arXiv:0903.1850v1 [math.AG] 11 Mar 2009

Abstract

An algebraic notion of representational consistency is defined. A theorem relating it to free actions is proved. A metrizability problem of the quotient (a shape space) is discussed. This leads to a new algebraic variety with a metrizability result. A concrete example is given from stereo vision.

2000]14Q15 (Primary) 53C80, 53C27 (Secondary)

FREE ACTIONS AND GRASSMANIAN VARIETY

DR BURZIN BHAVNAGRI

(May 4, 2019)

1. Introduction

One of the famous paradoxes of Zeno is Achilles and the tortoise. This paradox can be resolved by the continuum hypothesis, from which is proved the principle of mathematical induction. Because of the principle of induction it is difficult to construct properties which hold for a set but which no members can possess individually.

This paper introduces an algebraic notion of representational consistency from Computer Vision using Shape Spaces [5]. An existence theorem will be stated. We will construct an example of one of the existence conditions. But the other existence condition can only be met if the original set is split. This is intimately connected with human vision, pattern recognition and neural networks. Even this was a problem of considerable difficulty since it had been proved there are no general case view invariants [8] as was previously mentioned in [21]. The problem of constructing a non-trivial example of representational consistency without decomposing the original set remains unsolved.

The idea bears a little resemblance to the Chinese Room paradox of John Searle [28]. Suppose you are in a room in which you receive Chinese characters, consult a book containing an English version of the aforementioned computer program and process the Chinese characters according to its instructions. You do not understand a word of Chinese; you simply manipulate what, to you, are meaningless symbols, using the book and whatever other equipment, like paper, pencils, erasers and filing cabinets, are available to you. After manipulating the symbols, you respond to a given Chinese question in the same language. As the computer passed the Turing test [26, 27]this way, it is fair, says Searle [28], to deduce that he has done so, too, simply by running the program manually. "Nobody just looking at my answers can tell that I don’t speak a word of Chinese".

© XXXX Australian Mathematical Society 0263-6115/XX $A2.00 + 0.00

The idea we will use is this. The fingers of my hand can represent one, two, three, four and five; but they can also represent two, one, three, four and five respectively. Both these representations exist simultaneously, so we can pair them up to give the pair one,two repeated twice, and three, four and five, which no longer has the structure of five elements. From these two representations which exist simultaneously, a third can be constructed also. But this third representation has four elements not five, it loses the structure of five elements.

I call this idea representational consistency both in analogy and to distinguish it from logical consistency, and because the existence theorem is based on the idea of representation theory. Since I first came across an article about the Chinese Room paradox, I felt puzzled about my own paradox for many years. I had been discovering a number of new theorems since I was an intern at Monash University with Alan Pryde. After my honours thesis with John Stillwell (who is well known for his books like [30, 29]) I published them in [2]. These theorems concern a method for representing shape based on an equivalence relation on polygons [2]. Now commonly known as a binary string descriptor [31, 33, 32, 15, 20, 22]. My doctoral supervisor Alan Carey noticed a problem, something nobody else has noticed even in the ensuing decade, and pointed me in the direction of Algebraic Geometry [12, 11, 9, 10, 14, 13]. My other doctoral supervisor Michael Brooks introduced me to computer vision [18, 19], particularly stereo vision. I then proved the theorem in [4, 3, 6] . Some years later, in an attempt to generalize the binary string descriptor, I discovered that the paradox has a mathematical resolution.

2. Representational consistency

definition 1. Let S be a set that satisfies a collection of relations, called the structure of S. A representation of S is a one to one mapping from S to some other space I, which preserves the structure of S.

R : S → I (1)

The mathematical resolution to the paradox is provided by constructing a mapping analogous to the many mappings like the Plucker map and Veronese map that can be found in Algebraic Geometry [17].

definition 2. Let R_1, R_2 be two representations of S

∪ (R_1, R_2) = {(s, {R_1(s)} ∪ {R_2(s)}) | s ∈ S} (2)

This defines an operator on mappings whose domain is S but it is not a linear operator. The representations are pairwise consistent if for all pairs of representations R_1, R_2 the map ∪(R_1, R_2) is one to one.

