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Abstract

In this paper we introduce through-the-lens camera con-
trol, a body of techniquesthat permit a user to manipulate
avirtual camera by controlling and constraining features
in the image seen through its lens. Rather than solving
for camera parameters directly, constrained optimization
isused to compute their time derivatives based on desired
changes in user-defined controls. This effectively permits
new controlsto be defined independent of the underlying
parameterization. The controls can also serve as con-
straints, maintaining their values as others are changed.
We describe the techniques in general and work through
a detailed example of a specific camera model. Our im-
plementation demonstrates agallery of useful controlsand
constraints and provides some exampl es of how these may
be used in composing images and animations.

Keywords: camera control, constrained optimization,
interaction techniques

1 Introduction

Camera placement and control play an important role
in image composition and computer animation. Conse-
guently, considerabl e effort has been devoted to the devel -
opment of computer graphics camera models. Most cam-
eraformulationsare built on acommon underlying model
for perspective projection under which any 3-D view is
fully specified by giving the center of projection, theview
plane, and the clipping volume. Within this framework,
camera models differ in the way the view specification is
parameterized. Notall formul ationsare equival ent—some
alow arbitrary viewing geometries, while others impose
restrictions. Even so, aternative models can be viewed to
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agreat degree asalternativedicingsof the same projective
pie.

How important is the choice of the camera model’s pa-
rameterization? Very important, if the parameters are to
serve directly asthe controlsfor interaction and keyframe
interpolation.  For example, the popular LOOKAT-
/LOOKFROM/VUP parameterization makes it easy to
hold a world-space point centered in the image as the
camera moves without tilting. To do the same by man-
ually controlling generic trand ation/rotation parameters
would be al but hopelessin practice, athough possiblein
principle.

The difficulty with using camera parameters directly
as controlsis that no single parameterization can be ex-
pected to serve al needs. For example, sometimes it is
more convenient to express camera orientation in terms
of azimuth, eevation and tilt, or in terms of a direction
vector. These particular alternatives are common enough
to be standardly available, but others are not. A good
example involvesthe problem, addressed by Jim Blinn[3]
of portraying a spacecraft flying by a planet. Blinn de-
rives several specia-purpose transformations that allow
the image-space positions of the spacecraft and planet to
be specified and solves for the camera position. The need
for thiskind of specialized control arisesfrequently, but we
would rather not face the prospect of deriving and coding
specialized transformations each time they do.

In short, camera models are inflexible. To change the
controls, one must either sedect a different pre-existing
model or derive and implement a new one. If thisin-
flexibility could be removed, the effort devoted to camera
control could be reduced and the quality of the result en-
hanced.

Inthispaper, we present abody of techniques, whichwe
cal through-the-lens camera control, that offer a general
solution to this problem. Instead of a fixed set, the user
is given a paette of interactive image-space and world-
space controls that can be applied “on the fly,” in any
combination. For example, the image-space position of
an arbitrary world-space point can be controlled by inter-
active dragging, or pinned while other points are moved.
Image-space distances, sizes, and directions can aso be



controlled. Pointscan be constrained to remain within the
image or within a specified sub-region. These and other
image-space controls can be freely combined with direct
world-space controls on camera position and orientation.
The set of controlsisextensible, with ageneral procedure
for adding new ones.

Using through-the-lens control, the spacecraft/planet
problem, and others of its kind, could be solved imme-
diately and interactively: a point on the planet would be
grabbed, dragged to itstarget location, then left pinned at
that image point. The spacecraft would be similarly posi-
tioned and pinned. Residual degrees of freedom could be
fixed by dragging additiona points, or manipulating the
camerain world space, while both image points remained
nailed. All the while, the required camera motions would
be computed automatically at interactive speed.

Theprincipal technical obstacleto achieving thiskind of
control liesin the nonlinearity of the relationship between
the desired controlsand the underlying view specification.
No general guaranteed procedure exists for solving non-
linear algebraic systems; in fact there may often exist no
solution, or many. The direct approach—solving numer-
ically for the camera parameters given the controls—is
therefore unlikely to succeed.

