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Abstract

Problems in differentiable rendering often involve optimizing
scene parameters that cause motion in image space. The gra-
dients for such parameters tend to be sparse, leading to poor
convergence. While existing methods address this sparsity
through proxy gradients such as topological derivatives or
lagrangian derivatives, they make simplifying assumptions
about rendering. Multi-resolution image pyramids offer an
alternative approach but prove unreliable in practice. We in-
troduce a method that uses locally orderless images — where
each pixel maps to a histogram of intensities that preserves
local variations in appearance. Using an inverse rendering
objective that minimizes histogram distance, our method
extends support for sparsely defined image gradients and
recovers optimal parameters. We validate our method on
various inverse problems using both synthetic and real data.

1. Introduction
Much of the recent work addresses inverse rendering with
analysis-by-synthesis — start with an initial guess of scene
parameters, render an image using a differentiable ren-
derer [12, 16, 18, 21, 30], compare it with a given pho-
tograph, estimate gradients, and update the parameters itera-
tively. While the success of gradient-based optimization in
machine learning validates this approach, significant chal-
lenges remain. Despite having algorithms that accurately
estimate gradients for the physics of image formation, opti-
mization hurdles such as local minima, noisy loss landscapes,
and the search for good initialization and parameterization
all still persist [23].

For many inverse problems, the ideal optimization trajec-
tory requires long-range motion of pixels and image features.
Consider the example shown in Fig. 1, where a shiny ball is
lit by an unknown light source that we wish to recover from
a given image. A primary effect of optimizing the light po-
sition here is on the motion of the specular highlight on the
ball. Since image gradients are sparse (Fig. 1 6⃝) for such
parameters, the optimization landscape is rife with local min-
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Figure 1. Image gradients are sparse with respect to optimization
parameters that induce motion in the image space 6⃝. We show an
inverse problem with the goal of recovering the position (θ) of a
distant light source from a synthetic image of a shiny ball, i.e. 1⃝ to
5⃝. Existing methods compute proxy gradients such as: Lagrangian

derivatives [44], which track only primary-ray intersections, or
variational derivatives [7], which can be prone to local minima. Our
method uses standard RGB gradients and uses an inverse rendering
objective that matches locally orderless images.

ima and plateau regions [7, 22]. Existing methods address
the gradient-sparsity problem with proxy gradients such as
topological derivatives [22], lagrangian derivatives [44], and
variational derivatives [7] — all of which are either expensive
to compute [7, 44], only work with implicit geometry [22], or
are restricted to primary light-transport effects [22, 44]. We
propose a complementary approach that is compatible with
RGB gradients from a differentiable renderer [12, 16, 19] —
which we demonstrate to be expressive for a variety of in-
verse problems that have multiple locally-optimal solutions
(as in Fig. 1).

Our method builds on scale-space matching [42], where
signals are matched at multiple resolutions to measure simi-
larity. In differentiable rendering, multi-scale matching has
received limited attention, with a few works [7, 44] noting its
unreliability. In this work, we observe that this unreliability
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Figure 2. Inner and Extent scale spaces. The image represen-
tation P(x, k, α, β, σ), is composed of three distinct histogram-
valued scale spaces. The σ-space (top) controls the effective res-
olution of the image and the α-space (bottom) defines the spatial
extent of histogram integration. The rendered images shown here
are intensities sampled as I(x) = k, k ∼ P(x, k, θ, α, β, σ) for
given kernel parameters α and σ, and bin width β. We recover
inverse rendering parameters θ by matching these locally orderless
structures for rendered and reference images.

stems from the standard approach of using multi-resolution
images or Gaussian Pyramids [1], which average out local
appearance and geometric details. Instead, we repurpose
the inverse rendering objective to match local histograms
that preserve the full distribution of intensity values within
a neighborhood. Originally proposed by Griffin [11] to ad-
dress imprecision in radiance measurements, and later ex-
tended by Koenderink and van Doorn [15] for reasoning
about image topology — we postulate that the idea of view-
ing images as a family of histograms might be relevant in
the seemingly unrelated field of inverse rendering.

