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ABSTRACT
Neural Radiance Fields have achieved success in creating powerful
3D media representations with their exceptional reconstruction
capabilities. However, the computational demands of volume ren-
dering pose significant challenges during model training. Existing
acceleration techniques often involve redesigning the model ar-
chitecture, leading to limitations in compatibility across different
frameworks. Furthermore, these methods tend to overlook the sub-
stantial memory costs incurred. In response to these challenges,
we introduce an expansive supervision mechanism that efficiently
balances computational load, rendering quality and flexibility for
neural radiance field training. This mechanism operates by selec-
tively rendering a small but crucial subset of pixels and expanding
their values to estimate the error across the entire area for each
iteration. Compare to conventional supervision, our method effec-
tively bypasses redundant rendering processes, resulting in notable
reductions in both time and memory consumption. Experimental
results demonstrate that integrating expansive supervision within
existing state-of-the-art acceleration frameworks can achieve 69%
memory savings and 42% time savings, with negligible compromise
in visual quality.

CCS CONCEPTS
•Computingmethodologies→ Learning paradigms;Volumetric
models.

1 INTRODUCTION
Radiance field has emerged as a promising approach for repre-
senting 3D media content in the field of photorealistic novel view
synthesis. Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs) [30] employ a meticu-
lously designed neural network 𝐹 (Θ) to implicitly encode the scene.
This neural network maps the position x = (𝑥,𝑦, 𝑧) and viewing
direction d = (𝜃, 𝜑) to view-dependent color c = (𝑟, 𝑔, 𝑏) and view-
independent volumetric density 𝜏 , i.e. 𝐹 (Θ) : (x, d) → (c, 𝜎). With
its powerful implicit neural scene representation, NeRFs leverage
sampled query pairs (color c and density 𝜎) along the ray for syn-
thesizing and inferring the target pixel via volume rendering. As a
consequence, NeRFs surpass traditional multi-view stereo methods
in terms of visual quality. Despite the impressive performance of
NeRF in novel view synthesis, the training speed of NeRFs remains
a significant concern. In the original NeRF design, the rendering of
each pixel (ray) requires sampling 𝑁 points to compute the color
c and density 𝜎 . Considering a scene with dimensions (ℎ,𝑤), this

Figure 1: Overview of proposedmethod. Our approach adopts
an expansive supervision technique to selectively render a
subset of crucial pixels to estimate the error by expansive
mechanism. Unlike conventional full supervision, which
blindly renders all pixels, our method intelligently avoids
redundant rendering processes, leading to significant reduc-
tions in training time and memory consumption.

process requires ℎ ·𝑤 · 𝑁 neural network forward passes, which
can amount to over 106 computations for rendering a view with a
1080p resolution. This computational burden substantially prolongs
the training duration and negatively impacts the generation of this
novel form of 3D media content.

Existing approaches for training acceleration predominantly rely
on caching view-independent features using explicit representa-
tions, such as voxels [45], tensors [6] and hash table [33]. While
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trading space for time achieves significant time savings, these ac-
celeration methods suffer from compatibility limitations, as they
are tailored to particular model architectures. With the emergence
of more novel NeRF frameworks, the incompatibility issue of these
existing methods has become increasingly evident. Furthermore,
the memory cost associated with these acceleration techniques has
often been overlooked, hindering the adaptation of the training
process to more resource-limited devices.

To overcome these challenges, we introduce an expansive super-
vision mechanism for neural radiance field training. Our method is
motivated by the observation that the distribution of training error
exhibits long-tail characteristic and is highly consistent with the
image content. During training, we selectively render a small but
crucial subset of pixels 𝑅′ ⊂ 𝑅 with image content prior 𝐼 , and ex-
pand the error of these precisely rendered pixels to estimate the loss
for the entire area in each iteration. By avoiding costly yet marginal
renderings, our method can theoretically achieve (1− |𝑅′ |

|𝑅 | )𝑣× time
savings, where 𝑣 ∈ (0, 1) represents the proportion of rendering
costs within the total training process. In our experiment, we can
achieve 0.69× memory and 0.42× time savings by rendering only
30% of pixels to supervise the entire model.

In this paper, we observe that the long-tail distribution of train-
ing errors exhibits a strong correlation with the image content. As
depicted in Figure 2 (column 3), the error map allows us to eas-
ily identify the image content. Moreover, regions with higher fre-
quency display larger errors, while smoother areas exhibit smaller
errors. Hence, leveraging image context to selectively omit a sig-
nificant portion of the rendering process can effectively achieve
substantial resource savings while maintaining rendering quality.

However, current NeRF training paradigm disrupts the connec-
tion between in-batch error and image content due to indiscriminate
shuffling of training data. Simply removing the data shuffler can
significantly compromise rendering quality due to the reduced en-
tropy of the order-preserved training data. To address this, we pro-
pose a content-aware permutation that achieves maximum entropy
within the constraints of expansive supervision. The effectiveness
of permutation has been validated through theoretical analysis and
empirical experiments.

With content-aware permutation, we satisfy the prerequisites
for expansive supervision while preserving model performance.
The selected set of pixels 𝑅′ comprises two areas in the batch 𝐵:
the anchor area 𝐴 and the source area 𝑆 . The anchor area are com-
puted by the light-wight edge detector to displays prominent error
patterns. And source area are sampled to expand its values to the
reaming area. The final error estimate 𝐿̂ is synthesized from both
precise renderings (𝐴 ∪ 𝑆) and expanded estimation (𝐵\(𝐴 ∪ 𝑆)).
Subsequently, the model parameters are updated by Θ := Θ − 𝜂∇𝐿̂.