Thekey to our approach isthat weinstead formulatethe
problem differentially—solvingfor the time derivatives of
the camera parameters, given the time derivatives of the
controls. For example, a point is dragged by specifying
its velocity from moment to moment, rather than giving a
final target position. When the camerais under interactive
control, it fallsto theuser interfaceto convert user actions,
such as pointer motions, into suitable velocity signals. In
keyframe control, the velocity is calculated by taking the
time derivative of the interpolating function. The use of
differential control does not alow us to directly position
the camera in global leaps, but instead provides a robust
and accurate means of trandating continuous adjustments
of the controlsinto continuousmotionsof the camera. We
are primarily interested in interactive control by grabbing
and dragging, for which continuous motion is desirable,
and withlow-level cameracontrol for animation, for which
continuous motion is sufficient.

We formulate the problem of computing time deriva
tives of camera parameters as a simple constrained op-
timization. Once the derivatives have been computed,
using them to update the camera' s state over time reduces
to the standard problem of solving a first-order ordinary
differential equation from an initial value, for which good
numerical methods abound (see Press et. al. [20] for a
good practical introduction.)

An interesting feature of through-the-lenscontrol isthe
new role in which it places the camera parameterization.
Although we retain a fixed underlying camera model, the
modédl’s parameters no longer bear the burden of serving
as user-leve controls. Infact, the parameters may be com-

pletely hiddenfromtheuser. Thisleavesusfreetochoosea
camera model on the basis of numerical well-behavedness
and implementation convenience. Our preferred formula-
tion, based on quaternion rotations, isacase in point: itis
avery poor modd by conventional criteria, since the four
components of the quaternion would be exceedingly diffi-
cult to control directly. Yet it provides an ideal substrate
for through-the-lens control because it allows free cam-
era rotations without singularities or other artifacts. We
avoid the well-known difficulties involved with interpo-
lating quaternions for animation[22] by interpolating the
controlsinstead.

The remainder of the paper isorganized asfollows: Fol-
lowing a discussion of related work, we develop the ma
chinery of through-the-lens control in terms of a generic
cameramodel, starting with the problem of controllingthe
image-space velocity of a single point, then generalizing
to the full solution. We then present complete through-
the-lens equations for our simple quaternion-based cam-
era model. We describe our implementation and present
examples, then concludewith adiscussion of futurework.

2 Related Work

Aswenotedin Section 1, standard computer graphicscam-
era models are based on specialized transformations that
specify theview as afunction of parameters that are useful
for interactive, procedura, or keyframed control. Earlier
wediscussed thestandard LOOKAT/LOOKFROM moddl.
An example of amore general viewing model currently in
wide use is the PHIGS+ model[6]. In addition, a vari-
ety of special-purpose models such as Blinn’s spacecraft
flyby transformations [3] have been developed. Issues
involved in using the LOOKAT/LOOKFROM model to
navigate virtual spaces are considered by [16]. In[7], the
LOOKAT/LOOKFROM model is embedded in a proce-
dural language for specifying camera motions.

Much of the work on interactive camera placement in
computer graphics has been concerned with direct con-
trol of the camera's position and orientation. The prob-
lem of developing intuitive controls for 3-D rotations is
a difficult one[5], particularly when the input device is
two-dimensional. Severa researchers have addressed the
problem through the use of use of 3-D interfaces, includ-
ing six degree-of-freedom pointing devices 26, 25, 1] and
more specialized devices such as steerable treadmillg[4].

Problems involving the recovery of camera parame-
ters from image measurements have been addressed in
photogrammetry*, computer vision, and robotics. All of
these are concerned with the recovery of parameter val-
ues, rather than time derivatives. Algebraic solutions to
specific problems of this kind are given in [18] and [9],
while numerical solutionsare discussed in [15, 10, 17]. In
[24], constrained optimization is employed to position a

1Also see chapter 6 of [21] for amazing mechanical solutions to
photogrammetry problems.



real camera, mounted on a robot arm, for the purpose of
object recognition. Factors considered in the optimization
include depth of field, occlusion, and image resolution.