Formally, we render images in three distinct scale
spaces [15]: 1) the inner (σ) scale, describing the effec-
tive resolution of the image (Fig. 2 top), 2) the tonal (β)
scale, which quantifies the imprecision in measured radiance
at a location (x), and 3) the extent (α) scale, which relates
to the spatial region over which a histogram is computed
(Fig. 2 bottom). The resulting representation, P(x, α, β, σ),
is considered locally orderless [15] as the histograms elimi-
nate any spatial variations in intensity, preserving only their
distribution. We find that matching images within this lo-
cally orderless structure extends gradient support (Fig. 3)
and is effective in solving inverse rendering problems that
require long-range motion of image features (Fig. 7). Our
method is straightforward to implement, requires no modifi-
cations to a differentiable renderer, is robust under noise, and
works with arbitrary geometry representations and complex
light-transport effects.

Overall, our method achieves good local minima for di-
verse optimization problems arising in differentiable render-
ing (§ 4). Results on inverse vectorization (§ 4.1), path trac-
ing (§ 4.2) and rasterization (§ 4.4) validate that our method

can reliably use standard RGB gradients, while methods that
require computing additional gradients may fail. Lastly, we
show that our method is also compatible with variational
optimization on scenes with complex-light transport effects
(§ 4.3) and real data (Fig. 9).

2. Related Work

The goal of differentiable rendering is to compute deriva-
tives of the rendering integral [13] with respect to scene
parameters. Estimating the rendering derivative has a long
history in vision and graphics [2, 29, 40], and proves useful
for accurate shape estimation [24], inverse scattering [9],
material acquisition [5, 14], and various vision tasks [3].
While early works focus on deriving gradients for specific
applications, more recent works by Loper and Black [21],
Li et al. [18], Jakob et al. [12], Laine et al. [16], and Ravi et
al. [30] propose general-purpose differentiable renderers.
These renderers come with different tradeoffs, however we
focus specifically on maximizing the utility of the estimated
gradients for solving inverse problems.

In contrast to neural networks, where parameter gradients
can have global support [10], rendering gradients are more
local, especially for parameters that define visibility in the
scene. Optimization using gradient descent is difficult in
this case, as shown in [7, 22, 44]. Existing methods extend
gradient support either by using alternate geometry gradi-
ents [22, 44] or through the notion of differentiating through
blurring — either by blurring discontinuities [8, 20, 39, 45]
or blurring the parameter space [7] as a form of stochastic
approximation [6] of the gradient. Our approach operates
entirely in image space and uses scale-space matching [42].
While this makes our method conceptually orthogonal to
other methods, we show that they are complementary (§ 4.3).

Scale-space matching remains relatively underexplored
in differentiable rendering. While Li et al. [18] use Gaussian
Pyramids to avoid local minima when optimizing geometry
primitives, and Vicini et al. [37] apply them for recovering
signed distance functions, Xing et al. [44] show that using
multi-resolution images is unreliable. In § 3, we illustrate
why using image pyramids may fail. Our approach uses three
distinct scale spaces implemented as Locally Orderless Im-
ages (LOIs), as proposed by Koenderink and van Doorn [15].
Unlike Gaussian pyramids that only match mean intensities
within neighborhoods, our method matches entire distribu-
tions, leading to better recovery. LOIs have proven effective
for various vision tasks [35], including image retrieval [17],
object tracking [25], and non-linear filtering [33, 34].

3. Method

Consider an image I(x; θ) : R2 7→ R as a set of direct or in-
direct observations of parameters θ that model the geometry
and the appearance of a scene. Starting from an unknown set



σ = 0

σ = 0

θ

σ = 25

σ = 25

Intensity
(a) (b) (c) (d)

Derivative

∂I
∂θ

∂E
∂θ

Figure 3. Scale-space matching extends gradient support. Given
an image (a) of a disk we recover its position θ on the horizontal
axis. At stationary resolution (σ = 0), the initial and target (dotted)
disks do not overlap, as shown in the corresponding 1D signals
in (b). The image gradient ∂I

∂θ
is sparse (orange) and is non-zero

only at the boundaries of the disk (c-top). The error gradient ∂E
∂θ

is zero everywhere (green) and the optimization is stuck in a local
minimum. When matching at coarser scales (d), the gradients are
no longer sparse (c-bottom), leading to optimal recovery.

of parameters θ, the goal is to recover an optimal set such that
the rendered image matches identically to a given reference.
We use a differentiable renderer to compute derivatives ∂I

∂θ
and minimize an error function E through gradient descent.
As shown in the example in Fig. 1, image gradients can be
sparse and ineffective for inverse problems [7, 18, 22, 44].