Extensive experiments have been conducted to validate the ef-
fectiveness of our method. In comparison to conventional full su-
pervision, our expansive supervision approach achieves substantial
time savings and memory usage reduction while maintaining ren-
dering quality at a negligible loss. Importantly, our method exhibits
unmatched compatibility with existing acceleration techniques, re-
quiring no custom modifications for adaptation. Additionally, the

incorporation of content-aware permutation enriches the contex-
tual information during loss computation, opening up possibilities
for the development of more advanced loss functions.

Our contributions can be summarised as followed:
• We are the first to observe a strong correlation between error
distribution and image content. To leverage this observation
for accelerating NeRFs training, we introduce content-aware
permutation to establish this connection while ensuringmax-
imum model performance.

• We propose expansive supervision, a method that selectively
renders a small yet crucial subset of pixels. By expanding
the error values of these pixels, we estimate the overall loss
in each iteration. This method effectively saves considerable
time and memory during training by bypassing a significant
number of redundant renderings.

• We conduct comprehensive experiments to validate the effec-
tiveness of our method in both controlled test environments
and real-world scenarios. Additionally, we analyze the trade-
off between cost and quality.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Neural Radiance Field
Neural radiance field [30] has revolutionized the field of 3D com-
puter vision by leveraging multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) to implic-
itly represent the radiance field. Its outstanding performance in 3D
reconstruction and novel view synthesis has inspired a plethora of
research [1, 2, 21, 22, 27, 57]. In terms of rendering quality, several
works have focused on addressing aliasing artifacts and improv-
ing multi-scale representation. Examples of such works include
Mip-NeRF [1], Zip-NeRF [3], and Tri-MipRF [14]. For the adap-
tion of NeRF to unbounded 360◦ scenes, several methods have
implemented foreground-background separation and non-linear
scene parameterization to optimize the realism of the scenes (𝑒.𝑔.
NeRF++ [58], Mip-NeRF360 [2]). As a novel representation of 3D
media content, NeRF has also sparked significant interest in vari-
ous downstream applications, including segmentation [19, 25, 42],
editing [13, 20, 31, 49, 54], and generation [16, 24, 48, 51, 52].

2.2 Efficient Training for NeRF
NeRFs have been challenged by the time-consuming training and
rendering, primarily due to the intensive computation involved in
volume rendering. Although recent advancements have enabled
real-time rendering of NeRFs on mobile devices [5], the training
process still demands a significant amount of time and effort. In
order to accelerate training, various methods have been proposed.
One of effective way is storing view-independent features in an ex-
plicit representation, which trades speed for space. Efficient explicit
representations include octrees [23, 56], point cloud [53], voxel
grids [10, 45], low rank tensors [6] and hash tables [33]. Another
line of research focuses on employing decomposition schemes to
reduce latency, such as DoNeRF [34] and KiloNeRF [39].

The key distinction between existing acceleration techniques [6,
8, 11, 12, 33, 38, 40] and our method lies in the elimination of costly
renderings. While existing methods primarily focus on reducing
computation for each rendering pixel, our method addresses the
issue from a supervisory perspective by reducing the number of
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Figure 2: Preliminary study for our observation. (#2) The blue histogram illustrates the distribution of errors after 1000 iterations,
highlighting a pronounced long-tail characteristic. (#3) To enhance the discernibly of error data, we have transformed the data
into a normal distribution, revealing the relationship between the redistributed error value and image content. (#4) The top 10%
of errors identified during training are visualized, corresponding to regions with high-frequency details in the image content.
(#5) The top10% error map generated by our expansive supervision exhibits a high correlation with the actual error distribution.

rendering pixels required. To the best of our knowledge, our method
is the first to achieve NeRF training acceleration through partial
supervision.

3 METHODS
3.1 Problem Formulation
Neural Radiance Fields (NeRFs) learns a function 𝐹 (Θ) : (x, d) →
(c, 𝜎) using a multilayer perceptron (MLP), where x ∈ R3, d ∈ R2
represent the position and view direction of a point, while c ∈ R3
and 𝜎 ∈ R represent the emitted color and density, respectively.
Volume rendering allows computing the expected color C(r) in a
novel view as:

C(r) =
∫ 𝑡

0
T (𝑡 ; r) · 𝜏 (r(𝑡)) · c(r(𝑡), d)𝑑𝑡, (1)

where T (𝑡 ; r) = exp
(
−
∫ 𝑡

0 𝜏 (r(𝑠))𝑑𝑠
)
represents the accumulated

transmittance along the ray r(𝑡) = o + 𝑡d. In practice, numerical
estimation of the rendering integral involves sampling 𝑁 points
from partitioned bins along the ray, allowing the estimation of C(r)
as:

Ĉ(r) =
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

T𝑖 (1 − exp (−𝜏𝑖𝛿𝑖 )) c𝑖 , (2)

where T𝑖 = exp
(
−∑𝑖−1

𝑗=1 𝜏 𝑗𝛿 𝑗
)
, and 𝛿𝑖 represents the distance be-

tween adjacent sampled points.
The training of radiance fields is computationally intensive due

to the large number of neural network forward passes required,
which amounts to 𝑁× batch_size for each iteration. Our proposed
method address this issue by selectively rendering a subset of rays
𝑅′ ∈ 𝑅 and utilizing image contextI to estimate the error 𝐿(𝑅) with
the expansive mechanism based on partial significant pixels 𝐿̂(𝑅′).

The implementation of expansive supervision requires a cor-
relation between batch errors and corresponding image content.
However, this link is disrupted by the arbitrary shuffling charac-
teristic of standard NeRF training. To address this, we introduce a
constraint for expansive supervision: pixels within the same batch

must derive from identical input views. Mathematically, this con-
straint is articulated as 𝐶 : 𝐵 ∩ 𝐼 = 𝐵,∀𝐵 ∈ B, ∃𝐼 ∈ I, where B
denotes the set of batch 𝐵, and I signifies the set of image 𝐼 .