Optimization techniques have been applied to the re-
lated problem of object placement in computer graphics.
In [1] articulated figures are posed using penaty meth-
ods to meet positional goals. In[28], similar methods are
employed for general object placement and control. The
use of these methods for camera placement in animation
is described in [30].

Thedifferential control methods employed in this paper
are formally more closely dlied to the methods of con-
strained dynamic simulationdescribedin[29, 2, 19, 31, 23]
than to the positiona optimization methods cited above.
Some of theissuesinvolved in adapting these methods to
differentia kinematic control are addressed in [13], while
[27] considerstheir application to the design of free form
surfaces, and [12] illustratestheir use in a constraint-based
drawing program.

3 The Machinery

In this section we introduce the basic mechanisms that
support through-the-lenscontrol, employing asimple con-
strained optimizationformulation. Assuming that wehave
chosen a camera model to provide the fixed, underlying
parameterization, we solve for the time derivatives of the
parameters such that their mean squared deviation from
a desired value is minimized, subject to the constraints
imposed by the image-space controls. Setting the default
values to zero yields a solution that minimizes the mean
squared rate of change of camera parameters. Non-zero
values can be used to support interactive dragging subject
to the constraints imposed by other controls.

We begin by giving the relationship between a world-
space point and its image-space counterpart, which we
express in terms of a generic camera model. A specific
guaternion-based model will be fully described in section
4. We give the coordinates of an image point p as

P = h(VX)a (1)

where x is the world-space point that projects to p, V
is a homogeneous matrix representing the combined pro-
jection and viewing transformations, and h is a function
that converts homogeneous coordinates into 2-D image
coordinates, defined by

1 T2
h(x) = [1‘4’ x4] ,
where the z;’s are components of homogeneous point x.
Thematrix V issome (for now unspecified) function of the
camera model parameters, which we denote by alength-n
vector q. In practice, V would usualy be computed as
the product of several matrices, each afunction of one or
more of the parameters.

3.1 Camera motions and image point velocities.

Assuming for now that the world space point x is fixed,
the image point p is entirely a function of the camera
parameters q. Thisisanonlinear relationshipbecauseh is
nonlinear, asingeneral isV(q). We obtain theexpression
for theimage velocity p by applying the chain rule:

. 3(VX)) .
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where h’(x) is the matrix representing the derivative of
h(x), given by
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q isthetime derivative of q, and 9(Vx)/dq isthed x n
matrix representing the derivative of the transformed point
Vx withrespect to q. We differentiatethepoint Vx rather
than the matrix 'V to avoid differentiating a matrix with
respect toavector, whichwouldgiveriseto arank-3tensor.
In section 4, we give an example of how this derivative
matrix can be computed.

For notational compactness we will define the 2 x n
matrix

J =W (Vx) 6(;;‘) , (4)

S0 that
p=1Jq. (5

Notice that equation 5 gives p as alinear function of q,
even though p isanonlinear function of q.

3.2 Controlling a single point

Having obtained p as a function of ¢, we next consider
the problem of controlling a singleimage point, i.e. solv-
ing for a value of q that makes the image point assume
a given velocity p = po. In practice the value for pg
might be supplied by the user interface or might indicate
the velocity on a keyframed motion path. Although the
relation between p and q islinear, we cannot simply solve
po = Jq for q unless matrix J is square and of full rank,
which in genera it will not be.

Thesingularity of thematrix J reflectsthefact that many
distinct camera motions can cause a single point to move
inthesameway. Oneway to solvethe problemmight beto
require the user to control enough points or other features
to yield a square matrix. We choose a different option
that offers far more flexibility: subject to the constraint
that p = po, we minimize the magnitude of q’s deviation
from a specified value ¢o. Letting ¢qo = O imposes a
criterion of minimal change in the camera parameters. As
we shall see later, the ability to choose other val ues makes
it possible, for example, to drag image points and other
features subject to the hard constraints.



