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Abstract

Recent advancements in human avatar synthesis have utilized
radiance fields to reconstruct photo-realistic animatable hu-
man avatars. However, both NeRFs-based and 3DGS-based
methods struggle with maintaining 3D consistency and ex-
hibit suboptimal detail reconstruction, especially with sparse
inputs. To address this challenge, we propose CHASE, which
introduces supervision from intrinsic 3D consistency across
poses and 3D geometry contrastive learning, achieving per-
formance comparable with sparse inputs to that with full in-
puts. Following previous work, we first integrate a skeleton-
driven rigid deformation and a non-rigid cloth dynamics de-
formation to coordinate the movements of individual Gaus-
sians during animation, reconstructing basic avatar with
coarse 3D consistency. To improve 3D consistency under
sparse inputs, we design Dynamic Avatar Adjustment(DAA)
to adjust deformed Gaussians based on a selected similar
pose/image from the dataset. Minimizing the difference be-
tween the image rendered by adjusted Gaussians and the im-
age with the similar pose serves as an additional form of su-
pervision for avatar. Furthermore, we propose a 3D geometry
contrastive learning strategy to maintain the 3D global con-
sistency of generated avatars. Though CHASE is designed
for sparse inputs, it surprisingly outperforms current SOTA
methods in both full and sparse settings on the ZJU-MoCap
and H36M datasets, demonstrating that our CHASE success-
fully maintains avatar’s 3D consistency, hence improving ren-
dering quality. The code will be made available.

Introduction
Photorealistic rendering and animation of human bodies is
a crucial research area with wide-ranging applications in
AR/VR, visual effects, visual try-on, and movie produc-
tion (Zackariasson and Wilson 2012; Healey, Wang, and et al
2021). Early works (Mildenhall et al. 2021; Oechsle, Peng,
and Geiger 2021; Niemeyer et al. 2020; Peng et al. 2021b;
Wang et al. 2022a; Sitzmann et al. 2021) for creating human
avatars relied on capturing high-quality data through multi-
camera setups, which is extensive computing and needs lots
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of manual effort. While these methods excel at creating a
single scene/object from sufficient input views, it is very
challenging for them to generalize to new scenes/objects
with few samples (Kwon et al. 2024).

Recent advancements have explored using neural radi-
ance fields (NeRF) for modeling 3D human avatars (Milden-
hall et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2022a), typically employing
parametric body models to model deformations. Some meth-
ods (Chen et al. 2022; Zhao et al. 2022) use human tem-
plate models to facilitate generalizable and robust synthe-
sis. Though NeRF-based methods have made significant
progress in generalizable human rendering, they are less ef-
ficient to train and render due to their computationally inten-
sive per-pixel volume rendering process.

Point-based rendering (Zheng et al. 2023) has emerged
as an efficient alternative to NeRFs, offering significantly
faster rendering. The recently proposed 3D Gaussian Splat-
ting (3DGS) (Kerbl et al. 2023) gains popularity for its effi-
cient rasterization-based rendering speed. Numerous works
have further explored the 3D Gaussian representation for
dynamic 3D human avatars (Lei et al. 2024; Moreau et al.
2024; Shao et al. 2024; Hu et al. 2024b; Kocabas et al. 2024;
Wang et al. 2024a; Qian et al. 2024; Hu et al. 2024a). How-
ever, these methods often face challenges in maintaining 3D
consistency and producing high-quality reconstructions, par-
ticularly with sparse inputs.

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose
CHASE, which is capable of reconstructing 3D Consistent
Human Avatars with Sparse inputs via Gaussian Splatting
and contrastivE learning. We first integrates a skeleton-
driven rigid deformation, and a non-rigid cloth dynamics
deformation to create human avatar with coarse 3D consis-
tency. To enhance 3D consistency under sparse inputs, we
utilize the intrinsic 3D consistency of images across dif-
ferent poses within the same person. Specifically, for each
training pose/image, we select a similar pose/image from
the dataset and then adjust the deformed Gaussians using
the proposed Dynamic Avatar Adjustment (DAA), an ex-
plicit point-based control graph adjustment strategy, to the
selected similar pose. Then we minimize differences be-
tween the rendered image of the adjusted Gaussians and
the image corresponding to the selected similar pose, which
serves as an additional form of supervision for human avatar.
Additionally, we employ 3D geometry contrastive learn-
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ing, utilizing features from a 3D feature extractor, to fur-
ther enhance the global 3D consistency of generated hu-
man avatars. We conduct extensive experiments on the ZJU-
MoCap data (Peng et al. 2021c), H36M (Ionescu et al.
2013) and find that CHASE not only achieves better per-
formance in sparse inputs setting but also outperforms
other SOTAs in full setting.