A straightforward solution is to align the data in a strict sequen-
tial order in image, as shown in left part of Figure 3. However, this
approach results in a significant decrease in model performance
due to the reduced entropy of the training data. This reduction
in entropy negatively impacts the learning performance during
each iteration [28]. Therefore, it becomes necessary to employ a
permutation algorithm that maximizes the entropy of the training
data while satisfying the constraint of expansive supervision.

This problem can be formulated as finding a permutation 𝑃∗ :
D → B, which can be expressed as follows:

𝑃∗ = argmax
𝑃

𝐻 (𝑃 (D))

s.t. 𝐶 : 𝐵 ∩ 𝐼 = 𝐵,∀𝐵 ∈ B, ∃𝐼 ∈ I,
(3)

where D = 𝑔(B) = 𝑔(I) and 𝑔(·) denotes a reshape function
that maps a multi-dimensional set to a one-dimensional set while
preserving the element order. 𝐻 (·) represents entropy calculation.
To solve this problem, we propose a content-aware ray shuffler,
which is further elaborated in Section 3.2.

Once the constraint𝐶 is satisfied, we can proceed with the imple-
menting expansive supervision. The problem can be formulated as
follows: given the shuffled batch set B = 𝑃∗ (D) and the image set
I, our objective is to design a supervision mechanism that trains
the model rendering only a subset of pixels 𝑅′ ⊂ 𝑅. This mechanism
allows for the conservation of both time and memory, resulting in
a savings of (1− |𝑅′ |

|𝑅 | )𝑣× computational resources, where 𝑣 ∈ (0, 1)
represents the ratio of resources used by volume rendering in the
total training process. Further details can be found in Section 3.3.

3.2 Content-aware Permutation
The permutation that satisfies the constraint 𝐶 can be defined as
𝑃 . Our object is to find a permutation 𝑃∗ = argmax 𝐻 (𝑃 (D)). To
ensure 𝐶 : ∃𝐼 ∈ I → 𝐵 ∩ 𝐼 = 𝐵 for ∀𝐵 ∈ B, we partition 𝑃 (D) into
𝑃I
intra (𝐵) and 𝑃

B
inter (D). Here, 𝑃I

intra (𝐵) represents the intra-batch
permutation from the same input view, and 𝑃B

inter (D) represents
the inter-batch permutation. Consequently, the entropy of 𝑃∗ (D)
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Figure 3: Pipeline of expansive supervision. The training process begins with the application of content-aware permutation to
ensure that the data within the same batch originate from the same view. Subsequently, we exclusively render the crucial pixels,
which consist of the pre-computed anchor area and sampled source areas, to estimate the loss. This estimation is accomplished
through the expansive strategy described in Section 3.3. Our expansive supervision method results in significant time and
memory savings while maintaining negligible compromise in visual quality.

can be expressed as follows:

𝐻 (𝑃∗ (D)) = 𝐻 (𝑃I
𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎 (𝐵), 𝑃

B
inter (D))

= 𝐻 (𝑃I
intra (𝐵)) + 𝐻 (𝑃B

inter (D)|𝑃I
intra (𝐵)) .

(4)

Given that 𝑃B
inter (D) is independent of the specific permuta-

tion for ∀𝐵 ∈ B, i.e. 𝑃I
intra (·) ⊥ 𝑃B

inter (·), we can maximize each
component of 𝐻 (𝑃∗ (D)) separately based on Equation 4:

max{𝐻 (𝑃∗ (D))} =max{𝐻 (𝑃I
intra (𝐵))}

+max{𝐻 (𝑃B
inter (D))}.

(5)

The entropy of intra-batch permutation𝐻 (𝑃I
intra (𝐵)) for ∀𝐵 ∈ B

can be represent as:

𝐻 (𝑃I
intra (𝐵)) = −

√
|𝐵 |−1∑︁
𝑖=0

√
|𝐵 |−1∑︁
𝑗=0

𝑝 (𝑖, 𝑗) log𝑝 (𝑖, 𝑗), (6)

and

𝑝 (𝑖, 𝑗) = 1
𝑀𝑁

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=0

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=0

P(𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑏𝑚,𝑛), (7)

where 𝑝 (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ [0, 1] denotes that the predictability of entry 𝑏𝑖, 𝑗 ∈
𝐵. 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵̂ denotes the element in the batch in natural sequence of
image, as Sequential permutation shown in the left part of Figure 3.
P represents probability measure.

According to the principle of maximum entropy [15], maximum
entropy is attained when the distribution is uniform, i.e. 𝑝 (𝑖, 𝑗) =
1
| B | . This can be achieved by employing a uniformly random permu-
tation, which is self-evident. Hencewe have 𝑃I

intra (𝐵) := 𝑃random (𝐵).
For inter-batch permutation 𝐻 (𝑃B

inter (D)), we consider the in-
herent correlation of the pixels in a image and group the batches
by input views 𝐼 . Based on the assumption that the correlation
coefficient [18] between input views are negligible (𝜌 (𝐼𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 ) ≪

𝜌 (𝐼intra)), we can represent the entropy of inter-batch permutation
as follows:

𝐻 (𝑃B
inter (D)) = −

| I |−1∑︁
𝑘=0

⌈ |D|
|𝐵 | |I | ⌉−1∑︁
𝑙=0

𝑝 (𝑘, 𝑙) log𝑝 (𝑘, 𝑙)

= − |I|
⌈ |D|
|𝐵 | |I | ⌉−1∑︁
𝑙=0

𝑝 (𝑙) log 𝑝 (𝑙) .

