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Fig. 1: We propose to perform on-the-fly pose estimation of training images with a
learned template feature field. Our method enables learning complete 3D shapes from
challenging datasets, including elephants, planes, and in-the-wild car datasets. While
other methods have half or inaccurate geometry.

Abstract. Collecting accurate camera poses of training images has been
shown to well serve the learning of 3D-aware generative adversarial net-
works (GANs) yet can be quite expensive in practice. This work targets
learning 3D-aware GANs from unposed images, for which we propose
to perform on-the-fly pose estimation of training images with a learned
template feature field (TeFF). Concretely, in addition to a generative
radiance field as in previous approaches, we ask the generator to also
learn a field from 2D semantic features while sharing the density from
the radiance field. Such a framework allows us to acquire a canonical 3D
feature template leveraging the dataset mean discovered by the genera-
tive model, and further efficiently estimate the pose parameters on real
data. Experimental results on various challenging datasets demonstrate
the superiority of our approach over state-of-the-art alternatives from
both the qualitative and the quantitative perspectives. Project page:
https://XDimlab.github.io/TeFF.
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1 Introduction

3D assets are an important part of popular media formats such as video games,
movies, and computer graphics. Compared to designing 3D content manually
which is expensive and time-consuming, learning generative 3D models from
data is a promising alternative to reduce the design effort. It is particularly
attractive to learn 3D generative models from easy-to-obtained 2D images that
generalize to different categories.

Recent 3D-aware GANs have shown great success in this direction [4, 5, 32].
Most methods are designed for datasets with known camera pose distribution
defined with respect to a canonical object pose. It has been proved that knowing
the exact camera poses of real images further improves the learned geometry [3,
49]. However, estimating camera poses of real images requires domain-specific
3D knowledge about the object category, which is difficult to acquire for most
in-the-wild objects. To remove the assumption of known camera poses, there
are some recent attempts to use a generator to jointly learn the camera pose
distribution and the 3D contents. Despite achieving promising performance on
faces and synthetic objects [28, 34], these methods struggle in object categories
with more complex pose distributions such as multi-peak distribution. This is
mainly due to the fact that the generated camera poses and object poses are
entangled in the 2D image space, leading to highly ill-posed solution space. For
example, the objects may be generated facing different directions with a fixed
camera so that the synthesized images can match the target distribution, as the
result of 3DGP [36] and PoF3D [34] shown in Fig. 2. This leads to incomplete
geometry as shown in Fig. 1 as parts of the geometry are never observed.

In this work, we tackle this challenge by disentangling the estimation of
camera pose distribution from the training of the 3D-aware GANs. Our key idea
is to learn a 3D semantic template feature field along with the generative model
and define the pose estimation as an auxiliary task taking the template feature
field as the canonical object space. This template feature field is automatically
learned from self-supervised 2D features, e.g., DINO features [2], which are
semantically aligned across instances of different appearances, thus enabling
pose estimation. Specifically, We augment the generative radiance field with
a semantic feature field while sharing the density. Then we acquire a template
feature field leveraging the dataset mean discovered by the generative model.
With the learned 3D template feature field and a 2D semantic feature of a
real image, we estimate the camera pose of the real image by solving a 3D-2D
pose estimation task. For robust and efficient pose estimation, we propose to
project the 3D template to the 2D image space using a discretized set of camera
poses and find the one with the best matching. This allows for achieving global
optimum pose estimation when an ideal template is provided. To address the
slow matching process when the camera pose discretization space is of high di-
mensional, we propose to discretize the azimuth and elevation only, and leverage
phase correlation to efficiently solve scale and in-plane rotation. We demonstrate
that our method can generate full geometry even in complex pose distribution,
including real-world cars, planes, and in-the-wild animals like elephants.
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3DGP PoF3D Ours

Fig. 2: Qualitative Comparison of 3DGP ({cols.1−3}), PoF3D ({cols.4−6}), Ours
({cols.7 − 9}) when rendering in the same camera pose. Note that objects generated
by 3DGP and PoF3D face different directions with the same camera pose while ours
face the same direction.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows, 1) We present a novel 3D-
aware generative model that jointly learns a semantic template feature field to
enable pose estimation of real-world images on the fly, thus enabling training
without known pose distribution. 2) We propose to efficiently solve the camera
pose estimation by incorporating phase correlation for estimation scale and in-
plane rotation. 3) Our model learns 3D-aware generative models on multiple
challenging datasets, including real-world cars, planes, and elephants.

