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Two-dimensional shape models have been successfully applied to solve many problems in computer
vision, such as object tracking, recognition, and segmentation. Typically, 2D shape models are learned
from a discrete set of image landmarks (corresponding to projection of 3D points of an object), after
applying Generalized Procustes Analysis (GPA) to remove 2D rigid transformations. However, the
standard GPA process suffers from three main limitations. Firstly, the 2D training samples do not
necessarily cover a uniform sampling of all the 3D transformations of an object. This can bias the
estimate of the shape model. Secondly, it can be computationally expensive to learn the shape model by
sampling 3D transformations. Thirdly, standard GPA methods use only one reference shape, which can
might be insufficient to capture large structural variability of some objects.

To address these drawbacks, this paper proposes continuous generalized Procrustes analysis (CGPA).
CGPA uses a continuous formulation that avoids the need to generate 2D projections from all the rigid 3D
transformations. It builds an efficient (in space and time) non-biased 2D shape model from a set of 3D
model of objects. A major challenge in CGPA is the need to integrate over the space of 3D rotations,
especially when the rotations are parameterized with Euler angles. To address this problem, we
introduce the use of the Haar measure. Finally, we extended CGPA to incorporate several reference

shapes. Experimental results on synthetic and real experiments show the benefits of CGPA over GPA.

© 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Procrustes analysis (PA) [1-3] is a form of statistical shape
analysis used to analyze the distribution of a set of shapes. Given
two shapes PA “superimposes” both shapes by optimally translat-
ing, rotating and scaling one shape towards the other. If more than
two shapes are registered, the problem is typically known as
generalized Procrustes analysis (GPA). GPA has been typically used
in computer vision as a first step to build 2D models of shape or
appearance of objects. These 2D models have been applied to solve
problems such as object recognition [4,5], facial feature detection
and tracking [6,7] and image segmentation [8,9]. In particular,
Point distribution models (PDMs) and active shape models (ASMs)
[11] are among the most popular techniques to learn 2D objects
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models. PDMs and ASMs build the shape models from a 2D
training set of image landmarks. In PDMs and ASMs, first GPA is
used to remove rigid transformations and, then principal compo-
nent analysis (PCA) is applied to construct a subspace that models
the variation of the normalized shapes [11].

Fig. 1 (left) illustrates the GPA process of building shape models
for PDM or ASM: given a set of 2D views of one or several 3D rigid
or non-rigid objects under several configurations, the shape of the
object is represented by several landmarks that are consistently
labeled across view-points. Observe that if the object is rigid and
the projection is orthographic, all views can be represented using a
three-dimensional subspace [10]. Given the set of shapes (2D
projections across views, objects or non-rigid transformations of
3D objects), GPA aligns the shapes using a rigid transformation
(e.g., Euclidean or affine) to a 2D reference shape such that it
minimizes the least-squares error. Although GPA has been
extensively used, it suffers from three main limitations when
modeling non-rigid transformations of a 3D object or a class of
3D objects: (i) 2D training samples do not necessarily cover a
uniform sampling of all 3D transformations of an object, thereby
biasing the estimate of the 2D models towards some particular
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PA reference shape model
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Fig. 1. Illustration of GPA (left) and CGPA (right) to construct 2D shape models from 3D objects.

configuration; (ii) it is computationally expensive to compute a rich
set of 2D projections from all possible 3D transformations of a set of
objects; and (iii) the large variability of the object class cannot
necessarily be well registered with only one reference shape.

In order to deal with these limitations, we propose continuous
generalized Procrustes analysis (CGPA). CGPA generalizes GPA using a
continuous formulation that avoids the need to generate 2D projec-
tions from 3D configurations and uniformly covers the space of 3D
transformations. Fig. 1 (right) illustrates the main idea behind CGPA,
CGPA integrates over the space of 3D rotations avoiding the need to
compute 2D projections. The continuous approach proposed in this
paper is efficient in space and time, and is not biased to non-uniform
sampling of the input space. A requirement of CGPA is to have access
to a 3D mesh of several configurations of one or more 3D object,
which is a realistic assumption in several computer vision problems.
It is important to notice that building 2D models from 3D samples is a
problem that has been relatively unexplored in computer vision
[1327].

A major challenge of the proposed work is to integrate 3D objects
over the special orthogonal group in 3D: SO(3). While there are many
possible parameterizations of SO(3), we have chosen Euler angles
because it is easy to determine the relation between the rotation limits
and the integration domain (unlike other parameterizations such as
quaternions). However, Euler angles suffer from well-known problems
such the lack of uniform integration over the space of rotations [12] or
the gimbal lock effect. In this paper, to address these problems we use
the Haar measure in the definition of the integral and uniformly
integrate over the space of rotations. In addition, in some cases a
simple mean in the case of GPA is not enough to model the variability
of objects across view-points, and we propose a multi-reference CGPA
by using several reference shapes. Experimental results in several
synthetic and real experiments show the benefits of CGPA over GPA. A
preliminary version of this work was presented in [13].

The rest of the document is organized as follows: Section 2
reviews previous work in GPA and functional data analysis (FDA),
Section 3 gives the mathematical background necessary for CGPA
formulation and Section 4 motivates and derives CGPA. Section 5
reports our experimental results and Section 6 presents the
conclusions and outlines future lines of research. Finally, in
Appendix A we review the GPA fitting algorithm.

2. Previous work
This section reviews previous work within the field of compu-

ter vision on Procrustes analysis and functional data analysis
(FDA).

