
Linear Relative Pose Estimation Founded on Pose-only Imaging Geometry

Qi Cai1, Xinrui Li1, Yuanxin Wu1,*

1Shanghai Jiao Tong University
qicaiCN@gmail.com, physalis@sjtu.edu.cn, yuanx wu@hotmail.com

Abstract

How to efficiently and accurately handle image matching
outliers is a critical issue in two-view relative estimation.
The prevailing RANSAC method necessitates that the min-
imal point pairs be inliers. This paper introduces a linear
relative pose estimation algorithm for n (n ≥ 6) point pairs,
which is founded on the recent pose-only imaging geometry
to filter out outliers by proper reweighting. The proposed
algorithm is able to handle planar degenerate scenes, and
enhance robustness and accuracy in the presence of a sub-
stantial ratio of outliers. Specifically, we embed the linear
global translation (LiGT) constraint into the strategies of it-
eratively reweighted least-squares (IRLS) and RANSAC so
as to realize robust outlier removal. Simulations and real
tests of the Strecha dataset show that the proposed algo-
rithm achieves relative rotation accuracy improvement of 2
∼ 10 times in face of as large as 80% outliers.

1. Introduction

The popular pipeline in three-dimension (3D) visual com-
puting, such as simultaneous localization and mapping
(SLAM) and structure-from-motion (SfM), involves [24,
33]: 1) extracting, matching, and tracking image fea-
tures; 2) removing image matching outliers through
visual geometric constraints, such as the fundamen-
tal/essential/homography matrix equation; 3) estimating
camera poses; and 4) reconstructing the 3D scene. While
image feature extraction methods employ image Laplacian
operators (like the SIFT [20], ORB [30] or SURF [1])
to identify interest points, matching outliers often occur
in challenging scenarios such as those with insufficient
lighting, occlusions, moving objects, and repetitive tex-
tures [15]. Those outliers would compromise the essen-
tial matrix [19] solution to two-view relative pose estima-
tion. Additionally, when solving the essential equation,
the two-view pose estimation encounters degeneracy prob-
lems [8, 18, 23, 32] (i.e. pure rotational motion or planar
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structure).
Unfortunately, ensuring robustness to outliers remains a

big challenge to 3D visual computing. For example, al-
though the five-point algorithm can deal with the planar
scene and pure rotational motion, it utilizes exactly five
point pairs to construct five independent constraints of the
essential matrix equation and to identify the true solution
in the four-dimensional solution space [23, 32] by using an
action matrix [32]. As a matter of fact, the essential equa-
tion under the planar scene or pure rotational motion has six
independent constraints on the essential matrix for n ≥ 6
point pairs [27, 28]. Consequently, the five-point algorithm
lacks the constraint information of the essential matrix and
is likely subject to multiple solutions among which the right
one needs to identify (e.g. by using the Sampson distance of
the co-planar constraint [11]).

Robust estimation methods such as RANSAC [10],
LMedS [29], and M-estimation [13, 14] are essential to
screen ubiquitous outliers. Specifically, RANSAC utilizes
random sampling and consistency checks, combined with
geometric constraints such as coplanar equations, to seg-
regate inliers from outliers and to estimate the essential,
fundamental or homography matrix. In the CVPR 2023
highlight paper, Peng et al. [25] introduced the GNC-IRLS
method, a graduated non-convex strategy (GNC) for iter-
atively reweighted least-squares (IRLS), showcasing rapid
convergence and accuracy in the context of 3D point regis-
tration.

The recent work [4] proposed a promising pose-only
imaging geometry, which is equivalent to the classical
multiple-view geometry and can be equivalently described
using the linear global translation (LiGT) constraint. This
pose-only representation has a significantly lower param-
eter space dimensionality, in contrast to the conventional
bundle adjustment, by decoupling the 3D scene from the
camera pose. Notably, the LiGT algorithm was embedded
into the core library of OpenMVG [22] for global transla-
tion estimation, which is able to linearly solve global trans-
lations on given rotations of all views. It can handle some
specific degenerate motions, such as local co-linearity, par-
allel rigidity and pure rotational motion [4].
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The primary contributions of this paper include:
1. Propose a linear relative pose estimation algorithm

(LiRP) based on the essential matrix equation to process all
point pairs in one batch, enhancing the estimation accuracy
and the capability of handling the degenerate planar scene
and pure rotational motion.

2. Introduce the pose-only imaging geometry into the
LiRP to screen ouliers. The outlier identification is greatly
improved by the re-weighted LiGT constraint’s residual
thanks to the compete property of pose-only imaging ge-
ometry.

3. Incorporate RANSAC and the recent GNC-IRLS
method into the LiRP for further robustness improvement.

The paper is organized as follows. Sec. 2 discusses the
related works on two-view robust pose estimation. Sec. 3
presents the predefined mathematical notations. Sec. 4 re-
views the constraints in two-view geometry and their resid-
ual statistics. The LiRP algorithm is proposed in Sec. 5.
Sec. 6 elaborates on the combination of GNC-IRLS with
RANSAC. Sec. 7 presents both simulation and real data test
results. The paper is concluded in Sec. 8.