2 Related Work

3D-Aware Image Synthesis: Recently, 3D-aware image synthesis has at-
tracted growing attention by lifting the generator to the 3D space. A key to
3D-aware image synthesis is the choice of the underlying 3D representation.
Early methods attempt to learn 3D voxel grid [14, 27] and mesh [22], yet these
discretized representations limit the image fidelity. More recent methods exploit
neural radiance fields [25] for 3D-aware image synthesis [4, 5, 8, 9, 11–13, 16,
17,24,29,30,32,33,35,40–43,51]. Albeit achieving photorealistic 3D-aware image
synthesis, these methods focus on datasets with known camera pose distribution,
e.g., human and cat faces or synthetic car datasets.

3D-Aware Image Synthesis from Unposed images: There are a few
attempts to address the task of 3D-aware unposed image synthesis [28, 34, 36,
47]. CAMPARI [28] designs the camera generator as a residual function to
map a prior pose distribution to the target pose distribution. However, their
performance is highly sensitive to the given pose prior. PoF3D [34] frees the
requirements of 3D pose priors by learning a pose-free generator which map
a Gaussian distribution to the target distribution and learning a pose-aware
discriminator in an adversarial manner. These methods only consider camera
poses of two degrees of freedom (DoF), e.g., azimuth and elevation angles, based
on the assumption that all cameras lie on a sphere. Recently, 3DGP [36] extends
the DoF from two to six by additionally modeling the field of view of the camera
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Fig. 3: Method Overview. We augment the generative radiance field with a semantic
feature field, enabling estimating camera poses of real images on the fly to facilitate
the 3D-aware GAN training. Specifically, we map a randomly sampled noise vector to
a radiance field and a semantic feature field. By taking the mean shape of the feature
field, we obtain a 3D template feature field. This allows us to perform efficient 2D-3D
pose estimation to estimate camera poses of real images, which are in turn fed into
the generator to perform volume rendering. The blue part is the auxiliary task of pose
estimation we introduced.

and the look-at point. [47] model the translation and the rotation of the camera
with 6 DoF. All these methods adopt a generator to jointly learn the camera
pose distribution and the 3D contents. Despite performing well for data with a
simple pose distribution, e.g., Gaussian distribution, these methods are prone to
fail when the pose distribution becomes more complex. We instead learn a 3D
semantic template feature field to solve the camera pose of each real image. Our
method can generate full geometry even in complex pose distribution.

Neural Feature Fields: Self-supervised models, like DINO [2], can solve video
instance segmentation and tracking by calculating the similarity among features
in adjacent frames. [1] demonstrates that DINO features also work well on co-
segmentation and point correspondence of different instances. Reconstruction
methods have explored incorporating DINO features into neural fields for scene
decomposition, editing, and semantic understanding [19,20,38,44]. In this work,
we explore the semantic-aware characteristics of such features to enable camera
pose estimation across different instances within the same category.

3 Method

Fig. 3 gives an overview of our method. We augment a 3D-aware GAN using
our Template Feature Fields (TeFF) to enable learning from real-world images
without camera pose distributions. The key to our approach is the joint learning
of the generative radiance field and a semantic feature field, where a 3D template
feature field can be extracted to solve the camera poses of the real images on
the fly. In the following sections, we first introduce the offline semantic feature
extraction in Sec. 3.1. Next, we present our generator augmented with TeFF in
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Sec. 3.2. We further elaborate on the camera pose estimation of the real images
based on the 2D feature maps and the 3D template feature field in Sec. 3.3,
followed by the discriminator and implementation details in Sec. 3.4 and Sec. 4.1.

3.1 Semantic Feature Extraction

In this paper, we refer to semantic features as feature maps that are semantically
aligned across instances of different appearances and poses, as illustrated in
Fig. 3 (left). For example, the car wheels share the same features across different
instances. Existing methods have demonstrated that such features can be lever-
aged to establish correspondences between different instances [1, 2], potentially
enabling their relative pose estimation. In this work, we propose to extract
semantic features from each real image to enable its camera pose estimation.

Specifically, we extract semantic features F ∈ RH×W×F from real RGB
images I ∈ RH×W×3 based on DINO [2], as we observe that DINO generalizes
well and provides meaningful semantic features for various categories. In practice,
we feed RGB images to the DINO model to get DINO feature maps. Then we
extract foreground masks from these RGB images and apply the mask to DINO
feature maps. This allows us to focus on the features of foreground instances.

3.2 Generator with TeFF

Generative Radiance and Feature Fields: We build our generator based on
EG3D [3] but with a key difference in that the model jointly generates radiance
fields and feature fields. Conditioned on a noise z ∈ RM sampled from a Gaussian
distribution, the generator Gψ generates a radiance field and a feature field that
maps a 3D point x to a RGB value c, feature value f , and density value σ:

Gψ : R3 × RM → R3 × RF × R+ (x, z) 7→ (c, f , σ) (1)

where F denotes the dimension of the feature vector. In practice, the generator
produces two tri-planes, one for the color and density, the other for the feature.

