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S1. What Can Be Simulated With Classical Path Tracing?

The classical path integral formulation [Vea97] of classical path
tracing is:

1= /Q F®)du(x) , )

where X € Q is a scene path—connecting an emitter to the sensor
over a finite sequence of points—in the space of all paths Q, and f
is the real-valued, non-negative measurement contribution function.
The result of f is the power measured by the sensor.

Our objective in this section is to rigorously answer the question:
to what extent is classical path tracing able to reproduce wave-
optical phenomena?

S1.1. Geometric Propagation of Electromagnetic Fields

We discuss the conditions under which an electromagnetic field can
be written as a field where wavefronts’ propagation is point-wise
governed by the geometric-optical Eikonal equation, and show that
under these constraints the field locally behaves as plane waves.

Let the coupled electric and magnetic fields of some time-
harmonic monochromatic radiation be

(
(

where k = 27“ is the (vacuum) wavenumber and ® = ck is the tem-
poral angular frequency, with A being the (vacuum) wavelength
and ¢ speed of light in vacuum, 575 are real vector-valued spatial
functions and u describes the field propagation dynamics: surfaces
where u(F) = const are the wavefronts, with Vu being the normals
to these wavefronts—understood as direction of propagation of the
wavefront. These are general expressions, since the complex spatial
phase was decoupled from the other terms.
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Let the fields above propagate in a medium with spatially-
varying permittivity €(¥) and permeability u(¥), and away from

charge and current. Using Maxwell’s equations, we get:

0=V-E= (V.§+ik§.vu>eikuefimz @)
0=V-H= (V-ﬁ+ikﬁ-Vu>eik”e_im’ 5)
—N%:VXE:(Vxﬁ+ikﬁxvl4>eiku67iuﬁ 6)
eaa—];: =VxH= (V X h+ikh x Vu)e”‘“e*i“” G

Assume that the spatial derivatives of @ and h vanish or are
negligible compared with dot or cross products above. We discuss
the validity domain of this assumption later. Then, dropping these
terms and simplifying gives

Vu-E=0,

VuxE=ouH ,

Vu-H=0, (8)
VuxH= -0k . ©)
By substituting Eq. (9) into each other and simplifying, we get:

n°E = —Vu x (Vu X fi) = }ﬂ?l|Vu|2 , (10)

with a similar relation for H, where M = c/€eu is the refractive
index. We used the triple cross product identity, and the fact that
Vu-E=0 (from Eq. (8)). The vacuum wavenumber k& makes the
wavelength dependence explicit.

Eq. (10) is the Eikonal equation |%Vu| - n?, with Vu(¥) be-
ing the direction of propagation of the wavefront at ¥, implying
propagation is governed point-wise by geometric optics laws. The
only assumption we made was neglecting the divergences and curls
of Ei,ﬁ in Egs. (4) to (7), which formally can be written as:

V-a=0 and |V xa|<kax Vul, (1)

and similarly for h. For which electromagnetic fields does this ap-
ply? A combination of far-field time-harmonic fields—arising far
away from emitters or scattering matter—and sufficiently high spa-
tial frequency fields (short wavelength).

Other work in optical literature has also analyzed electromag-
netic fields, in order to derive some correspondence to a classi-
cal theory. For example, in the context of radiative transfer theory
[MTL18].
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As a plane wave in the far field Finally, observe from the con-
clusions above that {@,h, Vu} form an orthogonal triad, and that
the spatial variations in the peak amplitude and field directions a, h
are small with respect to the spatial frequency k. Therefore, locally
(and around a point to a second-order expansion) the field behaves
as a plane wave.

S1.1.1. As a wave ensemble

Subsection S1.1 treated the fields as deterministic. Generalizing to
a stochastic wave ensemble is straightforward: the above analysis
applies for each realization of the wave ensemble, with identical
conclusions.

In the paper, we also make the assumption that cross-spectral
samples exhibit no interference at the sensor: paths of different
wavelength are summed up linearly. For this to hold, sensors must
time average over sufficiently long periods, and the wave ensemble
is assumed to be ergodic, therefore ensemble averaging over the
ensemble’s statistics is equivalent to time averaging. Often, an as-
sumption of stationarity (at least in the wide sense) is imposed as
well, indicating that the temporal statistics of the field remain con-
stant; though, as long as the time averaging period of the sensor is
always greater than the ensemble’s length of temporal coherence,
stationarity is not strictly necessary.