In summary, our work makes the following contributions:
• We propose an explicit point-based control graph adjust-

ment strategy, which introduces a novel 2D image super-
vision to 3D human body modeling, enhancing the 3D
consistency of human avatars.

• We propose 3D geometry contrastive learning to enforce
consistency across different representations of the same
pose and facilitate effective 3D global understanding.

• Extensive experiments show that our CHASE achieves
SOTA performance quantitatively and qualitatively under
full and sparse settings.

Related Work
Contrastive Representation Learning
Contrastive Representation Learning is one of the main-
stream self-supervised learning paradigms (Hadsell,
Chopra, and LeCun 2006), which learns potential semantics
from constructed invariance or equivariance (Rumen et al.
2022). In 3D, PointContrast (Xie et al. 2020) proposes
geometric augmentation to generate positive and negative
pairs. CrossPoint (Afham et al. 2022) uses both inter-
and intra-modal contrastive learning. PointCLIP (Zhang
et al. 2022) achieves image-point alignment by projecting
point clouds onto 2D depth images. RECON (Qi et al.
2023) focuses on single- and cross-modal contrastive
learning through discriminative contrast (Khosla et al.
2020) or global feature alignment (Radford et al. 2021).
Our CHASE introduces a 3D geometry contrastive learning
method across different poses to enforce consistency across
different representations of the same pose.

3D Editing and Deformation
Traditional deformation methods in computer graphics are
typically based on Laplacian coordinates (Gao et al. 2019;
Sorkine and Alexa 2007; Sorkine 2005), Poisson equa-
tions (Yu et al. 2004), and cage-based methods (Yifan et al.
2020). However, these methods often rely on implicit and
computationally expensive NeRF-based approaches.

Numerous works (Chen et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2024b)
have proposed techniques for editing 3D Gaussian Splat-
ting (3DGS)(Kerbl et al. 2023). SuGaR(Guédon and Lep-
etit 2024) introduces a mesh extraction method that pro-
duces meshes from 3DGS, which can then be edited. SC-
GS (Huang et al. 2024) proposes deforming Gaussians by
transferring the movement of control points. Our CHASE
employs a novel explicit point-based control graph defor-
mation strategy, which is more intuitive and efficient.

3D Human Modeling
Since the high-quality rendering achieved by the semi-
nal work Neural Radiance Fields (NeRF)(Mildenhall et al.

2021), there has been a surge of research on neural render-
ing for human avatars(Liu et al. 2021; Li et al. 2023; Peng
et al. 2021c). Although NeRF is designed for static objects,
HumanNeRF (Weng et al. 2022) extends NeRF to enable
capturing dynamic human motion using just a single monoc-
ular video. Neural Body (Peng et al. 2021c) associates a la-
tent code with each SMPL (Loper et al. 2015) vertex to en-
code appearance, which is then transformed into observation
space based on the human pose. Furthermore, Neural Ac-
tor (Liu et al. 2021) learns a deformable radiance field with
SMPL (Loper et al. 2015) as guidance and utilizes a texture
map to improve the final rendering quality. Posevocab (Li
et al. 2023) designs joint-structured pose embeddings to en-
code dynamic appearances under different key poses, allow-
ing for more effective learning of joint-related appearances.
However, a major limitation of NeRF-based methods is that
NeRFs are slow to train and render.

Point-based rendering (Zheng et al. 2023) has proven to
be an efficient alternative to NeRFs for fast inference and
training. Extending point clouds to 3D Gaussians, 3D Gaus-
sian Splatting (3DGS)(Kerbl et al. 2023) models the render-
ing process by splatting a set of 3D Gaussians onto the im-
age plane via alpha blending. Given the impressive perfor-
mance of 3DGS in both quality and speed, numerous works
have further explored the 3D Gaussian representation for dy-
namic 3D human avatar reconstruction(Lei et al. 2024; Qian
et al. 2024; Hu et al. 2024b; Kocabas et al. 2024). Human
Gaussian Splatting (Moreau et al. 2024) showcases 3DGS
as an efficient alternative to NeRF. SplattingAvatar (Shao
et al. 2024) and GomAvatar (Wen et al. 2024) extend lifted
optimization to simultaneously optimize the parameters of
the Gaussians while walking on the triangle mesh. How-
ever, these methods struggle to maintain 3D consistency and
produce low-quality reconstructions when applied to human
avatar creation with only sparse inputs. Our CHASE intro-
duces a novel 2D image supervision to 3D human body mod-
eling and 3D geometry contrastive learning, enhancing the
3D consistency of human avatars.

