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Abstract

Inverse rendering aims to recover scene geometry, mate-
rial properties, and lighting from multi-view images. Given
the complexity of light-surface interactions, importance
sampling is essential for the evaluation of the rendering
equation, as it reduces variance and enhances the effi-
ciency of Monte Carlo sampling. Existing inverse render-
ing methods typically use pre-defined non-learnable impor-
tance samplers in prior manually, struggling to effectively
match the spatially and directionally varied integrand and
resulting in high variance and suboptimal performance. To
address this limitation, we propose the concept of learning
a spatially and directionally aware importance sampler for
the rendering equation to accurately and flexibly capture
the unconstrained complexity of a typical scene. We fur-
ther formulate TensoFlow, a generic approach for sampler
learning in inverse rendering, enabling to closely match
the integrand of the rendering equation spatially and direc-
tionally. Concretely, our sampler is parameterized by nor-
malizing flows, allowing both directional sampling of inci-
dent light and probability density function (PDF) inference.
To capture the characteristics of the sampler spatially, we
learn a tensorial representation of the scene space, which
imposes spatial conditions, together with reflected direc-
tion, leading to spatially and directionally aware sampling
distributions. Our model can be optimized by minimizing
the difference between the integrand and our normalizing
flow. Extensive experiments validate the superiority of Ten-
soFlow over prior alternatives on both synthetic and real-
world benchmarks.

1. Introduction
3D scene modeling has made significant strides, especially
with the emergence of powerful representation models like
neural radiance fields (NeRF) [2–4, 24] and efficient ones
like 3D Gaussian splatting (3DGS) [13, 17, 38]. However,
these methods struggle with inverse rendering due to the in-
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ability to effectively disentangle geometry, material proper-
ties, and lighting, restricting their capacity to relight scenes.

To address this issue, recent works [10, 11, 14, 15, 20,
22, 23, 35, 36] have advanced appearance modeling by in-
corporating the physically-based rendering equation [16]
that simulates light-surface interactions. This however in-
troduces a fundamental challenge – a need for accurately
evaluating the rendering equation using Monte Carlo sam-
pling. One intuitive method is stratified sampling over the
hemisphere [15, 35], but this can be computationally inef-
ficient due to the need for many samples. To improve ef-
ficiency, leading methods like NeRO [23] and TensoSDF
[20] employ importance sampling. These approaches utilize
pre-defined importance samplers (e.g., cosine-weighted and
GGX samplers [30] for diffuse and specular components,
respectively). However, these pre-defined importance sam-
plers still result in high variance, as the integrand typically
varies in both space and direction, making it difficult for a
fixed sampler to effectively match the scene’s characteris-
tics.

To address this challenge, we propose a novel perspec-
tive of learning spatially and directionally aware impor-
tance samplers, allowing us to manage the complexity of
any scene without the need for manual sampler selection,
while benefiting from greater flexibility and generality. As
a showcase, we formulate TensoFlow, a concrete approach
for importance sampler learning. Our sampler is param-
eterized by normalizing flows composed with piecewise-
quadratic coupling layers [25], functioning as a neural
distribution that enables both probability density function
(PDF) inference and directional sampling of incident light
in the rendering equation. To effectively capture the char-
acteristics of the sampler spatially, we learn a tensorial rep-
resentation of the scene space, imposing spatial conditions
on the rendering process, together with reflected direction,
resulting in spatially and directionally aware sampling dis-
tributions. This formulation can be optimized by minimiz-
ing the distributional difference between the integrand and
our normalizing flow.

We make these contributions: (i) We propose a novel
concept of learning the importance samplers of the render-
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ing equation for inverse rendering, in contrast to existing
pre-defined non-learnable samplers struggling intrinsically
to capture the intrinsic rendering complexity of a scene.
(ii) We introduce an effective method for sampler learning,
TensoFlow, parameterized by tensorial normalizing flows,
serving as a neural distribution that can support both direc-
tional sampling of incident light and PDF inference required
in the rendering equation. (iii) Extensive experiments on
both synthetic and real-world datasets demonstrate that Ten-
soFlow outperforms previous alternatives, achieving signif-
icantly lower variance in evaluating the rendering equation
with the same number of sampled directions.