The following is a basic existence theorem. The existence follows by taking the contrapositive.

theorem 1. Let the automorphisms of S be denoted Aut(S), and suppose they are a group under composition, which acts freely on S . If the representations of S are pairwise inconsistent then Aut(S) has elements that are involutions.

Proof. If the representations of S are pairwise inconsistent then for some ϕ_1, ϕ_2 ∪(ϕ_1, ϕ_2) is not one to one. ∃s, t ∈ S s ≠ t {ϕ_1(s), ϕ_2(s)} = {ϕ_1(t), ϕ_2(t)} (3) Since ϕ_1, ϕ_2 are representations they are one to one so

ϕ_1(s) ≠ ϕ_1(t) ϕ_2(s) ≠ ϕ_2(t) (4)

Since Aut(S) is a group we have

ϕ^{−1}_2 (ϕ_1(s)) = t (5)

ϕ^{−1}_1 (ϕ_2(s)) = t (6)

Hence ϕ^{−1}_1 ϕ_2ϕ^{−1}_1 ϕ_2(s) = s Since Aut(S) acts freely on S, id ∈ Aut(S) ϕ^{−1}_1 ϕ_2ϕ^{−1}_1 ϕ_2 = id

Since ∪(ϕ_1, ϕ_2) is not one to one and ϕ_1, ϕ_2 are one to one ϕ_1 ≠ ϕ_2 ( ϕ^{−1}_1 ϕ_2

)_2 = id (7)

The group Aut(S) has an involution.

3. Group action and non-metrizability

Astrom [1] had shown there are distinctively shaped curves which can be mapped arbitrarily close to a circle by projective transformations, such as sillouettes of a duck and a rabbit. It turned out to be related to free actions, or the lack thereof.

The set of m dimensional linear subspaces of R^n is denoted G(m, n) and is called a Grassmanian.

Let G be the set of (g, d) such that g ∈ GL(4) and d is n × n diagonal.

The action of GL(4) × diag(GL(n)) is not free A → gAd (8) Example

A = 1 1 1 1 1 2

1 1 3 1 1 5

g = α β γ δ

d = diag(α^{−1}, β^{−1}, γ^{−1}, δ^{−1}, 1, 1)

gAd = A Michael Murray (who is well known for his book on differential geometry and statistics [24]) brought to my attention the literature on Shape Spaces. He also suggested a trick by which I might be able to prove the theorem below.

Theorem M = {m ∈ M_{4n} | ∃4 × 4 minor ≠ 0 ∀i M_{4i} ≠ 0} M/ (GL(m) × diag(GL(n))) is not Hausdorff Consequently no metric exists on M/ (GL(m) × diag(GL(n)))

4. Restricted group action and metrizability

Let G be the set of (g, d) such that

g ∈ GL(4) g_{41} = g_{42} = g_{43} = 0 and g_{44} = 1 (9) d ∈ diag(GL(n)) n ≥ 4 (10) Theorem If A ∈ M and (g, d) ∈ G gAd = A ⇒ g = Id and d = Id (11)

This restricted group action acts freely. ι : ~M → M_{4,n} [ x y z t ]_T → [_x z y z 1^t_z ]_T (12) ~M = {m ∈ M | ∀i m_{3i} ≠ 0} (13)

∀g : ~M → ~M ∃d gι(X)d = ι(gX) (14) Theorem The quotient of ι( ~M ) by the restricted action is a manifold and is metrisable

Sketch X ∈ ~M Since G acts freely and X → [ι(X)] is continuous and open there is a neighborhood of the restricted orbit of ι(X) homeomorphic to a neighborhood of the orbit of X in G(3, k − 1)

5. Non-metrizability theorems

definition 3. A Lie group H is said to act properly on a manifold M if and only if, for all compact subsets K contained in M, H_K = {g ∈ H | gK ∩K ≠ ∅} is relatively compact in H.

theorem 2. If H is a Lie group acting on a manifold M, then M/H is Hausdorff if and only if H acts properly on M.