The problem we now wish to solveis:

(q - (10)2((1 - qO) subjectto p _ pO -0

(6)
To qualify as a constrained minimum, ¢ must satisfy sev-
eral conditions. First, of course, the constraint must be

met, i.e.

minimize £/ =

po=Jaq.
At an unconstrained minimum, we would require that the
gradient dF/dq vanish. Instead, we require that it point
in adirection in which displacements are prohibited by the
congtraints. This condition is expressed by requiring that

dE/dq = q—qo=J7A,
for some value of the 2-vector A of Lagrange multipliers.
This equation simply states that the gradient of £ must

be alinear combination of the gradients of the constraints.
Combining the two conditions gives

JITX = po— Iqo, (7)

which is a matrix equation to be solved for A. Then the
camera parameter derivatives are given by

q=qo+ I\ (8)

Finally, we must use the computed value of q to update
the camera state q, a standard initia vaue problem. See
Presset. al. [20] for adiscussion of the issues and a good
assortment of numerical methods for ordinary differential
equations. The very simplest method, Euler’s method,
employs the update formula

q(t + At) = q(t) + Atq(?).

Although easy toimplement, Euler’smethodisnotoriously
unstable and inaccurate. Use it at your own risk! In the
interactive loop of through-the-lens control, drawing and
input are interleaved with solver steps.

3.3 General quadratic objective functions

Therestricted form of the objectivefunctiongivenin equa-
tion 6 isoften adequate, but can cause problems: when the
controlsdo not fully determine the camera’ s state, the task
of accounting for the remaining degrees of freedom fallsto
the objective function. For example, if the camerais able
to respond to the motion of a controlled point by a com-
bination of tracking and panning, the objective function
determines how much of each will take place. Because
the error norm of equation 6 is the Euclidean distance in
the camera' s parameter space, rather than being intrinsic
to the world-space camera motion, the behavior depends
in a somewhat haphazard way on the choice of camera
parameterization, and could even depend, for example, on
the choice of linear and angular units of measure!

To allow such behavior to be controlled in amore retio-
nal way we make areasonably straightforward generaliza
tion, allowing £ to be any quadratic function of q, having

theform
1. . )
E= équ+b~q—|—c,

where M is a matrix, typically symmetric and positive-
definite, b is a vector, and ¢ is a scalar, none of them
dependingon ¢. Since £ isquadratic, theproblemremains
linear, athough the matrix equation to be solved becomes
abit more complex. The gradient of E becomes

E
dq
Denoting the inverse of M by W = M™%, equation 7
assumes the form

po=JWJIT) - JWb. (9)

It is also possible to solve for A without obtaining the
explicit inverse for M by forming a larger linear system
(see[8].)

Under this genera linear/quadratic formulation, the
camera s response to controls can be decoupled from the
parameterization, for instance by letting M be amass ma-
trix for the camerg[13, 29, 31].

3.4 Multiple Points and Other Functions

Controlling more than one point involves a simple exten-
sion to theforegoing derivation. The matrix J dependson
x, S0 each point being controlled yields a distinct version
of equation 5. We combine the m equations into a sin-
gle one by concatenating the derivative matricesto form a
2m x n matrix, and concatenating the image velocitiesto
form a2m-long vector. From that point on, the derivation
proceeds as above, to the solution of equation 7 for A,
which isnow aso avector of length 2im.

In addition to controlling image points directly, we
would liketo control functionsof one or more points, such
as image distance or orientation. In fact, to mix image-
space and world-space controls we may want to control
other functions of ¢ that do not involve the image at all,
such as object-to-camera distance. Conceptually, thisis
not a difficult generalization to make: in equation 5, we
simply interpret p not asaliteral point, but asthe vector of
guantitieswewish to control. Matrix J must then givethe
derivative of each controlled quantity with respect to each
camera parameter. In practice, performing the derivative
evaluations, indexing and other bookkeeping, etc., can be-
come quite complex. See [14, 29] for general-purpose
schemes that facilitate the handling of thiskind of matrix-
assembly problem. Although our own implementations
are based on such a scheme, the camera control problem
is sufficiently restricted in scope that this certainly is not
necessary.

