arXiv:1811.12797v1 [cs.CV] 30 Nov 2018

Structure and Motion from Multiframes

Mieczysław A. Kłopotek

Institute of Computer Science PAS, 01-237 Warsaw, ul. Ordona 21,Poland, klopotek@ipipan.waw.pl

Abstract

The paper gives an overview of the problems and methods of recovery of structure and motion parameters of rigid bodies from multiframes.

1 Introduction

The evolution of animal optical systems (eyes) led to elimination of static elements from the seen scene, leaving only moving parts of the picture for further processing by the central neuro-system. It was of importance for survival because food and enemy were usually moving objects.

By analogy, it may be assumed that for a number of vision systems moving objects will be also of primary interest (robots at production lines, collision avoiding systems etc.)

Shape (structure) reconstruction of 3D space objects from 2D images [12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 4, 21, 31, 5, 27] is heavily under-constrained, unless shape [54, 55, 2, 41], texture [42], shadows [52] or other clues are available. As a way out of this problem, 3-D sensory methods are frequently applied, based on sensing (via laser beams, ultrasonic methods etc. [40, 35], or other active vision techniques. The 3-D sensory methods proved useful when reconstructing voluminous objects. They are, however, not quite well suited for outspoken smooth curve-like object.

So this remains still a research area for 2D projection based recognition methods. Some promising results were in fact achieved in recovering objects from multiframes (a time sequence of projections of the moving object) [50, 24, 3, 28, 51, 7, 8, 36, 22, 1, 45]. as this task is over-constrained. Also in cases where features of interest cannot be all traced from frame to frame - e.g. smooth-curve shaped objects [38, 29, 33] In fact, only several features (usually end points) are traceable, and the remaining ones are not.

Though we are interested here only in objects consisting of 0 and 1-dimentional elements (points, lines, curves), polyhedral objects are also investigated intensely in the structure-from-motion area [16, 32, 37].

An essential assumption is the rigidness of the body, though in some cases it may be weakened [61, 22]

Though structure recovering while motion is known is a challenging task, [43, 59, 62, 49], most researchers assume that both motion and structure are unknown.

The task of identifying structure and motion of 3-D objects may be roughly divided into three parts:

• identification of the moving object in the scene

• Matching object features (points, lines etc.) between the images - establishing so-called traced points, traced lines etc.

• Proper reconstruction of structure and motion using the detected traced features, which may be further refined into

– reconstruction of the structure of traced feature elements

– matching and reconstruction of the structure of non-feature (not traced) elements.

Though the first two stages are surely very complex and important from the technical point of view [44, 11, 23], the last stage has been paid much attention in research effort. This paper will concentrate especially on this third stage of the whole problem.

The research in the area concentrated in general on the following topics:

• to discover methods of reconstruction of spatial position of traceable features (points, line segments) from multiframes

• to find the minimum number of traceable features needed or the minimum number of frames needed

• to find tractable algorithms of reconstruction (linear equation systems, special kinds of motion)

• to elaborate methods increasing reliability of recovered structures (usually via increasing the number of frames)

The problem has been considered under the following geometrical constraints:

• orthogonal projections

• perspective projections if the relative position of focal point with respect to the projection plane is known and

• perspective projections if the relative position of focal point with respect to the projection plane is not known (”uncalibrated cameras”).

The paper will concentrate on the minimal number of features (lines, points, parallel line beams) needed for structure and motion recovery as well as on the trade-off between the number of features, frames and solution complexity.

The case of orthogonal projections may be perceived and in fact is a significant simplification of the reconstruction task. As few as two feature (traced) points are needed if uniform rotation around a fixed direction is assumed. However, it turns out that under orthogonal projection two frames are insufficient for recovery of structure and motion.

Though under perspective projections this is in general no longer the case, the complexity of equations to be solved is so high that iterative methods are needed providing solutions even in cases where none exist, as we run at risk of overseeing various geometrical constraints imposed on frames. This led to the situation that some published results later turned out to be false just for that reason.