2.1. Generalized Procrustes analysis (GPA)

Let D=[(DP),....,(DP)"]" be a set of m shape samples that we
wish to align. Note that the super-script ® indicates that the
shapes are 2D. Shape samples are represented as # 2D landmarks
embedded in an R?*” matrix D§2) (see footnote' for notation)

Xit ... Xig
o =(, ).
Yir - Yie
GPA optimizes over the 2D geometric transformation T; (e.g.,
affine, Euclidean) that aligns each sample with respect to the

reference shape, by minimizing the energy of the reference-space
model (see Fig. 2 (right)) [14]

m
ERMM,A)= Y ITD®-MIIZ, 1)
i=1
where Me R?*‘ represents the reference shape, and T; in
T=[T],,T"]" e R?"2 corresponds to the rigid transformation
for the shape sample D§2>_ GPA can also be optimized using the
data-space model (see Fig. 2 (left)) in the following way [14]:

UL 2
Ep(M,A)= Y ID”-AMI?Z, 2)
i=1

where A; is the inverse transformation of T; and A = [AT, ...,A,Tn]T
e R?™<2 corresponds to the rigid transformation for the reference
shape M.

Recall that the error function of the reference-space model
minimizes the difference between the reference shape and the
registered shape data; in the data-space model, the error function
compares the observed shape points with the transformed refer-
ence shape, i.e., shape points predicted by the model and based on
the notion of average shape [15]. This difference between the two
models leads to different properties. Since the reference-space
cost is a sum of squares and it is linear in the optimization
parameters, it can be optimized via alternated least square
methods. In contrast, the data-space cost is a bilinear problem
and non-convex (in general). If there are no missing data, the data-
space model can be solved using singular value decomposition
(SVD). A major advantage of the data-space model is that it is

! N and R denote the set of natural and real numbers, respectively, and R¢
denotes the set of real vectors of dimension d. We assume that m,d,l,n,p,ie N.
A bold capital letter denotes a matrix, D; a bold lower-case letter a column vector,
d. D; represents the ith block matrix of the matrix D. All non-bold letters denote
scalar variables. ||D||? =Tr(D'D) designates the square of the Frobenius norm of a
matrix. The set operation Q\I" stands for the set difference of € and I'. VF is the
gradient operator with respect to u of the function F.
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Fig. 2. Left: data-space model. Right: reference-space model. Note that A; =T; 1

gauge invariant [14] (i.e., the cost does not depend on the
coordinate frame in which the reference shape and the transfor-
mations are expressed).

In the computer vision literature, the problem of PA has been
extensively explored. Procrustes analysis has been applied to
aligning shapes (e.g., [16]) and appearance (e.g, [6,17-19]).

In the last 10 years, several algorithms that align data with
respect to geometric transformations using appearance features
have become popular. Frey and Jojic [20] proposed a method for
learning a factor analysis model that is invariant to geometric
transformations. The computational cost of this method grows
polynomially with the number of possible spatial transformations
and it can be computationally intensive when working with high-
dimensional motion models. To improve upon that, De la Torre
and Black [17] proposed parameterized component analysis: a
gradient-based method that learns a PCA model invariant to affine
transformations. Baker et al. [19] showed how to learn active
appearance models (AAMs) in a way that are invariant to rigid and
non-rigid motion. De la Torre and Nguyen [6] extended parame-
terized component analysis to deal with non-linear appearance
representations (using kernels) and non-rigid transformations.
Miller et al. proposed the congealing method [18], which uses an
entropy measure to align images with respect to the distribution
of the data. Cox et al. [19] extended [18] through a least-squares
optimization. Kookinos and Yuille [21] proposed a probabilistic
framework and extended previous approaches [17-19] to deal
with articulated objects using a Markov random field (MRF) on top
of AAMs.

Previous work on PA uses 2D shapes or images, and hence
suffer from non-uniform sampling and high computational com-
plexity. If one has access to the 3D model of the object, CGPA can
provide a better 2D model of the object.

Pizarro et al. [16] have recently proposed a convex approach for
GPA based on the reference-space model. In their case, the cost
function is expressed with a quaternion parametrization which
allows conversion to a sum of squares program (SOSP). Finally,
the equivalent semi-definite program of a SOSP relaxation is
solved using a convex optimization tool and providing the global
minimum.

2.2. Functional data analysis (FDA)

Our work is related to previous work on FDA [22]. FDA [22] is a
branch of statistics that analyzes data providing formation about

functions. FDA methods are adaptations of classical multivariate
methods such as PCA [22], Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) or
analysis of variance (ANOVA) [23].

There have been several works in computer vision that make use
of FDA. Ormeneit et al. [24] proposed a robust automatic method for
modeling cyclic 3D human motion, such as person walking
sequence, using motion-capture data. The pose of the body is
represented as a time series of joint angles which are automatically
segmented into a sequence of motion cycles. The mean and the
functional principal components of these cycles are computed using
a new algorithm that enforces smooth transitions between the
cycles by operating in the Fourier domain. An advantage of this
method is that it automatically deals with noise and missing data.
The model is later used for Bayesian tracking of 3D human motion.
Levin and Shashua [25] applied a continuous formulation in the
case of PCA to model faces under different illuminations. Their
method integrates over the convex hull of the sample data, and
achieves unbiased estimates of the principal components of the
images.

3. Mathematical background

This section describes the mathematical background to our
work. We review basic statements from the calculus of variations
and integral calculus, as well as details regarding SO(3), and
measures defined on it.

3.1. Calculus

Let f : R" —» R be a smooth scalar function. If x* € R" is a solution
of the problem

fx* = ging fx), 3)

then the following equation is satisfied:
Vx f(x*) =0, “4)

where Vy is the gradient operator of the function f(x) with respect
to Xx.