The generative radiance field is rendered to a 2D image via the volume
rendering operation. Given an estimated camera pose ξ (discussed in Sec. 3.3),
the generator is queried on H×W rays with N sampling points on each ray. Let
{ci, fi, σi}i=1,...,N denote the queried color, feature, and density values of one
ray, the pixel color cr and feature fr at the corresponding ray is obtained via:

π : (R3 × R+)N → R3 {(ci, fi, σi)} 7→ cr, fr

cr =

N∑
i=1

Ti αi ci fr =

N∑
i=1

Ti αi fi Ti =

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αj) αi = 1− exp(−σiδi)

where Ti and αi denote the transmittance and alpha value at a sample point xi,
δi denotes the distance interval between two adjacent sample points. Note that
the same density values are shared for rendering the color cr and the feature
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Fig. 4: Camera Pose Estimation. We leverage the template feature field to estimate
camera poses of 2D real images. We discretize the azimuth θ and elevation ϕ angles
and render the feature field from these discretized camera poses. Then we use phase
correlation to estimate the scale and the in-plane rotation in the 2D image space and
warp each of the rendered templates based on the solution. We calculate the mean
square error between the warped rendering and the real feature and further obtain the
probability distribution function of the camera pose. Finally, we sample the camera
pose using inverse sampling.

fr. By compositing all ray values we obtain a color image Î ∈ RH×W×3 and a
feature map F̂ ∈ RH×W×F .

Following EG3D [3], we apply a super-resolution module to the rendered
RGB image for upsampling via neural rendering. Note that the super-sampling
module is not shown in Fig. 3 for brevity. We do not perform super-resolution
modules to the rendered feature maps as we observe that low-resolution feature
maps are sufficient for our purpose of pose estimation.

Template Feature Field: We propose to leverage the mean feature fields
automatically discovered by the generator to enable the subsequent camera pose
estimation. This mean feature field can be considered as a template for the full
category. To obtain this template feature field, we first apply the exponential
moving average to the generator Gψ during training to get Gψ. Next, we feed
the mean noise vector z0 to the moving averaged generator Gψ to decode the
feature and density for the template.

Background Generator: In order to estimate camera poses focusing on the
objects, we disentangle the foreground and background generation. Following
VoxGRAF [33], we generate the background of the RGB image with a 2D GAN
for efficiency. Specifically, we use the StyleGAN2 generator [18] with reduced
channel size as modeling the background requires less capacity than generat-
ing the full image. We use the same latent code z of the foreground for the
background generator to allow for modeling correlations like lighting between
the two. The final RGB image is obtained by alpha compositing the rendered
foreground image and the 2D background.

3.3 Camera Pose Estimation

We leverage the 3D template feature field to estimate camera poses of 2D real
images, which can be formulated as a 2D-3D camera pose estimation task. This
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is possible since the features are semantically aligned across different instances.
The task of 2D-3D matching is non-trivial. Many existing 2D-3D pose matching
methods require establishing 2D-3D correspondences [31], followed by solving a
Perspective-n-Point (PnP) problem for pose estimation. However, in our prelim-
inary trials, it is non-trivial to establish correct 2D-3D correspondences (e.g., the
left leg of an elephant in the 2D image might be matched to a right leg in the
template), thus the estimated poses are unreliable. To tackle this challenge, we
propose an efficient yet accurate way of solving the camera pose via grid search.
The core idea is to discretize the camera pose space and select the one that
renders a feature map that best matches the real feature. We now introduce how
we define the camera model and how the grid search is efficiently implemented.

Elevation ∅

Azimuth 𝜃

In-plane 
Rotation	𝛾

Radius 𝑟

Fig. 5: Camera Model.

Camera Model: We assume our camera lies
on a sphere and looks at the sphere center, with
freedom degrees of azimuth, elevation, in-plane
rotation, and sphere radius. More formally, we
parameterize the camera pose ξ = (θ, ϕ, γ, r).
Here, r denotes the radius of the sphere. θ ∈
[0, 2π] and ϕ ∈ [0, π] denote the azimuth and
elevation angles of the camera’s translation in the
spherical coordinate system. By looking at the
sphere center from the direction determined by θ
and ϕ and performing the in-plane rotation γ, we
can determine the camera’s rotation. Note that, r
determines the scale of objects in the image, we
use scale to refer it in the following.