2 Over/underconstraining - the problem of degrees of freedom

2.1 Degrees of freedom for orthogonal projection

Each point introduces 3 df in the first frame, each line - 4 df minus one df for the whole body as there exists no possibility of determining the initial depth of the body in the space. The motion introduces for each subsequent frame 5 df only, because the motion in the direction orthogonal to the projection plane has no impact on the image. In general, with p points and s straight lines forming the rigid body traced over k frames we have

−1 + 3 ∗ p + 4 ∗ s + 5 ∗ (k − 1)

degrees of freedom against

k ∗ (2 ∗ p + 2 ∗ s)

pieces of information available from k images. Thus we shall have the balance

−1 + 3 ∗ p + 4 ∗ s + 5 ∗ (k − 1) ≤ k ∗ (2 ∗ p + 2 ∗ s) (1)

to achieve recoverability.

Let us consider some combinations of parameters:

• for k=3 frames, p=3 points we get

−1 + 3 ∗ p + 4 ∗ s + 5 ∗ (k − 1) = 18 = k ∗ (2 ∗ p + 2 ∗ s) = 18

• for k=2 frames, p=4 points we get

−1+3∗p+4∗s+5∗(k−1) = −1+12+5 = 16 = k∗(2∗p+2∗s) = 2∗2∗4 = 16

On exploiting straight line component of the above equation see [57], and on non-geometrical balancing degrees of freedom see [43].

As the minimum number of features and/or frames needed we have to state that though the above df-consideration would indicate that two frames may be sufficient, in [63] it has been demonstrated that this is not the case. With 2 frames, none of points beyond the 3rd contributes any information to the location of the object in 3d, because we can assign any point in the first frame a straight line in the second frame. We can generally state that the minimum number of frames needed for recovery is 3, the minimal number of traceable points is also 3.

2.2 Perspective projections with fixed focal point

In general, with p points and s straight lines forming the rigid body traced over k frames we have the following number of degrees of freedom:

−1 + 3 ∗ p + 4 ∗ s + 6 ∗ (k − 1)

The constituent -1 is due to the fact that the scaling of the object cannot be recovered under perspective projection. The factor 3 means the number of degrees of freedom for a point, 4 - for a straight line and 6 - for the motion between frames.

Now the amount of information gained within those k frames amounts to:

k ∗ (2 ∗ p + 2 ∗ s)

In order to recover the structural and motion data we request that:

−1 + 3 ∗ p + 4 ∗ s + 6 ∗ (k − 1) ≤ k ∗ (2 ∗ p + 2 ∗ s) (2)

When we have to do with 2 frames (k=2) and 4 points (p=4, s=0) only, we obtain:.

−1+3∗p+4∗s+6∗(k −1) = −1+12+6 = 17 > k ∗(2∗p+2∗s) = 2∗2∗4 = 16

which means that the problem is underconstrained.

Let us notice, however, that with 3 frames (k=3) and 4 points (p=4, s=0) we obtain

−1+3∗p+4∗s+6∗(k −1) = −1+12+12 = 23 < k ∗(2∗p+2∗s) = 3∗2∗4 = 24

ensuring the existence of a solution (see [47]

Also with 2 frames (k=2) and 5 points (p=5, s=0) we obtain

−1+3∗p+4∗s+6∗(k −1) = −1+15+6 = 20 = k ∗(2∗p+2∗s) = 2∗2∗5 = 20

ensuring the existence of a solution (see [18, 19, 20]).

Also with 3 frames (k=3) and 3 points and a single line (p=3, s=1) we obtain

−1+3∗p+4∗s+6∗(k−1) = −1+9+4+12 = 24 = k∗(2∗p+2∗s) = 3∗(6+2) = 24

ensuring the existence of a solution.

With 3 frames (k=3) and six lines (p=0, s=6) we obtain

−1+3∗p+4∗s+6∗(k−1) = −1+0+24+12 = 35 < k∗(2∗p+2∗s) = 3∗(0+12) = 36

ensuring the existence of a solution (compare [60]).

The minimal number of frames needed for recovery is 2, the minimal number of points is 4 (though not with 2 but with 3 frames).