Preliminaries

SMPL (Loper et al. 2015). The SMPL model is a pre-
trained parametric human model representing body shape
and pose. In SMPL, body shape and pose are controlled by
pose and shape. In this work, we apply the Linear Blend
Skinning (LBS) algorithm used in SMPL to transform points
from a canonical space to a posed space.

LBS (Sumner, Schmid, and Pauly 2007). Linear Blend
Skinning (LBS) is a weight-based technique that associates
each vertex with one or more joints and uses weight values
to describe the influence of each joint on the vertex. Vertex
deformation is calculated by linearly interpolating transfor-
mations on the associated joints: X ′

v =
∑J

j=1 wj(Xv)BjXv ,
where J represents the number of joints, N represents the
number of vertices, X ′

v ∈ RN×3 is the new position of the
skinned vertex, w ∈ RN×J is the skinning weight matrix,
B ∈ RJ×4×4 is the affine transformation matrix of each
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Figure 1: CHASE Framework. We first initialize 3D Gaussians in canonical space by randomly sampling 50k points on the
SMPL mesh surface. Then, we integrate a rigid human articulation and a non-rigid deformation neural field to deform the
3D Gaussians in canonical space Gc to the observation space Go. Next, we select similar poses/images from the dataset for
each training pose/image and then adjust the deformed Gaussians Go to the similar pose Ga using Dynamic Avatar Adjustment
(DAA). Minimizing the differences between the rendered adjusted Gaussians Ga and the selected similar images xa

i serves as an
additional supervision. Furthermore, we propose a 3D geometry contrastive learning, which involves comparing features from
a 3D feature extractor to improve the avatar’s global 3D consistency. Negative pairs consist of the features of the deformed
Gaussians Go and the adjusted Gaussians Ga. In contrast, positive pairs include the features of G′

o, which is deformed from the
canonical space to match the pose adjustments seen in Ga, and Ga.

joint representing rotation and translation, (i.e. bone trans-
forms) and Xv ∈ RN×3 is the original mesh vertex position.

3D Gaussian Splatting (3DGS) (Kerbl et al. 2023). 3DGS
explicitly represents scenes using point clouds, where each
point is modeled as a 3D Gaussian defined by a covariance
matrix Σ and a center point X , the latter referred to as the
mean. The value at point X is:

G(X ) = e−
1
2X

TΣ−1X . (1)

For differentiable optimization, the covariance matrix Σ is
decomposed into a scaling matrix S and a rotation matrix
R, such that Σ = RSSTRT . S and R are stored as the di-
agonal vector s ∈ RN×3 and a quaternion vector r ∈ RN×4,
respectively.

In rendering novel views, differential splatting as intro-
duced by (Yifan et al. 2019), involves using a viewing trans-
form W and the Jacobian matrix J of the affine approxima-
tion of the projective transformation to compute the trans-
formed covariance matrix: Σ′ = JWΣWTJT . The color
and opacity at each pixel are computed from the Gaussian’s
representations: G(X ) = e−

1
2X

TΣ−1X . The blending of N

ordered points overlapping a pixel is given by the formula:

C =
∑
i∈N

ciαi

i−1∏
j=1

(1− αi), (2)

where ci, αi represent the density and color of this point
computed by a 3D Gaussian G with covariance Σ multi-
plied by an optimizable per-point opacity and SH color co-
efficients.

Method
We illustrate the pipeline of our CHASE in Fig. 1. The in-
puts include images X = {xi}Ni=1 obtained from monoc-
ular videos, fitted SMPL parameters P = {pi}Ni=1, and
foreground masks M = {mi}Ni=1 of images. CHASE op-
timizes 3D Gaussians in canonical space, which are then be
deformed to match the observation space and be rendered
with a given camera view.

Non-rigid and Rigid Deformation
Inspired by (Weng et al. 2022; Qian et al. 2024), we de-
form 3D Gaussians from canonical space Gc to observation
space Go by integrating a rigid articulation with a non-rigid
transformation. We employ a non-rigid deformation network



that takes the canonical positions Xc of the 3D Gaussians
Gc and a pose latent code which encodes SMPL pose pi us-
ing a lightweight hierarchical pose encoder (Mihajlovic et al.
2021) as input. The network then outputs the offsets for var-
ious parameters of the 3D Gaussians Gc: ∆(X , C, α, s, r).
The canonical Gaussians are deformed by:

Xd = Xc +∆X , Cd = Cc +∆C, (3)
αd = αc +∆α, sd = sc · exp(∆s), (4)
rd = rc · [1,∆r1,∆r2,∆r3], (5)

where quaternion multiplication · corresponds to multiply-
ing the rotation matrices. With [1, 0, 0, 0] as the identity ro-
tation, rd = rc when δr = 0, thus keeping the original
orientation.