Now let  c R" be an open and a bounded subset, let F : R? - R
be a mapping, and we want to find a solution, v* : Q— R, to the
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Fig. 3. Non-uniform (left) and uniform (right) distributions of rotations in SO(3). Rotation samples are represented by means of 10,000 rotated arrows onto the unit sphere

surface.

following functional problem:
/F(v*(x)) dx:min{/F(v(x)) dx}, (5)
Q v Q

where the minimum is taken among all the functions v : Q— R?

belonging to

P(Q; RY:={v : Q- R? : v is measurable and [o|V(x)|P dx < co}.
Then, it can be shown that the function v* e [P(Q; R?) satisfies

VwFV¥(x) =0, vxeQ\I, (6)

with [1dx=0. i.e, I'is a null set.

The interested reader is referred to [28,26] for a more detailed
review of the calculus of variations.

In order to manipulate multiple integrals, Fubini's Theorem
determines conditions under which it is possible to compute a
multiple integral using iterated integrals [29].

Let ©, c RP and €, C R? be complete measure spaces. Let
f(x,y) e L(Qp x Qg; RY), ie.

/ Fe.ld.y) < oo, )

p X32q

with f(x,y) measurable, then

/sszgqf(x’y) dx.y)= ./Qp </gqf(x’y ) dy > dx = ' /szq < /Q pf *,¥) dx) dy.

The integral with respect to a product of two measures can be
calculated as iterated integrals with respect to those two measures.

3.2. Integration over the SO(3) group

SO(3) forms a group whose action is the composition of all
rotations. Each rotation is a linear transformation that preserves
the length and spatial orientation of vectors.

Next, we will show why Euler angle parametrization of 3D
rotations can be adopted in the CGPA formulation when defining
a proper Haar measure, while it is unclear how to do it for
quaternions.

3.2.1. SO(3) parameterizations

There are several parameterizations for 3D rotations around the
origin, but the most common ones are Euler angles and quater-
nions. Euler angles encode orientations in the 3D Euclidean space
R? through the composition of three rotations (e, f3,7), each one
around a single axis of a basis. The final rotation is obtained by
multiplying three rotation matrices, R =R, (y)Ry(#)Rx(a) where

1 0 0
Ry()= | 0 cos(a) —sin(a)
0 sin(a) cos(a)

cos(f) 0 sin(p)
RpH= 0o 1 0o |
—sin(f) 0 cos(f)
cos(y) —sin(y) O
R:(y)=| sin(y) cos(y) 0
0 0 1

Euler angles are frequently used to define three dimensional
rotations, nevertheless, they lead to a non-uniform distribution of
rotations (see Fig. 3 (left), image better seen in color) when the
three angles are uniformly sampled among their typical domains
[12]. Fig. 3 (left) represents 10,000 samples of 3D angles that have
been sampled uniformly in the Euler space. That is, for each of the
roll, yaw and pitch angles, we have randomly selected 10,000
values between a,y =U(—n, 7] and f=[-n/2,7/2], respectively.
U means that angles can take values uniformly distributed on the
given interval. Each of these three angles are represented by a
point in a sphere (two angles) and there is a line in the tangent
space that conveys information of the other angle. We can observe
in this figure how the higher density of points is located in the
poles, and hence we did not achieve a uniform distribution over
the surface.

Beyond the non-uniform sampling the Euler angles also suffer
from the Gimbal Lock problem [31]. Gimbal Lock occurs on
rotations in a 3D space, when two of the three axes are parallel.
One degree of freedom is lost and, therefore, only rotations in 2D
space can be performed. A simple example to help to understand
this issue arises when using the convention Z-Y-Z, i.e., first, a
rotation on the Z-axis by the angle «, followed by a turn on the
rotated Y-axis by the angle f and, finally, a rotation by the angle y
on the new Z-axis. If =0, it produces a rotation by the angle
61 =a+y, only on the Z-axis. In this case, the system loses a
degree of freedom and it is “locked” rotating in a degenerate
2D space.

Quaternions are generally used as a standard solution to these
issues. Quaternions were conceived by Hamilton [33] by extending
complex numbers q = [a, bi, ¢j, dk]. Each unit quaternion (liqll = 1)
can be interpreted as a 4D point in the unit 3-sphere S3, which also
represents a rotation in the 3D space. For any unit quaternion,
q=[cos(0/2), sin(@/2)a], and for any vector v e R?, the action of
the triple product

Vg = qvq* = R,v where

1-2(c2 +d?)  2(bc—ad) 2(bd + ac)
Rg=| 2(bc+ad) 1-2(b*>+d*) 2(cd—ab) |,
2(bd—ac) 2(cd +aby  1-2(b% +¢?)
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may be geometrically interpreted as a rotation of the vector v
through an angle @, with @ being the axis of rotation.

Fig. 3 (right) illustrates the uniform distribution achieved with
a quaternion representation using the method proposed by [32],
where the four quaternion parameters q=[cos (62)r;, sin(0q)rq,
cos (O1)ry, sin(6,)rp] are calculated through the use of three
random variables X;e?/(0,1),i=1,...,3, where 60;=2nX,
0y =2nX3, 11 =+/1-X; and r, = \/X;. Observe that in this case
the distribution of angles is more homogeneous over the surface.
The points are no longer concentrated on the poles, neither other
regions of the sphere. Although the method presented in [32]
achieves uniformly distributed random rotations, the relation
between its three parameters and the rotation angles is not trivial.
This fact makes the parametrization of CGPA using quaternions
unfeasible, since a CGPA parametrization depending on the rota-
tion angles is required, in order to bound the integration domains.
Therefore, we have chosen Euler angles with Haar measure [34],
which is detailed in the next section.