Anyhow, the assumptions of ergodicity (and stationarity) are of-
ten well justified for optical fields [Wol82]. Indeed, it is the assump-
tions on the electromagnetic field (on each realization of the wave
ensemble) made in Subsection S1.1 that are more constraining. As
an aside, we note that ergodicity and time averaging are not hard
constraints, and it is possible to generalize our theory to non-time
averaging sensors, for example to target applications like acoustics
where time averaging cannot be assumed. This is out of scope.

S1.2. Scattering by a Surface

For simplicity, we perform our analysis with scalar fields. Let an
incident local plane wave of wavenumber k, Wy(¥) = ¢MF interact
with a scattering surface. The incident and scattering directions are
i, respectively. The (unknown) interaction region over the surface
is A, and 0,(F) be a modulation function that quantifies the scattered
amplitude at a surface position. We formalize the interaction via the
Fraunhofer diffraction integral:

1 e SE |
mm'/A\y(r)a(r)ek dE| (12)

up to irrelevant constants.

To make further progress, we understand the surface scattering
as a stationary, at least in the wide sense, random process with au-
tocorrelation Ro (¥ —¥2) = (a(F;)o*(¥2)),,, where (-),, indicates
averaging over the material properties. Then, the scattered intensity
in expectation is

1 - * /= - * =\ k0 (F1—T2) = 1=
I), o~ W <//\|/(r1)\y (F2)a(t)o (fp)e ko (x 2)drldr2>
|A|//R°‘ F—To)e 1k(+o

When the integration region A is sufficiently large to fully

m

dl'l dl'z (13)

capture the statistics of the wide-sense stationary o, by the
Wiener—Khinchin theorem the Fourier transform above (after a
change of variables to integrate over the lag ¥; —T¥5) yields the
spectral power density S of the random process:

(1), o Sa(Ki+K5) (14)

(up to irrelevant constants). We conclude that when o is a (wide-
sense stationary) random process, the expected scattered intensity
is proportional to the spectral power density, assuming that A is
much larger than the correlation length of the process.

In a like fashion, similar results are drawn for vectorized fields
and volumetric interactions, Also, a more sophisticated diffraction
method may be used, but the same conclusion applies: exact knowl-
edge of A is not needed, as long as it is large enough such that
autocorrelation Ry dictates the integration range in Eq. (13).

S1.2.1. Incoherence on Scattering

We extend the analysis above to consider the scattered intensity
when light illuminates the surface from two directions. We will
show that the scattered intensity is an incoherent superposition of
the incident waves.

Assume that light is observed at a single point far from the scat-
tering surface. Let il , _i‘z, 01, 0, be the incident and scattered direc-
tions, respectively, for the waves. Let o, and o’ be the random pro-
cesses quantifying the scattering by the surface of the first and sec-
ond plane waves, respectively. The regions of interaction are Aj,A,
for each of the incident waves, and we assume for simplicity that
|A1| = |A2|. Then, the observed intensity is:

1k12~?a2 (f_)eikﬁz-? d

e 1),

= (I), +(h), +2ReJp2 (15)

(up to irrelevant constants), where we expand the magnitude
squared into a product, as before, and (/| »),, are the scattered in-
tensities for each wave. The cross term between the integrals is:

elkllvral( ) 1k01 rdl‘-i—
Ay
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‘AZ‘ ArJAy
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— S1 (kll +k01> e di (16)
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where Rjy = (ocwc;)m is the cross-correlation between the random
processes 01,0, and Sy is the cross-spectral power density of the
processes. We make the variable changes ¥| — ¥ — Vand ¥, — 4,
withA] —Ap; = {¥| — %, |F| €A},¥; € A, }, and assume, as before,
that the integral over Vv fully captures the statistics of the scattering
random process (note that the area |A| —Aj,| is greater or equal to
the areas of A1,A5)

Consider the integral over A; in the last equation above, and
for s1mphc1ty we will analyze it in 2-dimensional space. Denote
C =i +6; —iy — 6 and let Cx be its projection upon the (1-
dimensional) surface. Then, W‘f 4, exp(ikXCx) dx = smc(kC*AZ)

Over a two-dimensional surface this becomes a sinc squared. By
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our far-field assumption, we assume high-frequency radiation, k£ >
1, and large integration region, A, > 1, therefore the squared sinc
term decays to 0 extremely rapidly as z # 0. Clearly, in our config-
uration, z =0iffi] =iy and 8; = 0,.