(8)

Similarly, it is evident that when 𝑝 (𝑙) = 1/⌈ |D |
|𝐵 | | I | ⌉,𝐻 (𝑃B

inter (D))
achieve its maximum. The maximum can be attained by employing
a uniformly random permutation within a content-aware group.
Each group consists of |I | batches randomly selecting from differ-
ent input views. It is important to note that each view can only be
selected once within the same group, as illustrated in Figure 3 (left
part). This process is repeated until all of training data is involved.

In summary, our content-aware permutation scheme achieves
the maximum entropy of training batches while ensuring that all
data in a batch are from the same input views. Experimental results
demonstrate that our permutation scheme achieves comparable
training performance to pure random permutation, as discussed in
Section 4.3.

3.3 Expansive Supervision
The objective of expansive supervision is to utilize only a small sub-
set of supervision to guide the training of the radiance field, while
minimizing any degradation in rendering quality and achieving
significant time and memory savings.

Our design is based on the observation that the error distribution
exhibits strong correlations with image content. Specifically, areas
of high frequency in the image are expected to be more challenging
to train and exhibit larger errors compared to other areas. Further-
more, similar patterns in the image should demonstrate similar
error distribution.
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The observation has been demonstrated through a preliminary
study, as illustrated in Figure 2. We observed that the error gener-
ated during standard training exhibits a clear long-tail phenomenon,
where approximately 99.4% of the data with the least errors only
contribute to around 10% of the overall importance. Furthermore,
our observations indicate that higher error values are predomi-
nantly concentrated in the high-frequency regions of the image,
corresponding to edges and areas rich in texture. This pattern is
clearly illustrated in column 3 of Figure 2. Based on above valida-
tion, the error distribution can be estimated by part of rendering
and the global loss could be expansively calculated.

The pipeline of expansive supervision is demonstrated in Figure
3. The training process begins with the application of content-aware
permutation to ensure that the data within the same batch originate
from the same view. Subsequently, we exclusively render the crucial
pixels to estimate the loss. The selected set of pixels 𝑅′ are obtained
from two distinct areas within the given input view 𝐼 :

Anchor area 𝐴 ⊂ 𝐼 . We define 𝐴 as the area within 𝐼 where
patterns exhibit larger errors. This is computed using the anchor
extractor function F𝐴 (·). In other words, we have 𝐴 = F𝐴 (𝐼 , 𝛽𝐴),
where 𝛽𝐴 controls the size of the anchor area. The cardinality of 𝐴
is determined by 𝛽𝐴 , such that |𝐴| = 𝛽𝐴 |𝐼 |.

Source area 𝑆 ⊂ 𝐼\𝐴. We define 𝑆 as the leftover area after
excluding the anchor set. The source set is composed of sampled
points, and the error is estimated based on these source points,
which expand to cover all remaining areas. Similarly, we have
|𝑆 | = 𝛽𝑆 |𝐼 |.

We define 𝐵∗ as the batch data after content-aware permutation
𝑃∗, and 𝐴∗ as the corresponding anchor area of 𝐵∗. The source are
𝑆 can then be randomly sampled from 𝐵∗\𝐴∗. The global estimated
error can be represented as follow:

𝐿̂ =
1

|𝐴∗ |
∑︁

𝑟𝐴∈𝐴∗
| |𝐶 (𝑟𝐴) −𝐶 (𝑟𝐴) | |22+

1
|𝑆 | (

1
𝛽𝐴 + 𝛽𝑆

− 1)
∑︁
𝑟𝑆 ∈𝑆

| |𝐶 (𝑟𝑆 ) −𝐶 (𝑟𝑆 ) | |22,
(9)

where 𝐶 (·), 𝐶 (·) denotes ground truth and predicted RGB colors
from given rays. At the end of the iteration, thee radiance field
parameter Θ would then be updated by Θ := Θ − 𝜂∇𝐿̂.

Compared to state-of-the-art full supervision, expansive supervi-
sion only renders a subset of rays 𝐴∗ ∪ 𝑆∗ to guide model learning
process. This selective rendering theoretically saves (1−𝛽𝐴−𝛽𝑆 )𝑣×
computation resources.

Details of anchor area extractor. we provide a detailed de-
scription of the anchor extractor function F𝐴 (·) design here. Given
that the objective of expansive supervision is to accelerate training,
we chose lightweight canny [4] as the basic extractor. To ensure
that each anchor area has the same intensity of 𝛽𝐴 |𝐼 |, we designed a
simple progressive adjuster for the threshold of edge detector. For it-
eration 𝑖 , the threshold𝑇𝑖 is updated with𝑇𝑖 = 1+𝜇 (E(𝑇𝑖−1)−𝛽𝐴 |𝐼 |),
where E(𝑇𝑖−1) is the sum of the output edge map generated by the
edge detector with threshold𝑇𝑖−1. The step rate is denoted as 𝜇. The
iterative process continues until the condition 0.8 ⩽ E(𝑇𝑖 )

𝛽𝐴 |𝐼 | ⩽ 1.2 is
satisfied.

Algorithm 1 Expansive Supervision Training

Input: Input View Set I, 𝛽𝐴 , 𝛽𝑆 , A = ∅
for 𝐼 in I do
𝐴 := F𝐴 (𝐼 , 𝛽𝐴)
A := A ∪ {𝐴}

end for
Content-aware Permutation [Section 3.2]
B∗ := 𝑃∗ (𝑔(I)), A∗ := 𝑃∗ (𝑔(A))
repeat

