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BIRATIONAL GEOMETRY OF CRITICAL LOCI IN ALGEBRAIC

VISION

MARINA BERTOLINI∗, ROBERTO NOTARI, AND CRISTINA TURRINI

Abstract. In Algebraic Vision, the projective reconstruction of the position of each
camera and scene point from the knowledge of many enough corresponding points in the
views is called the structure from motion problem. It is known that the reconstruction
is ambiguous if the scene points are contained in particular algebraic varieties, called
critical loci. To be more precise, from the definition of criticality, for the same recon-
struction problem, two critical loci arise in a natural way. In the present paper, we
investigate the relations between these two critical loci, and we prove that, under some
mild smoothness hypotheses, (some of) their irreducible components are birational. To
this end, we introduce a unified critical locus that restores the symmetry between the
two critical loci, and a natural commutative diagram relating the unified critical locus
and the two single critical loci. For technical reasons, but of interest in its own, we also
consider how a critical locus change when one increases the number of views.

1. Introduction

Algebraic Vision is the branch of Computer Vision and Multiview Geometry that ad-
dresses the problems with techniques from algebraic geometry. In this context, a classic
problem is the structure from motion, i.e. the projective reconstruction of static and dy-
namic scenes from photos or videos. More precisely, this problem involves determining
the unknown positions both of cameras and of scene points in the ambient space, given a
sufficient number of images. Historically, the problem of structure from motion originated
with the reconstruction of static scenes in P3 from images in P2 ([7]) and was later gener-
alized to the reconstruction of dynamic scenes in P

3 modelled as static scenes in ambient
spaces of any dimension ([12, 6]).

In this setting, cameras are identified with projection matrices between projective spaces
of any dimension.

Naively, one might guess that the reconstruction problem can be successfully solved if
a sufficient number of n–tuples of corresponding points, that is to say, points which are
projections of the same point of the scene, are identified in different views. Indeed, even if
this happens when cameras and scene points are in sufficiently general position, this is not
always the case. E.g., even in the classical setup of two projections from three-dimensional
space, for particular configurations of points Xi in the scene and cameras Qj there exist
another - non-projectively equivalent - sets of scene points Yi and cameras Pj producing
the same images in the view planes, so leading to ambiguous reconstruction. The locus
that these scene points describe is called critical with respect to the corresponding set of
cameras.

Critical loci turn out to be determinantal varieties in the projective spaces. They have
been extensively studied, both in the classical case of any number of projections from P3

to P2 ([10]), and in the case of n projections from Pk to Phi, i = 1, . . . , n ([1, 2, 3, 5, 4, 6]).
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From the definition of the critical locus (see Definition 2.1), it naturally emerges that
critical points actually occur in pairs (Xi,Yi), with Xi ∈ X and Yi ∈ Y . The purpose
of this work is to determine, from the perspective of birational geometry, the relationship
between the critical loci X and Y . To this purpose, we introduce the notion of unified
critical locus U whose elements are the previous couples of critical points (Xi,Yi).

For a set of n projections from Pk to Phi, i = 1, . . . , n, the unified critical locus is an
algebraic variety contained in Pk × Pk for which we get the defining ideal in Section 2.
Hence, we have a natural commutative diagram linking the unified critical locus and the
two critical loci X ,Y (diagram 5) which is extensively studied in Section 4. The main
result is Theorem 4.8, where we prove that there are irreducible components inside each
critical locus, that are birational under some reasonable smoothness assumptions. On
the other side, Section 5 contains some explicit examples showing that the hypotheses in
Theorem 4.8 cannot be relaxed.

A fundamental tool for obtaining the results in Section 4, and of interest in its own
right, is a preliminary investigation into another aspect of the construction of critical
loci. Specifically, we investigate how critical loci change when we increase the number of
projections of the same scene. Section 3 is dedicated to this analysis. A seminal case of
nested critical loci is considered in [10], in the case of two and three projections from P3

to P2.
Finally, in the first part of Section 2, we recall the standard set–up in multiview geom-

etry, and the main definitions and results on critical loci; in the second part of the same
section, we define the unified critical locus, describe its defining ideal and the commutative
diagram that relates U ,X and Y .

2. Multiview geometry and critical loci

In the first subsection, we recall the standard set–up used when studying Computer
Vision or better Multiview Geometry problems with techniques from algebraic geometry.
Since the literature on the subject is becoming reacher and reacher, nowadays it goes
under the name of Algebraic Vision. Moreover, we recall the definition of critical locus,
the construction of its defining ideal, and the expected dimension and degree. In the
second part, we define the unified critical locus, explain the construction of its defining
ideal, and the natural commutative diagram relating the unified critical locus and the
single critical loci.

2.1. Notation and critical locus definition. In Algebraic Vision, a camera P is a
linear projection from Pk onto Ph, from a linear subspace C of dimension k − h − 1,
called center of projection. The target space Ph is called view. A scene is a set of points
Xi ∈ Pk, i = 1, . . . , N .

Using homogeneous coordinates in Pk and Ph, we identify P with a (h + 1) × (k + 1)
matrix of maximal rank, defined up to a multiplicative constant. Hence, C comes out to
be the right annihilator of P .

Let us consider a set of n cameras Pj : P
k \Cj → Phj , j = 1, . . . , n, projecting the same

scene in Pk. The images Pj(X) ∈ Phj of the same scene point X ∈ Pk in the different
views are said to be corresponding points.

As we said in the Introduction, a classical problem in this context is the so–called
projective reconstruction of a scene: determine n cameras Pj : Pk \ Cj → Phj , j =
1, . . . , n (i.e., the projection matrices), and a scene in Pk (i.e., the coordinates of the scene
points), starting from many enough corresponding points in the views, up to projective
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transformations. It is known that the reconstruction is ambiguous when all scene points
lie on the critical locus.

In order to describe systematically critical loci, it is appropriate to give formal defini-
tions.

