2D image tasks. Self-supervised features from Vision
Transformers such as DINO-ViT [12] and DINOv2 [57]
locally encode semantic information useful for segmen-
tation [12] or image-to-image correspondence match-
ing [2]. SD-DINO [90] adds complementary features from
the diffusion-based image synthesis model Stable Diffu-
sion [64]. Lifting these features to 3D has enabled the
self-supervised construction of canonical surface maps [70],
transfer of appearance between 3D shapes [30], 3D ani-
mation [78], keypoint detection [81] or matching of sur-
face correspondences [14, 24, 55]. However, despite their
semantic versatility, disambiguating between intraclass in-
stances, such as left and right hands, remains challenging
but possible, as shown in a recent 2D image study [91] This
motivates our 3D shape descriptors for resolving instance
ambiguity. We evaluate the Diff3F features [24] as a basis
for our autoencoded embedding. We then use geodesics as
a guiding signal, which is conceptually similar to the con-
current work [14]. However, we demonstrate that our dis-
tinct design choices lead to better performance in Sec. 5.3.
Moreover, our method is purely intrinsic and does not re-
quire aligned mesh pairs for training.

Beyond vision-only models, multimodal large language
models have recently been effective in image and 3D shape
analysis including keypoint labeling [34] and shape co-
segmentation [1]. In our work, we focus on vision-only
models because of their simplicity, but we consider a model
combination a promising research direction.

2.3. Contrastive Learning
Contrastive learning embeds similar samples close to each
other while keeping dissimilar samples apart. This can be
achieved directly by minimizing and maximizing embed-
ding distances for positive and negative pair samples, re-
spectively [15, 37, 66, 80] or indirectly, such as by opti-
mizing performance in an auto-regressive task [56]. Train-
ing pairs can be obtained by data augmentation [13], from
memory banks [40, 82], or by clustering [10, 11]. Learn-
ing with cross-domain labels yields joint embeddings, as
demonstrated by CLIP [62] for text and images. We design
our contrastive loss to disambiguate intraclass instances
guided by a geodesic metric.

3. Preliminaries
We built upon methods that aggregate features from pre-
trained 2D vision models on 3D meshes [14, 24, 55, 81]. In
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Figure 2. Overview of our method. We feed images of a 3D shape rendered from multiple viewpoints to a pre-trained 2D vision model and
extract features that are then projected back onto surface points pi and aggregated into per-point features fi (Sec. 3). Next, we point-wise
embed the base features fi into our surface-aware features si residing in a lower-dimensional space learned using our contrastive loss
preserving geodesic distances di,j and a reconstruction loss matching decoded features f̄i to fi (Sec. 4). The surface-aware features si
serve as robust descriptors for correspondence matching (Sec. 5) and base blocks for other tasks (Sec. 6).

this section, we give a brief overview on these methods.

3.1. Reprojection of 2D Features

We represent a 3D shape as a triangular mesh with a tu-
ple of N vertices and M triangular faces, that is, M :=
({pn ∈ R3|n = 1, ..., N}, {tm ∈ N3|m = 1, ...,M}). The
rendering function Rrgb : (M, C) → Irgb projects M into
a camera C and outputs an image Irgb ∈ RH×W×3, with
height H and width W . Optionally, texturing is possible in
Rrgb(.) or as a ControlNet [93] post-processing. The image
is then passed to a pre-trained vision model [12, 57, 64, 90]
to obtain dense semantic feature maps F ∈ Rh×w×f with
h,w, f as two spatial and one feature dimension. Finally,
per-vertex features fn ∈ Rf are obtained by projective tex-
ture mapping of F onto M. To cover the whole surface, fea-
tures are aggregated across multiple cameras, resulting in a
set of features FM := {fn ∈ R3|n = 1, ..., N}. Through-
out this work, we refer to FM as the base features on which
our method is built. The exact choice of FM is orthogonal
to our contribution but must encode semantic information.
To this extent, we use Diff3F [24] in this work.