2.3 Unknown and moving projection focal point

Let us now consider the degrees of freedom for the perspective projection if we assume that the relative position (in space) of the focal point with respect to the projection plane is not known and may vary over time.

Each point of the body introduces 3 df in the first frame minus one df for the whole body as there exists no possibility of determining the scaling of the whole body. Additionally we have 3df due to the uncertainty of the location of the focal point. The motion introduces for each subsequent frame 9 df (three for rotations and three for translation of the projection plane plus three for translation of the focal point). In general, with p points forming the rigid body traced over k frames we have then −1+3∗p+3+9∗(k−1) degrees of freedom.On the other hand, within each image each traced point provides us with two pieces of information: its x and its y position within the frame. Hence we have at most k ∗ 2 ∗ p pieces of information available from k images.Thus we need at least to have the balance

−1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) ≤ k ∗ 2 ∗ p (3)

to achieve recoverability. Let us consider some combinations of parameters:

• for k=2 frames, p= 10 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 41 > k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 40

• for k=2 frames, p= 11 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 44 = k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 44

• for k=2 frames, p=7 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 32 > k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 28

• for k=3 frames, p=7 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 41 < k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 42

• for k=3 frames, p=6 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 38 > k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 36

• for k=4 frames, p=6 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 47 < k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 48

• for k=8 frames, p=5 points we get −1 + 3 ∗ p + 3 + 9 ∗ (k − 1) = 80 = k ∗ 2 ∗ p = 80

The above (in)equalities tell us that to recover structure and motion from 5 traceable points, we would need 8 images (frames), with 7 traceable points we need 3 frames, and to recover from two frames we would need 11 points - if we take the balance of degrees of freedom and the amount of information. However, as shown in [64], with 2 frames, none of points beyond the 7th contributes any information to the location of the object in 3d, because we can assign any point in the first frame a straight line in the second frame.

We claim that also three frames are insufficient, because with 3 frames each pair of points, one stemming from the first frame, the other from the second, can be assigned exactly one point in the third frame. The proof for this statement may be achieved by constructing different spatial arrangements of same 3 frames corresponding to different 3-d objects.

If we have only p=4 traceable points, then we get the number of degrees of freedom equal to -1+3*4+9*(k-1)=9k+2, whereas the amount of information is equal to k*2*4=8k, which is always less then the number of degrees of freedom. This means that if we trace only four points, we can never recover structure and motion whatever number of frames is available.

3 Finding solutions

3.1 Orthogonal projections - structure and motion for 3 point correspondences

Let us briefly sketch the procedure of recovery of a three-point structure from multiframes.

Let P, Q, R be the traced points of a rigid body, and P_i, Q_i, R_i their respective projections within the i^{th} frame (Fig.1). Let a, b, c, a_i, b_i, c_i denote the lengths of straight line segments P Q, QR, RP, P_iQ_i, Q_iR_i, R_iP_i, respectively. Then for each frame one of the following relationships holds: Either: √ a^2 − a_i^2 + √ b^2 − b_i^2 − √ c^2 − c_i^2 = 0 or √ a^2 − a_i^2 − √ b^2 − b_i^2 + √ c^2 − c_i^2 = 0 or − √ a^2 − a_i^2 + √ b^2 − b_i^2 + √ c^2 − c_i^2 = 0 (which is easily seen from geometrical relationships, presented analytically and graphically by Kłopotek[57]). So

P Q

Q_i

P_i R = R_i

P_Q a

b c

a_i

c_i b_i

Figure 1: Three points and their orthogonal projections. Length of QQ_i equals P_QP_i.

Focal point

(x_1, y_1)

(x_2, y_2)

Figure 2: Perspective projection

we have three equations, for i = 1, 2, and 3, in three unknowns, a, b, c. As any of the above relationships gives after a twofold squaring:

a^4 + b^4 + c^4 − 2a^2b^2 − 2a^2c^2 − 2b^2c^2 + a_i^4 + b_i^4 + c_i^4 − 2a_i^2b_i^2 − 2a_i^2c_i^2 − 2b_i^2c_i^2 +2(−a_i^2 + b_i^2 + c_i^2)a^2 + 2(+a_i^2 − b_i^2 + c_i^2)b^2 + 2(+a_i^2 + b_i^2 − c_i^2)c^2 = 0 (4)

which is quadratic in a^2, b^2, c^2, hence solvable by exploitation of proper methods.