As an illustration, consider the 1D toy example shown in
Fig. 3 A reference image shows a disk for which we wish
to recover its position θ along the horizontal axis. For any
initialization, the image gradients are sparsely localized at
the disk’s silhouette. In the very likely case of no overlap
between the initial and the target disks, ∂E

∂θ = 0, providing
no signal to update the initial choice of θ. Even with some
overlap between the two disks, ∂E

∂θ is non-zero but still sparse,
making the optimization sensitive to noise.

Inner Scale To increase gradient support, we render im-
ages at different resolutions [42] and match them in scale
space [41]. We apply a linear filter with a progressively
increasing kernel width σ ∈ R+ to images rendered at their
stationary resolution (σ = 0):

I(x; θ, σ) = (G ∗ I)(x;σ), (1)

where ∗ is the convolution operator and G is the Gaussian
aperture function that defines the inner scale:

G(x;σ) =
1√
2πσ2

exp
(
−x · x

2σ2

)
, σ > 0. (2)

Let us revisit the example in Fig. 3. At coarser scales
(σ > 0), we find that the image gradients have an extended
support with a strong enough signal for convergence as the
disks turn into larger overlapping blobs. This example re-
veals a key insight: while gradients are inherently local,
blurring images with a scale-space kernel increases their
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Figure 4. Tonal Separation. Shown are two (a-top and a-bottom)
1D inverse problems where we recover disk positions (θ) from
images (left). Image matching within σ-space measures only the
errors in the mean of the intensity distributions at each scale. In
inverse settings that involve multiple objects with different appear-
ances, this approach is likely to get stuck in a local minimum
(a-center-left). The α-space integration kernels are intensity-aware
and treat images as sets of distinct equal-intensity isophotes (b).
When images are matched in all three scale spaces, the optimization
is less prone to getting stuck in local minima (a-center-right).

support and simplifies the problem of alignment in image
space. Note that this idea of gradient diffusion is similar to
variational optimization [7, 31, 32], where a blur kernel is
alternatively used in the parameter space to achieve a similar
effect of extending gradient support and enabling long-range
matching in image space.

Scale-space matching performs well for simple, con-
trolled problems, but it remains unreliable in more realistic
scenarios. As shown in recent work [7, 44], for inverse
problems with complex geometry and light-transport effects,
blurring and multi-scale strategies are not robust. We identify
two primary reasons for this. First, blurring has an averag-
ing effect that changes the local appearance — this makes
matching image features more difficult. Second, blurring
suppresses high-frequency details. With minor tweaks to the
previous toy example, such as including image noise or mul-
tiple objects (Fig. 4 and 5), we find that inner-scale matching
still suffers from local minima problems. Our method uses
two additional scale parameters to achieve optimal recovery.

Tonal Scale We use scale-imprecision space [11] and re-
lax the assumption of using images as real-valued functions.
Instead, at each pixel location, we model a radiance distribu-
tion that captures the uncertainty in the measurements. Even
in ideal settings, this is reasonable, as pixels integrate light
over a non-zero area and measurements have finite preci-
sion [28]. In the context of inverse rendering, images can be
noisy due to Monte Carlo integration [13] or external factors
such as sensors and lenses. Explicitly modeling uncertainty
in estimated parameters can lead to better recovery, as also
observed in [47]. Our method models the uncertainty in ra-
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Figure 5. Histogram matching is less sensitive to noise. To
recover the position (θ) of a circular disk from a noisy reference
image (a-bottom-right), methods that match images only at their
stationary resolution or in σ-scale space fail — as they overlook
imprecision and uncertainty in radiance measurements. Our method
uses a tonal parameter (β) to account for intensity uncertainty and
an extent scale-space to preserve the distribution modes at coarser
scales (b), leading to optimal recovery of θ.

diance estimates using 1D kernels with bandwidth β ∈ R+.
The result is a family of spatially-varying probability distri-
butions P defined on the image plane:

P(x, k; θ, σ, β) =
1√
2πβ2

exp

(
− (k−I(x;θ,σ))2

2β2

)
, (3)

where β is the scale in intensity domain and controls the
tonal resolution, and k ∈ [0, 1] is intensity. For a given k,
P(x, k) is a soft isophote that measures the probability of
intensity being k at x. This approach provides the benefit of
tonal separation, where each isophote is treated as a distinct
image, leading to improved separation both in visual features
and image gradients. The inverse problem in Fig. 4 illustrates
the benefit of using a tonal scale. In practice, we use β as
the width of the bins used for discretizing P as histograms.