Definition 2.1. Given two sets of n projections Qj , Pj : Pk
99K Phj ,j = 1, . . . , n, two

sets of points {X1, . . . ,XN} and {Y1, . . . ,YN}, N ≫ 0, in Pk, are said to be conjugate
critical configurations, associated to the projections {Q1, . . . , Qn} and {P1, . . . , Pn} if, for
all i = 1, . . . , N and j = 1, . . . , n, we have Qj(Xi) = Pj(Yi).

Notice that in Definition 2.1, the symmetry between the projections Q1, . . . , Qn and
P1, . . . , Pn is perfect.

Now, we can define the critical loci.

Definition 2.2. Given two sets of n projections Qj , Pj : Pk
99K Phj , j = 1, . . . , n, as

above, the locus X ⊆ Pk (Y ⊆ Pk, respectively) containing all possible critical configura-
tions {X1, . . . ,XN} ({Y1, . . . ,YN}, respectively) is called critical locus for the associated
projections.

The current definition is slightly different from the analogous one in literature, e.g. see
[2, 3, 10]. We modify it in order to be closer to the standard practice when computing
critical loci. The difference is that here we first choose the two n–tuples of projections,
and we consider two scenes that are made of critical points, while, in the old one, one has
to consider a n–tuple of projections and its scene, and in a second stage, one has to find
a second n–tuple of projections and a second scene such that the same condition of the
definition apply.

As previously said, if the scene points do not belong to a critical locus, the reconstruc-
tion problem has a unique solution, or equivalently, is not ambiguous.

We recall how to get explicitly the defining ideal of the critical loci for a pair of n–tuples
of conjugate projections {Q1, . . . , Qn} and {P1, . . . , Pn}. To easier distinguish between
X and Y , we use different names for the coordinates in Pk: when computing X , we use
x0, . . . , xk, while we use y0, . . . , yk when we compute Y .

In [11] the authors define a family of tensors, the so-called Grassmann tensors, which
encode the constraints existing among corresponding points in the different images. In
[3], making use of these tensors, the authors show that the critical locus X ⊆ P

k is a
determinantal variety and that its ideal I(X ) can be obtained as follows.

Let X be a point in Pk and consider the matrix

(1) MX =









P1 Q1(X) 0 0 . . . 0 0
P2 0 Q2(X) 0 . . . 0 0
...

...
Pn 0 0 0 . . . 0 Qn(X)









.

MX is a (n+

n
∑

i=1

hi)× (n+ k+1) matrix, the last n columns of which are of linear forms,

while the first k + 1 columns are of constants.

Proposition 2.3. ([3]) The ideal I(X ) of the critical locus X is generated by the maximal
minors of MX , and so X is a determinantal variety. Moreover, X contains the center of
Qj, j = 1, . . . , n.

In a similar way, to get the critical locus Y ⊆ Pk, that has the same properties of X ,
one has to use the matrix
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(2) MY =









Q1 P1(Y) 0 0 . . . 0 0
Q2 0 P2(Y) 0 . . . 0 0
...

...
Qn 0 0 0 . . . 0 Pn(Y)









.

Moreover, from the determinantal nature of the critical loci X and Y , one also gets
that their expected dimension is

(3) k −

(

1 + (n− k − 1 +

n
∑

i=1

hi)− n

)

= 2k −
n
∑

i=1

hi.

We explicitly remark that, for particular choices of the n–tuples of projections, the di-
mension of X , or of Y , or of both, can be greater than the expected, e.g. see [10, 1].
Finally, when the critical locus has the expected dimension, its degree is

(4)

(

n− k − 1 +
∑n

i=1 hi

n− 1

)

.

2.2. The unified critical locus. Now, we introduce the unified critical locus to restore
the symmetry between the two sets of projections.

Definition 2.4. Given two sets of n projections Qj , Pj : Pk
99K Phj , j = 1, . . . , n, as

above, the unified critical locus is

U = {(X,Y) ∈ P
k × P

k | X ∈ X ,Y ∈ Y , Qj(X) = Pj(Y), j = 1, . . . , n},

where X ,Y are the critical loci associated to the n projections.

From its definition, it follows that U is an algebraic variety in Pk × Pk.

Proposition 2.5. The defining ideal I(U) is bi–homogeneous generated by the maximal
minors of MX , MY and by the 2× 2 minors of the matrices

(

Pj(Y) | Qj(X)
)

, j = 1, . . . , n.

Remark 2.6. The construction of the unified critical locus reminds the blow–up of Pk

at the centers of the n projections Q1, . . . , Qn, at least when the projection centers are
pairwise disjoint. The main difference is that we do not use independent variables for
each center, so that we get an image of the blow–up in P

k.

The unified critical locus U is naturally equipped with two projections to the critical
loci X ,Y , and so we have the diagram

(5)

U

X Y

π1 π2 .

As said before, the main scope of the present paper is to study the birational geometry
of the critical loci as it comes from the diagram above. To this end, we will describe the
images of the maps π1, π2, and the compositions π2 ◦ π−1

1 and π1 ◦ π−1
2 . To do this, we

must first understand how a critical locus changes when projections of the same scene are
added or removed. This will be addressed in the following section.
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3. Nested critical loci

In this section, we study the relationship between the critical locus Xr associated to
the projections P1, . . . , Pr and Q1, . . . , Qr, and the critical locus Xn associated to the
projections P1, . . . , Pr, . . . , Pn and Q1, . . . , Qr, . . . , Qn, for some n > r.

Proposition 3.1. Let Xr be the critical locus associated to P1, . . . , Pr and Q1, . . . , Qr, and
let Xn be the critical locus associated to the couple of projections P1, . . . , Pr, . . . , Pn and
Q1, . . . , Qr, . . . , Qn for some n > r. Then, set–theoretically, we have Xn\(Cr+1∪· · ·∪Cn) ⊆
Xr, while, scheme–theoretically, we have I(Xr) ⊆ I(Xn) : (I(Cr+1) · · · I(Cn)), where Cj is
the center of Qj, for j = r + 1, . . . , n.