for 𝐵∗ in B∗ do
𝑆 := Random Sampling(𝐵∗\𝐴∗, 𝛽𝑆 )
𝐿̂𝐴 := 1

|𝐴∗ |
∑
𝑟𝐴∈𝐴∗ | |𝐶 (𝑟𝐴) −𝐶 (𝑟𝐴) | |22

𝐿̂𝑆 := 1
|𝑆 | (

1
𝛽𝐴+𝛽𝑆 − 1)∑𝑟𝑆 ∈𝑆∗ | |𝐶 (𝑟𝑆 ) −𝐶 (𝑟𝑆 ) | |22

𝐿̂ := 𝐿̂𝐴 + 𝐿̂𝑠 [Eq.9]
Θ := Θ − 𝜂∇𝐿̂

end for
until Training End

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Implementation Details
To demonstrate the compatibility of our method with the state-of-
the-art NeRF acceleration framework, we utilized TensoRF as the
underlying backbone model for our experiments. The parameter
settings were aligned with the default configuration in [6]. We use
𝛽 = 𝛽𝐴 + 𝛽𝑆 =

|𝑅′ |
|𝑅 | to represent the ratio of pixel to supervise

and 𝛽𝐴 = 𝛽𝑆 was set empirically. We conducted a total of 30,000
iterations using a batch size of 4,096. The step rate for the anchor
area extractor was set to 15.

We adopted the following metrics for evaluation: PSNR [9], SSIM
[50], and LPIPS [59]. Specifically, we utilized L(A) and L(V) to rep-
resent the VGG [43] and AlexNet [17] versions of LPIPS, respec-
tively. Our extensive experiments encompassed Synthetic-NeRF
[30] dataset, which consisted of synthetic data, as well as real-world
forward-facing scenes from the LLFF [29]. In the absence of specific
explanations, we selected the Synthetic-NeRF dataset for analysis
purposes.

Our trainingwere conducted on four GPUs equippedwithNVIDIA
RTX 3090(24.58GB VRAM) on Pytorch Framework[36]. We con-
ducted our experiments in an ideal test environment as well as
real-world scenarios to measure computational resources. The CPU
used was AMD EPYC 7542, and the RAM capacity was 512 GB.
More details can be found in Section 4.4.

4.2 Comparison of Different Supervision
Mechanisms

As illustrated in Table 1, we conducted a comparison between our
method and various supervision mechanisms. In the table header,
Sup.Rays represents the number of rendered rays used for super-
vision in each iteration. Traditional training techniques employ full
supervision with a batch size |𝐵 |, whereas expansive supervision
only requires 𝛽 |𝐵 | rendered rays. The indicator Sup.Rays serves
as a measure of algorithm efficiency, which can be controlled by
adjusting the batch size or the parameter 𝛽 .
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Table 1: Quantitative comparison of different supervisions. Expansive Sup. † denotes the default version of Expansive Supervi-
sion, which strikes a balance between rendering quality and computational savings.

Synthetic-NeRF LLFF
Methods Sup.Rays 𝛽 Batch Size Memory Time PSNR SSIM L(A) L(V) PSNR SSIM L(A) L(V)

↓ ↓ ↓ (dB)↑ ↑ ↓ ↓ (dB)↑ ↑ ↓ ↓

Full Sup. 4096 - 4096 1× 1× 32.73 0.961 0.030 0.051 26.68 0.835 0.113 0.201

Full Sup. 2048 - 2048 0.46× 0.69× 32.08 0.956 0.036 0.059 26.64 0.833 0.126 0.212
Expansive Sup. 2048 0.5 4096 0.46× 0.69× 32.36 0.959 0.033 0.056 26.68 0.827 0.124 0.206

Full Sup. 1229 - 1229 0.31× 0.58× 31.36 0.951 0.043 0.066 26.29 0.826 0.129 0.218
Random Sup.(30%) 1229 - 4096 0.31× 0.58× 31.24 0.942 0.043 0.068 25.90 0.812 0.147 0.243
Expansive Sup. † 1229 0.3 4096 0.31× 0.58× 32.20 0.956 0.035 0.058 26.36 0.825 0.143 0.232

Full Sup. 410 - 410 0.10× 0.67× 29.45 0.933 0.066 0.093 25.67 0.802 0.190 0.266
Random Sup. (10%) 410 - 4096 0.10× 0.67× 29.40 0.93 0.065 0.093 25.58 0.799 0.192 0.270
Expansive Sup. 410 0.1 4096 0.10× 0.67× 30.51 0.940 0.053 0.081 25.47 0.786 0.208 0.292
To demonstrate the compatibility of our method with the state-of-the-art NeRF acceleration framework, we utilized TensoRF (VM-192) as the underlying backbone model for our experiments.

Figure 4: Convergence performance of expansive supervision.
Our method achieves precise error estimation comparable to
full supervision(upper) and exhibits faster convergence as
the number of supervised pixels increases(lower left).

To demonstrate the superiority of our approach, we implemented
various mechanisms to achieve an equivalent number of rendered
rays per batch with comparable memory and time consumption.
These mechanisms included reducing the batch size with full su-
pervision and randomly selecting a subset of rays for rendering
(represented as "Random Sup."). The effectiveness of our method
are validated with both synthetic and real dataset. Our method with
𝛽 = 0.3 achieved the highest rendering quality with comparable
efficiency, thus we selected it as our default setting, which will be
further detailed in Section 4.5. Compared to standard full supervi-
sion, our method only utilizes 0.31× of the memory and 0.58× of
the training time to achieve nearly the same visual quality.

The visual quality comparison is depicted in Figure 5. Although
ourmethod achieved high efficiencywithminimal impact on quanti-
tative metrics, the visual quality remains indistinguishable. Thanks
to our emphasis on high-frequency areas, our method demonstrates

Table 2: Comparison of different permutations with full su-
pervision.