2. Related Works

2.1. Robust Estimation

In 1981, Fischler and Bolles introduced the RANSAC
method [10], which subsequently became the mainstream
outlier handling method in SLAM and SfM. The RANSAC
method requires empirical parameters to be set according
to specific estimation problems, such as the proportion of
inliers to outliers and outlier detection error thresholds.
Rousseeuw [29] introduced the LMedS method, which se-
lects the optimal sub-sample using the minimum median de-
viation criterion with no need of presetting the threshold to
distinguish inliers from outliers. The AC-RANSAC frame-
work by Moisan et al. [21] adaptively updates RANSAC’s
inlier and outlier parameters. Nonetheless, in 2017, Özyeşil
et al. pointed out in [24] that the use of RANSAC could
reduce the outlier mismatch rate to a higher yet acceptable
level, for instance, 40% in offline applications; however, in
real-time applications, the outlier ratio could be as high as
80% ∼ 90%.

Furthermore, the robust M-estimator method [7, 13] is
often employed in 3D vision such as pose graphs and bun-
dle adjustments. It utilizes a loss function to weight the cost
function, and aims to obtain robust solutions when faced
with anomalies or non-normal data distributions. In two-
view pose estimation, for example, a recent study [34] pro-
posed a convex optimization-based solver for essential ma-
trix estimation using all point pairs, which utilizes the M-
estimator to handle outliers.

Another prevalent method for outlier treatment is based
on the IRLS [12, 14], which reweights the conventional

least squares, highly susceptible to outliers, by using the
observation residual. For instance, in global rotaion av-
eraging, Chatterjee et al. [5] utilized the IRLS scheme to
enhance the estimation robustness. The recent study [25]
proved the convergence of GNC-IRLS for outlier-robust es-
timation and proposed a smooth majorizer function and su-
perlinear schedule update rule for IRLS.

2.2. Two-view Pose Constraints and Estimation

Nowadays, the mainstream methodologies of two-view rel-
ative pose estimation , for example those in such pop-
ular platforms as OpenMVG [22], COLMAP [31] and
OpenGV [16], unexceptionally rely on the minimal match-
ing point pairs and the essential matrix equation [11, 16,
19, 22, 32]. The advantage of the essential matrix coplanar
equation is that it allows for a linear solution to the relative
pose, but it loses the depth information and is an incom-
plete representation of two-view geometry [3, 4]. In fact,
the relative pose estimation based on the essential matrix
equation faces a number of challenges, such as multiple so-
lutions, planar scenes, and pure rotational motion, among
others [18, 23, 27, 28, 32, 34]. In 1996, Philip introduced
a non-iterative algorithm to determine all essential matrices
corresponding to five point pairs [26] and proposed a linear
method for solving the essential matrix from six point pairs.
In 2003, Pizarro et al. [28] introduced a six-point algorithm
for robustly estimating the essential matrix, which remains
effective even in the context of planar scenes. In 2004, Nis-
ter [23] employed the approach of solving the underdeter-
mined group of coplanar equations to analyze the relation-
ship between ternary polynomials and proposed a five-point
algorithm for solving the essential matrix. In 2006, Steve-
nius and Nister [32] incorporated the Grobner base theory
to further advance the five-point method.

Kneip et al. [18] believed that the traditional coplanar
constraint had issues in expressing pure rotation, and then
constructed a general coplanar constraint to describe two-
view geometry. In specific, the authors utilized the Grobner
base to solve the relative pose using the five-point method,
and provided a method to identify the correct pose solu-
tion without 3D reconstruction. However, the shortcom-
ings of the coplanar equation (loss of depth information
and the presence of multiple solutions) has not been ad-
dressed until the work by Cai et al. [3] in 2019. The work
introduced a pair of two-view pose-only constraints equiv-
alent to the two-view imaging relationship, analytically de-
coupling the camera pose from the 3D point. Afterwards,
the authors further extended the pose-only representation to
multi-view imaging case, discovered a linear relationship
between depth expression and translation, and came up with
the LiGT constraint equivalent to the classical multi-view
geometry [4].
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3. Preliminaries and Notation
In this paper, we use the tilde symbol to denote the bearing
vector form of a vector, i.e., ã = a/∥a∥, where ∥a∥ de-
notes the norm of the vector a. The relative pose between
the left and right views is represented by R and t, respec-
tively. The skew-symmetric matrix formed by any vector a
is denoted as [a]×.

Assume that the left and right views correspond to cam-
era coordinate systems C and C ′ centered at c and c′, re-
spectively. Consider n 3D feature points, where XC

i =(
xC
i , y

C
i , z

C
i

)T
in the left camera system and XC′

i =(
xC′

i , yC
′

i , zC
′

i

)T

in the right, the normalized image coordi-
nates of the 3D point projected onto the left and right views
are xi = XC

i /z
C
i = (xi, yi, 1)

T and x′
i = XC′

i /zC
′

i =

(x′
i, y

′
i, 1)

T , for i = 1, . . . , n. Here, zCi and zC
′

i respec-
tively represent the depths of the 3D points in the left and
right views [4]. xi and x′

i denote the normalized image co-
ordinates of the corresponding point pair.

4. Two-view Constraints and Residuals
In the community of computer vision, the two-view geome-
try concerns the interrelation between two images of a spec-
ified scene, taken from two viewpoints. The two-view ge-
ometry is dictated by multiple different constraints that are
crucial to a plethora of computer vision endeavors.