Proof. For the set–theoretical part of the statement, we observe that, since the center Ci

of Qi, for i = 1, . . . , r is contained in both Xn and Xr, we can take X ∈ Xn\(C1∪· · ·∪Cn).
The matrix MXn

(X) has rank strictly smaller than k + 1 + n, and so the homogeneous
linear system MXn

(X)Z = 0 has non–trivial solutions, with Z = (Z, zk+2, . . . , zk+1+n)
T .

Let Z0 be a non–zero solution. Z0 cannot be zero. Indeed, in case Z0 = 0, then the linear
systems above reduce to zk+1+iQi(X) = 0 for i = 1, . . . , n. Since X /∈ (C1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn),
then Qi(X) 6= 0 for every i, and so zk+1+i = 0 for every i = 1, . . . , n. Then, Z0 = 0 that is
not possible. Let Z ′ be the vector obtained from Z0 deleting the last n− r entries. Then,
MXr

(X)Z ′ = 0, and Z ′ is non—zero, because of the previous argument. This implies that
the rank of MXr

(X) is strictly smaller than k + 1 + r, and so X ∈ Xr, as claimed.
For the scheme–theoretical part, let us consider an order k+ 1+ r sub–matrix of MXr

.
If in MXn

we take the same rows chosen in MXr
as above and, moreover, a row for every

other projection Pr+1, . . . , Pn from MXn
, then we get an order k+1+n square sub–matrix

of MXn
. By Laplace rule, the corresponding minor in MXn

is the product of the one in
MXr

and an element in I(Cr+1) · · · I(Cn). Since this holds for every k+ 1+ r sub–matrix
of MXr

, and every generator of I(Cr+1) · · · I(Cn), we get the claim. �

Remark 3.2. Under the Computer Vision standard assumption that the intersection
between any two centers is empty, we have that

I(Xn−1) ⊆ I(Xn) : I(Cn)

up to renumbering the projections. This relation is somewhat stronger than the one in
Proposition 3.1 because I(Cr+1) · · · I(Cn) is not the defining ideal of Cr+1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn, in
general, for r + 1 6= n. Moreover, when one considers n − 1 projections, then the ideal
I(Xn) : I(Cn) defines either Xn \ Cn, if Cn is an irreducible component of Xn with a
reduced structure, or a scheme X ′ that differs from Xn because of the scheme–structure
on the irreducible component Cn.

For example, when we consider a couple of three projections from P3 to P2, the critical
locus is a set of 10 points, 3 of which are the projection centers, and the remaining 7
are in the intersection of the three critical quadrics, each associated to two of the three
projections. If we choose the third projection in such a way that its center is contained
in the critical quadric of the other two projections, then the critical locus is a set of 9
points, but the center of the third projection has multiplicity 2 (and so, a non–reduced
structure).

However, critical loci can have dimensions larger than the one of the projection centers.
E.g, in [10], there is a classification of critical loci for a couple of three projections from
P
3 to P

2, and in particular, the authors show that the critical locus can be a curve, whilst
the centers of projection are points.

The examples in the Remark above can be generalized. In fact, it holds
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Proposition 3.3. Let Xn−1 be the critical locus associated to P1, . . . , Pn−1 and Q1, . . . ,
Qn−1, with

∑n−1
i=1 hi ≥ k + 1, and let Xn be the critical locus associated to the previous

projections and the further couple Pn and Qn. Let X ∈ CQn
∩ Xn−1 be a point such that

the rank of MXn−1
(X) is equal to k + n − 1, and the rank of MXn

(X) without the last
column is k + n. Then the dimension of the tangent space TX(Xn) is k − hn.

Proof. To prove the result, we compute the rank of the jacobian matrix of I(Xn) at
X ∈ CQn

. To this end, we set the following notation:

(1) given the length k+n multi–index λ = (λ1, . . . , λk+n), with 1 ≤ λ1 < · · · < λk+n ≤
∑n

i=1 hi + n, we set Dλ the determinant of the sub–matrix of MXn
obtained by

taking the rows λ1, . . . , λk+n and the first k + n columns;
(2) given the length k + n+ 1 multi–index µ = (µ1, . . . , µk+n, µk+n+1), with 1 ≤ µ1 <

· · · < µk+n+1 ≤
∑n

i=1 hi + n, we set Fµ the determinant of the sub–matrix Mµ of
MXn

obtained by taking the rows µ1, . . . , µk+n+1 and all columns;
(3) given a multi–index τ , denote by τ ′ the sub multi–index given by the τ ′is such that

τi ≤ L, where L =
∑n−1

i=1 hi + n− 1 is the number of rows of MXn−1
;

(4) up to a coordinate change in P
k, we assume that Qn = [Ihn+1|0] so that CQn

is
defined by x0 = · · · = xhn

= 0;
(5) since MXn−1

(X) has rank k + n − 1 and the matrix obtained from MXn
(X) by

canceling the last column has rank k + n, there exists a length k + n multi–index
λ = (λ′, L+1+ i) such that Dλ(X) 6= 0, for a suitable i ∈ [0, hn]. Without loss of
generality, we can assume i = 0.

Let X ∈ CQn
∩Xn−1 be a point at which the rank of MXn−1

(X) is equal to k+n− 1, as
in the statement. This implies that every minor of MXn−1

(X) of order k+n vanishes, that
is to say, Dλ(X) = 0 for every λ = (λ1, . . . , λk+n) such that λk+n ≤ L i.e. when λ = λ′.