We further apply a LBS-based rigid transformation to map
the non-rigidly deformed 3D Gaussians Gd to the observa-
tion space Go. This transformation utilizes LBS weights pre-
dicted by a Skinning MLP fθr . This process aligns the Gaus-
sians with the target pose in Go:

T =
J∑

j=1

fθr (Xd)jBj ,Xo = TXd, (6)

Ro = T1:3,1:3Rd, (7)
where R is the matrix representations of rotation.

Dynamic Avatar Adjustment
To address extremely sparse inputs, we leverage the intrin-
sic 3D consistency of human avatars across different pos-
es/images, as shown in Fig. 2. Specifically, for each training
pose/image, we select a similar pose pai with its paired image
xa
i from the dataset and then use a dense motion field Fadj as

an additional adjustment to transform deformed Gaussians
Go into adjusted Gaussians Ga, aligning them with the se-
lected pose/image (pai /xa

i ). In this way, we successfully in-
troduce an additional 2D image supervision, improving the
3D consistency of human avatars.

To achieve precise control of the 3D Gaussians, we sam-
ple 6,890 points from the SMPL model (Loper et al. 2015)
as our sparse control points in canonical space. Then, we ob-
tain the dense motion field using LBS by locally inheriting
the LBS weights from neighboring control points. Specifi-
cally, for each 3D Gaussian, we use the k-nearest neighbor
(KNN) search to find its nearest neighboring control points
in canonical space. The entire adjustment process is as:

w = wsmpl[KNN(xyzcano, xyzsmpl)], (8)

To =

J∑
j=1

wjBoj , T
′

o =

J∑
j=1

wjB
′

oj . (9)

Here, wsmpl denotes the LBS weights of the sparse control
points, and To(Bo) and T ′

o(B
′
o) represent the rigid transfor-

mations (bone transformations) from canonical space Gc to
deformed Gaussians Go, and to the Gaussians with the se-
lected similar pose G′

o, respectively. We then obtain Fadj ,
which transforms the deformed Gaussians Go into adjusted
Gaussians Ga, aligning them with the selected pose pai as:

Fadj = Fo′F
−1
o . (10)

DAA

supervise

Figure 2: For each training pose/image, we select similar
poses/images from the dataset and then adjust the deformed
Gaussians using Dynamic Avatar Adjustment (DAA). By
minimizing the discrepancy between the rendered image of
the adjusted avatar and the selected similar pose image, we
introduce an additional supervision, thereby enhancing the
creation of animatable avatars.

We adjust the deformed Gaussians Go to adjusted Gaussians
Ga by by adjusting its position and rotation as follow:

Xa = FadjXo, (11)
Ra = Fadj1:3,1:3Ro. (12)

3D Geometry Contrastive learning
Inspired by the success of contrastive learning in image
processing and static point cloud analysis, we advocate for
adopting 3D geometry contrastive learning to ensure 3D
consistency during animation. To this end, we treat the 3D
Gaussians as a 3D point cloud and use DGCNN (Wang et al.
2019) as the feature extractor. The point cloud feature ex-
tractor processes the positions of the 3D Gaussians in the
observation space Go, the adjusted Gaussians Ga, and G′

o,
which is deformed from the canonical space to match the
selected pose pai , and outputs their features, creating inter-



mediate graph features to capture global geometric informa-
tion better. The feature vectors are projected into an invariant
space. We denote the projected features of Go, Ga, and G′

o as
fo, fa, and f ′

o, respectively.
In the invariant space, we aim to maximize the similar-

ity between fa and f ′
o, denoted as Dpositive, and minimize

the similarity between fa and fo, denoted as Dnegative.
Therefore, we compute the 3D geometry contrastive loss
Lcontrastive as:

Dpositive = ∥fa − f ′
o∥2, (13)

Dnegative = ∥fa − fo∥2, (14)
Lcontrastive = max(0,Dpositive − Dnegative). (15)

Optimization
Color MLP. Following (Qian et al. 2024), we use the in-
verse rigid transformation to canonicalize the viewing direc-
tion: d̂ = T−1

1:3,1:3d, where T and d is the forward transfor-
mation matrix defined in LBS and viewing direction, respec-
tively. Theoretically, canonicalizing viewing direction also
promotes consistency of the specular component of canoni-
cal 3D Gaussians under rigid transformations.

Pose correction. Following (Qian et al. 2024),
SMPL (Loper et al. 2015) parameter fittings from im-
ages can be inaccurate. We additionally optimize the
per-sequence shape parameter and per-frame translation,
global rotation, and local joint rotations.