Correspondence Matching Features FM have been
shown to encode strong semantic information useful for cor-
respondence matching [24, 75]. In the simplest case, the
feature fn ∈ FT of a target mesh T that best matches the
feature fm ∈ FS of a source mesh S is determined by max-
imizing the cosine similarity ϕ : Rf × Rf → R:

ϕ(fi, fj) =
fTi fj

∥fi∥2∥fj∥2
, (1)

such that τ(pm) = argmaxpn
ϕ(pn → fn,pn → fm) is

the best matching point. However, the features FM do not
differentiate between semantic instances well (see Fig. 5)
which we address by learning robust surface-aware features
SM.

4. Method
Our goal is to learn an embedding resolving instance ambi-
guities of the base features FM and obtain surface-aware
features SM (see Fig. 2). We achieve this by training a
point-based feature auto-encoder with a limited set of train-
ing meshes and our contrastive loss for self-supervision. At
test time, we can produce surface-aware features for novel
unseen shapes without additional fine-tuning.

4.1. Setup
Our method requires a potentially small set of training
meshes Mt = {Mi|i = 1, ...,K}, each associated with
base features FM obtained following Sec. 3 and normal-
ized by a Euclidean norm such that ∀fn ∈ FM, ∥fn∥2:= 1.

Unlike other approaches [21, 41], our method does not
require canonical mesh alignment [41], nor rely on its es-
timation [21] because it purely uses intrinsic mesh prop-
erties rather than absolute vertex position. Similar con-
siderations were made by prior methods based on Func-
tional maps [58]. Furthermore, our encoder is point-based
and does not take into account global shape and connectiv-
ity. Both of these design choices favor generalization un-
der transformations ranging from coordinate swap to shape
reposing.

4.2. Separating Front Paw from Back Paw
Our embedding aims to separate multiple instances of the
same class that are difficult to directly disambiguate in FM.
For example, consider the two surface points, p1 and p2,
on the bear’s paws in Fig. 2. The prevalent semantic sig-
nificance of the “paw” concept hinders the separability of
the corresponding base features f1 and f2. Fig. 6 illustrates
this for human arms and Diff3F features [24]. To solve this,
we train a point-wise feature autoencoder, producing our
surface-aware features SM ⊂ Rs in its embedding space.
We motivate the feasibility of separation by the prior ob-
servations that vision features additionally carry informa-
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tion about the global pose [91]. We postulate that this en-
ables our model to distinguish between part instances when
guided by their intrinsic distance. We adopt the geodesic
distance d1,2 between p1 and p2 for this purpose. Follow-
ing contrastive learning, we sample point pairs to enforce
ϕ(s1, s2) ≈ d1,2 for sn ∈ SM. We validate our choice of
hyperspherical embedding space against Euclidean space in
Sec. 5.3.

Model We train a base feature encoder E , such that sn =
E(fn)/∥E(fn)∥2 is surface-aware feature sn ∈ Rs in a hy-
persphere embedding. During training, we randomly sam-
ple a training mesh M ∈ Mt with base features FM, which
we encode pointwise to obtain SM.

In each training iteration, we use furthest-point sam-
pling to choose a random subset of A anchor points pa

among the mesh vertices pi ∈ M and compute geodesic
distances dn,a for each pair of a mesh and anchor point.
We additionally rescale dn,a to a maximum of one, such
that d′n,a := dn,a/maxn,a(dn,a), which removes the de-
pendency on the scale of the mesh.

From here, our contrastive loss enforces preservation of
the geodesic distances in the embedding space:

Lc =
1

NA

N∑
n

A∑
a

|d′n,a −
(
1− ϕ(sn, sa)

2

)
|. (2)

The loss operates in a hyperspherical embedding space and
utilizes cosine similarity mapped to the [0, 1] range. Hereby,
Lc penalizes features close in the embedding space but dis-
tant on the shape surface and vice versa.

Furthermore, we found it beneficial for the preservation
of semantic information to train a feature decoder f̄n =
D(sn)/∥D(sn)∥2 in an autoencoder fashion. To this extent,
we utilize a reconstruction loss:

Lr =
1

N

∑
n

1− ϕ(fn, f̄n). (3)

We train both the encoder and the decoder end-to-end with
the combined loss L = wrLr+wcLc, where a choice wr =
wc = 1 works well in our tests. We do not observe an
increase in performance with a higher wc.