3.2.2. Haar measure

Integration of functions on a particular space involves the
definition of a specific measure on that space [29].

The Haar measure is defined such that it assigns an “invariant
volume” to subsets of locally compact topological groups and
subsequently defines an integral for functions on those groups
[34]. We may associate to any Haar measure y on a group a
bounded linear functionals F e L(RP; R)

F(f) = /G f(o) du().

As an example, the Haar measure on the group of rotations
SO(3) [34, Section 7 of Chapter 1] leads to

¥4 2 27 1 .
./50(3)f(w) du(w) = '/0 dy/o d[)" A daw sin (f)f (w(a, f,7)).
®)

Using the Haar measure, we obtain an invariant integral for
functions on the rotation group. Thus, the problem of discrete non-
uniform distribution using Euler angles discussed above is avoided
in the definition of the integral.

4. Continuous generalized Procrustes analysis

In this section, we formulate the proposed continuous general-
ized Procrustes analysis (CGPA). CGPA extends GPA by adopting a
continuous formulation that incorporates the information of all
rigid 3D transformations.

4.1. Energy functional for continuous generalized Procrustes analysis

We formulate the problem of CGPA as an energy functional
minimization, involving 3D landmarks of objects and continuous
3D rotations. The formulation uses the reference shape as the
shape model in the data-space cost function (Fig. 2 (left)). Data-
space is chosen because it is gauge invariant and its derivation is
simpler than using reference-space. Our main assumption is that
the best reference shape is the one that can approximate all
possible 3D shape configurations of a given set of shapes.
We interpret this in the following way: we consider a set of 3D
shapes, we perform a predefined set of rotations, and we project
them onto the 2D space. Then, we estimate the reference shape by
aligning it with each shape configuration using an estimated affine
transformation. Given the previous issues, we derive the energy
functional to be minimized.

Let D{® € R** be a 3D shape described by # landmark points

Xt ... Xig

3
DO =|vyn - Vi
Zit - Zip

D=[DP), ... is the set of samples, where n is the
number of training examples, and Q = {@ = (a,$,y) € R?} is the
set of 3D rotation domains, where @ are the Euler angles. We
assume the 3D data has been centered. CGPA minimizes the
following energy functional:

EcmM. A @). ... &) = 3 | FMLA@) doo

=¥

IPR@)D” ~Ai(@)M|? do,
i=1J/Q

)

where M e R**“ is the mean reference shape and each matrix
Ai@) in A@)=[A1®)",....An@)"]" € R*2, is a linear transfor-
mation of the landmark coordinates. The matrix R(w)e R>*3
corresponds to the 3D rotation matrix that depends on the Euler
angle w (as defined in Section 3.2.1), and P e R?>*3 is the matrix
describing the orthographic projection onto the plane Z=0,
defined as

100
PZ(O 1 o)‘ (10

Note that for Euler angles @ = («, 3, y), the Haar measure can be
computed for every domain €. For instance, for a complete sphere
this measure corresponds to dw = (1/8x2)sin (#) da df dy.

The main differences between the functional in Eq. (9) and the
energy function in Eq. (2) are: (i) in the former, the affine
transformations A;(w) are functions that depend on the Euler
angles @, whereas in Eq. (2), A; are variables; (ii) the 2D shape
projection depends directly on the 3D structure of the object D§3’
and the 3D transformation parameters; and (iii) it is a continuous
formulation, and discrete sums are extended by integrals. Note
that n <m, since n, given in Eq. (9), denotes the number of 3D
objects and m, given in Eq. (2), denotes the number of 2D
projections of those objects after different rigid 3D transforma-
tions. That is, n times the number of rotations.

4.2. Optimization for CGPA

In order to minimize the CGPA functional (Eq. (9)):
M’[I\I;I}IIII)AHECGPA(Ma Ai, ..., Ap), (11)

we propose an algorithm based on the closed-form solution of two
optimization subproblems.

Note that, for simplicity, we omit the variable @ when it is
understood, we use A to denote [A],....AT]", and we omit the
superscript 3 from D

Unlike standard GPA, in the present formulation, A; : Q— R>*3
are functions and not parameters. Moreover, it is worth noticing
that the dependence of Ecgpa on the functions A; is non-linear. This
makes the minimization of Ecgpa, Eq. (11), a non-linear variational
problem. Although the existence of a solution (M*, A}, ..., A¥) to the
problem in Eq. (11) is guaranteed from a theoretical point of view,
it is not easy to find its explicit expression (see Section 3.1). For
this reason, we propose the following minimization algorithm to
find a stationary point. First, we set an initial value M = M° and we
optimize over the functions Ay, ...,A;, obtaining a close solution
for [A], ..., A%]. In the next step, we minimize over M the functional
M- Ecpa(M, AT, ..., A%). This two step algorithm is detailed below.
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Step 1: Optimizing Ecpa over the functions A;, i.e.
mAin Eccpa(M, A),
can be solved using the following equation: V4 F(M, A;) =0, where
Va, is the gradient operator with respect to the unknown para-
meters of the matrix A;.

First, let us rewrite F(M,A;) with the following equivalent
expression:

F(M, A;) = Tr((PRD;)’ (PRD))) + Tr((A;M)' (A;M))—2 Tr((PRD;)' A;M)
Then
Va F(M,A;) =AMM’ + AMM' —2(PRD;)M’
=2AMM’ —-2(PRD;)M’ =0
Finally, the solution of these equations is
A¥(@) =PR(@)D;M" (MM")~ 1.