Loss function. Our full loss function consists of several
components: an RGB loss Lrgb, a mask loss Lmask, and
a perceptual similarity (LPIPS) loss LLPIPS . We compute
these losses on both images rendered from the deformed
Gaussians Go and the adjusted Gaussians Ga with their cor-
responding ground truth images. Additionally, we include a
skinning weight regularization loss Lskin, as well as isomet-
ric regularization losses for both position and covariance,
Lisopos and Lisocov , respectively, following (Qian et al.
2024). We also incorporate a 3D geometry contrastive loss
Lcontrastive:

L =Lrgb + λ1Lmask + λ2LLPIPS + λ3Lskin+

λ4Lisopos + λ5Lisocov + λ6Lcontrastive, (16)

where λ’s are loss weights. For further details of the loss def-
inition and respective weights, please refer to the Supp.Mat.

Experiment
Dataset

ZJU-MoCap (Peng et al. 2021c). This dataset features
multi-view videos captured by 21 cameras, with human
poses recorded using a marker-less motion capture system.
For our experiments, we selected six sequences (377, 386,
387, 392, 393, 394). Following the protocol established by
HumanNeRF (Weng et al. 2022) and 3DGS-Avatar (Qian
et al. 2024), we use a single camera for training and the
remaining cameras for evaluation. The foreground masks,
camera, and SMPL parameters provided by the data set are

Table 1: Quantitative Results on ZJU-MoCap (Peng
et al. 2021c). CHASE achieves state-of-the-art performance
across every method. The best and the second best results
are denoted by pink and yellow. Frames per second (FPS)
is measured on an RTX 3090. We train our model on the
dataset that includes only 5% of the origin data for fair quan-
titative comparison. The metrics are reported in the last four
rows of the table. LPIPS† = LPIPS × 1000.

Method: PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS†↓ FPS
NeuralBody (Peng et al. 2021c) 29.07 0.962 52.29 1.5
Ani-NeRF (Peng et al. 2021a) 29.17 0.961 51.98 1.1
HumanNeRF (Weng et al. 2022) 30.24 0.968 31.73 0.3
MonoHuman (Yu et al. 2023) 29.38 0.964 37.51 0.1
3DGS-Avatar (Qian et al. 2024) 30.62 0.965 30.28 50
GauHuman (Hu et al. 2024b) 30.79 0.960 32.73 180
GoMAvatar (Wen et al. 2024) 30.37 0.969 32.53 43
Ours 30.81 0.970 27.48 50
3DGS-Avatar* (Qian et al. 2024) 29.98 0.957 40.01 50
GauHuman* (Hu et al. 2024b) 30.35 0.957 35.68 180
GoMAvatar* (Wen et al. 2024) 30.01 0.958 42.88 43
Ours* 30.48 0.969 29.94 50

Table 2: Quantitative Results on H36M (Ionescu et al.
2013). Our CHASE outperforms current SOTA methods
in both full and sparse settings

Training Poses Novel Poses
Method: PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑
NARF (Noguchi et al. 2021) 23.00 0.898 22.27 0.881
NeuralBody (Peng et al. 2021c) 22.89 0.896 23.09 0.891
Ani-NeRF (Peng et al. 2021a) 23.00 0.890 22.55 0.880
ARAH (Wang et al. 2022b) 24.79 0.918 23.42 0.896
3DGS-Avatar (Qian et al. 2024) 32.89 0.982 32.50 0.983
Ours 33.29 0.984 32.93 0.982
3DGS-Avatar* (Qian et al. 2024) 32.48 0.976 32.17 0.981
Ours* 32.91 0.983 32.64 0.982

used for evaluation purposes. We use 5% of the dataset to
simulate sparse inputs.

H36M (Ionescu et al. 2013). H36M is another widely used
dataset for human avatar research, comprising multi-view
videos from four cameras and human poses captured via
a marker-based motion capture system. It features multiple
subjects performing a variety of complex actions. We con-
ducted experiments on sequences from subjects S1, S5, S6,
S7, S8, S9, and S11, selecting representative actions and di-
viding the videos into training and test frames. Adhering
to the protocol set by ARAH (Wang et al. 2022b), we use
three cameras, [54138969, 55011271, 58860488],for train-
ing and the remaining camera, [60457274],for testing, and
follow their preprocessing steps. We use the SMPL parame-
ters and foreground humans following (Peng et al. 2021a).
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Figure 3: Qualitative Comparison on ZJU-MoCap (Peng et al. 2021c). We present results for full and sparse inputs (5% of
the full inputs) on the ZJU-MoCap dataset. Results show that our CHASE can produce realistic details with both full and sparse
inputs, while other approaches struggle to generate smooth details.