Proof. Suppose H acts properly on M but M/H is not Hausdorff. Consider x ∈ M, and {gy | g ∈ H} ⊂ M. If there do not exist open sets separating them, then x is in the closure of {gy | g ∈ H}. So there must be a sequence g_iy such that x is a limit point of the sequence. The set K = {x} ∪ {g_iy | i = 1 . . . ∞} is compact. Since H acts properly {g ∈ H | gK ∩ K ≠ ∅} is also compact. However, the sequence g_i has no limit, so it is not closed in H. This contradicts the compactness of H_K , so M/H must be Hausdorff.

Now suppose M/H is Hausdorff. Suppose also that K is a compact subset of M. Since M/H is Hausdorff, if x, y ∈ K belong to different orbits then there are open sets U, V containing x, y respectively, such that U ∩gV = ∅ for all g ∈ H. Thus for each subset of K belonging to a single orbit, we obtain an open set covering it that is disjoint from all other such open sets. In other words we obtain an open cover of K with disjoint members. By definition of compactness, this has a finite subcover, which must be the same cover, because the members were disjoint. Hence K consists of a finite number of disjoint subsets K_i each belonging to a single orbit of H. Each K_i must be compact, otherwise the compactness of K would be contradicted. Since H_K = {g ∈ H | gK ∩ K ≠ ∅} is a finite union of an intersection of compact sets, it is compact. It follows that H acts properly on M.

lemma 1. GL(4) × diag(GL(n)) does not act properly on (R^4 \ {0})^n

Proof. Let K = O(4) × {p} ⊂ M_{4,n}.

Take any g ∈ GL(4). It has a singular value decomposition u_gd_gv^⊤_g with d_g ∈ diag(GL(4)). Take k = [ v_g], v_g ∈ O(4), d ∈ diag(d^{−1}_g , 1, . . . , 1). Then gkd = u_gd_gv^⊤_g [ v_g] d = [ u_g].

So if p is a unit eigenvector of g, gkd ∈ O(4) × {p}.

Hence H_K contains the subset of GL(4) fixing p, which is non-compact.

Since GL(4) × diag(GL(n)) does not act properly on M, M/(GL(4) × diag(GL(n))) is not Hausdorff. Consequently no metric exists on M/(GL(4)× diag(GL(n))).

6. Metrizability theorems

In what follows, GL(m) denotes the set of non-singular m × m matrices, Id denotes the identity matrix, diag() denotes a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are listed inside the brackets, and M_{m,n} denotes the set of m × n matrices.

Let M be the set of 4 × n matrices which have at least one non-zero four by four minor and no entry of the fourth row zero. A matrix in M that has all entries of its fourth row equal to one represents n ≥ 4 points in R^3 with at least four points not coplanar.

Let G be the set of (g, d) such that g ∈ GL(4) with g_{41} = g_{42} = g_{43} = 0 and g_{44} = 1, and d is n × n diagonal and non-singular where n ≥ 4. G is a group^1 under the product operation (g_1, d_1) ∘ (g_2, d_2) = (g_1g_2, d_1d_2).

lemma 2. If A ∈ M, (g, d) ∈ G then gAd = A implies g = Id and d = Id.

Proof. First we show this when n = 4.

Suppose gAd = A, where A, g, d satisfy the stated hypotheses. Then A is invertible since it is 4 × 4 and has a non-zero 4 × 4 minor. Multiplying gAd = A by d^{−1}A^{−1} on the right, we obtain g = Ad^{−1}A^{−1}, so g is diagonalizable.

Moreover, d^{−1} is its eigenvalue matrix, and A is an eigenvector matrix of g. Suppose v and λ are such that gv = λv. Then [ g_{41} g_{42} g_{43} 1 ] v = λv (15)

1 G is in fact a Lie group

⇒ v_4 = λv_4.

Since columns of A are eigenvectors of g and no fourth row entry is zero for A ∈ M, v_4 ≠ 0. Thus λ = 1. So all eigenvalues of g are equal to 1. Since d^{−1} is the eigenvalue matrix of g, it is the identity matrix. Since the inverse of the identity matrix is still the identity matrix, d = Id. Hence also g = Id.

If n > 4, A ∈ M has a non-singular 4 × 4 minor A_i whose fourth row has no zero entries, where i = (i_1, i_2, i_3, i_4). The columns i_1, i_2, i_3, i_4 of gAd are gA_idiag(d_{i1} , d_{i2} , d_{i3} , d_{i4} ). The n = 4 case implies g = Id and d_{i1} , . . . , d_{i4} = 1. Hence also d = Id.