We recall (see Proposition 2.3) that the ideal I(Xn) is generated by the order k+n+1
minors of MXn

.
Let µ = (µ1, . . . , µk+n+1−t, L + 1 + i1, . . . , L + 1 + it) = (µ′, L + 1 + i1, . . . , L + 1 + it)

where i1, . . . , it are integers in the range [0, hn], in increasing order and let Fµ be the
determinant of the sub–matrix Mµ of MXn

defined above. Of course, Fµ is a generator of

I(Xn).
In order to determine the rank of the jacobian matrix of I(Xn) at X, we need to analyse

the gradient ∇Fµ(X). We recall that the derivative of a determinant can be computed as
sum of determinants, where each matrix is obtained by computing the derivative of the
polynomials in a column, and by taking all other columns as they are. The derivative of
Fµ with respect to a variable different from x0, . . . , xhn

evaluated at X vanishes, as the
last column of every determinant vanishes either because we evaluate it at X, or because
we differentiate it with respect to a variable that does not appear on the last column.
On the other end, the derivative of Fµ with respect to one variable among x0, . . . , xhn

is
equal to the determinant of the matrix we obtain by differentiating the last column of the
matrix Mµ with respect to the same variable. Hence, the gradient of Fµ at X is

(6) ∇Fµ(X) =

t
∑

j=1

(−1)t−jDµ\{L+1+ij}(X)~eij

where ~e0, . . . , ~ehn
are placeholders corresponding to x0, . . . , xhn

, i.e. they are the first
hn + 1 vectors of the canonical basis of Ck+1.

Of course, for t ≤ 1, ∇Fµ = ~0, for every µ. Indeed, for t = 0, Fµ vanishes, whilst, for

t = 1, Fµ = Dµ′xj , for µ = (µ′, L+ 1 + j).



BIRATIONAL GEOMETRY OF CRITICAL LOCI 7

Our purpose is now to show that the rank of the jacobian matrix of I(Xn) at X is hn.
We achieve this goal by showing that a basis of the vector space spanned by the gradients
of the generators of I(X ) evaluated at X is given by the hn vectors ∇F(µ′,L+1,L+2)(X),

. . . , ∇F(µ′,L+1,L+1+hn)(X), for a fixed µ′. In particular in Claim 1 we will prove that if

we change µ′ we get linearly dependent gradients and in Claim 2 we will show that, for a
fixed µ′, ∇F(µ′,L+1,L+2)(X), . . . ,∇F(µ′,L+1,L+1+hn)(X) are linearly independent and all the

gradients of the generators of I(Xn) depend linearly on them.

Claim 1: The gradients of F(µ1
′,L+1+i1,L+1+i2) and F(µ2

′,L+1+i1,L+1+i2) are linearly depen-

dent for every µ1
′ and µ2

′ with length k + n− 1, in [1, L], and every i1 < i2 in the range
[0, hn].

Indeed, for the sub–matrix of MXn
(X) obtained by canceling the last column, we can

construct a Plücker relation from the multi–indices µ1
′ and (µ2

′, L+ 1 + i1, L+ 1 + i2).
This relation has a priori three summands but one of them vanishes. Hence it reduces to

(−1)k+nD(µ1
′,L+1+i1)(X)D(µ2

′,L+1+i2)(X)+

(−1)k+n+1D(µ1
′,L+1+i2)(X)D(µ2

′,L+1+i1)(X) = 0.

This relation is equivalent to saying that the gradients of F(µ1
′,L+1+i1,L+1+i2) and F(µ2

′,L+1+i1,L+1+i2)

are linearly dependent.

Claim 2: ∇F(µ′,L+1,L+2)(X), . . . ,∇F(µ′,L+1,L+1+hn)(X) are a basis of the vector space span-

ned by the gradients of the generators of I(Xn) evaluated at X, for a fixed µ′.

For λ′ as in (5), ∇F(λ′,L+1,L+2)(X), . . . ,∇F(λ′,L+1,L+1+hn)(X) are linearly independent
as D(λ′,L+1)(X) 6= 0.

From the previous claim and the following identity, that is an immediate consequence
of (6),

D(λ′,L+1)(X)∇F(λ′,L+1+i,L+1+j)(X)−D(λ′,L+1+i)(X)∇F(λ′,L+1,L+1+j)(X)+

+D(λ′,L+1+j)(X)∇F(λ′,L+1,L+1+i)(X) = ~0,

we get that all gradients of generators of I(Xn) associated to multi–indices (λ′, L + 1 +
i1, L + 1 + i2) are in the span of the hn gradients above. To complete the proof of
the claim, we prove that ∇F(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)(X) linearly depends on the gradients of

F(τ ′,L+1+i1,L+1+i2), . . . , F(τ ′,L+1+i1,L+1+it) evaluated at X, for a suitable τ ′. To avoid trivial

cases, we assume that∇F(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)(X) 6= ~0. Then, D(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)\L+1+ij (X) 6=
0 for a suitable j. To fix ideas, we assume j = t. Since the rank of MXn−1

(X) is equal to
k+n−1, whilst the one ofMXn

(X) without its last column is equal to k+n, there exist t−2
suitable rows inMXn−1

(X) with which to replace t−2 rows among L+1+i1, . . . , L+1+it−1,
so to get D(τ ′,L+1+ih)(X) 6= 0. To fix ideas, we set h = 1.

The equality

t
∑

j=2

(−1)t−j+1D(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)\{L+1+ij}(X)∇F(τ ′,L+1+i1,L+1+ij)(X)+

+D(τ ′,L+1+i1)(X)∇F(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)(X) = ~0,

shows that ∇F(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)(X) is a linear combination of

∇F(τ ′,L+1,L+2)(X), . . . ,∇F(τ ′,L+1,L+1+hn)(X)
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for every length k + n+ 1− t multi–index µ′, and every t ≥ 2. Now, we prove the above
equality. It is easy to check that the coefficient of ~ei1 is equal to

(−1)t−1D(τ ′,L+1+i1)(X)D(µ′,L+1+i2,...,L+1+it)(X)−

−
t
∑

j=2

(−1)t−j+1D(τ ′,L+1+ij)(X)D(µ′,L+1+i1,...,L+1+it)\{L+1+ij}(X)

while the coefficients of ~ei2 , . . . , ~eit vanish. The coefficient of ~ei1 is the Plücker relation
obtained from the multi–indices τ ′ and (µ′, L + 1 + i1, . . . , L + 1 + it) and so it vanishes
as well, and the proof of the claim is complete.