Extent Scale To capture spatial relationships between the
local distributions P , we can extend this representation fur-
ther using the idea of locally orderless images [15]. Similar
to integrating image intensity over a spatial extent as in σ
scale space, we use an aperture function A that integrates
the locally-defined histograms as follows:

H(x, k; θ, σ, β, α) =

∫
R2

A(x− y;α)P(y, k; θ, σ, β) dy,

(4)

where A is similar to the kernel defined in Eq. 2. Unlike con-
ventional scale-space blurring which operates directly on ra-
diance values, Eq. 4 blurs histogram contributions. This dis-
tinction enables the method to preserve the effective modes
of the radiance distribution across scales — thereby retain-
ing both the appearance and geometric characteristics of the
image even at coarser resolutions. Consequently, our method
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Figure 6. Comparisons with multi-scale methods. Given an
image we optimize positions of 256 disks starting from random
intialization. We use diffvg [19] to compute RGB gradients. Our
method recovers the closest optimal arrangement. The error plot
on the right shows mean-squared error (MSE) between rendered
and target images vs. iterations.

is well-suited to handle perturbations in the reference images
as the modes of the intensity distribution remain stable under
noise [34]. See Fig. 5 for an illustrative example.

Histogram Matching Equipped with three separate scale
spaces, defined using the parameters α, β and σ, we can
now pose the inverse rendering objective as minimizing the
difference between the distributions of rendered (H′) and
reference (Hgt) images. Matching histograms and computing
related distance metrics is a well-studied task in graphics and
optimal transport literature [26, 27]. We use the Wasserstein
distance which has a closed form for 1D distributions. At
given scales α, β and σ, the distance between two histograms
is estimated as the summation of point-wise errors between
their cumulative distribution functions (cdf):

E(θ, α, β, σ) =
∫
R2

∫ 1

0

[cdfH′(x, k; θ, α, β, σ)

−cdfHgt(x, k;α, β, σ)]1/p dkdx,

where, cdfH(x, k; ·) =
∫ k

0

H(x, j; ·) dj

(5)

We compute the total error as the summation over all the
scales, i.e. Etotal(θ) =

∑
α,β,σ E(θ, α, β, σ). We use p = 1

in our experiments.

4. Results
We evaluate our method using three differentiable renderers:
diffvg [19] for vector graphics, a path tracer [12], and a ras-
terizer [16]. Our experiments are designed for three goals:
First, we compare our method against other multi-scale ap-
proaches like Gaussian Pyramids [1] and MS-SSIM [38]
(§ 4.1). Second, we evaluate how parameter-space blurring
(PRDPT [7]) performs compared to scale-space matching
(§ 4.2). Third, we test the reliability of RGB gradients versus
proxy gradients like RGBXY [44]. We also show how our



Table 1. Quantitative comparisons for 2D. We recover positions
of n = [4, 16, 32, 64, 256] disks with known color from a reference
128× 128 image. Image gradients are computed using diffvg [19]
and sparsely defined along the silhouettes of the disks [22]. Com-
pared to other scale-space approaches, we find our method to be
best suited for this task.

n Disks 4 16 32 64 256

Method PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

GP [1] 25.05 0.97 19.83 0.91 16.83 0.83 15.34 0.76 9.60 0.34
MS-SSIM [38] 27.44 0.98 21.41 0.94 17.93 0.87 15.42 0.78 9.83 0.35

LPIPS [46] 27.79 0.98 20.94 0.93 17.88 0.86 17.04 0.82 15.2 0.76
Ours 30.40 0.99 33.55 0.99 27.43 0.97 28.23 0.96 21.57 0.90

method complements parameter-space blurring through two
example scenes (§ 4.3), including one with real data.

4.1. Differentiable Vectorization

Multi-scale feature matching is widely used in vision and
graphics for various tasks. Three prominent techniques in-
clude: (a) the Gaussian pyramid [1], which approximates
the σ-scale space and matches the mean of intensity distri-
butions across scales; (b) multi-scale structural similarity
(MS-SSIM) [38], which matches both the mean and covari-
ance of the distributions; and (c) LPIPS [46], which uses a
hierarchy of features from a deep neural network to mea-
sure perceptual similarity. Our approach, using three distinct
scale spaces, is similar to these methods but is specifically
designed for inverse rendering problems.