2. Related work
Novel view synthesis The introduction of neural radi-
ance fields (NeRF) [24], which represent 3D scenes as con-
tinuous volumetric functions, utilizes volumetric render-
ing techniques to synthesize images from novel viewpoints,
achieving effective 3D scene reconstruction. However,
NeRF exhibits limitations in terms of rendering efficiency.
Various efficient alternatives have been proposed, includ-
ing voxel-based methods [9, 27], multi-resolution hash
grids [26], and tensor decomposition approaches [6]. Ad-
ditionally, techniques such as anti-aliasing [2–4] and mod-
eling with signed distance fields (SDFs) [21, 31, 32, 34, 37]
have been employed to enhance rendering and geometry
reconstruction quality. Recently, 3D Gaussian splatting
(3DGS) [17] has been introduced with favored efficiency,
representing 3D scenes as a collection of 3D Gaussians.
However, despite its impressive performance in rendering
quality and efficiency, 3DGS lacks robust geometry, which
limits its effectiveness in geometry-sensitive tasks such as
inverse rendering [10, 22].

Inverse rendering Inverse rendering aims to recover the
3D structure, lighting conditions, and material properties of
a scene from posed 2D images. Recent advancements in
neural rendering have substantially driven inverse render-
ing performance. NeRF-based approaches [1, 5, 15, 18, 20,
23, 35, 39, 41] simulate physical light-surface interactions,
allowing for the disentanglement of scene geometry, ma-
terials, and lighting from image observations. In particu-
lar, Monte Carlo sampling is commonly used to evaluate
the rendering equation in inverse rendering. For example,
avoiding ray marching on incident rays, NeILF [35] opti-
mizes an incident light field using stratified sampling (e.g.,
sampling directions uniformly over the hemisphere) for the
rendering equation. Similarly, TensoIR [15] also applies
stratified sampling during training using tensorial implicit
fields. However, stratified sampling can be computationally
costly due to the high sample count needed for accuracy. To
address this issue, NeRO [23] and TensoSDF [20] adopt im-
portance sampling with pre-defined samplers (e.g., cosine-

weighted, GGX). Commonly, all these sampling methods
fall short of matching the spatially and directionally varying
integrand of the rendering equation, leading to suboptimal
rendering performance. To overcome this limitation, we in-
troduce the concept of learning importance samplers that
addressing the need for spatially and directionally aware
samplers elegantly.

3. Preliminary
We begin with necessary background on importance sam-
pling and the rendering equation.
Importance sampling Monte Carlo sampling is a com-
monly used method for evaluating integrals [12]. The prin-
cipal challenge lies in approximating the integral with fewer
samples while achieving reduced variance. Given an inte-
gral F =

∫
Ω
f(x) dx, where f(x) is the target integrand

function over the domain Ω, and x ∈ RD is a sample, im-
portance sampling is performed by:

F =

∫
Ω

f(x)

q(x)
q(x) dx = E

[
f(X)

q(X)

]
≈ 1

N

N∑
i=1

f(Xi)

q(Xi)
,

(1)
where the proxy PDF q(x) is designed to approximate the
distribution of f(x) in a way that minimizes the variance
of the estimator. Ideally, q(x) should be chosen so that
it matches the shape of f(x) closely, meaning that areas
where f(x) has higher values are sampled more frequently.
This helps in achieving a more accurate estimate of the in-
tegral with fewer samples.
Rendering equation The rendering equation [16] models
the interaction between lighting and surfaces. Given the in-
cident radiance Li(ωi,x) and the material properties at a
surface point x with normal vector n, the rendering equa-
tion expresses the outgoing radiance in the following man-
ner:

Lo(ωo,x) =

∫
Ω

f(ωo,ωi,x)Li(ωi,x)(ωi · n)dωi , (2)

where f(ωo,ωi,x) is the Bidirectional Reflectance Distri-
bution Function (BRDF). Here, we consider the microfacet
BRDF parameterization [28], including material properties
such as albedo a ∈ [0, 1]3, metallic m ∈ [0, 1], and rough-
ness r ∈ [0, 1]. Formally, this BRDF can be decomposed
into a diffuse term fd and a specular term fs defined as:

fd =
(1−m)a

π
, (3)