It follows that the rank of the jacobian matrix of I(Xn) at X is equal to hn. �

To complete the analysis, we describe the critical locus Xn at X.

Corollary 3.4. In the same assumptions as Proposition 3.3, we have that the dimension
of Xn at X is at most k−hn. Moreover, if dimXn = k−hn−1 at X, then X is singular for
Xn. Lastly, if CQn

⊆ Xn and dimXn = k − hn − 1, then CQn
is an irreducible component

of Xn with multiplicity 2.

4. Study of the maps π1, π2, π2 ◦ π
−1
1 , π1 ◦ π

−1
2

In this section, we consider the commutative diagram (5), and study the projections
π1, π2, and the composite maps π2◦π

−1
1 , π1◦π

−1
2 . Some natural guesses are that πi, i = 1, 2,

is surjective or at least dominant, and the two last ones are birational. However, Example
5.2 shows that these naive guesses do not always hold.

For explanatory purposes, because of the symmetry between π1 : U → X and π2 : U →
Y , we address map π1 in the case of one projection and map π2 ◦ π

−1
1 for the relationship

between X and Y .
At first, we characterize the points of the image π1(U) ⊆ X in the most general situation

(see Theorem 4.1), and then we adapt it to the case of interest in Multiview Geometry,
namely when the projection centers do not intersect (see Corollary 4.2).

Theorem 4.1. Let X ⊂ Pk be the critical locus associated to the two n–tuples of pro-
jections Q1, . . . , Qn and P1, . . . , Pn. Let X ∈ X . X ∈ π1(U) if and only if either
X /∈ C1 ∪ · · · ∪Cn, or X ∈ Cr+1∩ · · · ∩Cn ∩ (Xr \ {C1 ∪ · · · ∪Cr}) for some 1 ≤ r < n, up
to renumbering the projections, where Xr is the critical locus for the associated conjugate
projections P1, . . . , Pr and Q1, . . . , Qr.

Proof. Let us assume first that X /∈ C1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn, for X ∈ X .
As a current notation, we set MX (X) the matrix MX evaluated at X. The rank of

MX (X) is smaller than k+n+1 and so the homogeneous linear system MX (X)Y = 0 has
non–trivial solutions, where Y = (Y, v1, . . . , vn)

T . We can rewrite the previous system as

Pi(Y ) + viQi(X) = 0, i = 1, . . . , n.

We remark that Y 6= 0. Indeed, by contradiction, if Y = 0, then vi Qi(X) = 0, too,
and so, for i = 1, . . . , n, vi = 0 because X /∈ C1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn, and this is not possible,
since Y is non–trivial. Hence, every such Y gives us a projective point Y. If Y is in
the center of projection Pj for some j = 1, . . . , n, then it belongs to the critical locus Y ,
as previously remarked. Otherwise, the homogeneous linear system MY(Y)X = 0 has
(X, 1/v1, . . . , 1/vn)

T as solution, and so the rank of MY(Y) is at most k + n, and hence
Y is in the critical locus Y . Therefore, the couple (X,Y) is in the unified critical locus
U , and X ∈ π1(U).
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Now, we assume that X ∈ Cr+1 ∩ · · · ∩Cn ∩ (Xr \ {C1 ∪ · · · ∪Cr}) for some 1 ≤ r < n,
up to renumbering the projections.

Let MXr
(X) be the submatrix of MX (X) obtained by delating the rows corresponding

to projections Pr+1, . . . , Pn and the last n− r columns. Since X ∈ Xr, the homogeneous
linear system MXr

(X)Y = 0 has non–trivial solutions, where Y = (Y, v1, . . . , vr)
T . As in

the first part of the proof, in a non–zero solution, Y 6= 0.
To prove that the projective point Y corresponding to Y verifies (X,Y) ∈ U , one can

argue as in the first part of the proof. The main difference is that, in this case, a solution
of MY(Y)X = 0 is (X, 1/v1, . . . , 1/vr, 0, . . . , 0)

T and hence X ∈ π1(U) also in this case.
To prove the converse, because of Proposition 3.1, it is enough to assume that X ∈

Cr+1 ∩ · · · ∩ Cn, with X /∈ Xr, for some 1 ≤ r < n, up to renumbering the projections,
and to get a contradiction.

Let us assume that there exists Y such that (X,Y) ∈ U so that X ∈ π1(U). Since
X /∈ Xr, thenX /∈ C1∪· · ·∪Cr, and so Qi(X) 6= 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ r. Furthermore, by definition
of unified critical locus, Pi(Y) = Qi(X) for i = 1, . . . , n. Hence, the homogeneous linear
system MXr

(X)Y = 0 has a non–trivial solution and so both the rank of MXr
(X) is less

than k + r + 1 and X ∈ Xr, that is not possible, because of our assumption. �

In Examples 5.1 and 5.2 in next section, we illustrate both cases in Theorem 4.1.
Indeed, for r = 2, in the list of the main properties of π1 and π2, cases (5), (6) correspond
to points not in the union of the centers, and, for r = 3, the cases (a), (b), (c), (d) in the
list for π̃1, π̃2, correspond to points either not in the union of the centers, or in a center
and in the critical locus for two projections over three.

Corollary 4.2. Assume Ci ∩ Cj = ∅ for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Let X ∈ X , and, up to
renumbering the projections, let Xn−1 be the critical locus for the associated conjugate
projections P1, . . . , Pn−1 and Q1, . . . , Qn−1. Then, X ∈ π1(U) if and only if either X /∈
C1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn, or X ∈ Cn ∩ Xn−1.