Let M̃ be the subset of M whose elements (are matrices) with no entry of their third row equal to zero. Let ι denote the map from M̃ to M_{4,n} which maps each column [ x y z t ]_⊤ to [_x z y z 1^t_z ]_⊤ . ι represents perspective image formation. The fact that no entry of the third row is zero means that no point in the configuration represented by a matrix in M̃ lies in the focal plane.

theorem 3. If g ∈ GL(4) with g_{41} = g_{42} = g_{43} = 0 and g_{44} = 1, X ∈ M̃, gX ∈ M̃, then there is a unique non-singular n × n diagonal matrix d such that gι(X)d = ι(gX) (16) Proof. Let

g = g_{11} g_{12} g_{13} g_{14} g_{21} g_{22} g_{23} g_{24} g_{31} g_{32} g_{33} g_{34} 0 0 0 1

(17)

be an affine transformation.

X = x_1 · · · x_n y_1 · · · y_n z_1 · · · z_n t_1 · · · t_n ∈ M̃ (18)

so z_1, . . . , z_n ≠ 0, and X is not contained in a plane.

gι(X) = (g_{11}x_1 + g_{12}y_1 + g_{13}z_1 + g_{14}t_1)/z_1 · · · (g_{11}x_1 + g_{12}y_1 + g_{13}z_1 + g_{14}t_1)/z_n (g_{21}x_1 + g_{22}y_1 + g_{23}z_1 + g_{24}t_1)/z_1 · · · (g_{21}x_1 + g_{22}y_1 + g_{23}z_1 + g_{24}t_1)/z_n (g_{31}x_1 + g_{32}y_1 + g_{33}z_1 + g_{34}t_1)/z_1 · · · (g_{31}x_1 + g_{32}y_1 + g_{33}z_1 + g_{34}t_1)/z_n t_1/z_1 · · · t_n/z_n (19) ι(gX) = g_{11}x_1+g_{12}y_1+g_{13}z_1+g_{14}t_1 g_{31}x_1+g_{32}y_1+g_{33}z_1+g_{34}t_1 · · · g_{11}x_n+g_{12}y_n+g_{13}z_n+g_{14}t_n g_{31}x_1+g_{32}y_1+g_{33}z_1+g_{34}t_1 g_{21}x_1+g_{22}y_1+g_{23}z_1+g_{24}t_1 g_{31}x_1+g_{32}y_1+g_{33}z_1+g_{34}t_1 · · · g_{21}x_n+g_{22}y_n+g_{23}z_n+g_{24}t_n g_{31}x_n+g_{32}y_n+g_{33}z_n+g_{34}t_n 1 · · · 1 t_1 g_{31}x_1+g_{32}y_1+g_{33}z_1+g_{34}t_1 t_n g_{31}x_n+g_{32}y_n+g_{33}z_n+g_{34}t_n

(20)

Let d = diag(z_1/(g_{31}x_1+g_{32}y_1+g_{33}z_1+g_{34}t_1), . . . , z_n/(g_{31}x_n+g_{32}y_n+g_{33}z_n+g_{34}t_n)) (21) Since the third rows of X and gX have no non-zero entries, d is non-singular. Multiplying the right hand side of equation 19 by d we see that it equals the right hand side of equation 20. Thus gι(X)d = ι(gX) which proves existence.

Suppose (g^′, d^′) ∈ G such that g^′ι(X)d^′ = ι(gX). Then g^′ι(X)d^′ = ι(gX) = gι(X)d. Unless g^′ = g and d^′ = d, (g^′g^{−1}, d^′d^{−1}) fixes ι(X). ι(X) = Xλ for some λ ∈ diag(M_{n,n}). Since X ∈ M̃ its third row has no zero entries, so λ is non-singular, so Xλ ∈ M, ie ι(X) ∈ M. By lemma 2.2, g^′ = g and d^′ = d.

Thus g and d are unique.