We used a partial linearization approach in that from formulas for i = 1 and i = 2 we subtracted with one for i = 3:

3.2 Perspective projections with fixed focal point

The basic approach consists in matching two subsequent scenes and considering the rotation matrix and translation vectors expressing motion from frame to frame [7] (Fig. 2). Assume a coordinate system XYZ with center point at the center of coordinate system at the camera focal point. Assume that one point of a rigid object consisting of n traceable points, lying on the Z axis (X,Y axes parallel to the projection plane) is 1 unit away from the focal point of the camera away in the first frame (Assumption is legal due to the scaling factor not recovered under perspective projection). We can ”rotate” the second projection plane in such a way that this distinguished point again lies on the Z - axis (done by simple recalculation). For simplicity, assume that the coordinate system center in the projections plane lies on the universal Z axis one unit away from the focal point and the xy coordinate lines of the projection plane are parallel to the XY axes. Then we can assume that the whole object has moved to place the distinguished point to the focal point of the camera, then was rotated and moved to the position in the second frame. Let for a point of the object (x_1, y_1) be its projection’s coordinate in the first projection plane, and (x_2, y_2) - in the second. Z_1, Z_2 be its position coordinates in space during the first and the second projection. A be the rotation matrix. Then we get

x_2Z_2 = (a_{11}x_1 + a_{12}y_1 + a_{13})Z_1 − a_{13}

y_2Z_2 = (a_{21}x_1 + a_{22}y_1 + a_{23})Z_1 − a_{23}

Z_2 = (a_{31}x_1 + a_{32}y_1 + a_{33})Z_1 − a_{33}

This equation system contains two unknown dependent on the point Z_1, Z_2 that can be eliminated to yield a single equation containing only unknown parameters of rotation matrix A. We need 9 points in order to solve the equation system linearly for parameters of the rotation matrix A.

From the previous degrees-of-freedom consideration we know that the minimal number of traceable points is 5, but then the equation system gets highly non-linear [18]. It is worth mentioning, that the complexity of such a system lead Wang et al. [53] to the wrong conclusion, that four points and a line would be sufficient to recover the structure (non-linear equation system solving program ”found” a solution though there is none).

If the traceable features are lines instead of points, three projections are needed instead of two [46, 60]. Linearization of the problem requires 13 lines [60].

3.3 Unknown and moving projection focal point

In [64] it has been demonstrated that two projections are insufficient for recovery of structure and motion under conditions of unknown and moving projection focal point. In [67] it has been suggested that 3 projections and 6 points would

F_4

A

A_3 A_{3,4,12} F_{3,1} F_{3,2}

F_{3,4}

F_1

F_2

F_3

Figure 3: Four projection planes

F_1

F_3

F_2

F_{3,1} F_{3,2} A_{3,4,12} B_{3,4,12}

F_{1,3}

F_{1,2} F_{2,1}

F_{2,3}

A_{1,4,23} A_{2,4,13}

Figure 4: Four degrees of freedom in plane F_1F_2F_3.

F_1

F_4

F_{1,2}

F_{1,3}

Figure 5: ”Skewed cone” containing F_4.

F_4

F_1 F^2

A_{1,3,24}

A_{4,3,12}

A_{2,3,14}

Figure 6: Three lines intersection in plane F_1F_2F_4.

F_4

A

A_3 A_{3,4,12} F_{3,1} F_{3,2}

F_{3,4}

F_1

F_2

A_{2,3,14}

A_{3,2,14}

Figure 7: Line matching between neighbouring planes be sufficient. The epipolar geometry transformation of the original problem has been applied. But there may be some doubts about possibility of translating the epipolar geometry solution into the original geometry. The basic argument is that from 7 traceable points we can identify mutual positions of focal points between each pair of frames. Analyzing three pairs we find out that part of the information gained in this way is superfluous. Hence one may suspect that not all the information flows into solution of the problem.