Many through-the-lens controls, such as point-to-point
distance, can be expressed as functions of several image
points' positions. The labor involved in implementing
such controls can be greatly reduced through through the
use of the chain rule. For instance, consider a scalar



function of two image points f(p1, p2). The derivativeof
f withrespecttoq is

df of of
R
dq  9p1 ' Opa

where J; and J, are the derivative matrices for p; and
p2, computed according to equation 4. The code that
evaluates J for image points need only be implemented
once. Thereafter, just derivatives with respect to image
pointsneed be treated anew for each control. Thesetendto
besimple, and asan added advantage, they areindependent
of the choice of the underlying camera parameterization.

JZa

3.5 Constrained Dragging and Soft Controls

When controlsare added dynamically by the user, it isen-
tirely possible for inconsistencies to arise, either because
the degrees of control exceed the camera’ s degrees of free-
dom, or because some controlsarein conflict, e.g. tryingto
move one point in two directions. These problems can be
handled gracefully by employing a least-squares method
to solve the matrix equation—see for example the conju-
gate gradient solver described in [20]—so that the error
due to the inconsistency is distributed uniformly over the
controls, in aleast-squares sense.

Although the least-squares solution avoids disaster
when conflicts arise, we have found that it is very helpful
to permit the user to drag points and other features sub-
ject to the constraintsimposed by existing controls, so that
conflicts can never arise. We achieve thisbehavior by in-
corporating the dragged point’s desired behavior into the
objective function, rather than using a“hard” constraint to
control it. The constrained optimization solution then re-
solvesany conflictsstrictly infavor of thehard constraints.
Thus, for example, a point whose range of motion is re-
stricted by the controlswill move freely up to the limit of
itstravel, but no further. A simpleway to implement such
“soft” controlsisto specify the desired camera motion qg
according to the formula

qo = kI (p. — p), (10)

where k.. is aconstant and p.. is the position of the cur-
sor in image coordinates. Using this value to drive the
system is similar to attaching a rubber band between p..
and p, inducing camera motion that causes p to “chase’
p.. Inserting this value of qq into equation 7 minimizes
the mean squared difference between q and qg, subject to
the congtraints. Soft controls can be implemented more
accurately, at the expense of greater complexity, by min-
imizing the squared difference between p and a desired
value po, subject to the constraints. To express thisobjec-
tive function, the general form given in equation 9 must
be used.

A greatly simplified though much less powerful version
of through-the-lenscontrol is obtained by using soft con-
trolsonly. Then, the constrained optimization of equation

6 collapsesinto an unconstrained optimization. For exam-
ple, an image point could be dragged by using equation 10
directly to determine q.

3.6 Position Feedback

So far, we have cast the problem in terms of velocity con-
trol. The velocity signas that drive the control process
may come from several sources. For example, during
interactive dragging of a controlled image point, the ve-
locity may represent an estimate of mouse velocity. In
keyframing, the velocity represents the derivative of a
known trajectory curve po(t). In both cases, position as
well asvelocity informationisavailable. Thisextrainfor-
mation can be used to greatly improve tracking accuracy
by preventing error accumulation and drift as velocity is
integrated over time. We do thisby theadditionof asimple
linear feedback term to our initial statement of the control
requirement:
P = po— k¢ (p — Po),

where &, is a feedback constant, and po is the desired
position for p at the current time. When p is on target,
the feedback term vanishes, but if positiona error exists,
the velocity is biased in a direction that reduces the error.

The feedback term carries straight through the derivation,
leading to the following modified form for equation 7:

JITX = po+ ks (po— p) — Jdo. (11)
3.7 Tracking a moving point

Until now, we have assumed that the world-space point x
is stationary. A small generalization makes it possible to
accurately track a moving point. In keyframe animation,
for example, this would alow moving points on objects
to be tracked automatically. To make the generaization,
we assume that the world-space point moves according to
a known function x(¢). In practice, we need only know
the point’s current positionx and velocity x. Since x now
depends on time, an additional term appearsin equation 2,
the chain-rule expression for p, accounting for the part of
x'simage velocity due to the motion of x itself:

p= h’(Vx)a(anX)q +h'(Vx)Vx (12)

As before, the extraterm carries through, adding an addi-
tional correction factor to the right hand side of equation
7,yidding

JITN = po+ ks(po—p) — W(Vx)Vx — Jqo. (13)

Thisformulation makesit possibleto control theimage-
space motion of a point independently of its world-space
motion. If theimage pointispinned, thecamerawill move
as necessary to maintainits position. Both theimage point
and the world point can be keyframed independently: the
camerawill move asrequired to achieve thedesired image
motion, regardless of the world-space motion of the point.