The 3D feature point in the two views are related via
their relative pose by:

XC′

i = RXC
i + t. (1)

Then, the classical two-view imaging equation can be ex-
pressed as:

zC
′

i x′
i = zCi Rxi + t⇔ x′

i = λi(Rxi + sit), (2)

where λi ≜ zCi /zC
′

i ∈ R+ and si ≜ 1/zCi ∈ R+ represent
unknown depth factors. Left-multiplying the equation on
both sides by x′T

i [t]× to eliminate the depth factors, then
we obtain the Longuet-Higgins’s coplanar constraint [19]:

0 = x′T
i [t]×x

′
i = λix

′T
i [t]×Rxi ⇔ x′T

i Exi = 0, (3)

The derivation from Eq. (2) to Eq. (3) is irreversible, and
it should noted that Eq. (3) loses partial geometric imag-
ing information, such as the forward intersection of projec-
tion rays [4]. In 2012, Kneip et al. [18] proposed a general
coplanar equation to describe the relationship in two-view
imaging geometry. It can be obtained by left-multiplying
Eq. (2) by tT [x′

i]×, that is:

0 = λit
T [x′

i]× (Rxi + sit) = λit
T [x′

i]× Rxi

⇔ tT (x′
i ×Rxi) = 0,

(4)

which means that all vectors {x′
i × Rxi|i = 1, ..., n} are

located on a plane with the relative translation t parallel to
its normal vector. Define B = (x′

1×Rx1, ...,x
′
n×Rxn)

T

and M = BBT . According to Eq. (4), the B matrix is
rank-deficient, i.e., the smallest eigenvalue of the M matrix
satisfies the constraint [17, 18]:

λM (R) = 0, (5)

Due to the irreversibility of the above derivation, the con-
straint still loses some geometric information. Furthermore,
it can be shown that the Kneip’s equation is equivalent to the
essential equation Eq. (3), as detailed in the Appendix.A.
Based on the coplanar equation constraint Eq. (3), the resid-
ual for a matched point pair is constructed in the form of
bearing vectors as

vEi (R, t, x̃i, x̃
′
i) = ||x̃′T

i Ex̃i||. (6)

Unless otherwise specified, the residual vector formed by
all point pairs will be denoted as v. Kneip introduced a
constraint for R optimization with λM (R) = 0 as shown
in Eq. (5). However, the constraint in the form of smallest
eigenvalue cannot be readily used to construct a residual for
a point pair. In view of the fact that it is proven to be equiv-
alent to the coplanar equation, only vE will be further ex-
plored in the sequel. Note that the two-view imaging equa-
tion in Eq. (2) contains unknown depths, and thus it is not
feasible to directly construct a residual either. Nonetheless,
if the relative pose is determined, the gold-standard bundle
adjustment error in two-view geometry can be formed by
re-projection, that is,

vBA
i (R, t,XW

i ,xi,x
′
i) = ||

ϵi
eT3 ϵi

− x′
i||, (7)

where ϵi = R(XW
i − t), XW

i is triangulated by the rel-
ative pose, and eT3 is the third row of the identity matrix.
Using the bearing vector, another reprojection residual used
by OpenGV [16] is

vOpenGV
i (R, t,XW

i , x̃i, x̃
′
i) = ||1− ϵ̃Ti x̃

′
i||. (8)

Recent studies [3, 4] proposed the pose-only imaging ge-
ometry by representing the depth factors as functions of
poses, which is provably equivalent to the classical multi-
view geometry. According to [3], the pairwise pose-only
(PPO) constraint is given as

∥t×Rxi∥
∥x′

i ×Rxi∥
x′
i =

∥t× x′
i∥

∥x′
i ×Rxi∥

Rxi + t. (9)

It should be highlighted that the depth factors are linearly
related to translation [4], namely,

∥t× x′
i∥

∥x′
i ×Rxi∥

=

(
[Rxi]× x′

i

)T
[x′

i]×
θ2i

t ≜
1

θ2i
hT
i t,

∥t×Rxi∥
∥x′

i ×Rxi∥
=

(
[Rxi]× x′

i

)T
[Rxi]×

θ2i
t ≜

1

θ2i
h′T
i t,

(10)
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where θi = ∥x′
i ×Rxi∥. Substituting into Eq. (9) and left-

multiplying [x′
i]×, the LiGT constraint regarding the rela-

tive two-view translation is derived in [4] as:(
[x′

i]×Rxih
T
i + θ2i [x

′
i]×

)
t ≜ Li(R,xi,x

′
i)t = 0 (11)

Here, a two-view LiGT optimization (LiGTopt) is given by

argmin(R,t)

∑
i

||L̃it||, (12)

where L̃i ≜ L(R, x̃i, x̃
′
i). As seen from the derivation pro-

cess from Eq. (3) to Eq. (4), both the PPO constraint and
the above LiGT constraint encompass the coplanar essential
matrix equation and the Kneip constraint. With these imag-
ing constraints, two pose-only residuals can be formed, i.e.,

vLiGT
i (R, t, x̃i, x̃

′
i) = ||L̃it||,

vPPO
i (R, t, x̃i, x̃

′
i) = ||ϵ̃i − x̃′

i||,
(13)

where ϵi =
∥∥t× x̃′

i

∥∥Rx̃i +
∥∥x̃′

i ×Rx̃i

∥∥ t .