Comparison with State-of-the-art Methods
We compare our CHASE with various SOTA methods for
human avatars, including NerF-based methods such as Neu-
ralBody (Peng et al. 2021c), Ani-NeRF (Peng et al. 2021a),
HumanNeRF (Weng et al. 2022), and MonoHuman (Yu
et al. 2023), and 3DGS-based methods such as 3DGS-
Avatar (Qian et al. 2024), GauHuman (Hu et al. 2024b),
and GoMAvatar (Wen et al. 2024) under monocular setup
on ZJU-MoCap (Peng et al. 2021c). The quantitative results
are shown in Tab. 1. Overall, our proposed CHASE achieves
the best performance in terms of PSNR, SSIM, and LPIPS
with both full and sparse inputs. Our CHASE shows only
a small performance drop when using only 5% of the data
and significantly outperforms SOTA methods on LPIPS. It
is evidence that our method successfully maintains 3D con-
sistency even with sparse inputs.

Qualitative comparisons on novel view synthesis are
shown in Fig. 3. We observe that our method preserves more

details compared to other SOTA methods. They often strug-
gle to maintain 3D consistency and deliver suboptimal detail
reconstruction in human avatar modeling, particularly when
only sparse inputs are available.

For H36M (Ionescu et al. 2013), we report the quantitative
results against NerF-based methods such as NARF (Noguchi
et al. 2021), NeuralBody (Peng et al. 2021c), Ani-
NeRF (Peng et al. 2021a) and ARAH (Wang et al. 2022b),
and 3DGS-based methods such as 3DGS-Avatar (Qian et al.
2024) in Tab. 2. Our CHASE significantly outperforms
these methods with sparse inputs, showing that our CHASE
generalizes well to novel poses with sparse inputs and recon-
structs human avatars with better appearance and geometry
detail. For qualitative comparisons on novel pose synthesis,
please refer to the Supp.Mat.



Table 3: Ablation Study on ZJU-MoCap (Peng et al.
2021c). We both show the result from full input (top group)
and sparse input (bottom group).

Method: PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS†↓ FPS
w/o non-rigid 30.32 0.968 30.41 50
w/o contrastive 30.76 0.970 27.58 50
pointnet 30.75 0.970 27.74 50
w/o DAA 30.78 0.970 27.83 50
Full model 30.81 0.970 27.48 50
w/o con 30.33 0.968 29.96 50
w/o DAA 30.42 0.968 30.17 50
Full model 30.41 0.969 29.94 50

w/o DAA w/ DAA

Figure 4: Ablation Study on Dynamic Avatar Adjustment,
which enhances multi-view consistency, hence improving
rendering quality.

w/o contrastive w/ contrastive

Figure 5: Ablation Study on 3D geometry contrastive learn-
ing, which removes the artifacts on highly articulated poses..

Ablation Study
In this section, we conduct ablation experiments using the
ZJU-MoCap (Peng et al. 2021c) dataset with both full in-
puts and sparse inputs to evaluate the effectiveness of our
proposed modules. We also conduct experiments to evalu-
ate different backbones in 3D geometry contrastive learn-
ing. Notably, our CHASE maintains 3D consistency ef-
fectively without increasing any extra inference time.

Non-rigid Deformation. Non-rigid Deformation is de-
signed for complex cloth deformation. As shown in Tab. 3,
non-rigid deformation is required to achieve optimal perfor-
mance, demonstrating non-rigid regions are well rendered.

Dynamic Avatar Adjustment. As shown in Tab.3, incorpo-
rating Dynamic Avatar Adjustment (DAA) results in our full
model outperforming the baseline in terms of LPIPS. We ar-
gue that LPIPS is particularly informative compared to
other metrics because it addresses the challenge of accu-
rately reproducing ground-truth appearance from novel
views in a monocular setting(Qian et al. 2024; Yang et al.
2024). Fig. 4 illustrates that Dynamic Avatar Adjustment
serves as an effective 2D image supervision technique for
3D human body modeling, enhancing 3D consistency and
reducing artifacts while improving multi-view consistency.

3D geometry contrastive learning. Our core idea is that
cross-3D-modal contrastive learning can facilitate commu-
nication between 3D models for obtaining powerful repre-
sentations. To verify this, we further do ablation studies to
show qualitative comparisons in Tab. 3 and Fig. 5. We can
find the full model (w/ contrastive) preserves finer details
and provides a more realistic and detailed reconstruction of
clothing and other complex surfaces, demonstrating that 3D
Geometry Contrastive Learning enhances 3D consistency.

Backbone for 3D contrastive learning. In Tab. 3, We show
the ablation study on different backbones, including Point-
Net (Qi et al. 2017) (pointnet) and DGCNN (Wang et al.
2019) (full model). This indicates that DGCNN captures lo-
cal geometric details better by building a dynamic graph
structure, while PointNet relies on global feature learning,
which may cause some local information to be missing.