Therefore we outline here recovery of structure and motion from four projections and seven traceable points. Instead of assuming the motion of the object, we assume the projection plane and focal point moving (Fig.3). Let F_i denote the focal point of ith frame. Let F_{i,j} be the projection of the jth frame focal point onto the ith frame. Let us consider only two object points A, B. Their projections onto the ith frame be denoted A_i, B_i. Let A_{i,j,kl} denote the intersection of lines F_{i,j} A_i and F_{i,k} F_{i,l}. Let us consider the plane F_1, F_2, F_3 (Fig.4). In this plane, distances between collinear points F_{1,2}, F_{1,3}, A_{1,4,23}, B_{1,4,23} are known, also between collinear points F_{2,1}, F_{2,3}, A_{2,4,13}, B_{2,4,13} and between collinear points F_{3,1}, F_{3,2}, A_{3,4,13}, B_{3,4,12}. If we assume the position of the points F_1, F_2 (we can do this because of undiscernibility of the scaling factor), due to distances between F_{1,2}, F_{1,3}, A_{1,4,23}, B_{1,4,23} and between F_{2,1}, F_{2,3}, A_{2,4,13}, B_{2,4,13} we have 4 degrees of freedom in selecting angles F_3F_1F 2, A_{1,4,23}F_1F 2, F_3F_2F 1, A_{2,4,13}F_2F 1. Taking into account the restriction of distances between F_{3,1}, F_{3,2}, A_{3,4,13}, B_{3,4,12}, we have practically only three degrees of freedom in selecting above-mentioned angles. Once we fixed them, we can derive the position of F_3, and of points F_{1,2}, F_{1,3}, A_{1,4,23}, B_{1,4,23}, F_{2,1}, F_{2,3}, A_{2,4,13}, B_{2,4,13}, F_{3,1}, F_{3,2}, A_{3,4,13}, B_{3,4,12}.

Having F_1, F_{1,2}, F_{1,3} we can derive a ”skewed cone” on which the point F_4 is lying (we know the distances F_{1,2}F_{1,4} and F_{1,3}F_{1,4}) (Fig.5). Similarly with F_2, F_{2,1}, F_{2,3} and F_3, F_{3,1}, F_{3,2}. So we can explicitly state the position of F_4 as the unique intersection point of these ”cones”.

In the plane F_1, F_2, F_4 we have no more freedom in selecting any points (Fig.6). We have to impose the condition that the three lines F_1, A_{1,3,24}, F_2, A_{2,3,14}, F_4, A_{4,3,12} all intersect at the same single point. So we are left with two degrees of freedom. In the pair of planes F_1, F_2, F_4 and F_1, F_3, F_4 we have to require that the lines F_2, A_{2,3,14}, and F_3, A_{3,2,14} intersect (Fig.7). In the pair of planes F_1, F_2, F_4 and F_2, F_3, F_4 we have to require that the lines F_1, A_{1,3,24}, and F_3, A_{3,1,24} intersect. In this way we consume the remaining two degrees of freedom and get a final (highly non-linear) equation system to be solved in the angles F_3F_1F 2, A_{1,4,23}F_1F 2, F_3F_2F 1, A_{2,4,13}F_2F 1.

4 The problem of non-traceable points

Several authors devoted attention to recovery of the shape of curves, consisting essentially of non-traceable points e.g. [38] (under orthogonal projection), [66] (under epipolar geometry)

Let us assume we have already recovered the spatial positions of traceable points (the positions of cameras, projection planes). Let us assume that the nontraceable features are of the form of some smooth curves.