We design a test benchmark to evaluate multi-scale meth-
ods. Similar to previous experiments, the objective is to
recover the positions of 2D disks with known colors from
a given image. This is a representative task for inverse ren-
dering problems that require long-range feature matching
with sparse gradient information. The benchmark includes
five problem sets, with difficulty determined by the num-
ber of disks in each image. Note that this a much more
difficult task than optimizing color, since appearance gra-
dients are not as sparse as geometry gradients [22]. Op-
timization parameters are randomly initialized, while tar-
get positions form a uniform grid. Differentiable vector-
ization [19] is used to compute image gradients. For other
multi-scale approaches, we measure the L2 error between
features at different scales, while our method uses Wasser-
stein distance (Eq. 5) to compare histograms. The reference
images are 128× 128 at stationary resolution and we choose
α = [1, 5, 15], σ = [1, 5, 15, 45] and β = 0.125 as the scale
space parameters. For consistency, we perform 10 runs, each
with a different initialization, and report mean PSNR and
SSIM in Table 1. The optimized images for n = 256 are
shown in Fig. 6 along with the corresponding error plot.

4.2. Differentiable Path Tracing

Following the evaluation framework in [7], we test our
method on five scenes. The goal here is to evaluate meth-
ods that use the notion of scale either in image space or

parameter space (i.e. variational optimization). We use Mit-
suba 3 [12] as the default renderer with the prb reparam
integrator [36]. Quantitative results evaluating visual appear-
ance (PSNR) and parameter recovery (MAE) are in Table 2.
We use the same kernel parameters, α = [1, 5, 15, 45], β =
0.125, and σ = [1, 5] for all the scenes. All images are ren-
dered at 256× 192 resolution. We use Adam with a learning
rate of 10−2 for all methods.

Shadow We use the Shadow scene from [7]. Given an
image, we recover the position of a sphere that is not visible
in the view frustum but projects a shadow onto a visible
plane. This is a representative example for when RGB gra-
dients perform poorly [7]. Using gradients from Mitsuba
3 [12], our method recovers the position of the sphere. Qual-
itative results for our method and variational optimization
are shown in Fig. 7. While variational optimization is able
to recover the target shadow, other multi-scale methods get
stuck in local minima.

Target

Sampled Shadows

0.3

−0.3

Why does PRDPT [7] fail?

(target - avg.image)

Shadow Mini We modify
the previous scene with two
changes: (a) an initialization
that is further away from the
target, and (b) changing the
scale of the sphere and hence
the area of the shadow. Varia-
tional optimization struggles
in such scenes. It achieves
blurring in parameter space through multiple samples that
correspond to images with perturbed positions of the sphere.
Ideally, for this approach to work, the shadows in the sam-
pled images require some overlap with the target in the image
space to update the parameters reliably. Since that is unlikely
to happen (see inset) with the small shadow footprint in the
reference, the optimization converges to the sphere being
pushed out of the scene. The inset figure plots the difference
between the target image and the variational estimate (avg.
image) using 10 samples. As mentioned, shadows from the
variational samples do not overlap with the target shadow.
We test with different kernel parameters and sampling rates
(τ in [7]), all of which perform similarly on this scene. Since
our method operates directly in image space, it reliably re-
covers the reference independent of the initial position of the
shadows. Other multi-scale methods converge at different
local minima.

Caustics and Lights This scene requires optimization in
two separate domains: (a) recovering the positions of glass
spheres, and (b) adjusting lights that are not directly visible
in the view frustum. We normalize the range of both do-
mains within [−5, 5]. This task is challenging because, at
initialization, the caustic patterns do not overlap with the
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Figure 7. Quantitative comparisons with parameter-space blurring. We show five separate scenes (one in each row) with varying
degrees of difficulty. Starting from a random initialization (left-most column), the goal is to recover the positions of different primitives
so that the rendered image matches the reference (right-most column). Compared to parameter-space blurring (PRDPT [7]), we find our
method that uses image-space local histogram matching is more suitable for these tasks. For quantitative comparisons, refer to Table 2.

reference in either appearance or position. We observe that
matching histograms is particularly suited for this task due
to the presence of Monte Carlo noise in forward rendering
and high-frequency caustics patterns.

Sort In the Sort scene [7], the objective is to recover the
positions of 65 differently colored primitives from an image.
This involves optimizing the x and z translation coordinates
of these primitives, resulting in a 130-dimensional optimiza-
tion problem. Since optimization in this scene is highly
sensitive to the choice of initialization, we perform 20 differ-

ent runs with varying random seeds and report the average
results in Table 2. Comparisons for one of the runs are shown
in Fig. 7. Since stochastic gradients have high variance for
high dimensional problems [4], variational optimization is
not ideal for such scenes.