Step 2: To optimize Ecgpa over M, i.e., minyEccpa(M,A), the
necessary conditions are: VyEcgpa(M,A) =0.

Given that M and D; do not depend on the rotation, the
functional can be rewritten involving three definite integrals,
I; € B33 J; e R**? and K; € R>*? as follows:

Eccpa(MLA) = f} Tr | D] < / (P)T(PR) da)) D;
i=1 Q

vy ( / A'A, da)> M_zn{( / (PRA, dco) M|.
JQ JQ

Ji K;

And, we write
N I T Tie.
VMECGpA(M,A)_a—M Y Tr[D; I;D; + M' J;M-2D; K;M] |.
i=1

The first term of the functional does not depend on ,
therefore

VmEcora(M.A) = -2 (il TT[MTJiM]> 2.0 <

T
2(% _],)M—Z(En: 1(,-) D, =0.
i=1 i=1

Finally, the solution for M can be expressed as follows:

-1
M= <_Zl.'i> ('21 (Ki)TDi>-

It depends on the integrals J; and K;. We can rewrite
the integral form using the solution of the previous step as
follows:

Ji= / AlA; dw = / (PRD,M'L)" (PRD;M'L) dew
Q Q

=L"™MD/ ( / (PR)'PR dw) DML
Q

=L"MD/ ( / X dw) DML,
Q

where L=MM")~! and X = (PR)"'PR.
Equivalently

K= / (PR)TA; dw = < / de> DML,
Q Q

In order to compute the value of these integrals we only need to
solve the definite integral for X. For instance, considering,
Q={(a,p.7)eR3;|a| <m/2,|Bl <7/2,|y| < 7/2}, we obtain

2 3
A Zyn 0 0
/de= 0 i+ 0
Q 0 -n 4 n* | 37°
3 Ty tay

The special orthogonal group of rotations in 3D space SO(3) is
smooth except for a polar coordinate singularity along an angle of zero
[35]. In order to avoid Euler singularities, we use Fubini's theorem. We
divide the domains containing zero into disconnected intervals, and
we compute the joint integral as iterated integrals. For instance, in
order to compute the integral in the domain defined above, i.e.

g /2 pm/2 pm/2

/ Xdw = / / X dw,
Q —r/2J-nr/2 J—n/2

we compute the integrals

0

/2
7' = Xd¢+/ X dop
J—r/2 J0

-0 /2
7= / hsin(B)Z' df + / hsin(B)Z" dp,
—r/2 0

where h is the Haar measure for the Euler angle interval. And finally

. -0 ~TT/2
/de=/ szl//Jr/ Z dy
Jo Joap Jo

Step 3: In the last step, convergence is measured by the
condition I/ =M~ Il < ecgpa, Where j indicates the jth iteration,
and eccpa is a threshold. If convergence is not achieved, a
maximum number of iterations is considered.

5. Experimentation

This section describes the experimental validation that
compares the performance of CGPA to standard discrete PA
methods.

5.1. Data
We used the following databases in our experiments.

® Stanford 3D scanning repository: the data consist of dense 3D
meshes of real objects captured with 3D scanners. We
considered the “Stanford Bunny” model from the Stanford
3D Scanning Repository.? Fig. 4 (left) shows the original 3D
shape model. The object contains 453 landmark points; how-
ever, for visualization purposes only frontal landmark points
are displayed in the graphical results with a triangulated
mesh.

® Athena and Venus models: we considered two 3D models:
Athena and Venus.® The shape of these models is more

2 http://graphics.stanford.edu/data/3Dscanrep/
3 http://graphics.im.ntu.edu.tw/robin/courses/gm05/model/
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Fig. 4. The bunny 3D shape (left), and reference shapes computed in the qualitative experiment using GPA (middle) and CGPA (right).
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Fig. 5. Face samples of the training set: 3D faces (first row) and their projections in 2D space (second row).

Fig. 6. Samples of the person walking sequence in 3D.

complex than those in the previous databases. Fig. 7 shows the
3D models. The number of landmark points for Athena and
Venus is 560 and 819, respectively. The landmarks are con-
nected with lines for better visualization.

® Multi-PIE database: we used the 3D face models built firm
images from the Multi-PIE database [36] using structure from
motion [37]. Three-dimensional faces of 30 subjects each
adopting three different expressions were considered: neutral,
smile and scream. Fig. 5 represents five 3D faces (top row)
belonging to the data set and their 2D projections (bottom
row). The number of landmark points is 66. The landmarks are
connected with lines for better visualization.

® MoCap database: the CMU Graphics Lab Motion Capture data-
base [38] contains sequences of several subjects performing
different activities captured with a Vicon Motion Capture sys-
tem. We considered one of the motion sequences: a person
walking sequence (#0201). This sequence was acquired at a rate
of 30 frames per second. Fig. 6 displays samples of the 3D person
walking sequence. The number of landmark points is 343. The
landmarks are connected with lines for better visualization.

5.2. Methods and parameters

We compared CGPA with the discrete approach, GPA. To learn
the 2D reference shape model, CGPA uses 3D data for training, and

GPA uses 2D projections of the 3D training set. Hence, the training
set for CGPA has size n x 3 x I, where n is the number of 3D
samples (see Eq. (9)) and [ the number of landmark points; whereas
GPA uses a training set of size m x 2 x [, where m is the number of
the 2D samples (projections from a 3D model) considered, see Eq. (2).
Both continuous and discrete models are used to approximate new
2D projections of 3D shapes under different configurations (e.g., view
points, non-rigid configurations). The performance of the two meth-
ods is evaluated qualitatively and quantitatively by measuring the
reconstruction error of unseen 2D test samples. Specifically, we
computed the mean squared error between the unseen shape and
the reconstructed shape, after model fitting.