Note that our training procedure, in contrast to related
works [14, 21, 44], does not require target and source pairs.

4.3. Implementation
During preprocessing, we rasterize our triangular meshes
and precompute base features for all vertices following
Sec. 3. We implement our autoencoder in PyTorch2 [3].
The encoder E is a Multilayer Perceptron consisting of three
blocks, where each block has two linear layers, SiLU ac-
tivation [29], and layer normalization [6]. The first layer
in each block employs a skip connection [39], while the

second reduces the dimensionality by a factor of two. For
Diff3F [24] as base features, the dimensionality is reduced
from f = 2048 to s = 256. The decoder D is a mirrored
copy of the encoder. We train our model on NVIDIA RTX
3090 for 50k iterations with the AdamW optimizer [49] and
a learning rate of 0.0001 that take ≈ 2 hours.

We choose an exponential moving average [60] of the
model with the lowest validation loss, without the need for
any correspondence labels. Geodesic distances are calcu-
lated on the fly with the heat method [17] implemented
in Geometry Central [68] and we use the Polyscope ren-
derer [69] for visualization.

5. Experiments

We evaluate the performance of our surface-aware features
in 3D correspondence matching, and in a downstream infer-
ence task of skinning weight regression.

5.1. Point-to-Point Correspondence Matching
We follow the evaluation setup of Diff3F [24] and assess
our surface-aware features in a correspondence matching
task on human and animal shapes.

Data We train a single autoencoder on a joint dataset con-
sisting of 49 animal samples from the SMAL dataset [94]
and 49 humans from the SURREAL dataset [35]. We choose
2 from each dataset for validation. For testing we use re-
meshed versions of humans from SHREC’19 [23, 53] and
animals from both SHREC’20 [25] and the animal-only sub-
set of TOSCA [8].

Baselines We compare our method against the unsuper-
vised image-based Diff3F method [24], which also provides
our base features, and against 3DCODED [35], DPC [44]
and SE-OrNet [21], which have been trained on thousands
of samples, while our method is trained on less than 100
samples.

Metrics We report commonly used point correspondence
metrics for 1024 points per mesh [21, 24, 35, 44]1.
The correspondence error measures a distance between
the computed correspondence point τ(pn) (see Sec. 3)
and the ground-truth correspondence point tgtn : err =
1
n

∑
pn∈S∥τ(pn) − tgtn ∥22. The accuracy is the fraction of

points with an error below a threshold ϵ ∈ [0, 1]: acc(ϵ) =
1
n

∑
pn∈S I(∥τ(pn) − tgtn ∥2 < ϵg), where g is the maxi-

mal Euclidean distance in the target shape and I(.) is the
indicator function.

1We use the provided code and validate that we follow the same exper-
imental procedure and metric definitions.
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SHREC’19 TOSCA SHREC’20

3DC†
err ↓ 8.10 19.20 x
acc ↑ 2.10 0.50 x

DPC†
err ↓ 6.26 3.74 2.13
acc ↑ 17.40 30.79 31.08

SEN†
err ↓ 4.56 4.32 1.00
acc ↑ 21.41 33.25 31.70

Diff3F*
err ↓ 1.69±1.44 4.51±5.48 5.34±10.22
acc ↑ 26.25±9.30 31.00±15.73 69.50±24.99

Ours
err ↓ 0.43±0.76 1.65±2.15 3.89±8.90
acc ↑ 28.78±9.30 29.35±14.53 73.97±26.47

Table 1. Comparison of our 3D correspondence matching to prior
works 3DC (3D-CODED [35]), DPC [44], SEN (SE-OrNet [21]),
and Diff3F [24]. †) Numbers originate from [24], *) Experiments
were replicated. Accuracy is for the commonly used ϵ = 1%.
The per-column best results are bold and the second-to-best are
underlined.