5. Six-Point Algorithm for Linear Relative
Pose (LiRP)

Let Q represent the matrix to be solved in the essential equa-
tion Eq. (3), we have

x′T
i Qxi = 0 ⇔ (xT

i ⊗ x′T
i )q = 0

△
= Aiq = 0, (14)

where q denotes the vectorized form of the matrix Q ar-
ranged column-wisely, and Ai is the i-th row vector of A
matrix. Assume σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ σ3 are the three smallest sin-
gular values of matrix A, with their corresponding singular
vectors q1, q2, and q3. As rank(A) = 6 in planar scene or
pure rotational motion, the true solution of q will be in the
three-dimension solution space spanned by q1, q2, and q3,
i.e.,

q = aq1 + bq2 + cq3, (15)

where a, b, and c are coefficients to be determined. The
solution q is determined up to a scale. Subsequently, the
determination of these coefficients can be discussed by two
cases:

Case (1): Let c = 1, then the values of a and b can be
determined such that Q is an essential matrix satisfying the
Demazure constraint [9]:

QQTQ− 1

2
trace(QQT )Q = 0⇔ By = 0, (16)

where B is a 9x10 matrix constructed from q1, q2, and q3,
and y = (a3, a2b, ab2, b3, a2, ab, b2, a, b, 1)T . Assuming
that the first four columns form a submatrix B1 and the re-
maining columns constitute a submatrix B2, that is, B =

(B1|B2). By left multiplying Eq. (16) with the pseudo-
inverse of B1, denoted as B+

1 , we obtain (I4×4|M4×6)y =
0. The left-side structure of the above equation can be il-
lustrated as in Tab. 1, of which the first row lists the mono-
mial elements of y, the horizontal bars ”-” represent spe-
cific values of M , and other blank entries are 0s. Notably,
each monomial of third order in y can be expressed as
linear combinations of those of lower orders in the same
row. In this regard, (I|M)y = 0 gives rise to the equa-
tions C1g = ag and C2g = bg of eigensystem form,
where g = (a2, ab, b2, a, b, 1)T . Therefore, by determin-
ing the eigenvectors of 6-by-6 action matrices C1 and C2,
as many as 12 potential solution vectors for g can be de-
rived. The coefficients a and b can be directly determined
from the last three elements of each solution vector, specifi-
cally, a = g4/g6 and b = g5/g6. In this scenario, we obtain
12 candidate solutions for q, denoted as qs.

a3 a2b ab2 b3 a2 ab b2 a b 1
1 - - - - - -

1 - - - - - -
1 - - - - - -

1 - - - - - -

Table 1. Polynomial system.

Case (2). If c = 0, then we deduce q = aq1 + bq2.
Analogously, setting b = 1 and only a needs to be deter-
mined. Considering the property that the determinant of the
essential matrix is zero, a polynomial in terms of a can be
constructed by

det(Q) = 0⇔ dTz = 0, (17)

where z = (a3, a2, a, 1)T . In analogy to Case (1), three
candidate solutions for q can be derived, say q′

s. Setting
b = 0, q1 also emerges as a potential solution. Taking into
account different solution sequences, q2 and q3 can simi-
larly be considered as candidate solutions.

In summary, the above analysis yields 18 candidate solu-
tions for q̂ = (qs, q

′
s, q1, q2, q3). Each candidate solution

can be decomposed into four relative pose solutions [11].
With the aid of the relative pose identification’s inequal-
ity strategy revealed in [3], that is to say, M1(R) > 0 and
M2(R, t) > 0 therein, eighteen candidate solutions of the
essential matrix can be processed to yield the same num-
ber of relative pose candidate solutions. Subsequently, the
identification will further rely on minimizing vPPO, to be
explained in next section.

6. Brief Summary of GNC-RANSAC method
The recent GNC-base IRLS method [25] alternates between
optimizing a smooth majorizer function and increasing a
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Algorithm 1 Weighted LiRP Algorithm

Require: point pairs
{
(x̃1, x̃

′
1), ..., (x̃n, x̃

′
n)
}

, (optional)
weights w

Ensure: relative rotations R and translations t
1: construct weighted A matrix← Ai = wi(x̃

T
i ⊗ x̃′T

i )
2: obtain q1, q2, q3 ← SVD decomposition of A matrix
3: compute B matrix by Eq. (16)
4: obtain M matrix by left multiplying B+

1 B
5: construct C1, C2←M
6: qs ← eigenvectors of C1, C2

7: q′
s ← solve polynomial by Eq. (17)