For GPA we used the standard algorithm [11], and we have
described it in Appendix A for completeness. To fit the CGPA, we used
the optimization algorithm presented in Section 4.2. The tolerance
parameter, e gpa, for computing the reference shape using the GPA
iterative algorithm was set to the machine precision. The conver-
gence threshold, e cgpa, for computing the model in the optimization
algorithm, was also set to the machine precision.

We performed three sets of experiments to validate CGPA:

® Qualitative experiment with Stanford Bunny Model (Section 5.3):
the first experiment dealt with learning the continuous 2D
reference shape of a 3D object under 3D rotations. The
objective of this experiment was to illustrate the ability of
CGPA to obtain an unbiased mean model when the 3D rotation
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Fig. 7. Samples of the Athena and Venus 3D models.

domain is known. Recall that in the continuous formulation the
integration domain simulates all the possible vantage points
from which a 3D object can be projected (Eq. (9)).

® Reference shape model experiment on 3D faces (Section 5.4): in
this experiment, we compared the performance of CGPA and
GPA 2D reference shape estimation to approximate a set of 3D
faces from the Multi-PIE database [37]. The training set for GPA
was obtained by projecting the 3D faces under different view-
points by sampling Q (angle domain). In the case of CGPA, we
integrated continuously over £2. The test set of 90 images was gen-
erated by un-sampled angles during the training in the €2 domain.

® Subspace model experiment (Sections 5.5- 5.7): in this experi-
ment, we used several CGPA reference shapes to approximate
the rigid 3D deformations of a set of objects. We compared the
reconstruction capability of the multi-reference CGPA with GPA
followed by PCA on the aligned shapes [11] (GPA+PCA). The
multi-reference CGPA maintains the advantages of the contin-
uous approach.

5.3. Qualitative experiment with Stanford Bunny model

The first experiment was qualitative and just for illustrating
how CGPA can estimate the reference shape model in a particular
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Fig. 8. Reference shape model results for faces. Shown are the reconstruction error
for GPA (dashed line) as a function of the number of viewpoint projections in the
training set; and reconstruction error for the CGPA reference (solid line) using 3D
shapes as training set.

domain. We used the Stanford Bunny from the Stanford 3D
Scanning Repository. The continuous method was trained with
the single 3D object in the domain: Q= {(a, 8,7) e R /|a| =0,0 <
p<m/2,|y|=0}). To make more evident the effect achieved by
the CGPA approach, we consider the most degenerated case for the
sampling in the discrete training for GPA and we limited the
discrete training to one single sample of the rotation angles.
In particular, the discrete training set consisted of the sample
build by the rotation Q = {(, 5,7) = (0,0, 0), i.e. the projection of
the 3D Bunny on the Z-plane without performing any 3D rotation.

Fig. 4 shows the reference shape models computed using GPA
and CGPA. Observe that the model obtained by CGPA is not fixed in
the direction corresponding to the frontal viewpoint. We can
visually compare the reference model with the frontal projection
obtained using the GPA reference model. CGPA can be used to
compute a reference shape oriented as desired.

5.4. Reference shape model experiment on 3D faces

In this experiment, we used the Multi-PIE database reference. We
considered 30 3D faces randomly chosen from the subjects available
adopting three different expressions: neutral, smile and scream.

The 2D reference shape for this set of 3D faces was learned
under the 3D rotation domain €. Specifically, we set the rotation
domain to: Q={(a.B.y)eR3/|a|<n/4 B <r/4|y|=0}. See
Fig. 9 (left) for an illustration of this domain. We avoided Z-axis
rotations to simplify the visualization of the samples. To build the
discrete reference shape model, we applied GPA under several
viewpoint projections of the 3D shapes, sampling the whole rotation
domain €. For the training set of the CGPA approach, we used the set
of 3D faces. We compared the reconstruction capability of the CGPA
and GPA reference shapes.

We built the test set using an unseen set of faces rotated
through 90 angles randomly selected in the domain Q and
projected onto the 2D plane. All the faces were rotated through
the same set of angles in €. We computed the reconstruction error
as the mean squared error between the unseen shape and the
reconstructed shape (after fitting). In this case, to provide a
relative error measure, the error measures are given with respect
to the mean eye distance of the test set.

Fig. 8 shows the performance of GPA versus CGPA. The dashed
line represents the mean reconstruction error for GPA as a function
of the number of training viewpoint projections. The solid line
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Fig. 9. Left: illustration of the rotation domain Q. Right: the nine reference shapes computed by CGPA in the subspace model experiment with faces.

corresponds to the reconstruction error for CGPA. The training was
repeated 30 times, and the standard deviation for each experiment is
marked by the horizontal lines. Note that the mean reconstruction
error for GPA decreases when the size of the training set increases.
Given a large enough number of projections, GPA converges to CGPA,
which provides a low error and negligible variance throughout the
whole experiment. In this experiment, with 30 faces, GPA
required around 80 rotations for each sample face to achieve
similar results to CGPA. Thus, GPA needs 80 times more storage
space than CGPA and the computational cost of GPA increases
by 80 - 30 operations.