4 A Quaternion Camera

Having developed the through-the-lens equations in
generic form, it remains to fill in the blanks. In the equa-
tions of the last section, the camera transformation was
described in terms of an anonymous matrix V depending
on an anonymous parameter vector q. To proceed, we
must say what the function V(q) actualy is. Then we
must formulate the equations that are required to evaluate
the image point derivative matrix J. If we limit ourselves
to image-space controls that can be expressed purely as
functionsof point positions, then thematrices V and J tell
us everything we need to know about the camera.

Aswenoted in section 1, through-the-lenscontrol hides
the underlying camera parameterization from the user, so
that most of the criteria by which a conventional camera
model would be judged do not apply. The model we
present inthissectionisunusual inthat aquaternionisused
to represent the camera’ s orientation; we chooseit because
of the quaternion’s ability to represent arbitrary rotations
free of singularities and other artifacts. The equations of
section 3 are compatible with any camera model. If you
prefer another one, the derivation in this section can till
serve as atemplate for the general procedure.

4.1 The View Matrix

Our model employs a tranglation to specify the Lookfrom
point and a quaternion to specify orientation. The view
matrix V called for by equation 1 is given by the matrix
product

V= P(f)T(txatyatz)Q(QwaQxaanQz)a (14)

where P isamatrix for perspective projection with focal
length f, T is the matrix for trandetion by [t,,t,,t.],
and Q is a quaternion rotation matrix, performing the
rotation specified by the quaternion q, with scalar part
qw and vector part [¢., ¢y, ¢.]. The camera parameter
vector q isthelength-8 vector formed by concatenating the
transformation parameters, [f,t,,ty.t., qu, 4=, 4y, 42)-
The perspective matrix isasimpleone, placing thefocal
point at the origin and the image plane a distance f from
the origin along the z-axis, lying parallel to the zy-plane:

10 0 0
01 0 0
P=1l00 1 o
00 1/f O

The trand ation matrix is the standard one:
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The quaternion rotation matrix isabit more complex. The

formgivenin[22],

1

3 qyz - QZZ dzqy + qwq: 9z9z — quwqy
Goly — Quwlz 3 — 9o — 322 quwdz + qyq=

quwqy + 929z qy9dz — qwlx % - sz - Qyz
0 0 0

Q=2

NI O O O

(15)
assumes that the quaternion has unit magnitude, i.e. that

la| = \/Qi+Q%+q§+qz =

Otherwise, Q isnot apurerotation, and shapeswill bedis-
torted. This constraint on |q| means that the camera has
only seven true degrees of freedom. To enforce the con-
gtraint, it is not sufficient simply to normalize Q between
iterations: in that case, the derivative matrix wouldn't
“know” about the constraint, and the control solution
would be incorrect. While it would be possible to add
the constraint, in differential form, to the control solution,
there is a much simpler aternative: in place of equation
15, we express QQ in aform that incorporates the normal-
ization, so that quaternions q and «q specify the same
transformation, for any scalar «. Under this scheme, we
must still normalize q from time to time to prevent the
accumulation of numerical errors. The modified version
of Q ismost simply expressed as the product

1 .
Qn = 2
|al
where
2
% _qu_qzz 929y + quwqz 9x9z — Quwqy 0
2
Qo2 | ety — i W% 02— 0.2 quas+age: O
- 2
quwqy + 929z 9y9z — Quwdz % - QEZ - qu 0
0 0 0 1912
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4.2 Evaluating J

Employing the notation of section 3, theimage coordinates
corresponding to world point x are given by
p = h(Vx) =h(PQ,Tx).