8: q̂ ← qs, q
′
s, q1, q2, q3

9: R, t←q̂

parameter µ at each iteration, which is designed to acceler-
ate convergence and yield stable outcomes. The majorizer
function, denoted as q(vi, µ), represents a shifted version
of the objective function ρ(vi), which is to be minimized.
The parameter µ controls the tradeoff between accuracy and
robustness. By alternately updating the majorizer function
and increasing µ, GNC [2] aims to find a stationary point
of the objective function to reach convergence. In general
IRLS problems, the scale-invariant issue is often consid-
ered. Let σ denote the standard deviation of the sample.
In this paper, based on the recommendation of Huber [14],
we use the median of absolute deviations to determine σ,
i.e., σ = 1.4826 × med|v̂i − med(v̂i)|. By integrating the
GNC-IRLS with the LiRP algorithm, we developed a robust
relative pose estimation method, as shown in Algorithm 2.
For instance, with 30 point pairs, it can resist nearly 40%
outlier fraction. However, for higher outlier fractions, the
RANSAC scheme is still needed to increase robustness, as
seen in Algorithm 3. Compared to the standard RANSAC
method, our robust relative pose estimation algorithm for
fitting model relaxes the requirement that all sub-samples
must consist entirely of inliers. Instead, it ensures that the
outlier fraction in sub-samples does not exceed a certain
threshold, such as 40%. This approach makes it easier to
find suitable sub-samples at higher outlier fractions.

7. Experiments

The global translation has been well solved by the LiGT
algorithm that is linear in nature and capable to produce
nearly optimal global translation if provided excellent input
of rotations [4]. Unlike traditional methods [23, 28, 32, 34]
that have mostly emphasized the accuracy and robustness of
relative translation, the current work focuses on the perfor-
mance of relative rotation estimation.

In both simulation and real testing, the sampling size for
GNC-RANSAC is set to ns = 30 and the maximum itera-
tion of RANSAC is consistently set to 50 for all algorithms

Algorithm 2 GNC-IRLS Pose Estimation Algorithm

Require: Point pairs
{
(x̃1, x̃

′
1), . . . , (x̃n, x̃

′
n)
}

, stop
threshold ϵ0, maximum iteration niter

Ensure: The model parameters R, t
1: Initialize ϵ(0), µ0, and weights w(0),
2: converged← false
3: for k ← 0 to niter − 1 do
4: Obtain R(k), t(k) with w(k) by Algorithm 1
5: Compute residual vector vLiGT by Eq. (13)
6: σ(k) ← 1.4826 ·median(|vLiGT |)
7: c(k) ← 5.54 · σ(k)

8: w(k+1) ← Update weights by vLiGT , c(k), and
µ(k) according to [25]

9: ϵ(k+1) ←
∑

w
(k+1)
i vLiGT

i

10: if |ϵ(k+1) − ϵ(k)| < ϵ0 then
11: converged← true
12: exit loop
13: end if
14: Update µ(k+1) by super-linear schedule [25]
15: end for

Algorithm 3 GNC-RANSAC Algorithm

Require: point pairs P =
{
(x̃1, x̃

′
1), ..., (x̃n, x̃

′
n)
}

, stop
threshold ϵ0, sample size ns, niter, inlier threhold θ

Ensure: the model parameters R, t
1: nmaxinliers ← 0 ; Rbest, tbest,← ∅
2: for k ← 0 to niter − 1 do
3: Ps ← randomly select ns sample from P
4: Rs, ts ← fit model using Algorithm 2 with Ps

5: vLiGT ← obtain residual vector by Eq. (13) for P
6: Pinliers ← vLiGT , θ
7: if |Pinliers| > nmaxinliers then
8: nmaxinliers ← |Pinliers|
9: Rbest, tbest ← Rs, ts

10: Pbest ← Pinliers

11: end if
12: end for
13: R, t← fit model using Algorithm 2 with Pbest

under investigation.

7.1. Synthetic Experiment

The synthetic scenarios are of two types: 1) a normal sce-
nario generated by using the OpenGV’s code to construct
3D feature points and camera poses of two views, retaining
only those bearing vectors satisfying chirality constraints
(see Fig. 1); 2) a planar scenario intentionally generated to
examine the algorithm’s behavior in a planar scene. The
synthetic experiment was conducted in the Ubuntu 18.04
environment running on a single core. Monte Carlo tests

5



(a) Normal scenario (b) Planar scenario

Figure 1. Simulation of two-view structure and 3D feature points.
The green nodes represent 3D points that conform to chirality con-
straints, and the black nodes represent 3D points otherwise. The
two red cameras represent the pose of the two views. The red line
indicates the displacement baseline.

were repeated 500 times. The image matching outliers were
generated by a predetermined outlier fraction. Before run-
ning the experiment, we categorized the compared algo-
rithms into two groups: the first group includes initial rel-
ative pose estimation methods, including the Pizarro’s 6pt
algorithm [28] , the LiRP algorithm, and 5pt [32] / 7pt [11]
/ 8pt [11] algorithms supported by OpenGV. The second
group comprises optimization techniques, including the N -
point method (Npt) [34] , eigensolver [17] / nonlinear opti-
mization [16] in OpenGV, BA [11], and the LiGT optimiza-
tion.

7.1.1 Robustness of relative pose estimation

Unlike the RANSAC method, IRLS typically requires
reweighting almost all matches. The Stewenius method,
a well-established approach for estimating relative pose, is
traditionally employed for sets of five matching points and
can also be extended to handle more than five pairs of points
(n ≥ 6) [32]. It is widely recognized that both the 7pt and
8pt methods exhibit planar degeneracy. It has been pointed
out [28, 32] that the linear 6-point algorithm [26] also suf-
fers from planar degeneracy, and the Pizarro’s 6pt method
has been found to be prone to instability in solutions.