Results We provide quantitative results in Tbl. 5.1 and
qualitative comparisons in Fig. 5. We find that our method
achieves the lowest error on SHREC’19 and TOSCA, de-
spite being trained on fewer samples than the supervised
baselines. Furthermore, we outperform the Diff3F base
features on both SHREC datasets in terms of accuracy.
While Diff3F achieves a higher accuracy at 1% threshold
in TOSCA, Fig. 4 shows that the accuracy of our model is
higher for thresholds above ≈ 2%. This suggests that our
method excels in the removal of outliers that can be caused
by mismatched components.

Fig. 5 shows that Diff3F struggles to separate intraclass
instances such as left and right legs. In contrast, the results
confirm the effectiveness of our contrastive loss in mitigat-
ing this issue. We observe the same behavior for SHREC’20
in Fig. 3, which contains highly diverse animal shapes. Fur-
thermore, our method generally produces visually smoother
results (see Appendix 10.1 and the supplementary video).

5.2. Exploration of Embedding Space
To illustrate the effect of our contrastive loss on feature sep-
aration and downstream applications, we compare the 2D
projections of the DIFF3F base features with our surface-
aware features, and we evaluate both as a base for the pre-
diction of skinning weights.

Setup We use our model, trained in Sec. 5.1, and create
two dataset SMPLeval and SMALeval . The former con-
sists of 50 randomly-sampled SMPL [8] shapes and poses
from AMASS [52], while the latter consists of 50 randomly-
sampled SMAL [94] shapes in canonical poses.

Embedding We project Diff3F features aggregated from
SMPLeval to two dimensions using principal component

Source Ours Diff3F

Figure 3. Qualitative comparison of correspondence matching on
TOSCA (dense ground truth labels not available). Source shape
(left) matched to target (right) using our and Diff3F features.
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Figure 4. Correspondence accuracy (↑ is better) at different error
distance thresholds for our own and Diff3F features.

analysis (PCA). In Fig. 6, we visualize the projection for
two selected shapes from the same dataset. We repeat this
with our surface-aware features. To avoid bias, we de-
rive the visualized colors from the true SMPL [48] skinning
weights wn ∈ RB for both methods, where B is the skin-
ning weight dimension. We repeat this process for SMALeval

. In Fig. 6, we see that our method yields an interpretable
embedding that separates the leg and hand instances for an-
imals and humans despite not having access to extrinsic
(x, y, z) point positions. This remains a challenge for the
Diff3F base features.

Downstream inference Furthermore, we train a simple
regressor to predict skinning weights of a kinematic model
in a one-shot setup. The pointwise regressor Ws(sn) con-
sists of a linear layer and a Softmax activation and regresses
skinning weights w̄n from our surface-aware fetures or, in
case of Wf (fn), from the base features. We train both mod-
els fivefold supervised with the Mean Squared Error (MSE)
and true weights separately on the SMPLeval and SMALeval

datasets, and we report test MSE for the remaining unused
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Source Ground Truth Ours Diff3F

Figure 5. Qualitative Comparison on the SHREC’19 and TOSCA datasets with dense true correspondence labels. We show the source and
target meshes with their ground truth correspondence labels (two left-most columns) in comparison to correspondences computed using
our surface-aware features (forth column) and Diff3F base features (right-most column). We further highlight the correspondence error
on the mesh surface (third and fifth column). The error colormap is normalized per sample by the maximal error over both methods to
keep the error scale comparable across columns but not across rows. Our surface-aware features notably improve separation of the limb
instances.
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Shapes Ours Diff3F

Figure 6. Two shapes (left) and a PCA-based 2D projections of
their aggregated Diff3F base features and our surface-aware fea-
tures (right). Notice the separation of limbs in our result compared
to Diff3F. Our features originate from the same encoder for both
shapes.

Ours Diff3F

SMPLeval SMALeval

Ours .0014±.0006 .0048±.0008
Diff3F .0058±.0024 .0086±.0028

Figure 7. Mean Squared Error of skinning weight regression (↓ is
better) and its distribution across SMPL mesh surface.

samples in the source datasets (see Fig. 7). Our features
achieve lower errors and exhibit better robustness to in-
stance ambiguities.