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ L(A)↓ L(V) ↓ 𝐶

Random 32.73 0.961 0.013 0.026 ×
Sequential 26.42 0.914 0.085 0.101

√

Intra(16) 28.20 0.932 0.062 0.086
√

Intra(4) 28.41 0.935 0.056 0.080
√

Intra(1) 28.35 0.936 0.052 0.074
√

Intra(1)+inter 28.38 0.936 0.052 0.074
√

𝑃∗ (proposed) 32.55 0.956 0.031 0.052
√

superior rendering quality in terms of details compared to full su-
pervision with small batch size. Furthermore, the convergence per-
formance of our method is visualized in Figure 4, confirming the
effectiveness of expansive supervision. Our method with 𝛽 = 0.3
and 𝛽 = 0.5 achieves precise error estimation comparable to full
supervision (as shown in the upper and lower right sub-figures).
Additionally, the expansive supervision exhibits faster convergence
as the number of supervised pixels increases.

4.3 Comparison of Different Permutations
To validate the effectiveness of content-aware permutation, we con-
ducted a comparative analysis of different permutation methods
and their impact on model performance, as shown in Table 2. To
eliminate the effects of permutation from those of expansive super-
vision, we utilized standard full supervision across all evaluations.
These experiments were conducted on the Synthetic-NeRF dataset.

We established a set of permutation methods, each satisfying the
prerequisite for implementing expansive supervision, to benchmark
against our approach. The Sequential method does not involve
any permutation and adheres strictly to the natural order of images.
Intra(𝑛) denotes a random shuffle within each batch based on a
sequential permutation, where𝑛 signifies the size of the patch (𝑛×𝑛)
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Figure 5: Visual quality comparison with standard full supervision. In contrast to full supervision, expansive supervision
exhibits no noticeable artifacts effectively reducing training time andmemory usage. Under the same constrained computational
resources, expansive supervision demonstrates higher quality reconstruction compared to full supervision.

Figure 6: Memory and training time cost of expansive super-
vision.

whose order is preserved. As the value of 𝑛 increases, the entropy
of Intra(𝑛) is expected to decrease. Intra(1)+Inter introduces an
additional layer of random permutation across batches.

Random permutation was used as a reference for performance
comparison. The results in Table 2 suggest a positive correlation
between the entropy of permutation and the rendering quality of
the model. The content-aware permutation 𝑃∗ closely approaches
the upper bound, with a marginal loss of only 0.3 in PSNR and
approximately 0.01 in LPIPS.

4.4 Analysis of Resources Savings
In order to validate the theoretical resource savings outlined in
Section 3.1, we assessed the practical memory and time savings

resulting from the implementation of expansive supervision. Di-
rectly measuring the training time for each case may not accurately
reflect resource savings due to environmental variability, such as
other processes and I/O operations. To ensure a fair comparison,
we designed the experiment settings to ensure consistent running
conditions. We conducted the measurements in both a test envi-
ronment and real-world applications. In the test environment, we
cleared all other processes on the server and conducted experiments
one by one. We measured the computation cost with 10 different 𝛽
settings ranging from 0.1 to 1.0. The quantitative results are pre-
sented in Table 3, and the visualization of memory and time costs
can be found in Figure 6. For real-world applications, we conducted
all experiments simultaneously without any specific settings to
simulate limited computational resources. The results are shown in
Table 4.

The result in Table 3 indicates that volume rendering accounts
for the majority of training time, averaging between 55.86% and
83.64% across our experiments. Given the high cost of rendering
pixels for supervision, reducing the number of rendering pixels can
lead to significant resource savings. Specifically, by rendering only
30% of pixels for model supervision, we observed savings of 69% in
memory and 25% in training time in the test environment. As shown
in Table 4, the performance in terms of time savings is better in
real-world scenarios with limited computational resources, where
it can save nearly half of the training time. It can be concluded
that expansive supervision achieves greater time savings when
computational resources are limited.
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Table 3: Analysis of time/memory cost and rendering quality.

Memory Cost ↓ Training Time (s) ↓ Rendering Quality
(GB) Total Rendering Backward Others PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ L(A) ↓ L(V) ↓

Full Sup. 21.51 ×1.00 578.54 323.16 237.35 18.03 32.73 0.961 0.030 0.051

Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.9 16.62 ×0.77 576.17 319.70 235.29 21.18 32.53 0.959 0.031 0.053
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.7 13.57 ×0.63 529.47 289.64 221.42 21.21 32.46 0.959 0.032 0.054
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.5 9.86 ×0.46 491.32 250.40 218.03 22.89 32.36 0.958 0.033 0.056
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.3 6.64 ×0.31 438.91 215.46 201.57 21.88 32.20 0.956 0.035 0.058
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.1 2.11 ×0.10 388.46 177.01 190.13 21.32 30.51 0.940 0.053 0.081

Table 4: Training time in test and real environment.

Test Environment Real Environment
𝛽 Total (s) Rendering (s) Total (s) Rendering (s)

Full. 578.54 (×1.00) 323.16 2873.89 (×1.00) 2403.25
0.5 491.32 (×0.85) 250.40 1987.17 (×0.69) 1622.27
0.3 438.91 (×0.76) 215.46 1678.29 (×0.58) 1334.48
0.1 388.46 (×0.67) 177.01 1382.53 (×0.48) 1171.61

Figure 7: Memory and training time cost of expansive super-
vision. As the supervised pixel ratio increases, the margin of
resource savings decreases.

4.5 Analysis of Time-Quality Trade-off
Based on our measurements in Section 4.4, we investigated the im-
pact of resource savings on model performance. The configurations
of 𝛽 control the time and memory costs, and the resource-quality
curves are depicted in Figure 7.

We observed that the optimal reduction of supervised pixels
occurs at approximately 𝛽 = 0.3, where d𝐶 (Time)

d𝛽 and d𝐶 (Memo.)
d𝛽

reach their maximum values. As the supervised pixel ratio increases
beyond this point, the margin of resource savings decreases. Fur-
thermore, when setting with a lower supervised pixel ratio( 𝛽 = 0.1),
we observed noticeable artifacts that are not feasible in our mech-
anism. Therefore, we have determined that the default setting of
𝛽 = 0.3 strikes a balance between rendering quality and computa-
tional savings.