The noise-free experiment in Tab. 2 throws lights on the-
oretical limitation of the Stewenius method when address-
ing n-point pairs (n = 30 herein) within planar configura-
tions. Specifically, under the planar scene with a noise-free
condition, the action matrix constructed by using the Stewe-
nius method [32] for n point pairs has repeated eigenvalues.
The multiple eigenvectors corresponding to the repeated
eigenvalues lead to infinite solutions of essential matrix. We
utilized an indicator dmin = mini,j{|λi − λj |} to quantify
the minimum distance between the eigenvalues of the ac-
tion matrix. In the case of a noise-free planar scene, the
Stewenius method’s dmin is zero, signifying the presence of

(a) Normal scenario (b) Planar scenario

Figure 2. Noise test results of initial relative pose estimation meth-
ods.

duplicate eigenvalues. The rotation accuracy of 2.79e−2 in-
dicates the above-mentioned limitation. Fortunately, when
point pairs are subject to 0.1 pixel noise, this limitation is
largely mitigated. The result in Tab. 2 also reveals the planar
degenerate problem for the N -point method [34]. In con-
trast, the LiRP algorithm consistently achieved the best ac-
curacy in both normal and planar scenes, maintaining dmin

above acceptable thresholds. The LiRP algorithm’s rotation
accuracy further confirms the absence of planar case limita-
tions.

Subsequently, we conducted tests to evaluate the impact
of noises on relative pose estimation methods for n point
pairs problem, see Figs. 2 and 3. We compare the perfor-
mance without outliers across a spectrum of noise levels for
30 point pairs, which were incremented from 0 to 10 pixels
in steps of one pixel.

In normal scenarios, as evidenced by Fig. 2a and Fig. 3a,
the LiRP estimation and the LiGT optimization both
demonstrate outstanding accuracy. Notably, LiRP achieves
the lowest mean rotational error, particularly as noise levels
increase, in stark contrast to the 5pt and Pizarro’s 6pt meth-
ods. Moreover, LiRP’s rotational accuracy not only com-
petes with but often surpasses that of BA optimization and
is on par with the majority of other optimization techniques.
Concurrently, LiGT optimization upholds the highest stan-
dard of rotational accuracy, even as noise levels escalate.
Note that the Npt method are prone to degenerate problems
in planar scenes, as shown in Fig. 3b.

7.1.2 Selection of Optimal Residual Statistics

In the sequel, we compared the optional residual statistics
in Sec. 4 and selected the optimal one to be combined with
the GNC scheme in Algorithm 2. With image noise fixed
at 1 pixel, Fig. 4 displays the mean error results of dif-
ferent residual statistics across different outlier fraction ra-
tios for n = 30. We use ’MS-TLS’ to denote the ma-
jorization and superlinear GNC schedule for truncated least-
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Table 2. Structure degenerate problem for relative rotation estimation. The pair (x,y) represents ’x’ as the mean rotation error and ’y’ as the
minimum distance dmin between the eigenvalues of the action matrix. The symbol ‘-’ signifies that no data is provided. The labels (5) and
(n) in column headers correspond to results estimated using five and n point pairs, respectively. The multiple solutions of essential matrix
herein are identified using the true essential matrix.

Scenes Noise Pixel 5pt (5) [32] 5pt (m) [32] LiRP (m) Npt (m) [34]

Planar 0 (0, 4.19e−1) (2.79e−2, 1.08e−15) (0, 1.44) (3.48e−2,−)
0.1 (3.36e−3, 4.45e−1) (2.75e−4, 1.40e−4) (2.54e−4, 1.28) (4.38e−2,−)

Normal 0 (0, 2.27e−1) (0, 7.80e−3) (0, 1.23) (0,−)
0.1 (2.58e−3, 3.10e−1) (5.47e−4, 7.56e−3) (2.03e−4, 1.32) (2.16e−4,−)

(a) Normal scenario (b) Planar scenario

Figure 3. Noise test results of optimization methods, which are all
initialized by LiRP.

squares loss [25]. In each subplot, we have incorporated
the RANSAC-based 5pt method in OpenGV as comparison
benchmark.

From Fig. 4, it is obvious that the MS-TLS stategy of
utilizing vLiGT as the re-weighted iterative residual statis-
tic yields the highest rotation accuracy, which ensures that
the rotation error remains less than 1◦ for up to 40% out-
lier fractions in normal scene (see Fig. 4a) and 30% outlier
fractions in planar scene (see Fig. 4b).

Considering the results from Fig. 4, it is evident that us-
ing vLiGT as the residual statistics for weighting is most
appropriate in relative rotation estimation.

7.1.3 Results of the GNC-RANSAC Scheme

To obtain a reasonable rotation estimation with the outlier
fraction over 50%, we proposed a fusion strategy by com-
bining GNC and RANSAC. We set the image noise to 1
pixel, chose ns = 30, and conducted tests in both normal
and planar scenarios for n = 300. The simulation results
are illustrated in Fig. 5. For outlier fractions from 50% to
80%, our strategy consistently ensured high-accuracy rota-
tion results. Remarkably, at a 80% outlier fraction, it sig-
nificantly outperformed other strategies in both normal and
planar scenarios, with an accuracy improvement of nearly
two orders of magnitude. At lower outlier fractions, our
strategy maintained a considerable lead in rotation accuracy.