5.3. Ablations

We motivate our design choices by ablation of various parts
of our method in Tbl. 2 following the setup of Sec. 5.1.

Choice of Angular Space We demonstrate the effective-
ness of our hyperspherical embedding by replacing our con-
trastive loss Lc (Eq. 4.2) with three different options in-
spired by related work (see Appendix 8.2). First, the Rela-
tive Geodesic Loss (RGL) [41] optimizes relative distances
in a Euclidean embedding. Similarly, the Naive Geodesic
Loss (NGL) minimizes absolute distances. Finally, the Ge-
ometrical Similarity Loss (GSL) [14] enforces similarity of
feature and surface distances in a local neighborhood. We
remove feature and geodesic normalization wherever abso-
lute magnitude needs to be learned. In Tbl. 2 (top), we ob-
serve that, except for correspondence accuracy for TOSCA,
our contrastive loss Lc outperforms either of the alternatives
in the correspondence matching task.

SHREC’19 TOSCA SHREC’20

RGL
err ↓ 0.80±1.08 2.74±2.53 5.29±9.85
acc ↑ 20.16±10.03 16.53±10.41 55.23±21.93

NGL
err ↓ 0.54±0.90 2.11±2.02 4.86±9.49
acc ↑ 18.84±9.59 18.86±11.50 58.97±23.12

GSL
err ↓ 1.72±1.45 4.17±5.21 4.34±9.23
acc ↑ 26.89±9.07 29.77±14.92 73.39±26.31

Diff3F
err ↓ 1.69±1.44 4.51±5.48 5.34±10.22
acc ↑ 26.25±9.30 31.00±15.73 69.50±24.99

only Lr
err ↓ 1.65±1.44 4.70±5.64 4.87±9.38
acc ↑ 26.53±9.19 30.27±15.17 72.94±26.21

only Lc
err ↓ 0.38±0.61 1.67±2.29 4.30±9.31
acc ↑ 26.21±8.78 25.58±13.88 70.08±25.17

Ours
err ↓ 0.43±0.76 1.65±2.15 3.89±8.90
acc ↑ 28.78±9.30 29.35±14.53 73.97±26.47

Table 2. Ablation of our method. Above the bar: Ablation of
alternative losses inspired by related work [14, 41] compared to
the unmodified Diff3F features. Below the bar: Our full method
compared to its reduced variant omitting losses Lc or Lr . The per-
column best results are bold and the second-to-best are underlined.

Contrastive and Reconstruction Loss In Tbl. 2 (bot-
tom), we individually assess our two losses. We see that the
performance with only the reconstruction loss Lr is close to
Diff3F. This indicates that the gain in performance does not
originate predominantly from a smaller embedding space or
from access to training data. Similarly, the contrastive loss
Lc alone results in an accuracy drop compared to our full
model. This justifies our autoencoder approach with both
losses playing an import role.

Number of Anchors We train our method for different
anchor counts A with a constant two-hour training budget
per model. In Fig. 8, we observe a low sensitivity to the
anchor count. Due to repeated random sampling over the
course of training, even A = 1 outperforms the correspon-
dence error of Diff3F. Ultimately, we opt for A = 100 in all
our experiments, as it balances computation cost and match-
ing performance well. Note that A is not used during infer-
ence.

6. Applications
We present additional downstream tasks that benefit from
surface-aware features learned in Sec. 5.1.

6.1. Instance-based Part Segmentation
Following prior work [24], we segment a target shape by
clustering features around centroids from K-means cluster-
ing of source-shape features. In Fig. 9, we demonstrate a
transfer from a big cat to a human and see that unlike the
Diff3F features, our surface-aware features disambiguate
the limbs. In Fig. 1, we repeat this with centroids obtained
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Figure 8. Ablation of anchor count A on SHREC’19. Our method
improves upon Diff3F already from A = 1.

Ours Diff3F

Figure 9. Ten k-means cluster centers from the big cat were used to
segment the human. Our method successfully separates all limbs.

jointly from all SHREC’19 and TOSCA samples. In con-
trast to Diff3F (see Appendix 10.2), our method success-
fully matches features across diverse shapes.