We conclude that the cross term J;; vanishes, unless ?1 :_i‘z and
0] = 0y, i.e. both waves arrive and scatter into the same direction,
which also implies that ot; = 0lp and therefore S5 is the spectral
power density of the random process. Therefore, the addition in
Eq. (15) is always incoherent, with no interference. The same con-
clusion would not hold if we had explicit scattering features, which
would limit the integration in Eq. (16) to a small extent. We did
not make any new assumptions in this Section: we rely on the same
far-field assumption, where the local plane wave resemblance of
the high-frequency electromagnetic field is maintained over suffi-
ciently large extents, and the wide-sense stationarity of the scatter-
ing random processes.

S1.3. What Optical Effects can be Reproduced?

We have formally studied the conditions subject to which the wave-
fronts of an electromagnetic field obey, point-wise, the Eikonal
equation, and thereby can be propagated via geometric-optical
rays. We furthermore show that such fields behave locally as plane
waves. We have then assumed that light is a stochastic ensemble
of waves, where every realization conforms to the conditions dis-
cussed above. The wavefronts of such a wave ensemble can be
propagated, point-wise, via classical rays as in Eq. (1).

‘We summarize the conditions that we have made thus far in this
Section:

1. Lightis an ergodic, wide-sense stationary wave ensemble, of suf-
ficiently large spatial frequencies.

2. Sensors time average over periods long with respect to light’s
temporal coherence.

3. The far-field assumption is made several times: the points of a
sampled path X are assumed to be far from each other.

4. Scattering is formulated in expectation by statistically wide-
sense stationary materials only.

In this Subsection, we discuss which optical phenomena, in a gen-
eral setting, can be simulated via classical path tracing—that is,
under these conditions listed above. We will also formally prove
our claims.

Strictly speaking, it is usually not possible to perfectly satisfy
the above set of requirements, for example: at geometric edges or
where different geometries with distinct materials intersect (violat-
ing assumption 4). Nevertheless, at optical frequencies, classical
path tracing is able to simulate the wave-optical effects discussed
here at a reasonable accuracy.

Under the conditions above, the following wave phenomena can
be reproduced by such a description of light:

e (Incoherent) dispersion and color
As the fields admit well-defined temporal and spatial frequen-
cies, it is possible to model emitters and sensors with arbitrary
emission and sensitivity spectra, as well as arbitrary dispersion
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relations for media, including cross-spectrum re-emission ef-
fects, like fluorescence. These effects can be accurately inte-
grated in a spectral renderer. One primary limitation arises: No
interference between spectral samples is possible.

o Polarization
The fields also admit well defined directions for their electric
components, enabling modeling arbitrary states of polarization,
including random polarization (under time-averaging).

¢ Interaction with materials
The interaction of light with materials whose scattering is quan-
tified by a statistically wide-sense stationary random process is
possible, as long as the area of integration of the wavefronts with
the matter is large with respect to material scattering process’s
correlation length. Such materials include Fresnel reflection and
refraction at interfaces; scattering by rough statistical surfaces,
periodic surfaces, or layered statistical surfaces; or, scattering by
a stationary distribution of scatterers in a medium.

S1.3.1. Proof of Conditions

The wavefronts of an electromagnetic field that fulfills the pos-
tulates in Subsection S1.1 can be propagated, point-wise, using
geometrical-optics rays. Let X = X(X; ...X, be a path constructed
by such ray queries. At each interaction point X;, light is scattered
by a wide-sense stationary random process, as in Eq. (14). Because
the initial phase of the wavefront plays no role in the scattering, the
scattered intensity, at path vertex X; is

I =1,-sj(kij+k6j) , a7

where /; is the incident intensity, and i ;,0; are incident and scat-
tering directions, and S; is the material’s power spectral density
(PSD), as before. As the PSDs must be real and non-negative, the
path contribution f(X) is also a real, non-negative value.

Lety be another path. We want to show that the total contribution
of X,y is incoherent, and no observable wave interference between
the paths arises. If the paths are of different wavelength, then inco-
herence is mandated by the time-averaging of our sensors. Other-
wise, assuming that lights interacts with the scene at least once, the
paths always admit subpaths of the form X;_;X;Z and y;,_¥;Z, with
Z a common vertex. Then decoherence arises on scattering at X ; and
¥, which can be arbitrary vertices on the same or distinct materials,
as discussed in Subsection S1.2.1. We conclude that the contribu-
tion of both paths is simply the incoherent sum f(X) + f(y), as
required.

Above and in Subsection S1.2.1, we assume that a sufficiently
diffuse interaction is taking place. In the case, where the emitter
is imaged directly or through several perfectly (or almost perfectly)
specular interactions, conditions on the emitter could be established
for decoherence; we ignore this case as exceptional.