(a) Normal scenario (b) Planar scenario

Figure 4. Robustness test for different residuals. All variants of
MS-TLS utilize LiRP for relative rotation. The dashed line repre-
sents the benchmark result (RANSAC+5pt) provided by OpenGV.

Note that the rotation accuracy of robust-Npt is not consis-
tent with the reported result in [34] because of a simulation
issue of chirality therein. Please see Appendix.B for details.

7.2. Real Data Experiment with Strecha

For each Strecha data, we obtained raw pair matches be-
tween two views by using SIFT [20] and the Cascade hash-
ing [6] for feature extraction and matching, respectively.
Then, we only processed those raw point pairs that is larger
than 30 in number. Specifically, relative rotations between
i-th and j-th views, namely R̂i,j , were obtained by using
OpenGV’s RANSAC and GNC-RANSAC schemes. The
angular distance between these estimates and the true rela-
tive rotations Rij was computed by

ϵi,j = arccos

 trace
(
R⊤

i,jR̂i,j

)
− 1

2

 . (18)

Regarding relative rotation accuracy in Tab. 3, the GNC-
RANSAC method generally is superior to OpenGV by 2
∼ 3 times across the Strecha dataset. Particularly, the
GNC-RANSAC exhibits a median error ϵmed of 0.044
for Herz-Jesus-P8, which is notably lower than OpenGV’s
0.096. However, for Castle-P30, there exists a signifi-
cant number of mismatches because of repeated texture, as

7



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 5. Accuracy of the GNC-RANSAC fusion scheme as com-
pared with state-of-art methods. LiGTopt is optimized based on
our GNC-RANSAC scheme, and OpenGVopt is optimized based
on OpenGV’s RANSAC+5pt. The first and second columns are for
normal scenes and planar scenes, respectively. Dashed and solid
lines represent the initial and optimization relative rotation results,
respectively.

(a) (b)

Figure 6. (a) Demo of repeated texture and the (point/view) pair
outliers in Castle-P30. (b) Identified outlier percentage for Strecha
data (blue for OpenGV, red for GNC-RANSAC).

shown in Fig. 6a. Although the proposed GNC-RANSAC
method can handle a great portion of those mismatches (see
Fig. 6b), there are still considerable percentage wrongly
taken as inliers in Castle-P30 that results in relatively larger
errors than other data. Fig. 6b compared the outlier percent-
age for all Strecha data identified by OpenGV and GNC-
RANSAC schemes. The number of identified outliers by
GNC-RANSAC is 2 ∼ 4 times of that by OpenGV, which
partially explains the higher rotation accuracy of the former.

Given the relative rotations, Fig. 7 exemplifies the global

Table 3. Relative rotation accuracy (degree) comparison.

Data OpenGV GNC-RANSAC
ϵmean ϵmed ϵmean ϵmed

Herz-Jesus-P8 0.125 0.096 0.072 0.044
Herz-Jesus-P25 0.364 0.162 0.214 0.078
Fountain-P11 0.149 0.101 0.0647 0.0480

Entry-P10 0.748 0.180 0.0412 0.0367
Castle-P19 2.535 0.468 0.449 0.100
Castle-P30 2.385 0.365 1.949 0.089

Figure 7. Global camera poses and 3D points in Herz-Jesus-P25
obtained by the pipeline of global rotation averaging, global trans-
lation estimation, and analytical reconstruction.

poses and 3D points of Herz-Jesus-P25 reconstructed by the
pipeline of Chatterjee’s global rotation averaging [5], LiGT
for global translation, and then analytical reconstruction [4].
The apparently high quality of 3D reconstruction, at the ab-
sence of global optimization, indirectly verifies the satisfy-
ing relative rotation accuracy.

8. Conclusions
This paper introduces a linear relative pose estimation al-
gorithm to handle planar degenerate scenes for n ≥ 6
point pairs. The proposed algorithm utilizes the pose-
only constraint to construct the residual of identifying the
image matching outliers, integrated with GNC-IRLS and
RANSAC for improved robustness. Simulations and real
tests of the Strecha dataset show that the proposed algorithm
achieves relative rotation accuracy improvement of 2 ∼ 10
times in face of as large as 80% outliers. Our future work
will focus on the strategy of refining/replacing IRLS and
RANSAC, for example by removing the manually-tuned
parameters.

A. Equivalence Proof of Kneip’s and Essential
Equations

Here, we provide an equivalence proof for Kneip’s con-
straint in Eq. (5) and essential equation.
Proposition: In two-view geometry, the Kneip’s constraint
is equivalent to the essential equation.
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Proof:
a) Sufficiency Proof: Assume a matrix B =
(x′

1 ×Rx1, . . . ,x
′
n ×Rxn)

T ≜ (b1, . . . , bn)
T , where

bTi = vec(R)T
(
xi [x

′
i]× yi [x

′
i]× [x′

i]×
)T

. (19)

The operator vec() denotes the vectorization of a matrix.
Let R =

(
r1 r2 r3

)
and substituting it into the above

equation

bTi = −xir
T
1 [x′

i]× − yir
T
2 [x′

i]× − rT3 [x′
i]×

=
(
xix

′T
i yix

′T
i x′T

i

) [r1]×
[r2]×
[r3]×


≜

(
xT
i ⊗ x′T

i

)
G

≜ aT
i G.