6.2. Pose Alignment
Our surface-aware features are also useful for the pose
alignment of a kinematic model to another 3D shape. To
this end, we establish point correspondences between shape
pairs as in Sec. 5.1 and optimize the kinematic pose param-
eters to minimize point-to-point distances (see Appendix 9).

In Fig. 10, we align SMPLeval to SHREC’19, and
SMALeval to DeformingThings4D [45] animals. Benefiting
from the robust instance separation, our method produces
poses closer to the targets for both dense and sparse corre-
spondences. See our video for a 3D shape animation ob-
tained by aligning to a target shape sequence.

7. Discussion

Limitations and Future Work Our method inherits lim-
itations connected to the extraction of the base features.
Specifically, the extraction of Diff3F features [24] takes sev-
eral minutes per mesh, and its vision model is sensitive to
rendering artifacts. We expect that advances in rendering of
point representations increase the applicability across repre-
sentations [43]. Furthermore, objects that are isotropic both
geometrically and semantically do not enable our method to
establish a consistent partitioning of instanced components.

Diff3FOurs
Aligned Source TargetAligned Source Target

Figure 10. Pose alignment of a source shape (color) into the pose
of a target (gray). The boxes highlight challenging areas handled
well by our method. Top two rows densely fit to all target vertices,
the bottom three only fit to 5 % of the target vertices (highlighted).

Hence, while our embedding separates human legs follow-
ing the body’s notion of front and rear, it cannot do so for
table legs. However, this is not an issue for applications
such as shape morphing [74].

Beyond 3D alignment, our methodology could inspire
3D-to-2D pose estimation [42, 59], articulated 3D recon-
struction [77, 86], automated rigging [84] or 2D-to-3D up-
lifting [47, 61], where our features could support more
view-consistent representations. Finally, an interesting
topic for future research is the development of foundational
features using massive datasets, such as Objaverse [18].

Conclusion We have introduced novel surface-aware fea-
tures for 3D shape matching that disambiguate intraclass in-
stances among semantic features derived from pre-trained
2D vision models. Our descriptors have proven effective in
distinguishing instances of the same semantic class. They
are capable of generalization even when trained on a lim-
ited number of 3D shapes. Furthermore, our contrastive
loss facilitates easy integration in future methods without
data labeling. Consequently, we perceive our method as a
promising building block in the research landscape, aiming
to exploit pre-trained 2D models for 3D tasks.
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Supplementary Material

8. Additional implementation details
We provide additional details to reproduce our experiments.
We will make the code publicly available upon publication.

8.1. Diff3F
We use the authors’ code to compute the Diff3F fea-
tures [24] for our base features and as a baseline method
for comparison.

Since we observed that the camera poses used for sam-
pling in the TOSCA dataset are biased towards a specific up-
direction, we modified the code to flip the coordinate sys-
tem for only this dataset. Doing so yields ≈ 10% increase
in correspondence accuracy in TOSCA for both our method
and the Diff3F baseline, when compared to the numbers
reported in the Diff3F paper [24]. An alternative solution
could be a modification of the camera sampling algorithm
itself.

8.2. Ablations
Utilizing the geodesic distance as a supervision signal for
embeddings has been explored in related works [14, 41].
However, in our ablations, we show that we achieve supe-
rior results with our formulation. In this section, we discuss
the key differences.

Relative Geodesic Loss (RGL) Based on two points, vp
and vq , the Relative Geodesic Loss [41] minimizes the dif-
ference between the geodesic distance dS and the Euclidean
embedding distance dE of those two points, relative to the
surface distance:

LRGL =
∑
i

∑
(p,q)∈Si

|dEi (vp, vq)− dS(vp, vq)|2

dS(vp, vq)2
. (4)

The normalization term is introduced to prioritize local dis-
tance preservation. We do not utilize this normalization
term, as the base features struggle to disambiguate samples
that are far away on the surface but close in feature space,
such as “left hand” and “right hand”.