Conclusion
In this paper, we present CHASE, a 3D-consistent human
modeling framework utilizing Gaussian Splatting with both
full and sparse inputs. We first integrates a skeleton-driven
rigid deformation and a non-rigid cloth dynamics deforma-
tion to create human avatar. To improve 3D consistency
under sparse inputs, we use the intrinsic 3D consistency
of images across poses. For each training image, we se-
lect similar pose/image from the dataset and adjust the de-
formed Gaussians to selected pose by Dynamic Avatar Ad-
justment (DAA). Minimizing the difference between the im-
age rendered by adjusted Gaussians and image paired with
selected similar pose serves as an additional supervision,
hence enhancing the 3D consistency of human avatars. Fur-
thermore, to enforce global 3D consistency across different
representations of the same pose, we propose a 3D geometry
contrastive learning. Extensive experiments on two popular
datasets demonstrate that CHASE not only achieves supe-
rior fidelity in generating human avatars compared to current
SOTA methods but also excels in handling both monocular
and sparse input scenarios. We hope that our method could
foster further research in high-quality clothed human avatar
synthesis from monocular views.

Limitations. 1). CHASE lacks the capability to extract 3D
meshes. Developing a method to extract meshes from 3D



Gaussians is an important direction for future research. 2).
Our CHASE need to find similar pose from dataset. When it
comes to monocular videos featuring large-scale movements
and diverse actions, it is hard to find pairs that qualify the
requirements, which may impact performance.

References
Afham, M.; Dissanayake, I.; Dissanayake, D.; Dharmasiri,
A.; Thilakarathna, K.; and Rodrigo, R. 2022. Cross-
point: Self-supervised cross-modal contrastive learning for
3d point cloud understanding. In Proc. of IEEE Conf. on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 9902–9912.
Chen, M.; Zhang, J.; Xu, X.; Liu, L.; Cai, Y.; Feng, J.; and
Yan, S. 2022. Geometry-guided progressive nerf for gener-
alizable and efficient neural human rendering. In Proc. of
European Conf. on Computer Vision, 222–239.
Chen, Y.; Chen, Z.; Zhang, C.; Wang, F.; Yang, X.; Wang, Y.;
Cai, Z.; Yang, L.; Liu, H.; and Lin, G. 2024. Gaussianeditor:
Swift and controllable 3d editing with gaussian splatting. In
Proc. of IEEE Conf. on Computer Vision and Pattern Recog-
nition, 21476–21485.
Gao, L.; Lai, Y.-K.; Yang, J.; Zhang, L.-X.; Xia, S.; and
Kobbelt, L. 2019. Sparse data driven mesh deformation.
IEEE transactions on visualization and computer graphics,
27(3): 2085–2100.
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Implementation Details
We preprocess the dataset following the ARAH1. During op-
timization, we follow the same strategy from (Kerbl et al.
2023) to densify and prune the 3D Gaussians, using the
view-space position gradients derived from the transformed
Gaussians in the observation space as the criterion for den-
sification.

The similar pose/image is selected by computing the ori-
entation and limb angle difference provided by smpl model.
For each pose/image, we select at most 3 similar poses/im-
ages.

Our model is trained for a total of 13k iterations on the
ZJU-MoCap (Peng et al. 2021c) dataset and 10k iterations
on H36M (Ionescu et al. 2013) on a single NVIDIA RTX
3090 GPU. We use Adam to optimize our model and the
per-frame latent codes with hyperparameters β1 = 0.9 and
β2 = 0.999. The learning rate of 3D Gaussians is exactly
the same as the original implementation from (Kerbl et al.
2023). We set the learning rate for forward skinning network
θr to 1×10−4, 1×10−4 for DGCNN and MLP in point cloud
encoder, and 1 × 10−3 for all the others. An exponential
learning rate scheduler is employed to gradually decrease
the learning rate by a factor of 0.1 on neural networks. We
also apply a weight decay with a weight of 0.05 to the per-
frame latent codes.

Following prior works (Weng et al. 2022; Qian et al.
2024), we split the training stage and learn the whole model
in a coarse-to-fine manner. In the first 1k iterations, we
freeze everything except the forward skinning network fθr
to learn a coarse skinning field with Lskin. We then enable
optimization on the 3D Gaussians after 1k steps. To decou-
ple rigid and non-rigid motion, we start to optimize the non-
rigid deformation network fθnr

after 3k iterations. Lastly,
we turn on Geometric and Semantic Feature Learning after
5k iterations.