Envlight In this scene, we recover the position of a distant
light source from an image of a reflective sphere rendered
within a high-frequency environment. The light source is
not directly visible, casting only a small specular highlight



Table 2. We evaluate our method and PRDPT [7], which employs parameter-space blurring, across five synthetic scenes of varying difficulty.
We also present results using other multi-scale baselines. Our method recovers the optimal parameter configuration for all scenes, despite
relying on sparsely defined RGB gradients.

Shadow Shadow Mini Caustics and Lights Sort Envlight

PSNR MAE PSNR MAE PSNR MAE PSNR MAE PSNR MAE

PRDPT [7] 31.77 0.0035 27.74 6.0147 17.09 4.8801 22.25 0.9201 31.87 0.7543
Ours 54.33 0.0034 54.73 0.0033 32.58 0.3475 25.23 0.4855 36.17 0.0775

Mitsuba [12] (GP) 24.44 1.1349 24.06 2.3491 21.02 0.7317 23.55 0.5189 28.73 0.8072
Mitsuba [12] (MSSSIM) 24.35 0.9320 24.34 0.9061 10.30 86.2286 18.91 0.7742 30.26 0.6703

Init Target Ours

MSE
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PRDPT [7]

Figure 8. Variational Optimization with Locally Orderless
Images. Our method works well with other optimization techniques
like variational optimization. Given an image of a pattern inside a
kaleidoscope, we recover the configuration of the kaleidoscope (θ1)
and the particles (θ2) reflecting light through it. Using variational
derivatives and matching images at their stationary resolution leads
to sub-optimal recovery. By matching local image histograms
(Ours), we successfully recover the target configuration.

on the sphere, creating an optimization landscape with mul-
tiple local minima. Similar to the Shadow Mini scene,
PRDPT [7] is stuck in a local minimum, as one of the sam-
pled images need the highlight to be exactly aligned with
the target. Our method, despite using sparse RGB gradients,
successfully recovers the optimal configuration. Using im-
age pyramids fails at this task as the high-frequencies and
modes of intensity distribution are lost at coarser scales.

4.3. Variational Optimization

In the following two scenes, we demonstrate cases where
RGB gradients alone are not reliable, and show how combin-
ing our method with variational derivatives [7] can achieve
optimal recovery.

Kaleidoscope As shown in [43], RGB gradients are un-
stable and inefficient for scenes involving complex light
transport. Consider the virtual kaleidoscope scene shown in
Fig. 8. Our goal is to recover both the kaleidoscope config-
uration and the positions of light-reflecting particles from
a single image. The complex light paths within the kalei-
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Variational Estimate

σ space

PRDPT [7]

Ours

Target

1 2 3

4 5 6

Figure 9. Using a real photograph. We show a preliminary
experiment with real data that validates our method’s robustness
against sensor noise and calibration errors. Starting with known
material, camera, and lighting, and a randomly positioned glass
orb 1⃝, we recover the optimal translation from a real photograph
6⃝ using variational optimization. The variational estimate with

8 samples is shown in 4⃝. Matching at stationary resolution 5⃝
or only in the σ space 2⃝ fails in this task. Our method achieves
optimal recovery starting from any initial position on the surface.

doscope result in high-variance RGB gradients that cannot
be reliably used for gradient-based optimization. Moreover,
small parameter perturbations can dramatically change the
kaleidoscope patterns, leading to high variance even in vari-
ational derivatives and preventing optimal recovery. We find
that our approach of combining multi-scale histogram match-
ing with parameter-space blurring is ideal for this task and
successfully recovers the optimal configuration. We use the
same scale-space parameters as in § 4.2 and render images
at 200× 200 resolution.

Real Scene Inverse rendering with real photographs
presents additional challenges, such as noise from sensors
and lenses, and calibration errors. We test our method on a
real scene, where we aim to recover the position of a glass
orb on a known planar surface from a given photograph.
The scene is initialized with calibrated light sources, camera
parameters, and known material (borosilicate glass), but the
position of the orb is unknown (Fig. 9 1⃝). Similar to the
previous scene, we use variational optimization. We observe
that using matching stationary images (σ = 0, α = 0) is sen-



Table 3. Quantitative results with differentiable rasterization. We evaluate our method using gradients (∇) from Nvdiffrast along
with other multi-scale methods on test scenes provided in [44]. We show that our method using RGB gradients can reliably recover
optimal solutions for low-dimensional problems (such as Translation and Rotation) and is ideal for higher dimensional problems (such as
Camera Pose or Material recovery). Each image is rendered at 128× 128. We use the scale parameters α = [1, 5, 15, 45], σ = [0, 5] and
β = 0.03125.