4.6 Ablation Studies
To validate the effectiveness of each components within our pro-
posed expansive supervision mechanism, we conducted a series of

Table 5: Ablation experiments for expansive supervision.

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ L(A)↓ L(V)↓
Baseline (𝛽 = 0.3) 32.20 0.956 0.035 0.058

w/o 𝑃∗ 26.42 0.912 0.086 0.112
w/o Anchor Sup. 30.10 0.940 0.0058 0.083
w/o Source Sup. 31.53 0.949 0.043 0.068
w/o Adjuster 31.51 0.948 0.045 0.087

w/ Pre-Recovery 32.14 0.956 0.036 0.057
w/ Post-Recovery 32.18 0.956 0.036 0.058

ablation experiments. The result are presented in Table 5. Expan-
sive supervision consists three primary components: content-aware
permutation 𝑃∗, supervision from anchor set 𝐴 and source set 𝑆 .
We conducted ablation studies for each of these components. We
also tested the effectiveness of adjuster coefficient in Equation 9.

We used the default expansive supervision as the baseline. Our
findings revealed that omitting the content-aware permutation 𝑃∗

resulted in a significant performance degradation, with a decrease
of 5.78 dB in PSNR. Removing the supervision from the anchor set
𝐴, the source set 𝑆 , and the adjuster led to declines of 2.10 dB, 0.67
dB, and 0.79 dB in PSNR, respectively. Furthermore, it may seem
intuitive to implement full supervision at the start or end stage of
training to recover performance. However, our experiments showed
that there was no improvement with these recovery approaches,
and thus we eliminated them from our pipeline.

5 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we introduce an expansive mechanism designed to en-
hance the efficiency of neural radiance field training. Our approach
is motivated by the observation that the long-tail distribution of
training errors exhibits a strong correlation with the image content.
To establish this correlation while preserving the maximal entropy
of the data, we employ a content-aware permutation technique. By
selectively rendering subsets of rays and leveraging the image con-
text for expansive error estimation, our method achieves significant
savings in both memory and training time. Compared to existing
methods for NeRF training acceleration, our approach offers sub-
stantial savings in memory usage and unparalleled compatibility
with minimal implementation effort.
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A SUPPLEMENTARY EXPERIMENTS
A.1 Compatibility with Current NeRF Variants
Expansive supervision is a plug-and-play method that seamlessly integrates with all learnable radiance field frameworks without requiring
custom modifications. We successfully implemented our method on two widely-used NeRF acceleration frameworks, namely INGP [33] and
TensoRF [6]. In order to assess the performance of our method, we conducted a comparative analysis with various NeRF variants [6, 30, 30, 45].
The results of this comparison can be found in Table 6. To ensure a fair comparison, we measured the memory cost by considering its
maximum usage during training. Additionally, we recorded only the time taken for rendering, backward computation, and loss computation
as the training time, eliminating the effects of data processing and validation. It is important to note that our time measurements were
conducted in an ideal testing environment, as outlined in Section 4.4. For the implementation of these frameworks, we utilized the respective
PyTorch versions [47, 55]. Our main focus throughout the comparison was solely on the algorithm design, thus we excluded general
engineering accelerations such as model quantization and TCNN backend [32].

Table 6: Comparison of current NeRF variants

Resources Cost ↓ Rendering Quality (PSNR ↑)
Memo.(GB) Time(s) Chair Drums Ficus Hotdog Lego Materials Mic Ship Mean

Vanilla NeRF [30] 4.54 19943.33 (~5.5 h) 33.81 25.76 29.03 36.92 31.51 29.35 32.89 28.46 30.97

DVGO [45] 11.27 510.27 34.10 25.46 32.67 36.71 34.60 29.51 33.13 29.13 31.91

TensoRF [6] 21.51 578.54 34.96 25.88 33.44 37.13 36.03 29.79 34.16 30.47 32.73
TensoRF + E.S. 6.64 438.91 34.50 25.58 32.78 36.53 35.45 28.98 33.80 29.96 32.20

INGP [33] 8.78 340.15 33.12 25.17 30.95 35.37 33.36 28.02 33.75 28.89 31.08
INGP + E.S. 4.79 183.17 32.72 25.04 30.78 35.28 32.90 27.65 33.32 28.21 30.74

In our experiments, we set the number of iterations to 200,000 for vanilla NeRF and 30,000 for all other NeRF variants. Furthermore,
we chose a value of 𝛽 = 0.3 for the expansive supervision in both TensoRF and INGP backbones. Additionally, we made adjustments to
the default settings [47] by setting the parameter "bound" to 1.1 for the ship and hotdog scenes, as we observed a performance drop when
using the default settings. As shown in Table 6, the implementation of expansive supervision results in significant improvements in the
memory and time efficiency of training NeRF models, while maintaining a minimal loss in reconstruction quality. Notably, our method can
be seamlessly integrated into any NeRF framework without the need for custom modifications. When compared to TensoRF, our method
demonstrates superior time efficiency, achieving a 46% reduction in training time when applied to the INGP framework, with only a minor
decrease in performance (0.34dB in PSNR).

A.2 Compatibility with Other Modality of Implicit Neural Representations
Implicit Neural Representations (INR) have gained significant popularity for their efficient memory usage and potential for various
downstream tasks. INR leverages neural networks to parameterize signals through implicit continuous functions. It has shown remarkable
progress in representing multimedia content, including images [44], videos [7], and 3D shapes [35]. NeRF, a special variant of INR, utilizes
neural networks to parameterize the radiance field and implicitly encode 3D scenes. While our method is primarily designed to accelerate the
training of NeRF, it also exhibits high compatibility with other forms of INR. Experimental results demonstrate that expansive supervision
can be effectively extended to various forms of INR, offering significant time savings in the production of novel implicit media content
representations.