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.
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Figure 1. Left: Material and lighting estimation stage of TensoFlow. Given a ray-surface intersection point x, we use tensorial encoders
to encode latent features for both the material properties and the importance sampler. When evaluating the rendering equation, incident
directions are sampled from our learnable importance sampler, which is a frozen copy of the training normalizing flow. The normalizing
flow is optimized by minimizing the distribution difference Lce between q(ωi) and the integrand. The material properties, parameterized
by θm, are optimized by minimizing the RGB rendering loss Lc of the final rendering integral. Right: Tensorial normalizing flow. With
spatial prior Vf and directional prior ωr , our tensorial normalizing flow, implemented using piecewise-quadratic coupling layers, enables
both incident direction sampling and PDF querying.

4. TensoFLow
Architecture overview Our TensoFlow is comprised of two
stages: (I) The first stage involves reconstructing the scene
geometry. We follow TensoSDF [20] and utilize a tenso-
rial signed distance field combined with a roughness-aware
training strategy to achieve robust geometry reconstruction.
(II) The second stage focuses on modeling the material and
lighting, which is central to inverse rendering and consti-
tutes the core of our approach, as detailed below.

4.1. Material and lighting estimation

Parametrization In TensoFlow, we represent the mate-
rial of a scene with a Vector-Matrix tensorial encoder [6],
due to its high capacity and flexibility. For a surface point
x, its tensorial feature vector is defined as

Vm(x) = vXm,k ◦MY Z
m,k⊕vYm,k ◦MXZ

m,k⊕vZm,k ◦MXY
m,k, (5)

where vk and Mk represent the k-th vector and matrix
along the corresponding axis. The operators ◦ and ⊕
denote element-wise multiplication and concatenation, re-
spectively. After concatenating this feature vector with the
positional encoding p of the position x, it is processed by a
tiny MLP Θm to produce the material properties:

{a,m, r} = Θm(Vm,p), (6)

where a, m, and r denote albedo, metallic, and roughness,
respectively. For the incident light modeling, we decom-
pose it into spatially-aware indirect lighting and direct light-

ing originating from infinity:

L(ωi,x) = V (ωi,x)Ldir(ωi) + Lind(ωi,x), (7)

where the visibility term V (ωi,x) is determined via ray
tracing on the extracted mesh. The indirect and direct light-
ings are modeled by a tiny MLP Θind and an environment
map Θdir, respectively:

Lind(ωi,x) = Θind(p,ωi), (8)
Ldir(ωi) = Θdir(ωi), (9)

Rendering Given the reconstructed signed distance field
from the first stage, the intersection point between each ray
and the surface can be determined. The material properties
and incident lighting at this intersection can then be queried
as described earlier. In accordance with Eq. (2), we employ
Monte Carlo sampling to evaluate the integral in the render-
ing equation. Due to differing characteristics of the diffuse
and specular terms, separate importance samplers are used
to minimize variance in the Monte Carlo sampling process:

cdiffuse =
1

Nd

Nd∑
i

(1−m)aπL(ωi,x)(ωi · n)
qd(ωi;x)

, (10)

cspecular =
1

Ns

Ns∑
i

DFG
4(ωi·n)(ωo·n)L(ωi,x)(ωi · n)

qs(ωi;x)
, (11)

where qd(ωi) and qs(ωi) are the PDFs of the importance
samplers, which we model them using the proposed nor-
malizing flow (Sec. 4.2). The final color is computed as:
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Figure 2. Illustration of a piecewise-quadratic coupling layer, in-
corporating tensorial latent feature Vf and reflected direction ωr

as spatial and directional priors.

c = cdiffuse + cspecular, (12)

4.2. Tensorial flow-based importance sampling

For evaluating the rendering equation, prior works often
employ pre-defined distributions as the importance sam-
plers. For instance, in NeRO [23] a cosine-weighted dis-
tribution is used as the importance sampler for the diffuse
term, and the GGX distribution [7] for the specular term.
However, such samplers cannot closely match the shape of
the target integrand with complex spatial and directional
variations for a typical scene, leading to high variance and
performance degradation.