Azimuth and Elevation Discretization: With this 4 DoF camera model, a
naïve grid search can be implemented by discretizing all four variables (θ, ϕ, γ, r)
to form a large number of camera poses, and render the feature field into a set
of feature maps, followed by comparing them with a feature map of the real
image and selecting the best-matching one. This exhaustive grid search allows
for finding the best-matching pose among the candidates, yet it is extremely
computationally expensive. Hence, we propose to combine grid search with the
efficient phase correlation approach [21], allowing for efficiently estimating the
camera pose with a high accuracy. Specifically, we discretize the azimuth θ and
elevation ϕ angles into Nθ and Nϕ values, respectively. Next, we render the
template feature fields from these discretized azimuth θ and elevation ϕ angles,
yielding a set of 2D template features {Fk}

Nθ×Nϕ

k=1 .

Scale and In-plane Rotation Estimation: Given a semantic feature map F
of a real image I, we may retrieve its best-matching template feature from {Fk}
and assign the corresponding pose to I. However, this does not model scale r and
in-plane rotation γ. Therefore, we further estimate the r and γ between the real
feature map F and each 2D template feature Fk. Considering the efficiency, we
employ phase correlation (PC) [21], a classical frequency-domain-based approach
that allows for estimating the scale and in-plane rotation between two images
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efficiently, without relying on any explicit correspondence or initialization. This
is because PC estimates scale and in-plane rotation following the same idea as
grid search, yet the calculations are performed in the frequency domain for fast
computation. Based on the estimated scale r and in-plane rotation γ, we warp
each 2D template image Fk to get F̃k. Note that, the idea of performing image
registration in the frequency domain is also studied in other works for different
purposes [10,50].

Camera Pose Sampling: We calculate the mean square error (mse) between
each F̃k and the real semantic feature map F as:

ek(F̃k,F) = ∥F̃k − F∥22 (2)

Ideally, we can assign the camera pose of F̃k corresponding to the lowest ek
to the real feature map F. However, the feature template may not exactly
match each real image, especially at the early training stage, occasionally leading
to inaccurate pose estimation. Therefore, we form a probability distribution
function (PDF) over all possible Nθ × Nϕ poses and sample from it during
training. Specifically, we sample a camera pose using inverse sampling according
to the PDF of the camera pose. The pose probability p(k) is calculated by:

p(k) = softmax(−ek(F̃k,F) ∗ τ) (3)

where τ is the temperature, which controls the sharpness of the probability
distribution function. At the early of training, we use low temperature τ and then
increase the temperature linearly. Since we discretize the camera pose space, we
further add a slight Gaussian noise to the sampled pose. This allows us to sample
continuous camera pose locations from each discretized bin. During inference,
we select the camera pose with the maximum likelihood.

3.4 Discriminator and GAN Training

Discriminator: In order to train our feature field, we add a feature discrimina-
tor DF

ζ on top of the original image discriminator DI
ζ . D

I
ψ is used to discriminate

real RGB images and fake RGB images, whereas DF
ζ learns to discriminate the

semantic features. Following [3], we adopt the dual discriminator with camera
pose condition for DI

ζ , i.e., the input to DI
ζ is an upsampled low-resolution RGB

image, a high-resolution RGB image, and the corresponding camera pose. The
input to DF

ζ is the low-resolution RGB image and the corresponding semantic
feature map, to encourage the learned feature field to match with the corre-
sponding radiance field. We stop the gradient backpropagation from DF

ζ into
the RGB values following [37].
GAN Training Given the latent code z, a real image I and its corresponding
semantic feature F sampled from the real-data distribution pD, we train our
model using non-saturated GAN loss with R1 regularization [23].

L =Ez∼N (0,1)

[
f(DI

ζ (Gψ(z))) + f(DF
ζ (Gψ(z)))

]
+ EI,F∼pD

[
f(−DI

ζ(I)) + λ∥∇DI
ζ(I)∥

2
+ f(−DF

ζ (F)) + λ∥∇DF
ζ (F)∥

2
]
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Training Strategy: The pose estimation is done on the fly in the early stage.
We observe that once the model learns a reasonable template, we can use the
camera poses estimated from a fixed template for the remaining training. We
update the template once every 16 iterations before 3k iterations and then update
the template once epoch.

4 Experiments

Datasets: We evaluate on four datasets, including Shapenet Cars [3,6], Comp-
Cars [45], SDIP Elephant [26], and LSUN Plane [48]. Shapenet Cars is a synthetic
dataset that contains car images with ground truth camera poses. Note that the
ground truth poses are only used for evaluation for all methods. As the camera
poses of the original dataset are roughly uniformly distributed, we consider a
more challenging scenario by building a sub-dataset where the pose distribution
has multiple peaks, with around 103K images. CompCars contains 136k unposed
images capturing the entire cars with different styles. We mask the background
to black and filter the data with bad mask estimation and extreme scale, leading
to 110k images. We use the SDIP Elephant dataset following [36] and filter the
elephants with the half body, which contains around 20k unposed images. LSUN
Plane is a dataset that contains unposed images of different planes. We mask the
background to white and filter the data with extreme scale and occluded planes,
leading to 130k images. In the experiments, we use the resolution of 256×256 for
SDIP Elephant, CompCars and LSUN Plane, and 128×128 for Shapenet Cars.