Let us consider projections of the object O on two known planes P’ and P” with known focal points F’ and F” respectively so that we know its both images O’ and O”. The principle of recovery of all non-traceable points (inner points of the smooth curve) is quite simple and goes as follows: First we select a nontraceable point, say D’, of the first projection O’, which is a projection of an unknown point D of the original curve, and recover the correspondence between D’ and the unknown point D” being the projection of D onto the second plane P”. We ”draw” in our mind the straight line F’D’ (its projection onto P’ is just the point D’) and project it then on the plane P” (using focal point F”). This projected line will surely cross the projected curve O” at (at least one) point D” which we claim to be the projection of the unknown point D (continuity resolves eventual ambiguities). In this way the so far non-traceable point D acquires the status of a traceable point (we know now its projections D’ and D”) and we can proceed with positioning the point D in space by ”drawing” in space straight lines D’F’ and D”F” and identify D as being the intersection point of both lines.

If orthogonal projection is considered, we shift focal points simply to infinity and proceed in the same way.

References

[1] Wallach H., O’Connell D.N.: The kinetic depth effect. J. Experimental Psychol., 45, 205-217.

[2] Hu M,K,: Pattern recognition by moment invariants. IRE Trans. Inf. Theory, IT-8, 179-187.

[3] Johansson G.: Visual perception of biological motion and a model for its analysis. Percept. Psychophys., 14, 201-211.

[4] Mackworth A.K.: Interpreting pictures of polyhedral scenes. Artificial Intelligence, 4, 121-137.

[5] Rogers D.F., Adams J.A.: Mathematical Elements for Computer Graphics.

MCGraw-Hill, New York.

[6] Roach J.W., Aggarwal J.K.: Computer tracking of objects moving in space.

IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach.Intell, 1, 127-135.

[7] Ullman S.: The Interpretation of Visual Motion. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. [8] Ullman S.: The interpretation of structure from motion. Proceedings of Royal Society of London, B-203, 405-426.

[9] Roach J.W., Aggarwal J.K.: Determining the movement of objects from a sequence of images. IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach.Intell., 3,554-562.

[10] Tsai R.Y., Huang T.S.: Estimation of three dimensional motion parameters of a rigid planar patch. IEEE Trans. Accoust. Speech Signal Process., 29, 1147-1152.

[11] Tsuji S., Osada M., Yachida M.: Tracking and Segmentation of Moving Objects in Dynamic Line Images. IEEE Trans. PAMI, 2(6), 516-522.

[12] Barrow H.G., Tenenbaum J.M.: Interpreting line drawings as threedimensional surfaces. Artificial Intelligence, 17, 75-116.

[13] Barrow, H.G., Tenenbaum J.M.: Computational vision. Proc. IEEE 68, 572-594.

[14] Brady, J.M. (Ed.): Computer Vision. North-Holland, Amsterdam.

[15] Brady M., Yuille A.: An extremum principle for shape from contour. Al Memo No. 711, MIT, Cambridge, MA.

[16] Dreschler L., Nagel, H.H.: Volumetric model and 3D trajectory of a moving car from monocular TV frames sequence of a structure. Computer Graphics Image Processing, 20(3), 199-228.

[17] Kanade T.: Recovery of the three dimensional shape of an object from a single view. Artificial Intelligence, 17, 409-460

[18] Nagel H.H.: Representation of moving rigid objects based on visual observations. Computer, August 1981, 29-39.

[19] Nagel H.H.: On the derivation of 3-D rigid point configurations from image sequences. Pattern Recognition and Image Processing PRIP81, Dallas, TX, August 1981.

[20] Nagel H.H., Neumann B.: On 3-D reconstruction from two perspective views.

IJCAI81(661-663).

[21] Marr. D.: Vision (Freeman, San Francisco, CA, 1982).

[22] J. Wabb, J.K. Aggerwal: Structure from motion of rigid and jointed objects.

Artificial Intelligence, 19, 107-130

[23] Webb, J.A.[Jon A.], and Aggarwal, J.K., Shape and Correspondence, Computer Vision Graphics and Image Processing, 21(1), 145-160.

[24] Asada, M.[Minoru], Yachida, M.[Masahiko], and Tsuji, S.[Saburo], Analysis of Three-Dimensional Motions in the Blocks World, PR(17), 1984, pp. 57- 71. [25] Fang J.-Q., Huang T.S.: Some experiments estimating the 3-D motion parameters of a rigid body from two consecutive image frames, IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell. 6, 545-555 (1984).