S1.4. What May Not Be Reproduced?

Optical effects that cannot be reproduced accurately include all ma-
terials which may not be described as a stationary (at least in the
wide sense) stochastic process. That is, any materials that include
explicit scattering features. Such materials would require integra-
tion over infinite extents (in a sense, this can be understood as forc-
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ing stationary statistics from explicit data) which would imply an
(impossible) infinite far-field assumption.

Some optical effects only arise over explicit realizations of the
material’s stochastic process (stationary or otherwise), but not in
expectation. For example, optical speckle may materialize on scat-
tering by a rough surface. While the surface might very well be de-
scribed by a stationary process, when the scattering is formulated
as the expected value, as in Eq. (13), no optical speckle would be
reproduced. This is because we are averaging over the ensemble of
all surface realization, but speckle requires integrating over a spe-
cific surface realization. The same applies to all other effects that
do not arise in expectation.

Interference between materials (stationary or otherwise) cannot
be reproduced (unless the interference process itself can be written
as one material with an underlying stationary process; for example,
thin film iridescence). This includes interference between geomet-
ric edges and geometric diffractions.

Finally, interference between spectral samples, and other tempo-
ral interference effects cannot be reproduced due to time averaging.

S2. Non-Negativity of the Bilinear Path Integral

In this section, we briefly prove the non-negativity of our bilinear
generalization of the path integral (Subsection 3.1 in the paper).

Recall the properties of the mutual contribution function F':
F(x,X) >0 (18)
F&Y)I® <FRXFE.Y), (19)

i.e., it is non-negative over a single path and fulfills the Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality. From the above we may deduce

FXX)+F(y,y) + F(X,y) +F(y,X)
>FX,X)+F(y,y) —2VF(XX)F(y.y)
- [VF&®) - VEGY)] >o0. (20)
Then, apply the bilinear path integral (Eq. (2) in the paper):

1= / (X,¥) du(x) du(y)

=3 / 0 [ (FRHFE3) 4 FE3) 4 F (30 duty)
@n

which concludes the proof.

Note that the property of non-negativity of F' (Eq. (18)) follows
from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality (Eq. (19)); in the paper we
make it explicit for clarity. Also note that the property of symmetry
is not required for the proof above, however non-symmetric mutual
contribution functions do not make physical sense.

S3. Background: Transformation of Wigner Distribution
Functions

We will use operator notation for transformation of phase-space
distributions of light, i.e. Wigner distribution functions (WDF).

In general, transformation of the WDF—on propagation or in-
teraction with matter—is described via an interaction kernel K and
a corresponding interaction operator T:

Ty (%K) £ /d3i’d3ﬁ’K(i’,i’,f(,E’>W(i/,ﬁ/> L@

where # is an arbitrary WDF. K(%,¥’,K,K’) can be understood as
the impulse response arising at target point X with wavevector K
under excitation from X’ with wavevector K’. The operator 7 and
the kernel function K both quantify the same physical process and
define each other.

For more information on WDFs in the optical context, see BAS-
TIAANS [Bas79] and ZHANG et al. [ZL09].

S4. Bi-Directional Light Transport

Light transport with Gaussian beams was formalized for backward-
only transport [SRB*#24b], i.e. where sensor distributions are trans-
formed via time-reversed interactions, and then integrated over
emission distributions (formally, a functional inner product):

=) (Fe, (T To){Ha}) . @3

where I is the observed intensity by the sensor, #;, #. are the
sensor and emitter distributions, i.e, their WDFs, respectively d
stands for “detector”, and e stands for “emitter’’), and ’Tb is a se-
quence of N, > 0 time-reversed interaction operators (b stands for
“backward”): in practice, these are sequences of free-space propa-
gations followed by light-matter interactions. See STEINBERG et al.
[SRB*24b, Section 4] for more information on these interactions.

In similar manner, we may apply forward (non time-reversed)
interactions to the emitter distribution, giving rise to bi-directional
light transport formulation:

1= (T T ) () )

(24)

We decompose the sensor and emitter distributions into linear
sums of Gaussian beams:

M,

My
M= L1y, and A=Y 1
m=1

0 2,‘(l) 0’ (25)
> - e

~

with I, , being the power contained in each beam. Gaussian beams
sourced from an emitter remain weakly-local and linear.