Baselines: We consider three baselines: EG3D [3], PoF3D [34] and 3DGP [36].
EG3D is a state-of-the-art 3D-aware GAN for posed images, whereas PoF3D and
3DGP both learn from unposed images while jointly learning the camera pose
distribution. For EG3D we uniformly sample pose with azimuth angle sampled
from 360 degrees and elevation from 85 degrees to 95 degrees. Note that the
original EG3D conditions the generator and discriminator on the camera poses.
We do not use this pose condition for EG3D due to the lack of image-pose pair
data. For 3DGP, we set the prior azimuth angle with a uniform distribution of
360 degrees and set the prior elevation angle with a uniform distribution from
85 degrees to 95 degrees.

Metrics: We use three metrics to evaluate the performance, including Frechet
Inception Distance (FID) [15], Depth Error [3], and Kullback-Leibler (KL) Di-
vergence. FID is measured between 50K generated images and all real images.
Note that, we evaluate the FID using two sets of camera poses. As the camera
pose distributions estimated by different methods are different, we first sample
images using the ground truth pose distribution for evaluation as “FIDgt”. This
ensures a fair comparison of different methods. In cases where the ground truth
pose distribution is not available on CompCars, SDIP Elephant and LSUN Plane,
we render fake images from a uniform distribution with azimuth angle sampled
from 360 degrees and evaluate their fidelity as “FID360”. This is rationale as
those datasets contains images captured from 360 degree azimuth angles. We
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further evaluate FID using the estimated camera poses, denoted as “FIDest” to
reflect the image fidelity at the learned camera distributions. Depth Error is
used to assess the quality of geometry. Following [3], we use a monocular depth
estimation algorithm [46] to get the pseudo depth and use a mask estimation
algorithm [39] to obtain the foreground mask. We randomly generate 10k images
and only evaluate the depth error of the foreground objects. We normalize
the depth by subtracting the mean depth of the current sample and dividing
the standard deviation depth of the dataset. Similar to FID we also evaluate
“Depthgt”/“Depth360” and “Depthest”. The standard deviation depth uses the one
calculated in the estimated camera pose setting since the depth estimation and
mask estimation may fail in the 360 camera pose setting. For pose distribution
estimation, we randomly sample 10k ground truth poses and estimated poses,
and then calculate their KL Divergence. We adopt this distribution loss since the
baseline methods do not provide an estimated camera pose for each real image
but learn a distribution.

4.1 Implementation Details

In our implementation, We extract the semantic features from DINO [2] using
real images of 256×256 resolution and get the DINO features of 64×64 resolution.
We apply Principal Component Analysis to the feature maps and keep the first
three principal components of the original DINO features for training efficiency.
This means the feature channel F is set to 3.

The standard deviation of the noise is 1/6 of the discrete interval. We dis-
cretize the azimuth θ and elevation ϕ angles into Nθ and Nϕ values, respectively.
The azimuth range is 360 degrees and Nθ is 36 for all datasets. The elevation
range is 180 degrees and Nϕ is 18 for the ShapeNet Cars dataset. For other
datasets, the elevation range is from 85 to 95 degrees and Nϕ is 3 since the
elevation variation is small.

4.2 Comparison to the Baselines

Qualitative Comparison: Fig. 6, Fig. 7, Fig. 8 shows the rendering com-
parison against the baselines on SDIP Elephant, CompCars, and LSUN Plane.
We render the image from 360 degrees at 60-degree intervals. The bottom right
of the image illustrates the corresponding geometry. EG3D [3], 3DGP [36], and
PoF3D [34] perform well in some specific views but fail to perform 360-degree
rendering with consistency due to the incomplete or inaccurate geometry. In-
stead, our method can perform 360-degree rendering with good fidelity. Besides,
our method allows for learning the complete geometry with high quality, whereas
the baselines fail to reconstruct the geometry correctly or only reconstruct half
of the object.