We can more precisely describe the fibre over X ∈ π1(U) ⊆ X , under suitable assump-
tions on X.

Proposition 4.3. Let X ∈ X . If X is smooth for X and X /∈ C1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cn, then
|π−1

1 (X)| = 1.

Proof. From Corollary 4.2, it follows that X ∈ π1(U). Moreover, MX (X) has rank k + n
so that the homogeneous linear system MX (X)Y = 0 has one and only one non–trivial
solution, up to a scalar, and the claim follows. �

Remark 4.4. The true hypothesis we need in Proposition 4.3 is that the rank of MX (X)
is equal to k+n. This happens surely if X is smooth. When X is singular, it can happen
that MX (X) has rank k + n, or has smaller rank. E.g., in Example 5.2, the point A
is singular for X , nevertheless MX (A) has rank k + n = 6. In next Example 5.3, we’ll
consider the case rank(MX (X)) < k + n.

The remaining part of the section is devoted to the study of the composite map π2◦π
−1
1 .

We first consider the case of (points in) a projection center, and we have to distinguish
the cases of n = 2 projections from the case of n ≥ 3 ones. Theorem 4.8, the last result
of the section, concerns the birationality of the critical loci.

With the same technique of the proof of Proposition 4.3, we get the fibre of π1 over a
point in a projection center in the case n = 2.
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Proposition 4.5. Let P1, P2 and Q1, Q2 be a couple of two projections. Let C1 be the
center of Q1, and let X ∈ C1. Then, π2 ◦ π−1

1 (X) is a linear space of dimension k − h2

containing the center of P2, while π2 ◦ π−1
1 (C1) is a linear space of dimension at most

2k − h1 − h2 − 1.

Proof. The critical locus of the only second projection is Pk, and so X satisfies the hy-
potheses of Theorem 4.1 with r = 1, n = 2. As explained in the proof of the same
Theorem, every Y such that Y = (Y, v2)

T is a solution of
(

P2 Q2(X)
)

Y = 0

is the second element of a couple in π−1
1 (X). Since the solutions fill a linear space, the

fiber is a linear space, as claimed. Its dimension follows from the assumptions on the rank
of P2.

The linear space C1 is the linear span of the points A1, . . . ,Ak−h1
. When we solve the

linear system
(

P2 Q2(Aj)
)

Y = 0, for j = 1, . . . , k − h2,

its solutions can be either (Y, 0)T , where the associated point Y is in the center CP2
of P2,

or (Bj,−1)T , for a suitable point Bj. Let L be the linear span of CP2
and B1, . . . ,Bk−h1

,
and let Y ∈ L. Then, there is a point B ∈ CP2

, and t0, t1, . . . , tk−h1
∈ C, not all equal

to zero, such that Y = t0B+ t1B1 + · · ·+ tk−h1
Bk−h1

. The linear system (P2 Q2(t1A1 +
· · ·+ tk−h1

Ak−h1
))Y = 0 has (Y,−1)T among its solutions, and so Y ∈ π2 ◦ π

−1
1 (C1). The

inverse inclusion is analogous, and so we get that L = π2 ◦π
−1
1 (C1). The linear space L is

spanned by 2k − h1 − h2 points and so its dimension is not larger than 2k − h1 − h2 − 1,
as claimed. �

Remark 4.6. In [3], authors classify and study smooth critical loci. In the case of
two views, every minimal degree variety, but the Veronese surface, is critical for suitable
couples of two projections from Pk to Ph1 ,Ph2, under the assumption that h1+h2 ≥ k+1,
and some generality hypotheses on the projections. Even if the critical locus is not smooth,
but of the expected dimension, it is defined by the vanishing of the order 2 minors of a
(h1+h2+1−k)×2 matrix of linear forms. Hence, the critical locus contains linear spaces
of dimension k − (h1 + h2 + 1 − k) = 2k − h1 − h2 − 1, that agrees with the result in
Proposition 4.5 on the dimension of π2 ◦ π

−1
1 (C1).

The inverse image of a center is no more a linear space when the number of projections
increases.

Proposition 4.7. Let P1, . . . , Pn and Q1, . . . , Qn be a couple of n ≥ 3 projections. Up
to renumbering the projections, let Cn be the center of Qn, and let us assume that Cn is
contained in the smooth locus of Xn−1, critical locus of the first n−1 projections. Assume
moreover that

∑

i 6=n hi ≥ k. Then, π2 ◦ π−1
1 (Cn) is (a projection of) the n − 1–tuple

Veronese embedding of Cn in X .

Proof. If X ∈ Cn, then X is smooth in Xn−1. From Proposition 4.3 and Theorem 4.1,
it follows that there is only a point Y ∈ Y such that (X,Y) ∈ U . To compute such a
point, it is enough to solve the system MXn−1

(X)Y = 0. Since it has a unique solution,
we can compute it by taking the maximal minors of a subset of k + n − 1 independent
equations from the

∑

i 6=n hi + n − 1 given ones. To get independent equations, we have
to take at least an equation from every projection. The maximal minors that give the
coordinate of Y are then homogeneous polynomials of degree n−1 in the k−hn variables
that parameterize the points in Cn, and so the claim follows. �
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To illustrate the result above, one can consider the case of three general projections
from P

4 to P
2. In such a case, both X and Y are Bordiga surfaces (see [2]). The critical

locus associated to two of the three projections is P4 and h1 + h2 = k. The center of any
of the three projections Q1, Q2, Q3 is a line, say L. Then, the assumptions of Proposition
4.7 are fulfilled, and so π2 ◦ π

−1
1 (L) is a conic into the Bordiga surface Y .

The cases when
∑

i 6=n hi < k, could be handled analogously to Propositions 4.5 and
4.7, but the results can hardly be collected in a unique general statement.