Implementation Details for Baselines
In this section, we elaborate on the implementation details
of baselines used for comparison to our proposed method,
i.e. NeuralBody (Peng et al. 2021c), HumanNeRF (Weng
et al. 2022), MonoHuman (Yu et al. 2023) and InstantA-
vatar (Jiang et al. 2023).

For NeuralBody (Peng et al. 2021c), HumanNeRF (Weng
et al. 2022), MonoHuman (Yu et al. 2023) and InstantA-
vatar (Jiang et al. 2023), we use the results of them reported
in 3DGS-Avatar (Qian et al. 2024) which follow the same
data split.

For 3DGS-Avatar (Qian et al. 2024), we train the models
using the code from official code repository2. For GauHu-
man (Hu et al. 2024b), we train the models using the code
from official code repository3 for 15000 epochs. For GoMA-
vatar (Wen et al. 2024), we train the models using the code
from official code repository4. All other hyperparameters re-

1https://github.com/taconite/arah-release
2https://github.com/mikeqzy/3dgs-avatar-release
3https://github.com/skhu101/GauHuman
4https://github.com/wenj/GoMAvatar

main unchanged. The trained models are then used for qual-
itative evaluation and out-of-distribution pose animation.

Loss Definition
In the main paper we describe our loss term which can be
formulated as follows:

Lrgb = (1− λadjust)Lo
rgb + λadjustLa

rgb,

(17)
Lmask = (1− λadjust)Lo

mask + λadjustLa
mask,

(18)
LLPIPS = (1− λadjust)Lo

LPIPS + λadjustLa
LPIPS ,

(19)
Lskin = (1− λadjust)Lo

skin + λadjustLa
skin,

(20)
Lisopos = (1− λadjust)Lo

isopos + λadjustLa
isopos,

(21)
Lisocov = (1− λadjust)Lo

isocov + λadjustLa
isocov,

(22)

where Lo
rgb,Lo

mask,Lo
LPIPS ,Lo

skin,Lo
isopos,Lo

isocov are
the losses on images rendered from the deformed Gaussians
Go, while La

rgb,La
mask,La

LPIPS ,La
skin,La

isopos,La
isocov are

the losses on images rendered from the adjusted Gaussians
Ga. We set λadjust as 0.1 in this function. We describe how
each loss term is defined below:

RGB Loss. We employ an l1 loss for pixel-wise error and
a perceptual loss for robustness against local misalignments,
crucial in monocular setups.

Mask Loss. To boost the convergence of 3D Gaussian po-
sitions, we use an explicit mask loss. For each pixel p, we
compute the opacity value Op by summing up the sample
weights in the rendering equation in the main paper:

Op =
∑

i
α′
i

∏i−1

j=1
(1− α′

j). (23)

We thus supervise it with the ground truth foreground mask
via an l1 loss. Experiments show that the l1 loss provides
faster convergence than the Binary Cross Entropy (BCE)
loss.

LPIPS Loss. Following (Weng et al. 2022), we use VGG-
based LPIPS as the perceptual loss. Unlike NeRF methods,
we render full images via rasterization, eliminating the need
for patch sampling. For efficiency, we compute LPIPS on
cropped bounding boxes using ground truth masks:

LLPIPS = LPIPS(Ĉ, C). (24)

Skinning Loss: We leverage SMPL prior by sampling
1024 points Xskin on the surface of the canonical SMPL
mesh and regularizing the forward skinning network
with corresponding skinning weights w interpolated with
barycentric coordinates.

Lskin =
1

|Xskin
|

∑
xskin∈Xskin

||fθr (xskin)−w||2. (25)



In Lo′ , target images are the similar images selected from
the dataset and synthesized images rendered from adjusted
Ga. We set λ1 = 0.1, λ2 = 0.01, λ3 = 0.1, λ4 = 1, λ5 =
100, λ6 = 0.001 in all experiments. For λ3, we set it to 10
for the first 1k iterations for fast convergence to a reason-
able skinning field, then decreased to 0.1 for soft regulariza-
tion.For λadjust and λ6 we set them to 0 until 8k iterations.
We also set λadjust to 0.001 after 9k iterations.

GT Ours3DGS-Avatar

Figure 6: Qualitative Comparison on H36M (Ionescu
et al. 2013) with sparse inputs. We demonstrate that our
method, CHASE, effectively produces realistic details for
novel pose in both rendered images and geometry, whereas
other approache struggles to achieve smooth details.

Novel Pose Renderings
For qualitative comparisons on novel pose synthesis, as
shown in Fig 6, our method generalizes well to novel pose
with just sparse inputs (only 5% of origin data) and recon-
struct human avatars with better appearance and geometry
detail.
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