Consider the following action of the group G on ι(M̃): θ : G × ι(M̃) → ι(M̃ ) θ((g, d), ι(X)) = gι(X)d (22) We will restrict θ to those elements of G × ι(M̃ ) that satisfy gι(X)d = ι(gX) and gX ∈ M̃. We will call this the restricted action of G.

Suppose the fourth coordinates t_i of all scene points equal 1. Then ι becomes invertible.

lemma 3. Let ι(X) ∼ ι(Y ) if there is a g ∈ GL(4) such that g_{41} = g_{42} = g_{43} = 0, g_{44} = 1 and ι(X) = ι(gY ), where X, Y ∈ ι(M̃). This is an equivalence relation on ι(M̃).

Proof. Suppose ι(X) = ι(gY ), so for each i

Y_{1i}/Y_{3i} = (gX)_{1i}/(gX)_{3i} (23)

Y_{2i}/Y_{3i} = (gX)_{2i}/(gX)_{3i} (24)

1/Y_{3i} = 1/(gX)_{3i} (25)

Thus Y = gX. Since the set of g ∈ GL(4) such that g_{41} = g_{42} = g_{43} = 0 and g_{44} = 1 are a group, ∼ is an equivalence relation.

We can therefore see that the restricted group action partitions ι(M̃) into equivalence classes. Thus there is a quotient space ι(M̃)/ ∼. We will introduce two lemmas from [7] to prove that this quotient space is a manifold.

definition 4. An equivalence relation on a space X is called open if whenever a subset A ⊂ X is open, then [A] is also open.

lemma 4. The equivalence relation associated with the restricted group action is open.

Proof. Suppose g_{31} = 0, g_{32} = 1, g_{33} = g_{34} = 0. Then d is of the form diag(v/w) for vectors v, w, where division is componentwise, and v ≠ λw for all non-zero λ. All d ≠ diag(λ, . . . , λ) can be realized like this. If g_{31} = 1/λ, g_{32} = g_{33} = g_{34} = 0 then d = diag(λ, . . . , λ). Hence d is surjective. Let D be any open subset of the set of non-singular diagonal matrices. Since d in theorem 3 is a continuous function of g and X when gX ∈ M̃, the preimage of D is an open set of (g, X). Thus the restriction is an open subset of G × ι(M̃ ), and the restricted group action is continuous. It follows from this that the equivalence relation is open.

lemma 5. An equivalence relation on X is open if and only if the map π : X → X/ ∼, X → [X] is open. When ∼ is open and X has a countable basis of open sets, then X/ ∼ has a countable basis also.

Proof. See lemma 2.3 in [7].

lemma 6. Let ∼ be an open equivalence relation on a topological space X. Then R = {(x, y) | x ∼ y} is a closed subset of the space X × X if and only if the quotient space X/ ∼ is Hausdorff.

Proof. See lemma 2.4 in [7].

lemma 7. The set {(ι(X), ι(Y )) | ∃g ι(X) = ι(gY ) X, gY ∈ M̃} is a closed subset of ι(M̃ ) × ι(M̃ ).

Proof. Since ι^2 = ι, we can rewrite an equation of the form ι(gX) = ι(Y ) into the form ι(gX) = Y , where Y_{3i} = 1. Then gX_{4i} = X_{4i} so ι(gX) = Y is equivalent to ( gX)_{1i}/(gX)_{3i} = Y_{1i} (26)

(gX)_{2i}/(gX)_{3i} = Y_{2i} (27)

(gX)_{4i}/(gX)_{3i} = Y_{4i} (28) which is equivalent to

( gX)_{3i}Y_{4i} = X_{4i} (29)

(gX)_{2i}Y_{4i} = Y_{2i}X_{4i} (30)

(gX)_{1i}Y_{4i} = Y_{1i}X_{4i} (31)

Denoting the columns of X by (x_i, y_i, z_i, t_i) and the columns of Y by (x^′_i, y^′_i, 1, t^′_i) ( g_{11}x_i + g_{12}y_i + g_{13}z_i + g_{14}t_i)t^′_i = t_ix^′_i (32)

(g_{21}x_i + g_{22}y_i + g_{23}z_i + g_{24}t_i)t^′_i = t_iy^′_i (33)