We conclude this section with a result that relates the geometry of the associated critical
loci X and Y , and answers to what extent they are birational varieties.

Theorem 4.8. Let P1, . . . , Pn and Q1, . . . , Qn be a couple of n projections from Pk to
P
h1, . . . ,Phn. Let X and Y be the associated critical loci. Let (X0,Y0) ∈ U be a point

such that X0 is smooth on an irreducible component X ′ of X , and Y0 is smooth on an
irreducible component Y ′ of Y. Then π2 ◦ π

−1
1 : X ′

99K Y ′ is a birational map.

Proof. SinceMX (X0) has rank k+n, there exists an open subset A of X ′ such thatMX (X)
has rank k + n at every point X ∈ A. Because of Proposition 4.3, for every point X ∈ A
there exists a unique point Y ∈ Y such that (X,Y) ∈ U , unified critical locus. The locus
{Y ∈ Y | (X,Y) ∈ U , for some X ∈ A} is irreducible with the same dimension as Y ′,
irreducible component containing Y0 because it contains Y0 that is smooth. Then, the
locus above is contained in the irreducible component Y ′ of Y . Then, π2 ◦π

−1
1 : X ′

99K Y ′

is a birational map, as claimed. �

As the examples in next section show, Theorem 4.8 is the best result we can obtain in
comparing the geometry of the associated critical loci X and Y .

Remark 4.9. Even in the case when both X and Y are smooth (see [3]), the map π2◦π
−1
1

is not necessarily an isomorphism. Indeed, in such a case, the centers of projections are
contained in them, and Propositions 4.5, 4.7 show that their images either are not of the
right dimensions, or are not linear spaces.

5. Examples

The first example we produce concerns the classical setting of two pairs of projections
from P3 to P2 and illustrates the construction of the critical loci.

Example 5.1. Let us choose reference frames in P
3, and in two views equal to P

2, and
let us consider the projections P1, P2, Q1, Q2 from P3 to P2 whose matrices are

P1 =





1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0



 Q1 =





1 0 0 1
1 0 1 −1
1 1 −1 0



 ,

P2 =





0 1 0 1
1 0 1 1
1 1 0 1



 Q2 =





1 −1 0 0
0 1 1 0
0 0 1 −1



 .
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The critical loci X and Y are quadrics, vanishing loci of det(MX ), det(MY), respectively.
Since

MX =















1 0 0 0 x0 + x3 0
0 1 0 0 x0 + x2 − x3 0
0 0 1 0 x0 + x1 − x2 0
0 1 0 1 0 x0 − x1

1 0 1 1 0 x1 + x2

1 1 0 1 0 x2 − x3















and

MY =















1 0 0 1 y0 0
1 0 1 −1 y1 0
1 1 −1 0 y2 0
1 −1 0 0 0 y1 + y3
0 1 1 0 0 y0 + y2 + y3
0 0 1 −1 0 y0 + y1 + y3















,

we have

X : 2x0x1 − x2
1 − 2x0x2 + x1x2 + 2x2

2 + 2x0x3 + x1x3 − 3x2x3 + 2x2
3 = 0

and

Y : −4y20 − 5y0y1 − y0y2 + 3y1y2 − y22 − 6y0y3 + 3y1y3 − y2y3 = 0.

The unified critical locus U is defined by the vanishing of the determinants of MX and
MY , and by the vanishing of the 2× 2 minors of the matrices





y0 x0 + x3

y1 x0 + x2 − x3

y2 x0 + x1 − x2



 ,





y1 + y3 x0 − x1

y0 + y2 + y3 x1 + x2

y0 + y1 + y3 x2 − x3



 ,

and so its ideal is generated by the two quadrics above and by further 6 bi–homogeneous
forms, linear in both x0, . . . , x3, and y0, . . . , y3.

Now, we describe the geometry of the maps π1 : U → X and π2 : U → Y , where X and
Y are the critical quadrics computed before, and U is their unified critical locus.

The centers of P1 and P2 are CP1
(0 : 0 : 0 : 1) and CP2

(0 : −1 : −1 : 1), respectively,
while CQ1

(−1 : 3 : 2 : 1) and CQ2
(−1 : −1 : 1 : 1) are the centers of Q1 and Q2,

respectively. By Proposition 2.3, CP1
, CP2

∈ Y , and CQ1
, CQ2

∈ X . Furthermore, it is
easy to check that the critical quadrics X ,Y are smooth.

Now, we list the main properties of π1, π2.

(1) π−1
1 (CQ1

) = {(CQ1
, P ) ∈ U | P ∈ r1 : 4y0 + 5y1 + 5y3 = y2 + y3 = 0};

(2) π−1
1 (CQ2

) = {(CQ2
, P ) ∈ U | P ∈ r2 : y0 = 3y1 − y2 = 0};

(3) π−1
2 (CP1

) = {(Q,CP1
) ∈ U | Q ∈ s1 : x1 + x3 = x0 − x2 + 2x3 = 0};

(4) π−1
2 (CP2

) = {(Q,CP2
) ∈ U | Q ∈ s2 : x1 − 2x2 + x3 = x0 + x3 = 0};

(5) π−1
1 (Q) is a point in U for every Q ∈ X \ {CQ1

, CQ2
};

(6) π−1
2 (P ) is a point in U for every P ∈ Y \ {CP1

, CP2
}.

Moreover, CP2
∈ r1, CP1

∈ r2, CQ2
∈ s1, CQ1

∈ s2.
As this Example shows, π1 and π2 are surjective, and π2 ◦ π−1

1 is a birational map,
according also to [8].