Quantitative Comparison: We report the quantitative evaluation of baselines
and our method in Tab. 1 and Tab. 2. The result suggests that EG3D trained
with unknown camera pose distribution can achieve a low FID, yet results in
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Fig. 6: Qualitative Comparison on SDIP Elephant. We show each sample from
360 viewing directions.

the worst geometry. Note that EG3D achieves the best FID360 since the azimuth
angle is uniformly sampled from 360 degrees during training. Despite having
high fidelity for all surrounding viewpoints, EG3D does not recover the correct
geometry and thus yields bad Depth360, e.g., as shown in Fig. 6. 3DGP and
PoF3D achieve the best FID when evaluated on their estimated camera poses,
whereas the performance drops significantly when evaluated using camera poses
uniformly sampled on CompCars, SDIP Elephant and LSUN Plane. The reason
is that 3DGP and PoF3D learn a collapsed camera pose distribution, i.e., it only
covers a small range of the underlying true pose distribution. Our method instead
retains a similar performance when evaluated using the uniform distribution, i.e.,
our FID360 and FIDest are close, thanks to the fact that our method learns to
recover a full object in the 3D space for reasonable rendering from all surrounding
viewpoints. This is also verified by the fact that our method performs the best
in terms of the Depth360. Note that 3DGP achieves the best Depthest since
it uses the depth maps as supervision during training, and we use the same
monocular depth estimation algorithm to provide depth supervision for 3DGP
and for evaluating its depth performance. Despite not relying on any depth
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Fig. 7: Qualitative Comparison on CompCars. We show each sample from 360
viewing directions.

Multiple-Peak Shapenet Cars CompCars
Method Depthgt↓ Depthest ↓ FIDgt ↓ FIDest ↓ Depth360↓ Depthest ↓ FID360↓ FIDest ↓
EG3D 0.61 0.61 7.25 11.89 0.95 0.95 7.06 7.06
3DGP 4.84 0.46 139.48 4.93 4.02 0.37 187.20 8.34
PoF3D 0.65 0.70 12.72 6.45 10.31 0.70 44.52 6.62
Ours 0.53 0.52 5.95 6.55 0.31 0.29 27.71 20.60

Table 1: Quantitative Comparison on Shapenet Cars and CompCars.

supervision, our method even achieves comparable Depthest compared to 3DGP
on the car datasets in Tab. 1.

Method θ KL ↓ ϕ KL ↓
3DGP 40.4571 39.3625
PoF3D 4.4829 0.5495
Ours 0.0555 0.0696

Table 3: Pose Distribution
Comparison.

Pose Distribution Comparison: We use the
ShapeNet Cars with ground truth poses to evaluate
the accuracy of the estimated camera pose distribu-
tion. We discretize the azimuth angle and the elevation
angle into 24 and 12 intervals, and calculate the
discrete probability distributions over these intervals.
Fig. 9 demonstrate the comparison between the GT
and estimated pose distribution of different methods
regarding azimuth and elevation angles. It is shown
that the pose distribution of 3DGP is collapsed to
a small range. PoF3D covers a larger range but fails to capture the multi-modal
distribution: the learned distribution remains Gaussian, similar to its initialization. In
contrast, our estimated pose distribution is notably more accurate. This is also verified
by the quantitative comparison of the KL divergence in Tab. 3, where our distribution
is significantly better than that of 3DGP and PoF3D. This superior pose distribution
contributes to our ability to better recover the full object geometry.



TeFF 13

E
G

3D
3D

G
P

P
oF

3D
O

ur
s

Fig. 8: Qualitative Comparison on LSUN Plane. We show each sample from 360
viewing directions with a 60-degree interval.

SDIP Elephant LSUN Plane
Method Depth360↓ Depthest ↓ FID360↓ FIDest ↓ Depth360 ↓ Depthest ↓ FID360 ↓ FIDest ↓
EG3D 1.10 1.10 6.03 6.03 1.19 1.19 7.27 7.27
3DGP 3.29 0.30 196.04 2.18 3.84 0.33 196.29 3.79
PoF3D 3.14 1.08 36.32 3.04 1.37 1.07 16.26 6.07
Ours 0.60 0.68 5.51 5.44 0.78 0.78 14.20 16.55

Table 2: Quantitative Comparison on SDIP Elephant and LSUN Plane.

Fig. 9: Pose Distribution Comparison on Shapenet Cars.

4.3 Ablation Study

Template Feature Field: We now ablate the design choice of using template feature
fields for pose estimation. Alternatively, one may directly obtain a template radiance
field (TeRF) for pose estimation, without introducing the additional feature branch.
This template radiance field and the real RGB images can be leveraged to solve the
camera pose estimation task using the method introduced in Sec. 3.3. To further en-
hance the robustness against color variation, one may further convert the RGB images
to gray for pose estimation. We compare our semantic feature-based method to these
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Method TeRFRGB TeRFGray TeFF(Ours)
θ KL ↓ 0.0663 0.0656 0.0555
ϕ KL ↓ 0.1422 0.1490 0.0696

Table 4: Ablation Study on Shapenet Car.