Therowsof J areformed by differentiating thisexpression
with respect to each camera parameter in turn. To perform
the differentiations, we note that each camera parameter
influences exactly one matrix in the chain. Therefore,
using the rule for differentiation of a product, the deriva-
tive of the chain with respect to a parameter is another
chain, obtained by replacing the appropriate matrix by its
element-by-element derivative. Thus, for example,

JdVx oT
—8tx = PEQHX’
and we obtain the row of J correspondingto ¢,. from
op ., ov
E = h (VX) 6tx s
whereh’(Vx) isas defined in equation 2, and where
0 001
dr _ |10 0 0 O
ot, | 0 0 0 O
0 00O



Differentiating each matrix with respect to each parameter
onwhichitdependsyieldseight matricesinall. Thematrix
for 9T /0t isgiven above—the other two derivatives of
T arelikewisetrivia. The derivative of P with respect to
itsonly parameter, f,is

00 0 O
P |00 0 O
af |oo o o

00 —-1/f2 0

The four derivatives of Q,, may be expressed compactly
as

5 quw qz —qy 0
Qn —2qy 4 2 —q9z  qu Qx 0
=gy S ,
600 Jaff © WP | % % @ O
0 0 0 quw
5 [ 9z qy qz 0 ]
Qn —2q; 2 dy —q9z qu 0
= + — ,
6qx |q|4 Q |q|2 qz qu —z 0
i 0 0 0 Iz |
; [ —4y 4 —qu O]
Qn _2(]y A 2 Qx q q: 0
= Q +— Y ’
o0, "l " P | o @ - O
i 0 0 0 1y |
and
5 [ —qz qw 7 O 1
Qn —2q, 2 —qw  —qz 4 0
o " Jaf C P | e w e O
i 0 0 0 ¢, ]

To evaluate J, we need only implement functions that
caculate each of these eight derivative matrices, along
with the function that calculates h'/(x). Standard ma-
trix/vector operations are then used to produce the eight
rows of J.

5 Implementation and Examples

We have implemented through-the-lens control as part of
amulti-view, direct manipulation testbed. The programis
written in C++ on a Silicon Graphics I risworkstation and
uses a toolkit which permits rapid evauation of dynami-
cally composed functionsand their derivativeq 14]. All of
the examples in this paper can be specified interactively
and run at interactive rates on a Silicon Graphics IRIS
4D/210 GTX.

We have experimented with awide variety of through-
the-lens controlsincluding

o the position of a point on the screen,
¢ the distance between two points on the screen,

o the orientation of two pointsin theimage,
¢ theratio between two screen space distances.

All can be interactively specified and connected to ver-
tices in the scene, can be made into hard or soft controls,
can serve as constraints, and can be keyframed. Controls
that do not have an obvious geometric method for direct
manipulation, such as the last three on the list, can be
connected to diders.

The architecture of our system makes it easy to define
new types of controls, athough thismust be done at com-
pile time. Unlike finding new transforms, which entails
solving systems of non-linear equations, defining new con-
trolsiseasy to automatein agenera and guaranteed man-
ner since the only required mathematical manipulationis
differentiation. We have built automatic code generation
toolsthat facilitate defining new types of controls.

By adding the ability to place boundaries on the values
of acontrol, we have been ableto create several interesting
through-the-lensfeatures in our system, such as

¢ bounding a point within aregion of the image,

e ensuring that an object does not become larger or
smaller than a certain size,

¢ preventing an object from becoming too much bigger
or smaller than another.

We usean active set technique] 11] to extend themethods of
section 3to providethe capability of inequality constraints.

These through-the-lens controlswork in concert with a
variety of world-space controls. Becauseacameraisafirst
class object in our system, these controls can be applied to
them as well as other objectsin the scene. Multiplewin-
dows with cameras dynamically assigned to them make
it easy to use world and image space controlstogether in
composing an image.