For any interaction operator 7 and beam ¢, the transformed dis-
tribution 7{¢} can always be written as a sum of one or more
Gaussian beams [SRB*24b]. Therefore, the problem of integrating
Eq. (24) reduces to integrating two Gaussian beams with identi-
cal wavevectors (i.e., the distributions are propagated towards each
other, and time-reversal flips the wavevector), propagated to the
same mean position:

(On, 102 ) = [ @58 K0, (%.K)ox, o (%K)

=23 =4[ 2]
|det[Z) +Zo +i(p1 — p2)I]| 7

(26)
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where in the denominator we take the complex magnitude of the
determinant.

(m)

The variances £, of Gaussian beams that are sourced from a
sensor are chosen such that the spatial extent coincides with the
size of the sensor (or pixel), or a part of it. How do we choose
the variances 22’) of the Gaussian beams sourced from the emit-
ter? Ideally, we would like to maximise the contribution of con-
nected Gaussian beams, i.e. maximize Eq. (26). In general, that
requires intimate knowledge of the entire transport that both Gaus-
sian beams (forward and backward) take before integration. Bereft
of such information, we note that one way to maximise Eq. (26) is
when p; = pr and | =X,. That is, if we initially set £; =X, and
if we assume that the travel distance of the forward and backward
Gaussian beams is roughly similar, viz. p; &~ p;. If we assume that
light-matter interactions only apply orthogonal transformations to
the variances X > (which is often, but not always, the case), then
Eq. (26) takes its maximal value of 1.

Summary Bi-directional transport with Gaussian beams involves:

1. Sampling a Gaussian beam from an emitter distribution, and
propagating and transforming it forward in the scene.

2. Sampling a Gaussian beam from a sensor distribution, and prop-
agating and transforming it backward, via time-reversed tempo-
ral dynamics time-reversed interaction operators.

3. Connecting the backward and forward Gaussian beams by prop-
agating both towards each other (opposite wavevectors) and to
the same spatial position, and integrating their contribution via
Eq. (26).

Note that the above is similar to classical bi-directional light
transport: Sensor and emitter light subpaths are constructed, and
then connected to form a complete emitter-to-sensor light path. The
primary differences compared with the classical formalism are:

o In the classical case the throughput of a connection between the
sensor and emitter subpaths is either O (shadowed) or 1; in our
case, a connection requires propagating the Gaussian beams to-
wards each other, and (if no shadowing occurs) the throughput is
the integral over the Gaussian beams’ phase space footprint and
may take any value in [0, 1].

e Due to the above, multiple importance sampling (MIS) of the
subpath connection strategies becomes more complicated, and is
left for future work.

e Typically, in the classical context the generation of the emitter
subpath does not depend on the sensor to which we attempt to

connect, however in our case the spatial variance ):é”

ted Gaussian beam is chosen w.r.t. the sensor.

of the emit-

S5. Interaction with Matter

We will now consider the interaction of a Gaussian beam with mat-
ter. Let a Gaussian beam impinge upon matter with different scat-
tering potential functions 4y, ..., hy that dictate the scattering from
different spatial regions (i.e., different materials that fall within the
Gaussian beam’s envelope). The aggregated interaction kernel, for
the entire region under the Gaussian beam spatial extent, can be
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written as [THO10]
K(}T{,X’/7E,l_i ) /d3yd ¥ exp (—1k y+ik - y’)

N e w (o 1ol 1o/
thj<x+§y +2y>2h1 (x—zy,x —§y> . @27
Jj 1
where h; are the optical response functions of the matter. The above
motivates us to define cross-interaction kernels:

K; (i’,i’l,ﬁ,_’/ /d 3_’/exp —ik-y+ik’ - y’)

We denote the shorthand K; = K;;. While the interaction kernels
K and K; are real functions, the cross-interaction kernels K it (with
Jj # D) typically take complex values.

The aggregated interaction kernel is then

K=Y Ki+) Ky=) Kj+2Re ) Kj , (29)
1>

J J#l J

where the second equality follows from the fact that K;; = KZ*]
Two kinds of terms enter Eq. (29): (i) Direct kernels K;: these
quantify the wave-optical interaction with a single material (e.g.,
a single triangle)—in a sense, the wave-optical analogue of the
classical BSDF. Examples of interaction operators are provided by
[SRB*24b, Supplemental]. (ii) Cross terms K i these account for
the interference between each pair of materials.

Let 7 be the aggregated interaction operator that corresponds to
the kernel K. Let the incident Gaussian beam be Q)E/ /. The power
contained in a scattered Gaussian beam is then the i 1nner product

1H{os,,} = (0p
x qm(i,E)K(i,i’,R,E’)%w, (z’,f(’) .