Naive Geodesic Loss (NGL) NGL is discussed in [41] but
not used for training, as the authors state that it might ham-
per local distance preservation. Indeed, in our ablations, it
achieves worse results in terms of correspondence accuracy
when compared to RGL. It is identical to RGL but it omits
the normalization term:

LNGL =
∑
i

∑
(p,q)∈Si∈[ni]2

|dEi (vp, vq)− dS(vp, vq)|2 (5)

While not actually utilized in their work, NGL is closest to
our formulation. However, our choice of a hyperspherical
rather than Euclidean embedding space in combination with
our autoencoder setup achieves notably better results.

Geometric Similarity Loss (GSL) A concurrent work
proposes to maximize the local angular similarity between
geodesic distances and Euclidean feature vectors for a set
of neighbors for each point [14]. Crucially, the similarity is
only maximized for a set of k point pairs nearest in the em-
bedding space. The loss is a cosine metric between a vector
of geodesic distances mi ∈ Rk and a vector of Euclidean
embedding distances di ∈ Rk:

LGSL =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
1− di ·mi

∥di∥∥mi∥

)
. (6)

This restricts GSL supervision to a fixed neighborhood size
and potentially limits disambiguation of features that are
close in feature space but not among the k nearest neigh-
bors. In contrast, our method follows a global approach by
sampling anchors based on a furthest point sampling.

Conclusion Our method differs from recent works utiliz-
ing vision-based features for 3D shape matching in three
main aspects: 1) we follow a global approach when enforc-
ing distances in the embedding space; 2) our embedding
space is hyperspherical and it only encodes angular infor-
mation; 3) in context of the whole pipeline, we solely rely
on intrinsic properties.

9. Pose Alignment
We establish correspondences based on ϕ, such that each
point xS

i in the source shape is assigned a target point xT
i

in the target shape (see Sec. 3). We then align the source to
the target by minimizing the following L1 loss:

Lpoint =
1

N

N∑
i

||xS
i − xT

i ||1. (7)

For the first half of the optimization, we only optimize
the root rotation R, root translation t, and scale s, which
roughly aligns the meshes. In the second half, we addition-
ally optimize the rotation Rb of each kinematic bone b. The
parameters are optimized based on a gradient-descent for
4000 iterations, which takes approximately 30 seconds for
a static pose.
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Furthermore, we found it beneficial to use an as-rigid-as-
possible regularization [71], which penalizes the deviation
between the initial edge lengths of the mesh δinite and the
current edge length δe for each edge e:

Larap =
1

E

E∑
e

|δinite − δe|. (8)

When fitting an animation as a pose sequence, we op-
timize the pose parameters for each time step t. Further-
more, we apply pointwise temporal smoothing for neigh-
boring frames:

Lsmooth =
1

N(T − 1)

T−1∑
t

N∑
i

||xS
i,t − xS

i,t+1||22. (9)

The final loss is Lpose = wpLpoint + waLarap +
wsLsmooth with wp = wa = ws = 1 for animations and
ws = 0 otherwise.

10. Additional results
10.1. Qualitative Results on SHREC’20
Fig. 11 presents additional results for the SHREC’20
dataset. As the dataset only provides ≈ 50 correspondences
for each shape pair, we do display dense ground-truth la-
bels. However, we find that our features generally produce
smoother correspondences (e.g., bottom left) and a better
separation of legs (e.g., second to last row on the right).

10.2. Clustering
Same as in Sec. 6.1, we obtain the centroids from all
SHREC’19 and TOSCA samples’ features, but this time
with the Diff3F. We use those centroids to segment a set
of shapes. The results are shown in Fig. 12. While animal
limbs and and bodies are still assigned to the same clus-
ter, limbs are not disambiguated and they are not assigned
to the same clusters between humanoids and animals. No-
tably, this is not an issue with our surface-aware features in
Fig. 1.
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Source Target Ours Diff3F Source Target Ours Diff3F

Figure 11. Qualitative results on SHREC’20. Our features result on average in more accurate smooth mapping between different limbs.

Figure 12. Reproduction of the clustering experiment shown in Fig. 1 but utilizing Diff3F features instead of our features. Notice the
inconsistency of labeling across different shape categories as well as lack of separability between instanced components such as individual
limbs.
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