[26] Tsai R.Y., Huang T.S.: Uniqueness and estimation of three dimensional motion parameters of rigid objects with curved surfaces, IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell. 6 , 13-26 (1984)

[27] Yuille, A. and Poggio, T., A generalized ordering constraint for stereo correspondence, AI Memo No. 777, MIT, Cambridge, MA, 1984.

[28] Lee, C.H. and Rosenfeld, A.: Structure and motion of a rigid object having unknown constant motion, CAR-TR-157, Center for Automation Research, University of Meryland, College Park, MD, 1985.

[29] Lee, C.H., Seidman, T. and Rosenfeld, A.: A proposed generation process for the reconstruction of space curves, CAR-TR-118, Center for Automation Research, University of Meryland, College Park, MD, 1985.

[30] Lowe, D.G. and Binford, T.O.: The recovery of three - dimensional structure from image curves, IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell. 7 (1985) 320-326.

[31] Roberts, L.G.: Machine perception of three-dimensional objects, in: J.T.

Tippett et al. (Eds). Optical and Electro- optical Information Processing (MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, 1986) 159-197.

[32] Westphal H., Nagel, H.H.: Towards the derivation of three-dimensional descriptions from image sequences for nonconvex moving objects, Computer Vision Graphics and Image Processing, 34(3), 302-320.

[33] K, Wohn, j. Wu: 3D motion recovery from line-varying optical flow, Proc.

AAAI-86, Philadelphia USA (1986), 670-675

[34] Faugeras O.D., Lustman F., Toscai G.: Motion and structure from point and line matches, in Proc. First Int. Conf. Comput. Vision (London, England), June, 1987

[35] Mundy J.L., Parter G.B.: A three-dimensional sensor based on structured light, w T. Kanade (Ed.)” Three-Dimensional Machine Vision”, Kluwer Academic Publishers 1987, 3-62

[36] Tziritas, G., Estimation of Motion and Structure of 3-D Objects from a Sequence of Images, ICCV87(693-697).

[37] Westphal H., Nagel H.H.: Exploiting reflectance properties to analyze images of moving objects needs local constraints, Computer Vision Graphics and Image Processing, 38(1), 90-98.

[38] Lee C.H.: Interpreting image curve from multiframes. Artificial Intelligence, 35, 145-164.

[39] Mitiche A., Seida S., Aggarwal J.K.: Using constancy of distance to estimate position and displacement in space. IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., 10, 594-599.

[40] Mueller H.: Rekonstruktion komplexer Korper aus ebenen Schnitten und deren hochqualitative graphische Darstellung. Informatik-Fachberichte 156, GI-17. Jahrestagung Computerintegrierter Arbeitsplatz im Btro, Springer- Verlag, New York, 571-602

[41] Sluzek A.: Moment based algorithms for identification of not fully visible objects (in Polish). Proc. National CIR’88 (Cybernetics, Intelligence, Development) Conference, Siedlce (Poland), September 1988, Vol. 1, 107-116.

[42] Kanatani,K., Chou,T.C.: Shape from texture, General principle. Artificial Intelligence, 38, 1-48.

[43] Kłopotek M.A.: Physical space in reconstruction of moving curves (in Polish). Proc. National CIR’89 (Cybernetics, Intelligence, Development) Conference, Siedlce (Poland) 18-20.9.1989, Vol. I, 55-71.

[44] Stephens M.J., Blissett R.J., Charnley D., Sparks E.P., Pike J.M.: Outdoor vehicle navigation using passive 3D vision. Proceedings of IEEE Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition CVPR89, San Diego, CA, June 4-8, 1989, 556-562.

[45] Wells III W.M.: Visual estimation of 3-D line segments from motion: a mobile robot vision system. IEEE Trans. Robotics and Automation, 5, 820-825.

[46] Chang, Y.L., Aggarwal, J.K., Reconstructing 3D lines from a sequence of 2D projections: representation and estimation. Proceedings of IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision ICCV90, Osaka, Japan, December 4-6, 1990, 101-105.