4.2.1 Flow-based sampler

To overcome this limitation, we propose learning the im-
portance samplers. The normalizing flow framework [8] is
adopted as the sampler learner due to its following theoret-
ical advantage. For a given direction ω with two degrees of
freedom in spherical coordinates, the distribution of the in-
tegrand function may exhibit inter-dependencies across dif-
ferent coordinate dimensions. We can express the variable
ω as a bijective transformation of an independent variable
z, which follows a uniform distribution (0, 1)2: ω = h(z).
Using the change-of-variable formula, the PDF of ω can be
expressed as:

q(ω) = q(z)

∣∣∣∣det(∂h(z)

∂zT

)∣∣∣∣−1

, (13)

where q(z) represents the PDF of z in U(0, 1)2, which is
straightforward to evaluate.

However, the selection of the bijective mapping h must
satisfy certain conditions: it must be invertible, and it

should allow efficient computation of the Jacobian determi-
nant. To meet these requirements, we employ NICE [8], a
type of autoregressive flow that utilizes ”coupling layers” to
enable fast sampling and density evaluation. The final map-
ping h is then formed as a composition of simpler bijective
transformations: h = hn ◦ · · · ◦ h1.

Given an input vector x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2 for a mapping
hi, the output vector y = (y1, y2) ∈ R2 is defined as:

y1 = x1 , y2 = C
(
x2;m(x1)

)
, (14)

where the coupling transform C : R ↔ R is a separable
and invertible transformation, and m(x), parameterized by
a neural network, acts as the parameter of C. This struc-
ture allows the inverse of the coupling layer to be computed
directly:

x1 = y1 , x2 = C−1
(
y2;m(y1)

)
. (15)

The separability of C ensures that the Jacobian matrix Ji of
hi is triangular, simplifying the computation of its determi-
nant to the product of its diagonal elements.

By applying the change-of-variable formula, the Jaco-
bian determinant of the composite mapping h is expressed
as the product of the individual Ji: |det J | =

∏
i |det Ji|.

We note that, with sufficiently expressive coupling transfor-
mations and adequate coupling layers, the sampling distri-
bution q(x) can be modeled as an arbitrarily complex func-
tion, allowing it to closely match the shape of any integrand
in the rendering equation. Importantly, each adjacent cou-
pling layer preserves different dimensions of the input vec-
tor (Eq. (14)), ensuring the mapping’s expressiveness across
all the dimensions.

The normalizing flow defined by the above mapping acts
as a distribution from which we can query the PDF or draw
samples, corresponding to h−1 and h, respectively. Our
method supports two primary applications in the inverse
rendering pipeline: inferring the PDF value for a given di-
rection and sampling a direction along with its PDF value:

Inference: q(ω)← h−1(ω), (16)

Sampling: (ω, q(ω))← h(u),u ∼ U(0, 1)2, (17)

Our experiments reveal that modeling the distribution of
the half vector ωh yields better performance compared to
directly modeling ωi. By modeling the distribution ωh,
q(ωi) can be derived using the change-of-variable formula
(Eq. (13)), enabling both PDF inference and sampling of
ωi.

4.2.2 Tensorial coupling transformation

Given the spatially-dependent nature of the integrand in the
rendering equation, we further parameterize the scene space



by incorporating an additional tensorial representation as:

Vf (x) = vXf,k ◦MY Z
f,k ⊕ vYf,k ◦MXZ

f,k ⊕ vZf,k ◦MXY
f,k . (18)

The latent feature Vf , together with the reflected direction
ωr = 2(ωo · n)n − ωo for directional dependency, serves
as conditions to guide the network mi within each coupling
layer. This is crucial, as the shape of the integrand in the
rendering equation is influenced by both the spatial position
and the outgoing direction ωo.