DoF Depth360 ↓ Depthest ↓ FID360 ↓ FIDest ↓
θ, ϕ 4.98 1.16 39.66 11.09

θ, ϕ, γ, r 0.31 0.29 27.31 20.60
Table 5: Ablation Study on CompCars.

two alternatives on the Shapenet Cars dataset with ground truth pose distribution.
As shown in Tab. 4, directly leveraging a template radiance field for pose estimation
leads to worse pose estimation, while our TeFF is semantically aligned across instances
of different appearances and achieves better pose estimation.

Freedom of Degrees: To demonstrate the effect of leveraging four degrees of free-
dom (DoF), we conduct experiments on the CompCars dataset since this dataset has
a large 2D scale variation. We compare with an alternative that omits the phase
correlation for estimating in-plane rotation γ and scale r. Although training with
only two DoF (θ, ϕ) achieves lower FIDest as shown in Tab. 5, we observe that the
generated 3D samples have wrong geometry. This observation is also supported by the
worse FID360 and depth metrics, demonstrating the importance of modeling the scale
and in-plane rotation in the camera model.

5 Limitation

Fig. 10: Failure case.

Our method can not model images with signifi-
cant perspective distortion. To fit the distribution
of real images, the perspective effect is modeled by
generated geometry and leads to the failure case
like Fig. 10. The 2D-3D pose estimation may be
influenced by the geometry of the instance since
we use the mse to select the best-matching camera
pose. In the future, we will explore disentangling the geometry information during
the matching process. Besides, we do not model the articulation of the instance. The
generator may model different articulations in different views and occasionally lead to
instances with multiple legs.

6 Conclusion

We present TeFF, a novel approach to enable learning 3D-aware generative models
from in-the-wild images with unknown camera pose distribution. By estimating the
camera poses of real images on the fly, we demonstrate that our method is capable
of recovering the full 3D geometry from datasets of challenging distributions. Despite
achieving promising results on in-the-wild images, our method learns a single feature
template and hence is only applicable to a specific category. Future work may explore
the usage of multiple templates for learning a single 3D-aware generative model on
images of multiple categories.
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Appendix

A Implementation Details

We evaluate on four datasets, including Shapenet Cars [3, 6], CompCars [45], SDIP
Elephant [26], and LSUN Plane [48]. CompCars contains 136k unposed images cap-
turing the entire cars with different styles. The original dataset contains images with
different aspect ratios. We preprocess the images by center cropping, padding to the
squared images with the same length, and resizing them to 256×256. We use the mask
to set the background black and filter the data with bad mask estimation and extreme
scale, leading to 110k images. LSUN Plane is a dataset that contains unposed images
of different planes. We use MMDetection [7] to detect the plane and filter the plane
larger than 226×226 resolution and the occluded plane, leading to 130k images. We
rescale the plane to make the large side equal to 226 and padding it to 256 resolution.

B Runtime Analysis

Runtime Breakdown: We report the average runtime of different processes during
training in Tab. 6. The runtime analysis is conducted on an A6000 GPU. The "Tem-
plate Rendering" indicates the time to render the template feature field at discretized
azimuth and elevation angles θ and ϕ to obtain 2D template features {F}Nθ×Nϕ

k=1 . The
batch size to render the template is 32. We update the template and render it once every
16 iterations before 3k iterations and then once every epoch. The template rendering
time in the early stage is averaged over 16 iterations. Since the iterations of each epoch
are different for different datasets, we report the averaged template rendering time in
the late stage using the dataset of the smallest amount of images, i.e. SDIP Elephant
dataset. The "Phase Correlation" refers to the time for estimating the scale r and in-
plane rotation γ, and warping each feature template to yield {F̃}Nθ×Nϕ

k=1 . The "Camera
Pose Sampling" includes the time to calculate mean square error and to perform inverse
sampling (see Eq. 2 and Eq. 3 of the main paper). "Training" indicates the training
time without camera pose estimation, which includes the data loading time, the network
forward time, and the optimization time. The batch size for training is 4. Note that
we use a fixed camera pose and do not perform pose estimation after 500k iterations.
Compared to the overall iterations of 6250k, the increased time is acceptable.

Runtime Comparison with Naïve Grid Search: As mentioned in our main
paper, one can implement a naïve grid search method by discretizing all four variables
(θ, ϕ, γ, r) we consider for the camera poses. We demonstrate that this naïve approach
significantly increases the pose estimation time in Tab. 7. Here, we further discretize
scale r and in-plane rotation γ, each discretized into 256 values, increasing the total
amount of 2D feature templates by 2562 times. While this omits the phase correlation
module, it significantly increases the template rendering time and is hence intractable
for training the 3D GAN.