Further analytic progress requires making some assumptions with
regards to the kernels K, K.

S5.1. Quasi-Homogeneous Matter

Often, we are interested in describing the matter statistically: for
example, a rough surface, participating medium or a diffraction
grating; and computing the scattering response in expectation. In
such cases, we understand the scattering potentials /; as stochastic
processes. A useful class of statistical matter is quasi-homogeneous
scatterers [Korl7, Chapter 8.2] (introduced as locally-stationary
matter by STEINBERG et al. [SY21]), where the cross-correlation
between a pair of scattering potentials /2, h; can be written as:

(hj (R, %) A7 (2, %5))
—I <x1+Xz,xiﬂ‘z)’uﬂ()(zfxl,XQ*i/l)7 (€29)

where (-) denotes ensemble averaging (not to be confused with the
inner product). ¥’,% can be understood as source and destination
positions, respectively, /j; is the scattering mutual intensity, and u
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is the degree of spatial cross-correlation. When j = [ the cross-
correlation of the scattering process above becomes the autocorre-
lation. Dependence on wavenumber k is implied.

The ensemble-averaged cross-interaction kernels in Eq. (28) be-
come

<Kj (i,i’,E,E’>> =1, (%% iy (E,R’) , (32)

where [i is defined as the conjugated double Fourier transform of
the degree of cross-correlation:

i (RK) 2 [@30y IR 68) 0 63)

For more information on locally-stationary matter, see STEINBERG
et al. [SY21, Section 5].

S6. Fraunhofer Materials

We define a special case of quasi-homogeneous matter as Fraun-
hofer kernels. Such kernels arise when two conditions are met: (i)
the mutual intensities /;; do not depend on the destination position
X, viz.

L(xX) =1 (X)), (34)

(i) and, in Eq. (32), we may replace the K (%,%’,k,k’) term with
K(%,%,Ko,Kj)), where k{,kj are the mean wavevectors before
and after interaction. These assumptions can be understood as the
Fraunhofer approximation for quasi-homogeneous matter, and is a
form of a far field assumption. Interactions such as scattering by
rough surfaces, diffraction gratings, and many optical elements can
be represented by Fraunhofer kernels.

Then, for such kernels,
(Hog, 1) =Y iy (120,126) /d3§d3ﬁ¢z7p(i7ﬁ>
J :
X / &% K1 () oy (i’,E’) .35
Note that [ ¢ = 1, by definition, hence the integral over X, Kis unity:
(H{os,}) =X (oK) @ @K 1(%) oy (X K)
jl
:Z:&jl (1207126> <¢E/,pl ) Ijl> ) (36)
jl
i.e., the inner product of the incident Gaussian beam with the

scattering mutual intensities /;;, times the degrees-of-spatial cross-
correlations ;.

S6.1. Relation to the classical BSDF

Let
. 1 if j=! and ¥ €5;
I.(%) = J 37
"I(X) {0 otherwise 7
ajj (RE/) =fj (12712/) ; (38)

where §; C R is the scattering matter (e.g., a triangle), and f; is the
classical BSDF (with the cosine foreshortening factored in). /;; =0

(for j # 1) implies that no cross-interaction interference arises (a
consequence of classicality). Then, Eq. (39) becomes

(1Hom}) =X, 5 (Ko.Ko) (O L) - (39)

where the inner product is now the integration of the incident Gaus-
sian beam over the triangle, multiplied by the classical BSDF f.

S7. Importance Sampling Strategy

We detail the general importance sampling strategy for the multi-
material wave-optical interactions, that was presented in the paper.
We assume that an importance sampling strategy for each direct
term K (i.e., for a single material) is given to us. Then, note that

Vi lKj=0—K;=0 (40)
= =/ 7/
and VX, X,k k', KgszKj, 41)

where N is the count of interactions K;, and Eq. (41) is derived
via application of the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to (¥ /;)(¥ ;)"
in Eq. (29). Hence, the incoherent (interference-neglecting) sum of
direct terms ) ; K serves as a proposal distributions for the aggre-
gated kernel K.

Let T, be the interaction operator that corresponds to the cross-
interaction kernel K ;. Our importance sampling strategy is:

1. Draw a wavevector K by importance sampling the incoherent
sum of direct terms Y. ; 7 ;.
2. Let I}, 1> be the powers in };7;;{¢} and the aggregated term

T{9}, respectively, for sampled K.
3. Rejection sample [CRWO04]:

a. Draw uniform « € [0,1).
b. If u < I /(NI;) accept Kk, otherwise return to step 1.