We consider the piecewise-quadratic coupling trans-
form [25] as our coupling transformation C for its high
expressiveness. Specifically, it achieves the bijective prop-
erty by defining a Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF):
y = C(x;m(x′;Vf ,ωr)) =

∫ x

0
p(t;m(x′;Vf ,ωr)) dt,

where p is a spatially and directionally aware PDF derived
from the output of network m. This results in the Jacobian
determinant of the coupling layer being equal to p(x). Here,
the network m takes the concatenation of x′, Vf , and ωr as
input, generating V̂ and Ŵ for subsequent use. We then
construct the piecewise linear PDF using K +1 vertices, as
illustrated in Fig. 2. It employs K + 1 vertical coordinates
V̂ ∈ RK+1 and K horizontal differences Ŵ ∈ RK , with
K as the predefined bin count for the distribution. Follow-
ing softmax normalization, W = σ(Ŵ ) represents the bin
widths, while V defines the PDF values at each vertex.

Vi =
exp

(
V̂k

)
∑K

k=1

exp(V̂k)+exp(V̂k+1)
2 Wk

, (19)

Consequently, given an input x, the corresponding PDF
value can be queried as

p(x) = lerp(Vb, Vb+1, α) , (20)

where α = (x −
∑b−1

k=1 Wk)/Wk defines the relative po-
sition of x within the corresponding bin b. The piecewise-
quadratic CDF can be computed by integrating the PDF:

C(x) =
αWb

2
((2− α)Vb + αVb+1) +

b−1∑
k=1

Vk + Vk+1

2
Wk.

(21)
We employ N coupling layers with piecewise-quadratic
transformation to construct the compound mapping h, en-
suring it is sufficiently expressive for modeling the impor-
tance sampler.

4.3. Training

During model training, we optimize the tensorial encoder
Vf and the networks {mi}i=1...N by minimizing the cross-
entropy loss between the integrand of the rendering equa-
tion and the PDF of the incident directions inferred from

the normalizing flow:

Lce = −
∫
Ω

I(ωi,ωo,x) log q(ωi) dωi (22)

= E
[
−I(ωi,ωo,x)

q̂(ωi)
log q(ωi)

]
, (23)

where q̂(ωi) represents the PDF of the sampled incident di-
rections from the current importance sampler, a frozen copy
of the trainable normalizing flow updated every Nupdate it-
erations. q(ωi) denotes the PDF inferred from the current
training normalizing flow, and I(ωi,ωo,x) is the integrand
function evaluated with the sampled incident direction. We
use different importance samplers for the diffuse and spec-
ular terms, resulting in separate losses: Ld

ce and Ls
ce. The

total training loss is thus defined as:

L = Lc + λmLm + λd
ceLd

ce + λs
ceLs

ce, (24)

where Lc and Lm represent the RGB rendering loss and the
material regularization loss [23], respectively.

5. Experiment
Datasets and metrics We use the TensoSDF synthetic
dataset [20] and the real-world Stanford-ORB dataset [19]
for quantitative evaluation. To quantitatively evaluate the
estimated material, we adopt three standard metrics for re-
lighted images: PSNR, SSIM [33], and LPIPS [40].
Competitors We compare our approach with state-of-the-
art NeRF-based methods selected for their different sam-
pling strategies in evaluating the rendering equation: Ten-
soIR [15] and NeILF++[39], which utilize stratified sam-
pling, and NeRO[23] and TensoSDF [20], which employ
pre-defined importance sampling.
Implementation details The training process consists of
two stages. For the first stage, geometry reconstruction, we
train the TensoSDF model for 180,000 iterations using the
same settings as in TensoSDF [20]. For the second stage,
material and lighting estimation, we begin with a warm-
up phase, employing cosine-weighted and GGX distribu-
tions as the importance samplers for the diffuse and spec-
ular components, respectively, over Nwarmup = 1, 000 it-
erations. Once a coarse estimation of material and light-
ing is achieved at Nce = 500 iterations, we start opti-
mizing the flow-related network by minimizing the cross-
entropy losses Ld

ce and Ls
ce. These flow-related networks

include the tensorial encoder and the coupling layer net-
work {mi}di=1...N and {mi}si=1...N for diffuse and specu-
lar respectively, each consists of a composition of N = 2
piecewise-quadratic coupling layers. We model each mi

using a three-layer tiny MLP with 64 hidden unit. Af-
ter the warm-up phase, the importance sampler is set as a
frozen copy of the current normalizing flow, updated every
Nupdate = 1, 000 iterations. After the warm-up phase, we