[47] Kłopotek M.A.: 3-D-Shape reconstruction of moving curved objects. Proc.

Int.Conf. Medical Imaging MedTech’89, Berlin, 6-9 November 1989, International Society for Optical Engineering SPIE Vol. 1357, 1990, 29-39.

[48] Shariat H., Price K.E.: Motion estimation with more than two frames, IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell. , 12, 417-434.

[49] Tistarelli M., Vernon D.: Using camera motion to estimate range for robotic parts manipulation, IEEE Trans. Robotics and Automation, 6(5), 509-521.

[50] Arbogast E., Mohr R.: 3-D Structure Inference from Image Sequences.

International Journal of Pattern Recognition and Artificial Intelligence, 5, 749-764.

[51] Milano A., Perotti F., Serpico S.B., Vernazza G.: A system for the interpretation of 3-D moving scenes from 2-D image sequences. International Journal of Pattern Recognition and Artificial Intelligence, 5, 765-796.

[52] Shafer S.: Shadows and Silhouettes in Computer Vision. Kluwer Academic Publishers.

[53] Wang Y.F., Karandikar N., Aggarwal J.K.: Analysis of video image sequences using point and line correspondences. Pattern Recognition, 24(11), 1065-1085.

[54] Arbogast E., Mohr R.: Curved Contours and Surface Reconstruction. Proceedings of IEEE Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition CVPR92, Champaign, IL, June 15-18, 1992, 719-721.

[55] Demey S., Zisserman A., Beardsley P.: Affine and projective structure from motion. British Machine Vision Conference BMVC92, (Dept. of Artificial Intelligence Univ. of Edinburgh 5 Forrest Hill Edinburgh EH1 2QL), 49-58.

[56] Kłopotek M.A.: Reconstruction of 3-D rigid smooth curves moving free when two traceable points only are available. Machine Graphics & Vision, 1(1-2), 392-405.

[57] Kłopotek M.A.: A simple method of recovering 3D-curves from multiframes. Archiwum Informatyki Teoretycznej i Stosowanej, 4(1-4), 103-110.

[58] Liu Y., Huang T.S.: Three dimensional motion determination from real scene images using straight line correspondences. Pattern Recognition, 25(6), 617-640

[59] Smith P.N., Sridhar B., Hussien B.: Vision-based range estimation using helicopter flight data. Proceedings of IEEE Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition CVPR92, Champaign, IL, June 15-18, 1992, 202-208.

[60] Weng J., Huang T.S., Ahuja N.: Motion and structure from line correspondences: Closed form solution. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 14(3), 318-336.

[61] Kłopotek M.A.: Recovery of structure of looped jointed objects from multiframes. Machine Graphics & Vision, 3(4), 645-656.

[62] Tang Y.L., Kasturi R.: Accurate estimation of object location in an image sequence using helicopter flight data. Robotics and Computer-Integrated Manufacturing, 11(2), 65-72.

[63] Kłopotek M.A.: Distribution of degrees of freedom over structure and motion of rigid bodies. Machine Graphics & Vision, 4(1-2), 83-100.

[64] Kłopotek M.A.: Rigid body structure and motion from two-frame pointcorrespondences under perspective projection. Machine Graphics & Vision, 4(3-4), 187-202.

[65] Kłopotek M.A.: A comment on ”Analysis of video image sequences using point and line correspondences”. Pattern Recognition, 28(2), 283-292.

[66] Zhao C., Mohr R.: Epipolar parameterization for reconstructing a 3D rigid curve. Symposium on Computer Vision SCV95, Miami Beach, FL, November 19-21, 1995 67-72.

[67] L. Quan: Invariannts of six points and projective reconstruction from three uncalibrated images. it IEEE Trans. PAMI, 17(1), 34-46.

[68] Soatto S., Perona P.: Reducing structure from motion: a general framework for dynamic vision with experimental evaluation, IEEE Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition CVPR96, San Francisco, CA, June 18-20, 1996, 825-832.