5.5. Subspace model experiment on 3D faces

In this experiment, we have a similar set up to the previous
experiments. We also considered 30 3D faces chosen randomly
from the available subjects under three different expressions:
neutral, smile and scream.

We set the rotation domain to: Q={(a,B.y)eR>/|a|
<m/4,|p|< m/4,|y|=0}. We also avoided Z-axis rotations to
simplify the visualization. To learn the discrete subspace model,
we first randomly sampled the whole rotation domain, €2, to build
the training set of several viewpoint projections of the 3D shapes.
We applied GPA to extract the discrete reference shape based on
this training set. Then, we removed the mean of the training set
using the reference shape. Finally, we performed PCA and we chose
the first eight eigenvectors as the basis elements of the subspace.
For the continuous model, we estimated nine reference shapes
using CGPA. The nine different models were trained with the same
3D shapes, only changing the domain subintervals

Qi ={apy)eR/-n/4<a<0,=0,y=0},

Q) ={(a.B.y)eRP/0<a<n/4,B=0y=0)},

Qs ={a.p.y)eR/a=0,-n/4<f<0,y=0},
Qi={a,py)eR/a=0,0<p<n/4y=0},

Qs ={@.py)eRP/—n/d<a<0,-n/4<f<0,y=0)},
Qs={(a.B,7)eR3/—n/A<a<0,0<f<n/4y=0),
Q;={a,pyeR/0<a<n/4,-n/4<f<0,y=0},
Qs={(a.B,y)eRP/0<a<n/40<f<rm/4y=0)},
Qo ={(a.p.7) e R®/|a| < 7m/4,|p| < /4,y =O}.

These subintervals were chosen to cover the transformations
corresponding to different viewpoint projections of the object.
In Fig. 9 (right), we show the nine CGPA reference shapes computed
for the nine subintervals.

We built the test set with unseen shapes randomly rotated
through 90 angles in Q. All the faces were rotated through the
same set of angles in . We computed the reconstruction error as
the mean squared error between the test shape and the recon-
structed shape (after fitting). The error measures are given with
respect to the mean eye distance of the test set. Fig. 10 (left) shows
the performance of the reference shapes obtained with CGPA
versus GPA+PCA. The dashed line represents the mean reconstruc-
tion error for GPA+PCA as a function of the number of viewpoint
projections in the discrete training set. The solid line shows the
reconstruction error for CGPA. The training was repeated 30 times
and the standard deviation for each experiment is marked by the
horizontal lines. Note that the mean reconstruction error for GPA
decreases when the size of the training set increases. In this
experiment, CGPA produces competitive results compared to the
method GPA+PCA. Therefore, if discrete sampling is to be avoided,
CGPA represents an alternative to the standard GPA+PCA method.
Qualitative results in Fig. 10 (right) show how CGPA and GPA+PCA
perform with the Multi-PIE database.

We could have used GPA to build nine discrete reference shapes
and compare this discrete subspace model with the continuous
subspace model; however, this option was ruled out, since the
previous experiment was focused on this comparison.

5.6. Subspace model experiment with MoCap

In this experiment, we used the MoCap database. We consid-
ered 3D skeletons from 30 frames of the person walking sequence.
We rotated them in the following rotation domain: Q= {(«@, ,7)
eR3/ja|<nm/4,|p| <nm/4,|y|=0}. As before, we avoided Z-axis
rotations to simplify the visualization. To build the discrete sub-
space model, we first randomly sampled the whole rotation
domain € to build the training set of several viewpoint projections
of the 3D shapes. We applied GPA to extract the discrete reference
shape from this training set. After aligning to the reference shape,
we performed PCA and we chose the first eight eigenvectors as the
basis elements of the subspace. For the continuous model, we
estimated nine reference shapes using CGPA for the same nine



668 L. Igual et al. / Pattern Recognition 47 (2014) 659-671

0.014
——CGPA Euler|
0.012 = = =GPA Euler

0.01

.
S
S

0.008 '\

0.006 B EEEC SO =
0.004

Mean squared error

0.002

0
-0 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
# viewpoint projections

Fig. 10. Subspace model results for faces. Left: reconstruction error for GPA+PCA (dashed line) as a function of the number of viewpoint projections in the training set; and
reconstruction error for CGPA reference shapes (solid line) using 3D shapes as the training set. Right: qualitative results of the subspace model experiment with faces.
Reconstruction performance using GPA+PCA (top row) and CGPA reference shapes (bottom row).
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Fig. 11. The nine reference shapes computed by CGPA in the subspace model experiment with motion capture.

subintervals as in the previous experiment. Fig. 11 shows the nine
CGPA reference shapes obtained.

We built the test set with unseen shapes randomly rotated
through 90 angles in . All the skeletons considered were rotated
through the same set of selected angles in €. We computed the
reconstruction error as the mean squared error between the test
shape and the reconstructed shape (after fitting).

Fig. 12 (left) shows the performance of GPA+PCA versus the
reference shapes obtained with CGPA. The dashed line represents
the mean reconstruction error for GPC+PCA as a function of the
number of training viewpoints. All the 3D skeletons considered
were rotated to the same number of viewpoints in the  domain.
The solid line shows the reconstruction error for CGPA. Training
was repeated 30 times and the standard deviation for each
experiment is indicated by the horizontal lines. As in the previous
experiment, the mean reconstruction error for GPA decreases
when the size of the 2D training set increases. In this experiment
too CGPA produces competitive results compared to the standard
GPA+PCA method, and discrete sampling is avoided. The qualita-
tive results in Fig. 12 (right) show the performance of CGPA and
GPA+PCA in the person walking sequence from the MoCap
database.