NeRO TensoSDF Ours

PSNR: 24.512 PSNR: 25.428 PSNR: 26.030

GT

PSNR: 24.501 PSNR: 22.209 PSNR: 26.980

PSNR: 24.227 PSNR: 26.594 PSNR: 27.569

New lights

Figure 3. Qualitative comparison of relighting quality on TensoSDF dataset [20].

Albedo Metallic Roughness Normal Variance (pre-defined) Variance (Ours)

Figure 4. Visualization of material decomposition, normal map, and per-pixel variance in rendering equation evaluation, comparing results
with a pre-defined sampler and our proposed tensorial normalizing flow. The per-pixel variance results are scaled by 1000 for clearer
visualization.

employ the proposed tensorial importance sampler to sam-
ple incident directions. We sample 128 rays for the specular
term. For the diffuse term, we apply the MIS [29] tech-
nique, sampling 64 rays from another normalizing flow and

512 rays from a cosine-weighted distribution. λm, λd
ce, and

λs
ce are set to 1.0, 0.0001, and 0.0001, respectively. The

training process takes 4 hours for the first stage and 2.5
hours for the second stage. All experiments are conducted



Table 1. Quantitative comparison of relighting quality on TensoSDF dataset [20].

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓
TensoIR [15] NeRO [23] NeiLF++ [39] TensoSDF [20] TensoFLow TensoIR NeRO NeiLF++ TensoSDF TensoFLow TensoIR NeRO NeiLF++ TensoSDF TensoFLow

Rover 24.000 24.015 23.774 26.754 26.936 0.918 0.914 0.911 0.935 0.937 0.0801 0.0693 0.0754 0.0593 0.0566
Dragon 25.104 25.644 24.099 27.899 27.900 0.895 0.919 0.901 0.936 0.937 0.1302 0.0898 0.0988 0.0775 0.0756
Motor 19.219 22.158 20.142 22.754 25.510 0.906 0.917 0.894 0.930 0.944 0.0821 0.0702 0.0870 0.0681 0.0556
Helmet 25.140 22.587 24.001 28.126 28.385 0.901 0.881 0.906 0.934 0.937 0.1040 0.1079 0.1056 0.0770 0.0707
Robot 26.031 23.194 22.696 26.242 27.416 0.928 0.913 0.915 0.940 0.943 0.0931 0.0755 0.0782 0.0613 0.0577

Compressor 20.753 21.624 19.740 24.049 25.453 0.868 0.878 0.844 0.916 0.929 0.1038 0.1073 0.1286 0.0830 0.0789
Average 23.375 23.204 22.410 25.971 26.933 0.903 0.904 0.895 0.932 0.938 0.0989 0.0867 0.0956 0.0710 0.0659

TensoSDF Ours GT TensoSDF Ours GT

PSNR: 28.673 PSNR: 29.969

PSNR: 31.437 PSNR: 33.032 PSNR: 27.157 PSNR: 28.086

PSNR: 31.939PSNR: 31.460

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison of relighted images with TensoSDF [20] on the Stanford-ORB dataset [19].

on a single NVIDIA H100 GPU.