C Ablation Study of the Number of Discretizations

We conduct an ablation study on the number of discretizations on ShapeNet Cars. We
report FID and early-stage template rendering time in Tab. 8. Reducing discretized
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Process Template Rendering
Early Stage

Template Rendering
Late Stage

Phase
Correlation

Camera Pose
Sampling Training

Time (s/iter) 0.0992 0.0023 0.3898 0.0156 1.4038
Table 6: Time Analysis of Different Processes.

Process Template Rendering
Early Stage

Template Rendering
Late Stage

Phase
Correlation

Camera Pose
Sampling Training

Time (s/iter) 4423.0519 102.5506 – 74.8994 1.4038
Table 7: Time Analysis of Naïve Grid Search.

bins of θ × ϕ from 36× 18 to 24× 12 or lower worsens FID due to larger quantization
steps. Increasing bins beyond 36× 18 obtains comparable results but yields increasing
costs. Note that our method with 12 × 6 bins still outperforms PoF3D in terms of
FIDgt.

θ × ϕ 12×6 24×12 36×18 48×24 60×30
FIDgt / FIDest 11.29 / 9.57 7.48 / 7.35 5.95 / 6.55 5.51 / 6.25 5.96 / 6.48

time s/iter 0.0559 0.2126 0.4966 0.8465 1.3205
Table 8: Different number of bins for discretization.

D Comparison on the FFHQ and AFHQ datasets

We evaluate our method on the FFHQ and AFHQ datasets. We set the azimuthθ range
as 120 degrees according to the distribution prior for the datasets, and discretize it into
36 values. Since the elevation variation is small, we directly set the elevation angle as
90 degrees.

We achieve comparable results with PoF3D on the FFHQ dataset and better results
on the AFHQ dataset, as shown in Tab. 9. Despite PoF3D performing well in generated
poses, their results degenerate in GT poses. We achieve comparable results with EG3D
on the AFHQ dataset, even though EG3D uses GT poses (with pose condition) and
we do not. Despite not using GT poses, our result is only slightly worse than EG3D
on the FFHQ dataset. Fig. 11 demonstrates our qualitative results.

E Qualitative Results of Camera Pose Estimation

Fig. 12, Fig. 13, Fig. 14 and Fig. 15 show the estimated poses of real images on
CompCars, SDIP Elephant, Shapenet Cars and LSUN Plane, respectively. The first
row is the real image I and its corresponding DINO feature F, and the second row is
the best-matching template feature F̃∗

k. The corresponding camera pose of F̃∗
k indicates

the estimated pose of the real image. Note that we only perform phase correlation on
CompCars and LSUN Plane since Shapenet Cars and SDIP Elephant do not have large
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Fig. 11: Our generated samples on face and cat datasets.

FFHQ AFHQ
Method Depthgt↓ Depthest ↓ FIDgt ↓ FIDest ↓ FIDgt↓ FIDest ↓
EG3D 0.29 - 4.80 - 5.56 -
PoF3D 0.37 0.29 5.13 4.99 16.95 5.46
Ours 0.36 0.35 5.64 5.37 4.52 4.37
Table 9: Comparison on the FFHQ and the AFHQ datasets.

variations in scale and in-plane rotation. The results demonstrate that our method can
perform fairly accurate camera pose estimation. Fig. 16 shows the failure cases of pose
estimation. The estimated pose may not be accurate due to the object articulation,
partial observation, significant geometry difference, lack of modeling object translation,
etc. This could be solved by introducing multiple templates, modeling more freedom
of degrees of camera pose, and disentangling the geometry information during the
matching process in the future. We remark that despite some instances of inaccurate
pose estimation, the overall distribution of poses is generally precise. This accuracy
enables the trained generator to produce objects with complete geometry and the
capability for comprehensive 360-degree view synthesis.

F Uncurated Qualitative Results

Fig. 17, Fig. 18, Fig. 19 and Fig. 20 show the uncurated qualitative results on SDIP
Elephant, CompCars, LSUN Plane and Shapenet Cars. Our results demonstrate good
fidelity and diversity.
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Fig. 12: Qualitative Pose Estimation on CompCars.
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Fig. 13: Qualitative Camera Pose Estimation on SDIP Elephant.



22 X. Chen et al.

R
ea

l
P
os

e
R

ea
l

P
os

e
R

ea
l

P
os

e

Fig. 14: Qualitative Camera Pose Estimation on Shapenet Cars.
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Fig. 15: Qualitative Camera Pose Estimation on LSUN Plane.
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Elephant CompCars Plane ShapenetCars

Fig. 16: Failure Camera Pose Estimation

Fig. 17: Uncurated Result on SDIP Elephant.
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Fig. 18: Uncurated Result on CompCars.

Fig. 19: Uncurated Result on LSUN Plane.
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Fig. 20: Uncurated Result on Shapenet Cars.
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