The second example illustrates a case of nested critical loci, and shows that it does
not hold either the naive guess that π1(U) = X or the naive guess that X and Y are
birational.
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Example 5.2. We consider a couple of three projections from P3, the first two to P2

described in Example 5.1, and the third to P
1. We adopt the same notation in section 3,

and so the quadrics computed above are now X2 and Y2.
To complete the picture of Example 5.1, we set r′1, r

′
2 the lines in Y2 through CP2

, CP1
,

different from r1, r2, respectively, and s′1, s
′
2 the lines in X2, through CQ2

, CQ1
, different

from s1, s2, respectively.
Now, we consider also the third projection. The center LP3

of the third projection P3 is
a line, and analogously LQ3

, center of Q3. The critical locus will have different properties
according to the positions of LP3

with respect to Y2, and of LQ3
with respect to X2.

Different situations occur not only when the centers are contained in the quadrics, but,
if they are not contained, also when they meet one or two of the four lines r1, r

′
1, r2, r

′
2 or

s1, s
′
1, s2, s

′
2 in the quadrics through the two centers of the above projections.

We completely describe the geometry of the critical loci for the case

P3 =

(

0 3 0 1
0 0 1 1

)

and Q3 =

(

0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0

)

.

Now, we compute the critical loci X3,Y3, the unified one Ũ , and study the maps π̃1 :
Ũ → X3 and π̃2 : Ũ → Y3, for the couple of three projections P1, P2, P3, and Q1, Q2, Q3.

As previously stated, X3 and Y3 are determinantal (see Proposition 2.3), and, in the
case under consideration, have dimension 1 and degree 6. Since the projection centers are
contained in the critical locus, and the centers of P3 and Q3 are lines, neither X3, nor Y3 is
irreducible. The centers of Q3 and P3 are LQ3

: x1 = x3 = 0 and LP3
: 3y1+y3 = y2+y3 =

0, respectively. Also the residual curves X̃ and Ỹ are determinantal, respectively defined
by the vanishing of the maximal minors of

NX̃ =









2x0x2 + x1x2 − 3x2
2+

+x2x3 + 4x2
3

x2
1 + 7x1x2 − x2

2−
−11x1x3 − 5x2x3

−x1 + x2 − x3 x2

−2x2 + x3 −2x0 + x1 − 2x3









and

NỸ =













24y1y2 − 3y1y3+
+3y2y3 − 6y23

18y21 + 6y22 + 15y1y3+
+9y2y3 + 6y23

6y0 − 2y2 − 2y3 2y0 + 2y2 + 2y3
−6y1 + 8y2 + 11y3 −8y0 − 12y1 − 2y2 − 11y3













.

X̃ and Ỹ are ACM, irreducible, degree 5 curves, contained in the critical quadrics X2 and
Y2, respectively. X̃ meets LQ3

at A(1 : 0 : 0 : 0) and B(1 : 0 : 1 : 0), while Ỹ meets LP3

at C(0 : 1 : 3 : −3) and D(5 : 2 : 6 : −6). We remark that LQ3
∩ X2 = {A,B}, and

LP3
∩ Y2 = {C,D}. To finish, we have A /∈ s1 ∪ s′1 ∪ s2 ∪ s′2, B ∈ s1, C ∈ r′1 ∩ r2, and

D ∈ r1.
The unified critical locus Ũ ⊆ P3 × P3 has dimension 1 and degree 5, and its defining

ideal is computed according to Proposition 2.5.
Now, we consider the maps π̃1 : Ũ → X3 and π̃2 : Ũ → Y3. It is easy to check that

(a) the points of LQ3
different from A,B do not belong to π̃1(Ũ);

(b) the points of LP3
different from C,D do not belong to π̃2(Ũ);

(c) |π̃−1
1 (Q)| = 1 for every Q ∈ X̃ ;

(d) |π̃−1
2 (P )| = 1 for every P ∈ Ỹ;

(e) π̃−1
1 (A) = {(A, (1 : 1 : 1 : −2))} = π̃−1

2 (1 : 1 : 1 : −2);
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(f) π̃−1
1 (B) = {(B,CP1

)} = π̃−1
2 (CP1

);
(g) π̃−1

1 (CQ1
) = {(CQ1

, D)} = π̃−1
2 (D);

(h) π̃−1
1 (CQ2

) = {(CQ2
, C)} = π̃−1

2 (C);
(i) π̃−1

1 (2 : 0 : −1 : −2) = {((2 : 0 : −1;−2), CP2
)} = π̃−1

2 (CP2
).

Hence, π̃1(Ũ) = X̃ and π̃2(Ũ) = Ỹ . Finally, it is possible to verify that π̃2◦ π̃
−1
1 : X̃ → Ỹ

is an isomorphism, whose inverse is π̃1 ◦ π̃−1
2 . In particular, π̃i is not dominant in this

case, for i = 1, 2.

In next example, we show that not every irreducible component of X is birational to
at least an irreducible component of Y .

Example 5.3. It is well known that every Bordiga surface is the blow–up of P2 at 10
general points. The complete linear system that embeds the blow–up in P4 is given by the
plane quartics through the 10 points. In [9], the author proves that the Bordiga surface
is singular when 4 points among the 10 ones lie on a line. In [2], the authors proved that
every Bordiga surface is the critical locus of a couple of 3 projections P4 → P2. They also
provide an explicit way for getting the projection matrices from the syzygy matrix of the
defining ideal of the 10 points in P

2. When one applies this construction to 10 points, 4 of
which on a line, one gets a Bordiga surface X with a singular point P only. This point P
has the property that the rank of MX (P ) is 6 = (k+n+1)− 2. The unified critical locus
U and the critical locus Y can be easily constructed as explained in Propositions 2.5 and
2.3. It turns out that Y is the union of a plane L and a degree 5 surface Y1. The surface
Y1 is a Castelnuovo surface, obtained as the blow–up of P2 at 7 simple and 1 double point.
The fibre over the singular point P is π−1

1 (P ) = {P}×L. Then, L is not birational to an
irreducible component of X . Finally, X and Y1 are birational. Indeed, from a side, they
both are birational to P2, from the other, π2 ◦ π

−1
1 gives an explicit birational map.
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