Parameters Translation Rotation Shape Trans. + Rot. Camera Pose Material Env. Map

Num. views 6 6 1 4 1 6 6

Method ∇ type PSNR MAE PSNR MAE PSNR MAE PSNR MAE PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

Xing et al. [44] RGBXY 63.62 0.00 26.66 0.45 30.75 0.30 30.23 0.68 23.50 0.92 33.01 0.96 32.43 0.91

Ours RGB 51.77 0.00 30.73 0.33 28.22 0.54 36.23 0.35 27.22 0.96 49.07 1.00 55.22 1.00
Nvdiffrast [16] (GP [1]) RGB 31.16 0.18 22.40 0.49 25.55 0.59 19.53 2.11 14.82 0.73 42.48 0.99 47.79 0.99

Nvdiffrast [16] (MS-SSIM [38]) RGB 23.51 0.60 17.61 0.88 11.20 0.83 17.74 2.37 09.01 0.33 11.19 0.72 23.30 0.73

sitive to noise and fails in this task (Fig. 9 5⃝). We attribute
this failure to the same alignment issue as in Shadown
Mini, where one of the samples in the variational estimate
(Fig. 9 4⃝ shows the mean of all samples) needs to over-
lap with the target position of the orb. Our local-histogram
matching approach does not require perfect alignment be-
tween the variational estimate and the reference images,
allowing it to reliably recover the target position of the orb
from any initialization on the planar surface (Fig. 9 3⃝). As
an ablation on the α and β scale spaces, we also test match-
ing only in the σ space with the same kernel parameters,
which fails in this task (Fig. 9 2⃝).

4.4. Differentiable Rasterization

We evaluate our method on scenes provided by Xing et
al. [44]. The tested scenes vary in complexity, requiring
optimization for both geometric and appearance parameters.
Quantitative results are in Table 3, using metrics to assess
both visual appearance (PSNR) and parameter recovery ac-
curacy (MAE). For low-dimensional parameter spaces (e.g.,
Translation and Rotation), our method using only
RGB derivatives performs comparably to Xing et al.’s [44]
approach, which utilizes both RGB and Lagrangian deriva-
tives. For high dimensional parameter spaces, such as op-
timizing the full camera-pose matrix or texture map, RGB
gradients combined with local histogram matching performs
better. We use the same scale parameters as in § 4.1.

5. Discussion

Init Target
Mitsuba
+ Ours

θ

Figure 10. Our method is not designed to recover parameters that
do not influence the image, such as the rotation of the mug [7].

Ablations Our method relies on two critical components:
the α and β scale spaces. Using only the σ space reduces

our method to standard Gaussian Pyramids (GPs), as shown
in our quantitative evaluations (Tables 1, 2, and 3). While
using only the β space preserves tonal variations, it fails
to extend the spatial influence of gradients, leading to poor
performance across our experiments . Since the α space is
dependent on β (Eq. 4), it cannot be used in isolation.

Limitations As our method operates exclusively in image
space, parameters that do not influence primary or secondary
effects still yield zero gradients in the LOI representation.
For example, in the mug scene (Fig. 10) from [7], optimizing
the mug’s rotation when its handle is not visible in the initial
view is infeasible. In such cases, our method is most effective
when combined with variational optimization approaches,
where parameter-space blurring can reveal occluded features
like the handle through sampling.

Conclusion In this work, we revisit the idea of locally
orderless images (LOIs) in the context of differentiable ren-
dering. One of the key contributions of this work is bridg-
ing these previously disconnected areas in computer vision
and graphics. Through various experiments, we show that
our method yields better recovery in optimization problems
where existing methods are likely to fail. Our method is
straightforward to implement and integrates seamlessly with
existing differentiable renderers without requiring any modi-
fications to their core functionality.
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[27] Gabriel Peyré, Marco Cuturi, et al. Computational optimal
transport: With applications to data science. Foundations and
Trends® in Machine Learning, 11(5-6):355–607, 2019. 4
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