That is, we importance sample from the direct terms (similar to
sampling from classical BSDFs in computer graphics), and rejec-
tion sample in order to account for the cross-material interference.
The number of iterations of step 3 above is, on average, N: the
count of different interactions that fall within the Gaussian beam’s
footprint. Correctness is ensured by Eqs. (40) and (41).

The strategy above is presented in its utmost generality, and is
designed to work with arbitrary operators 7 and 7.

S8. The Weakly-Local Path Integral

Our weakly-local generalization of the path integral takes the form

1= [ sR)du(®). “2)

As in the paper, R = RgR| ... Ry is a generalized path defined as
sequence of bounded regions R; C R?. The set Q; of all bounded

subsets R; C R is trivially (Lebesgue) measurable, therefore the
Cartesian product

Qk:§21><...><£21 (43)
——

k times
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is trivially measurable, and the set of all possible generalized paths

R of all finite lengths &, viz.
Q= Jo (44)
k

is a measurable set, and the measure ¢ on Q is the appropriate prod-
uct measure. g is the path contribution function, written in operator
form:

§R)=WTR, , R, | +R,TR, s >R, R, ---
TR, —R, R, LR,—R, (Ro) ,  (45)

where T are generic transport operators, L is a sourcing function
and W is a generic measurement operator that must yield a non-
negative scalar.

S8.1. Local Path Sampling

Monte Carlo integration of Eq. (42) is identical to the classical case:

N
I~y sRu) (46)

=1 P
A strength of our path integral formulation is that the interme-
diate distributions that are sourced via L, transformed via 7" and
then measured via W are not directly needed to construct a path:
the sequence of regions R; defines the path. Only once a path
R; =RoR; ... Ry is constructed, the light transport over that path
needs to be evaluated via g(Ry).

Without explicitly defining the co-domain of L, we may define
an intensity operator:

Iy =Z{Lg, R, (Ro)} 47

which quantifies the non-negative power contained in the sourced
distribution Lg,—R, (Ro), given Ro, Ry, regardless of the analytic
nature of Lg,—,r, (Ro) and the used optical formalism. Local path
sampling then proceeds classically: Sample the initial pair of re-
gions Ry and Ry; in practice, in our formalism this is done by sam-
pling a minimum-uncertainty (p = 0 in Eq. (11) in the paper) Gaus-
sian beam from the source (fixing Rg), sampling an initial wavevec-
tor k from the sensor’s sensitivity function, and then wave tracing
(as in the paper) in order to construct the next region R;.

After sampling the initial two regions, we need to sample Rj.
This is done by considering the intensity of the scattered distribu-
tion:

I =T{Tr,—R, >R, Lr,—R, (Ro)} . 48)

For Fraunhofer materials (Section S6), I; only depends on direc-
tion from R to the (unknown) next region R,. Local path sampling
then samples a new direction, and the region R, is constructed via
wave tracing, as before. For example, if the material at Ry is just
a perfect mirror, then /; is a Dirac as function of direction; if the
material is a moderately-rough surface, then the angular distribu-
tion of power is proportional to a surface scattering theory (we use
SPM surfaces)—how the surface transforms and mutates the light
distribution is not relevant, only the total power in the scattered dis-
tribution. When multiple materials fall within an interaction region,
our general importance sampling strategy, Section S7, is used. The
process repeats recursively in order to sample a complete path R.

preprint

The above summarizes conceptually the sampling approach
taken in Section S5: only the powers carried by the Gaussian
beams, defined in Eq. (30), are considered for importance sam-
pling and path construction. The rest of the properties of the Gaus-
sian beams ¢ are deduced geometrically via wave tracing. For non-
Fraunhofer materials, the process is more involved, the powers /;
may now be functions of additional parameters, often the distance
to next region. This happens with UTD-based diffraction methods,
and importance sampling strategies for non-Fraunhofer materials
are left for future work.

S8.2. Non-Negativity of Measurement

The non-negativity of the measurement function g depends on
the light transport formalism. In our case, we work in the space-
frequency (Wigner) space, therefore the measurement operator W
is the inner product in Wigner space, as in the paper:

Wop = (Ws, 0x) 49

where W; is the space-frequency sensitivity distribution of the sen-
sor. The non-negativity of this measurement operator stems from
Moyal’s formula [Tor05, Chapter 6.3.7].