(20)

According to the Kneip’s constraint: only the correct R will
cause the matrix B to be rank deficient. That is to say, only
the correct rotation matrix R results in a non-zero vector
k = (k1, k2, k3)

T ∈ R3×1 satisfying

aT
i Gk = 0. (21)

Considering the specific form of G matrix, we have

−Gk = −

 [r1]×
[r2]×
[r3]×

k =

 [k]×r1
[k]×r2
[k]×r3

 ≜ vec(Q),

(22)
where Q = ([k]×r1 [k]×r2 [k]×r3) = [k]×R. There-
fore, (

xT
i ⊗ x′T

i

)
vec(Q) = x′T

i [k]×Rxi = 0. (23)

Substituting Eq. (2) into the above, we have

(Rxi + sit)
T
[k]×Rxi = tT [k]×Rxi = 0. (24)

Since the above equation holds for any normalized image
coordinates xi, it indicates k = t (up to a scale), hence
x′T
i Exi = 0 is valid.

b) Necessity Proof: According to the essential equation in
Eq. (3), we have

(
xT
i ⊗ x′T

i

)
vec(Q) = 0, where Q denotes

the solution to the essential equation. According to [3] and
considering Eq. (2),(

xT
i ⊗

(
xT
i si

)) (
I3 ⊗ (R t)T

)
vec(Q) = 0 (25)

For all point pairs, we have

Ly = 0 (26)

where

L ≜

 xT
1 ⊗

(
xT
1 s1

)
...

xT
n ⊗

(
xT
n sn

)
 , (27)

and
y ≜

(
I3 ⊗ (R t)T

)
vec(Q). (28)

Expanding the L matrix, we have

L =


x2
1 x1y1 x1 x1s1 y1x1 y2

1 y1 y1s1 x1 y1 1 s1
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
x2
n xnyn xn xnsn ynxn y2

n yn ynsn xn yn 1 sn

 .

(29)

As columns 2, 3, and 7 are respectively equal to 5, 9, and
10, we have rank(L) ≤ 9. Let A = L

(
I3 ⊗ (R t)T

)
, we

have rank(A) ≤ 9. Therefore, when n ≥ 9 the homoge-
neous equation in Eq. (26) has three linearly independent
special solutions

ξ1 = (0 1 0 0 − 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0)T ,

ξ2 = (0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 − 1 0 0 0)T ,

ξ3 = (0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 − 1 0 0)T .

(30)

The solution space of y is given by

y = (I3 ⊗ (R t))T vec(Q) =
(
ξ1 ξ2 ξ3

)
c, (31)

where c = (c1, c2, c3)
T is a non-zero real vector. By using

the Kronecker product equality

(I3 ⊗ (R t))T vec(Q) = vec((R t)TQ), (32)

we can obtain

Q = R[c]× = [k]×R, (33)

where k = Rc. It means that there exists at least one
non-zero vector k = (k1, k2, k3)

T ∈ R3×1 satisfying
Q = [k]×R, which is vec(Q) = Gk. Substituting into the
essential equation in Eq. (3), we have aT

i Gk = bTi k = 0,
i.e., matrix B must be rank deficient, and hence the essential
equation implies the Kneip constraint.

In summary, the Kneip’s constraint and the essential
equation are equivalent. Q.E.D.

B. Performance of Robust N-point Method
The rotational accuracy of the robust N-point method, as
presented in Sec. 7, does not align with the results reported
by Zhao [34]. In our robustness experiments, we employed
300 point pairs satisfying the chirality constraint, with each
pair generated at a noise level of 1 pixel, subject to Gaussian
distribution. We fixed the maximum translation magnitude
at 2 units and had the depth of 3D points ranged from 4
to 18. An attitude perturbation of 0.5 degrees was applied.
To ensure reliability, we repeated the experiment 500 times.
For the RANSAC algorithm, we used the default OpenGV
settings.

In contrast, the point pairs used in the robust N-point
method [34] were generated from OpenGV’s simulations
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(a) (b)

Figure 8. Performance of robust Npt and RANSAC+5pt in
cases of disregarding or considering the chirality constraint. We
use 'none' to denote the point pair generation disregarding the chi-
rality constraint, and 'chirality' to represent the generation consid-
ering the chirality constraint.

that did not consider the chirality constraint. Thus, we com-
pared the performance of robust N-point method in cases
of disregarding or considering the chirality constraint in
Fig. 8. In the case of disregarding the chirality constraint,
the mean and median errors of the robust N-point method
significantly reduced. In other words, the results reported
in [34] are not objective in that those simulated point pairs
disregarding the chirality constraint should not have been
taken into account. Finally, in cases with 90% outlier frac-
tion, as depicted in Fig. 8, the rotation errors of OpenGV’s
RANSAC+5pt method are around 102 degrees, which also
contrasts with the result of 10 degrees in [34].
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