We conducted experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of our method by selecting four state-of-the-art INR frameworks, namely
SIREN [44], Gauss [37], WIRE [41], and the recent FINER [26], as backbones. These INR frameworks were used to fit 2D images and learn a
function: 𝑓 : R2 → R3. The input to the function is the pixel location (𝑥,𝑦), and the output is the corresponding pixel color (𝑟, 𝑔, 𝑏). For our
experiments, we utilized natural datasets [46] with a resolution of 512 ×512. The parameters were kept consistent with FINER, and we set
𝛽 = 0.5 for this particular experiment. The results are presented in Table7.

The results presented in Table 7 demonstrate that our expansive supervision method can be seamlessly integrated into any INR framework,
improving training efficiency without the need for custom settings. In the context of implicit image representation, our method exhibits
even greater time savings compared to its implementation on NeRFs. By utilizing 50% of the pixels for supervision, we were able to achieve
approximately a 47% reduction in training time. Furthermore, the performance degradation observed in terms of PSNR is minimal, with only a
compromise of 0.19 dB. It is worth noting that in certain specific tests, our method even outperformed the baseline in PSNR (WIRE backbone
in "Island" and "Mushroom"). In summary, the high flexibility and compatibility of expansive supervision allow its application to extend
beyond NeRF and its variants. Other modalities of INR also hold great potential for its implementation. Our method effectively addresses
the challenges posed by the high computational burden in INR training and contributes to the advancement of this novel multimedia
representations.
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Table 7: Comparison of current INRs backbone

Resources Cost ↓ Rendering Quality (PSNR ↑)
Memo.(GB) Time(s) Archway Market Island Mushroom Colosseo Topview Wolf Seaside Mean

SIREN [44] 3.59 178.16 33.72 40.03 37.53 40.21 38.43 34.45 38.82 38.49 37.71
SIREN + E.S. 3.07 88.95 32.63 39.20 36.36 39.50 37.11 33.26 37.38 37.77 36.65

Gauss [37] 3.83 244.61 31.44 35.01 34.77 35.50 35.89 31.78 35.59 35.15 34.39
Gauss + E.S. 3.20 123.42 30.96 34.99 35.07 35.70 35.31 31.65 34.90 34.98 34.20

WIRE [41] 3.59 563.07 28.72 31.10 29.92 30.75 32.85 28.94 31.65 30.07 30.50
WIRE + E.S. 3.21 279.73 27.92 30.88 29.71 30.03 31.58 28.60 31.16 28.81 29.84

FINER [26] 4.60 243.46 35.96 42.51 39.68 42.15 40.75 36.87 41.80 39.79 39.94
FINER + E.S. 4.09 154.32 35.25 41.67 38.80 41.51 39.72 35.93 40.83 39.25 39.12

A.3 Details of Time/Memory Cost and Rendering Quality
As presented in Table 8, we provide detailed data corresponding to Table 3. This data forms the foundation for the analysis of the time-quality
trade-off in Section 4.5. Figure 7 is plotted based on the information provided in this table.

These records adhere to the settings of the test environment. To ensure fairness, we cleared all other processes on the server and conducted
the experiments sequentially. The computation cost was measured using 10 different 𝛽 settings ranging from 0.1 to 1.0. It is worth noting
that the additional execution time of our method (mainly attributed to the pre-processed anchor area extractor in Section 3.3) is 1.91 ± 0.2s,
which can be considered negligible compared to the total training time.

Table 8: Analysis of time/memory cost and rendering quality.

Memory Cost ↓ Training Time (s) ↓ Rendering Quality
(GB) Total Rendering Backward Others PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ L(A) ↓ L(V) ↓

Full Sup. 21.51 ×1.00 578.54 323.16 237.35 18.03 32.73 0.961 0.030 0.051

Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.9 16.62 ×0.77 576.17 319.70 235.29 21.18 32.53 0.959 0.031 0.053
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.8 15.11 ×0.70 549.53 303.28 225.62 20.60 32.51 0.959 0.031 0.053
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.7 13.57 ×0.63 529.47 289.64 221.42 21.21 32.46 0.959 0.032 0.054
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.6 11.61 ×0.54 515.01 273.48 219.57 22.03 32.43 0.958 0.032 0.054
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.5 9.86 ×0.46 491.32 250.40 218.03 22.89 32.36 0.958 0.033 0.056
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.4 8.06 ×0.37 446.94 225.13s 200.58 21.23 31.90 0.954 0.038 0.061
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.3 6.64 ×0.31 438.91 215.46 201.57 21.88 32.20 0.956 0.035 0.058
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.2 3.90 ×0.18 416.46 194.72 200.19 21.56 31.75 0.952 0.041 0.065
Expansive Sup. 𝛽 = 0.1 2.11 ×0.10 388.46 177.01 190.13 21.32 30.51 0.940 0.053 0.081


	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Work
	2.1 Neural Radiance Field
	2.2 Efficient Training for NeRF

	3 Methods
	3.1 Problem Formulation
	3.2 Content-aware Permutation
	3.3 Expansive Supervision

	4 Experiments
	4.1 Implementation Details
	4.2 Comparison of Different Supervision Mechanisms
	4.3 Comparison of Different Permutations
	4.4 Analysis of Resources Savings
	4.5 Analysis of Time-Quality Trade-off 
	4.6 Ablation Studies

	5 Conclusion
	References
	A Supplementary Experiments
	A.1 Compatibility with Current NeRF Variants
	A.2 Compatibility with Other Modality of Implicit Neural Representations
	A.3 Details of Time/Memory Cost and Rendering Quality