5.1. Results on synthetic data

We first perform experiments on the TensoSDF synthetic
dataset [20] to evaluate the effectiveness of our method in
accurately reconstructing materials and lighting. Follow-
ing the setups of NeRO [23] and TensoSDF [20], we ex-
tract each object’s estimated material properties after opti-
mization and use Blender to perform relighting based on
the extracted mesh and material information. As shown
in Tab. 1, our method consistently outperforms competi-
tors across multiple scenes and metrics. This improvement
highlights the benefit of our learnable importance sampler,
which adapts to the integrand’s spatial and directional com-
plexity, reducing Monte Carlo sampling variance and en-
hancing material and lighting estimation accuracy. No-
tably, NeRO underperforms relative to TensoSDF, due to its
less accurate geometry reconstruction, which affects sub-
sequent material and lighting estimations. In contrast, our
method, built upon TensoSDF’s robust geometry, further re-
fines material estimation with a learnable importance sam-
pler, achieving a closer alignment with the integrand’s com-
plex distribution in the rendering equation. In Fig. 3, we
provide a visual comparison of relighted images with NeRO
and TensoSDF. Without a spatially and directionally aware
importance sampler, the competitors rely on pre-defined
sampling that struggles to match the shape of the integrand,
leading to high variance and potential convergence to local
minima during optimization.

Table 2. Quantitative comparison of relighting quality on
Stanford-ORB dataset [19].

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓
TensoSDF [20] TensoFLow TensoSDF TensoFLow TensoSDF TensoFLow

Teapot 29.971 29.342 0.986 0.986 0.0276 0.0250
Gnome 28.488 29.179 0.956 0.960 0.0947 0.0899
Cactus 31.351 31.496 0.984 0.985 0.0362 0.0366

Car 28.010 29.035 0.981 0.984 0.0367 0.0306
Grogu 30.595 30.735 0.990 0.990 0.0362 0.0385
Avg. 29.683 29.957 0.979 0.981 0.0463 0.0441

In Fig. 4, we visualize the estimated materials rendered
by TensoFlow alongside per-pixel variance in Monte Carlo
sampling of specular term. “Variance (pre-defined)” shows
results using fixed importance samplers, specifically a GGX
distribution. By contrast, our tensorial normalizing flow ef-
fectively models the importance sampler, allowing it to dy-
namically adjust to the integrand’s spatial and directional
variations. This approach enables our method to produce
detailed material maps—including albedo, metallic, and
roughness, while significantly reducing variance with the
same number of sampled rays.

5.2. Results on real data

We further evaluate our method on the real-world Stanford-
ORB dataset [19], following the setup used in Ten-
soSDF [20]. Five objects from the dataset are selected
for evaluation, and each object’s mesh and material prop-
erties are extracted from the optimized model and relight
under two new environment lighting conditions. As shown
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Figure 6. Ablation studies on various components of TensoFlow.

in Tab. 2, our method demonstrates superior performance
across most scenes. The performance increase, while no-
table, is less pronounced than on the TensoSDF synthetic
dataset, likely due to the simpler geometry and lighting
conditions of the objects in Stanford-ORB. In Fig. 5, we
present a qualitative comparison between TensoSDF and
our method, showing that our approach achieves more ac-
curate material properties, which improves the quality of
relighting.

Table 3. Ablation studies on various components of TensoFlow.

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ LPIPS ↓
w/o diffuse 26.433 0.937 0.0679

w/o specular 26.203 0.936 0.0675
One sampler 25.196 0.933 0.0736

w/o half 26.474 0.937 0.0666
w/o tensorial 26.058 0.932 0.0688
w/o reflected 25.876 0.935 0.0703
Ns = 32 25.849 0.933 0.0706
Ns = 64 26.440 0.936 0.0674

Full 26.933 0.938 0.0659

5.3. Ablation

As shown in Tab. 3, we conduct ablation studies on vari-
ous components of TensoFlow to evaluate their impact on
relighting quality. We report the average metrics among all
scenes in TensoSDF [20] dataset.
Learnable importance sampler We investigate the impact
of the learnable importance samplers in inverse rendering.
In Tab. 3 and Fig. 6a, “w/o diffuse” and “w/o specular” refer