(g_{31}x_i + g_{32}y_i + g_{33}z_i + g_{34}t_i)t^′_i = t_i (34)

It suffices to prove that a sequence X_i, Y_i satisfying such equations converges to X, Y also satisfying these equations. There is a unique solution to the equations (gX)_{1i}Y_{4i} = Y_{1i}X_{4i} if and only if the matrix whose rows are (x_it^′_i, y_it^′_i, z_it^′_i, t_it^′_i, t_ix^′_i) has rank 4. Since this matrix is the limit of a sequence in M̃ , where the limit is also in M̃, its rank is at least 4. Since the determinants of all 5 × 5 minors of the matrices in the sequence are zero, the determinants of all 5 × 5 minors of the limit matrix are zero. Hence the rank is exactly 4. Similarly, there is a unique solution to the equations (gX)_{2i}Y_{4i} = Y_{2i}X_{4i}. There is always a unique solution to the equations (gX)_{3i}Y_{4i} = X_{4i}. Thus we have shown the existence of g such that ι(gX) = Y . It remains to prove that such a g is non-singular. Since ι is invertible, ι(gX) = ι(Y ) implies gX = Y . If det(g) = 0 then Y ∉ M̃, a contradiction.

theorem 4. The quotient space ι(M̃ )/ ∼ is a manifold, and is metrisable.

Proof. From lemma 7 and lemma 6 we see that ι(M̃) is a Hausdorff space. From lemma 4 and lemma 5 this quotient space also has a countable basis of open sets. Given any X ∈ M̃, there is a neighbourhood of the restricted orbit of ι(X) homeomorphic to a neighbourhood of the orbit of X in G(3, k− 1), because G acts freely, and X → [ι(X)] is continuous and open. Thus ι(M̃ )/ ∼ is locally euclidean. Coordinate neighbourhoods on ι(M̃ )/ ∼ will be compatible because the corresponding neighbourhoods on G(3, k − 1) are compatible. Hence ι(M̃)/ ∼ is a differentiable manifold. We can use the metric on G(3, k − 1) to give us a metric on ι(M̃ )/ ∼.

It is actually the case that a metric exists on any manifold. This is a deep theorem called the Urysohn metrisation theorem [23].

7. Conclusion

What we have shown is that the stereo vision group acts freely. This is almost an example of representational consistency, but not if there are involutions. In general a matrix involution is a diagonal matrix surrounded on both sides by an orthogonal matrix and its transpose, with all diagonal entries ±1 but not all 1. Thus if the stereo vision group G is split up (and neural networks do this kind of thing) it becomes an example of representational consistency. This is exactly like a binary string descriptor.

Roger Penrose argues [26] that by use of our consciousness we are enabled to perform actions that lie beyond any kind of computational activity. In the sequel [27] Penrose exhibits a tiling problem that is non-computable. He argues that we perform non-computational feats when we consciously understand. The example of the stereo vision group is a construction in this direction.

In my lectures [6] I begin with geometric optics, because that is essentially all that one needs to assume. The rest is deduced from mathematics. It is truly remarkable that optics can reveal something like this.

There is much more to be said on this subject. It was reached via Kendall’s shape spaces, which offers a beautiful and vivid demonstration of representational consistency. The optics of the eye have been studied since ancient times, and are being modelled in great detail for example [16]. There is a stronger definition of representational consistency, which I have not covered either. For this automorphisms of free groups are of interest, a recent article [25]. And it seems possible to find representational consistency in biochemistry.

References

[1] K. Astrom. Fundamental limitations on projective invariants of planar curves. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 17(1):77–81, 1995.

[2] B. Bhavnagri. A method for representing shape based on an equivalence relation on polygons. Pattern Recognition, 27(2):247–260, 1994.

[3] B. Bhavnagri. Connected components of the space of simple closed non-degenerate polygons. In Current Issues in Statistical Shape Analysis, pages 187–188, 1995.

[4] B. Bhavnagri. Connected components of the space of simple non-degenerate polygons. Technical Report TR95-07, University of Adelaide Computer Science Department, 1995.

[5] B. Bhavnagri. Computer Vision using Shape Spaces. PhD thesis, University of Adelaide, 1996.