Building on top of a genera purpose facility for com-
posing derivatives permits our implementation to exercise
the full generality of the methods in section 3 by alowing
usto solve simultaneously for camera and object parame-
ters. Through-the-lens controls can therefore affect other
objectsin addition to the camera. Although removing the
restrictionthat x doesnot depend on g does not require any
change to the techniques presented, the pragmatic issues
that arise inincluding parameters of objects other than the
camera in g are beyond the scope of this paper. These
issues are discussed in [14, 13, 29]. They permit a uni-
fied approach to controlling and constraining all objects,
including cameras.

When the state vector includes objects besides the cam-
era, through-the-lens control s provide away to couple the
camera and scene objects. |f apoint on an object ispinned
to a particular place in the image, as the object moves
the camera will aso change to maintain the constraint.
Changing the camera will similarly alter the object. If
the camera is locked in place, the object is restricted to
locations where its image satisfies the through-the-lens
requirements. Adjusting a through-the-lens control can
cause both the camera and the scene objects to change,



Figure 1: Multiple through-the-lens constraints: Multiple through-the-Lens point controls fixate two corners of the center cube. As
the camerais translated along the faces of the cube (following the arrows on the floor), it rotates and zoomsto maintain the constraints.

Figure 2: Through-the-lenskeyframing: Through-the-lens controls are moved along keyframe paths. Each arrow grabsa corner of the

cube and pullsit along a path in the image.

such controls permit manipulation of an object in terms
of how it appears in the image. In a highly constrained
environment, this can make it easy to achieve a desired
effect when it is unclear how to do it by controlling the
camera and other objectsindependently.

As a simple example of what through-the-lens con-
trols can do, consider the role of the standard LOOKAT/-
LOOKFROM/VUP camera model in our system. The
ability to place pointsin theimage and specify the orienta-
tions of line segments subsumes the need for this camera
model. Although L/L/V isone of several camera models
we have coded into our system?, we typically prefer to use
representations like the quaternion-based one in section
4 for their well-behavedness, using through-the-lens con-
trolsto point thecamera. Evenif theL/L/V representation
is employed, the user is not restricted to specifying the
view using these parameters.

The spacecraft example from the introduction exempli-
fies the use of through the lens controls to compose an
image (Figure 3). Continuing with the example, the con-
straints used to position the spacecraft and planet can be
maintained as the spacecraft flies past the planet to create
a fly-by animation, either by coupling the state variables
or using the tracking techniques of section 3.7. If the ge-
ometry of the scene isn't predetermined, through-the-lens
control can help specify it. For example, consider creat-
ing a picture of the spacecraft flying by the planet and its
moons. |If we free the position of the craft, through-the-
lens controls can move it so that its position in the image
is maintained as we move the camerato find aview which
shows the planets and the moonsin a desirable manner.

Another use of through-the-lens controlsis registering
3D model swith photographs. Thiscan bedoneby display-
ing areal image as a backdrop and pinning points on the
synthesized image to their corresponding locations. Using

2Finding the derivatives of this matrix is not for the faint of heart —
don't try it without a symbolic mathematics program.

aleast squares technique for overdetermined matrices can
allow severa pointsto be specified: the system will move
towardsthebest fit (Figure4). A viewingtransform can be
derived for registering 3 pointg[18], but through-the-lens
techniques provide ageneral method for performing these
manipulations.

6 Conclusion

As we gain more experience using through-the-lens con-
trol, we find more interesting controls and constraints to
aid in the process of composing pi ctures and mani pul ating
scenes. Other additions to through-the-lens manipulation
might include using optimization and constraints to help
compose images, developing an interface that makes it
easier to specify both through-the-lens and world-space
controls, inferring constraints to make manipulation eas-
ier, and providing a method of detecting and preventing
unwanted occlusions. We are beginning to explore us-
ing through-the-lens techniques to connect 3D models to
real photographs and live video. We are aso considering
how to use through-the-lens techniques to address issues
in planning good camera motionsfor animations.
Through-the-lens techniques provide a method for ma
nipulating the virtual camera by controlling and constrain-
ing imageattributes. Interactive control techniques permit
the user to control the virtual camera by directly manip-
ulating the image as seen through the lens. The control
techniquesmake it easy to enforce constraintson attributes
of theimage and scene. The techniques make it simpleto
implement awide variety of constraints and controls.
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