Evolving Articulated Figure Motion
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Background:

· Animator’s Automation vs. Control

· Degrees of Freedom

System:

Overall Structure:
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Joint Dynamics:
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Representation:
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Figure 7. Controller programs are lists giving mini-control programs for cach degree of frecdom in the
agent




Considerations:

-Crossover:
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Figurc 2. () Parse trees before crossover (left side). The bold regions denote the subtrees selected for
crossover. (b) The resulting parse irees after crossover (right side)




- Main goal / style points

- Mutation?

- Feasability

- Experimentation – Generating Command Programs, Operator Sets, etc…

Previous Results:
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Figure 9. Lamp’s jumping motion. The primary task is to locomote to the target point, shown by the
"X". Note that the resulting motion brings the lamp to the specific target point desired, illustrating a high
level of control
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Figure 10. Sample successful controller program. The named variables correspond 10 angle, for
position, and velocity sensors. The resulting programs are generally not easy for humans 0 interpret




[image: image8.png]Figure 11. The lamp can learn to avoid obstacles when additional constraints are added to the system




Criteria:

· Can it generate complex, general motion?

· Does the animator have enough control to create motion for specific tasks?

· Is the motion physically plausible?

· Does the motion have appeal?

Related Work:

· Interactive Evaluation of Fitness

· Artificial Evolution for Computer Graphics (Genetic Images)

· Generation Flying Creatures using Body-Brain Co-Evolution

· Evolving Virtual Creatures
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