[6] B. Bhavnagri. Computer vision and applications. RMIT DS734 Lecture Notes, lost manuscript, 1997.

[7] W.M. Boothby. An introduction to differentiable manifolds and riemannian geometry. Academic Press, 1975.

[8] J.B. Burns, R.S. Weiss, and E.M. Riseman. The non-existence of general case view invariants. In Geometric invariance in computer vision, pages 120–131. MIT Press, 1992.

[9] A.L. Carey and E. Langmann. Loop groups, anyons and the calogero-sutherland model. Commun.Math.Phys., 201:1–34, 1999.

[10] A.L. Carey and J. Mickelsson. A gerbe obstruction to quantization of fermions on odd-dimensional manifolds with boundary. Letters in Mathematical Physics, 51(2):145–160, 2000.

[11] A.L. Carey and M.K. Murray. Faddeev’s anomaly and bundle gerbes. Letters in Mathematical Physics, 37(1):29–36, 1996.

[12] A.L. Carey and J. Phillips. Algebras almost commuting with clifford algebras in a ii∞ factor. K-Theory, 4(5):445–478, 1991.

[13] A.L. Carey, J. Phillips, and A. Rennie. A noncommutative atiyah-patodi-singer index theorem in kk-theory, 2007.

[14] A.L. Carey and F.A. Sukochev. Dixmier traces and some applications in noncommutative geometry. RUSS MATH SURV, 61(6):1039–1099, 2006.

[15] D. Cheng and H. Yan. Recognition of handwritten digits based on contour information. Pattern Recognition, 31(3):235–255, 1998.

[16] J.M. Gilchrist, B.K. Pierscionek, and W.M. Mann. Use of the hermann grid illusion in the measurement of contrast perception in dyslexia. Vision Research, 45(1):1–8, 2005.

[17] J. Harris. Algebraic geometry: a first course. Springer-Verlag, 1992.

[18] B.K.P. Horn and M.J. Brooks. The variational approach to shape from shading.

Computer vision, graphics and image processing, 33:174–208, 1986.

[19] B.K.P. Horn and M.J. Brooks, editors. Shape from shading. MIT Press, 1989.

[20] Irwin King and Tak Kan Lau. A feature-based image retrieval database for the fashion, textile, and clothing industry in hong kong.

[21] H. Le and B. Bhavnagri. On simplifying shapes by subjecting them to collinearity constraints. Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, 121(2), 1997.

[22] Zbigniew Les and Magdalena Les. Shape understanding system: 3d interpretation as a part of the visual concept formation. Machine Graphics & Vision International Journal, 15(2):141–175, 2006.

[23] J.R. Munkres. Topology: A first course. Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs New Jersey, 1975.

[24] M.K. Murray and J.W. Rice. Differential geometry and statistics. Monographs on statistics and applied probability. Chapman and Hall, 1993.

[25] M. Newman. Automorphism groups of free groups. Journal of Australian Mathematical Society, 85(2), 2008. to appear.

[26] R. Penrose. The emperors new mind: concerning computers, minds and the laws of physics. Oxford University Press, 1989.

[27] R. Penrose. Shadows of the mind: a search for the missing science of consciousness.

Oxford University Press, 1994.

[28] J. Searle. Minds and brains without programs. In C. Blakemore and S. Greenfield, editors, Mindwaves, pages 209–233. Basil Blackwell Oxford.

[29] J. Stillwell. Geometry of surfaces. Springer-Verlag, 1992.

[30] J. C. Stillwell. Classical topology and combinatorial group theory. Springer-Verlag, 1980.

[31] L.H. Tung and I. King. A two-stage framework for polygon retrieval. MULTIMEDIA TOOLS AND APPLICATIONS, 11(2):235–254, 2000.

[32] L.H. Tung, I. King, P.F. Fung, and W.S. Lee. Two-stage polygon representation for efficient shape retrieval in image databases. SERIES ON SOFTWARE ENGINEER- ING AND KNOWLEDGE ENGINEERING, 8:209–220, 1997.

[33] Lun Hsing Tung and Irwin King. A two-stage framework for polygon retrieval using minimum circular error bound. In In Proceedings to the 9th International Conference on Image Analysis and Processing ICIAP’97, pages 567–574, 1997.