to using only the pre-defined importance samplers (cosine-
weighted distribution for the diffuse term and GGX distri-
bution for the specular term) for each component. “One
sampler” indicates the use of a single normalizing flow to
model both diffuse and specular terms simultaneously. The
results demonstrate the importance of modeling diffuse and
specular terms with separate normalizing flows for optimal
performance. Additionally, “w/o half” represents modeling
the distribution of the incident direction ωi directly instead
of the half vector ωh. The results show that modeling the
distribution of the half vector ωh yields improved accuracy.
Spatial and directional prior In Fig. 6b, we conduct ab-
lation studies to assess the effectiveness of incorporating
spatial and directional priors into the learnable importance
sampler. In the settings “w/o tensorial” and “w/o reflected
direction”, we exclude the tensorial latent feature Vf and the
reflected direction ωr as inputs to the network mi in the nor-
malizing flow, respectively. The experimental results indi-
cate that both inputs are essential for optimal performance.
Number of sampled rays In Fig. 6c, we evaluate our
method’s performance using varying numbers of sampled
rays for evaluating the specular term in the rendering equa-
tion (Eq. (11)). Results indicate that with Ns = 64 sam-
pled rays, our method already achieves good performance,
with further improvements as the sample count increases to
Ns = 128, yielding even greater accuracy.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we have introduced TensoFlow, a novel ap-
proach for inverse rendering that utilizes a spatially and di-
rectionally aware, learnable importance sampler to tackle
the complexity of light-surface interactions within the ren-
dering equation. By parameterizing the sampler with nor-
malizing flows, TensoFlow facilitates both efficient direc-
tional sampling of incident light and PDF inference. Our
approach incorporates a learned tensorial representation
along with the reflected direction to provide spatial and di-
rectional priors to the normalizing flow, resulting in a spa-
tially and directionally aware sampling distribution. Addi-
tionally, we propose an optimization strategy to minimize
the discrepancy between the integrand distribution and our
learnable importance sampler. Extensive experiments on
synthetic and real-world datasets demonstrate the effective-
ness of TensoFlow, highlighting its superiority in material
and lighting estimation compared to prior methods.

Limitation Employing a normalizing flow as the impor-
tance sampler for the rendering equation slow down the
sampling process, as each sampled direction requires a
query to the flow.
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7. More results
We further provide a quantitative analysis of the sample
variance in the rendering equation’s evaluation. Specifi-
cally, the per-pixel variance is defined as:

Var =
1

N(N − 1)

N∑
i=0

(Ii − I)2

qi
, (25)

where I denotes the integrand value of the rendering equa-
tion for a sampled incident direction, I represents the aver-
age integrand value across all samples, and qi is the prob-
ability density function (PDF) value for each sample. For
quantitative evaluation, we report the mean variance across
all pixels of the image for the specular term in Tab. 4. Here,
“Pre-defined” refers to the use of a pre-defined importance
sampler (GGX distribution [30]) for the rendering equation.
The results clearly demonstrate that our learnable impor-
tance sampler achieves significantly lower variance com-
pared to the predefined sampler.

Furthermore, Tab. 5 shows the impact of each compo-
nent of TensoFlow on variance reduction, highlighting the
effectiveness of each module in improving the evaluation of
the rendering equation.

In Fig. 7, we provide additional visualizations of mate-
rial decomposition, normal maps, and per-pixel variance on
the TensoSDF dataset [20].

Table 4. Quantitative evaluation of variance ↓ (in Units of 1e−5) in
rendering equation evaluation using pre-defined variance and our
learnable importance sampler.

Pre-defined Ours
Rover 4.389 1.281

Dragon 3.382 1.217
Motor 11.957 3.340
Helmet 2.357 0.691
Robot 3.200 1.922

Compressor 13.184 4.413
Average 6.411 2.144

Table 5. Ablation studies on variance ↓ (in Units of 1e−5) across
various components of TensoFlow.

Pre-defined Ours
w/o half 4.955 1.773

w/o tensorial 3.486 2.679
w/o reflected 4.301 1.506
Ns = 32 21.371 2.780
Ns = 64 9.044 1.996

Full 6.411 2.144



Albedo Metallic Roughness Normal Variance (pre-defined) Variance (Ours)

Figure 7. Visualization of material decomposition, normal map, and per-pixel variance in rendering equation evaluation, comparing results
with a pre-defined sampler and our proposed tensorial normalizing flow. The per-pixel variance results are scaled by 1000 for clearer
visualization.
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