For other formalisms, a different measurement is defined. For
example, if the distributions ¢ are wavefunctions (electric fields),
then the measurement operator becomes

Wor = (ws , 00, (50)

where ;s is the sensor’s response function (its Wigner distribution
is Wy), and non negativity is implied.

It should be noted that both formulations of the measurement
operator above are equivalent (a consequence of Moyal’s formula),
the only difference is the light transport formalism.

S9. Implementation Details

Traversal We use an 8-wide SAH-based BVH for traversal
[EKS25]. The SAH cost ratio is skewed compared with ray tracing
since the (AVX2 vectorized) 8-wide traversal is significantly faster
than the expensive (exact and watertight) elliptical cone—triangle
intersection tests. Thus, we use a large SAH cost ratio which tends
to create deeper trees. The BVH also supports hybrid workloads—
cone and ray tracing—which is important for ballistic propagation.
Ray tracing is fully vectorized (both traversal and intersection tests)
as well.

Some cone tracing-specific BVH optimizations are done. One
example is full-subtree traversal: if an elliptical cone fully contains
a node, full intersection tests are not needed (we know the triangles
are contained in the cone); instead the cone distances to all the tri-
angles in the entire subtree are computed in a vectorized manner,
and the triangles that fall within the intersection frustum are added
to the list of intersected primitives. This gives a major speed-up in
cases where cones fall upon fine geometric details.

Spectral rendering Our renderer targets a wide range of applica-
tions across the EM spectrum. Each emitter and sensor define their
spectral emission or sensitivity distributions. A variety of spec-
tral distributions are supported: discrete, Dirac, uniform, piecewise
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linear, or Gaussian. Some more specialized analytic spectra, like
blackbody emission, or ITU [ITU23] provided refractive indices
are defined. Distributions can also be loaded from databases: e.g.,
XYZ sensitivity spectra for optical rendering, different emitter pro-
files, or index-of-refraction curves for different materials.

For each emitter—sensor pair, the product of their emission and
sensitivity spectra is numerically integrated and is used for spectral
importance sampling (and MIS). Each path only carries a single
spectral sample; we do not use fixed bins, as that suffers from spec-
tral aliasing, nor do we carry several spectral samples over a path,
as the interactions that are hardest to spectrally integrate (dispersion
and diffractions) are often dispersive anyway.

Some data can also be loaded from an image (texture); this is
mostly relevant for optical applications. The image data is upsam-
pled from RGB to spectral.

Materials We support a limited set of materials. Surfaces use the
small perturbation method (SPM) theory, are wavelength depen-
dent, and provide simple support for slight-to-moderately rough
surfaces. The surface profile is defined via its power spectral den-
sity, and can be a Dirac (perfectly specular), Gaussian or fractal
(also known as the K-Correlation model) distribution. Of course,
due to their wavelength dependence, surfaces that scatter in a rough
manner at some spectral range are very smooth in other spectral
ranges. Being statistically-stationary materials, we assume that no
interference between such surfaces arises, simplifying the imple-
mentation. These surfaces also model dielectric interfaces, with
transmission.

More targeted materials, like surface models for RF simulations
that also model backscattering, are left for future work.

Diffractions and interactions Every sample is propagated via its
elliptical cone, as discussed in the paper, and the elliptical conic
envelope fully defines the properties of the underlying Gaussian
beam. Our renderer is polarimetric, and each sample’s power is
quantified via its Stokes parameters vector. Interactions are natu-
rally formulated via the Mueller-Stokes calculus.

As discussed in the paper, we support two modes of diffractions:
Fraunhofer edge-based diffractions [SRB*24a] for optical appli-
cations, and UTD edge-based diffractions for longer wavelength
simulations. When an elliptical conic envelope intersects geome-
try, we classify and keep track of the edges (according to the cho-
sen diffraction method). For UTD, we limit wedge angles to 160°.
We importance sample a point on the beam’s cross section (with
respect to the cross-sectional Gaussian distribution of intensity); if
that point falls upon a surface, we importance sample that surface
for the scattering direction; if free-space was sampled, then we im-
portance sample the free-space diffraction operator (i.e., the entire
cross-edge interference, using our importance sampling strategy in
Section S7). We transform the beam, as in the paper, and wave trace
to the next interaction region. If diffracting edges were detected in
the previous region, we also evaluate the free-space diffraction op-
erator (also when surface interactions were sampled).

Polarization and emission The emitters used in this paper are
simple isotropic emitters that are attached to a shape (area emit-

ters) or simple point emitters. More sophisticated emitters, for ex-
ample antenna arrays and non-isotropic antenna radiation patterns,
are also left for future work.
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