5.7. Subspace model experiment with Athena and Venus

In this experiment, we used the Athena and Venus models. We
rotated them in the following rotation domain: Q = {(a, 3,7) € R3/
la| < /4, |f| <m/4,|y| = 0}. As before, we avoided Z-axis rotations
to simplify visualization. To build the discrete subspace model, we
first randomly sampled the whole rotation domain € to build the
training set of several viewpoint projections of the 3D shapes.
We applied GPA to extract the discrete reference shape from this
training set. Then, we performed PCA and we chose the first eight
eigenvectors as the basis elements of the subspace. For the
continuous model, we estimated nine reference shapes using
CGPA for the same nine subintervals as in the previous experi-
ment. In Figs. 13 and 14, we show the nine CGPA reference shapes
for the Athena and Venus model, respectively.

We built the test set with unseen shapes randomly rotated
through 90 angles in . We computed the reconstruction error as
the mean squared error between the test shape and the recon-
structed shape (after fitting).

Figs. 15 and 16 show the performance of GPA+PCA versus the
reference shapes obtained with CGPA for the Athena and
Venus models, respectively. The dashed line represents the mean
reconstruction error for GPC+PCA as a function of the number
of training viewpoints and the solid line indicates the reconstruc-
tion error for CGPA. Training was repeated 30 times and the
standard deviation for each experiment is indicated by the
horizontal lines. The mean reconstruction error is normalized by
an estimation of the mean value of the intrapoint size of these
shape models. As in the previous experiments, the mean recon-
struction error for GPA decreases when the size of the 2D
training set increases. In this experiment too CGPA produces
competitive results compared to the standard GPA+PCA method,
and discrete sampling is avoided. Qualitative results in the right-
hand images of Figs. 15 and 16 show the performance of CGPA and
GPA+PCA via three test Athena and Venus shapes. Surface colors
represent the mean squared error; brighter colors represent
greater errors.

6. Conclusions

In this work, we have proposed continuous generalized Pro-
crustes analysis, a continuous alternative to GPA, as a method for
learning 2D shape models from 3D objects. CGPA has three main
advantages over GPA: (i) it does not need to generate 2D samples,
(ii) unbiased 2D models are constructed, and (iii) the memory
requirements for CGPA are only those of the storage of the 3D
objects and the reference shape(s). Moreover, we have reviewed
the problems of the uniform sampling of 3D transformations of an
object by different parameterizations: Euler angles and quater-
nions. Finally, we have tested the construction of the CGPA
reference shape model experimentally and compared it to
GPA for 2D training sets of different sizes. We have also
observed that the GPA reference model converges to the CGPA
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Fig. 12. Subspace model results for MoCap. Left: reconstruction error for GPA+PCA (dashed line) as a function of the number of viewpoint projections in the training set; and
reconstruction error for CGPA reference shapes (solid line) using 3D shapes as the training set. Right: qualitative results of the subspace model experiment with MoCap
skeletons. Reconstruction performance using GPA+PCA reference shapes (top row) and CGPA (bottom row). Test shape (solid line) and reconstruction shape (dashed line).
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Fig. 14. The nine reference shapes computed by CGPA in the subspace model experiment with Venus.

reference model when using a sufficient number of training As a future line of research, we plan to incorporate a
samples. Moreover, the experiments have shown that the subspace into the energy functional and to study different
continuous model using several CGPA reference shapes can be optimization methods using optimal discretization of the func-
an alternative to the classical discrete subspace approach to tional. Moreover, in the case of AAM where only 2D samples are
avoid discrete sampling. available, the CGPA formulation may incorporate a structure
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Fig. 15. Subspace model results with the Athena model. Left: reconstruction error for GPA+PCA (dashed line) as a function of the number of viewpoint projections in the
training set; and reconstruction error for CGPA reference shapes (solid line) using 3D shapes as the training set. Right: qualitative results of the subspace model experiment
with Athena. Reconstruction performance using GPA+PCA reference shapes (top row) and CGPA (bottom row). Mean squared error over the test shape surface. Brighter
colors represent greater errors. (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure caption, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)
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Fig. 16. Subspace model results with Venus model. Left: reconstruction error for GPA+PCA (dashed line) as a function of the number of viewpoint projections in the training
set; and reconstruction error for CGPA reference shapes (solid line) using 3D shapes as the training set. Right: qualitative results of the subspace model experiment with
Venus. Reconstruction performance using GPA+PCA reference shapes (top row) and CGPA (bottom row). Mean squared error over the test shape surface. Brighter colors

represent greater errors. (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure caption, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

from the motion step to infer and impose consistency on the 3D
structure of shapes.
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Appendix A. GPA fitting

Given a target shape D{® we vectorize it as: d;= (X1, Vi, -,
Xis»Yis)- Then we use the subsequent iterative approach to solve the
following reference-space error: Egpa(T, €)= X7_ , Ild;—T(m + Bo) 2
where m is the vectorized version of the reference shape M, B is the
basis built using PCA, and T is a similarity transformation.

1. Initialize coefficients ¢ (shape parameters) to zero.

2. Generate the model instance: x =m + Bc.

3. Find the pose parameters T which best map x to d; using PA.

4. Invert the transformation T and use it to project d; into the
model co-ordinate frame: d; =T~'d;

5. Normalize the shape.

6. Update the model parameters to match d;: ¢ = B (d;—m).

7. Apply constraints on c.
8. If the error does not converge (i.e., use the reconstructed shape
X' =m+ B¢, E= Hx—x’ll% < €gpa), Teturn to step 2.
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