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ABSTRACT

Gaussian Processes are a powerful tool for shape modelling. While the existing methods on this
area prove to work well for the general case of the human head, when looking at more detailed and
deformed data, with a high prevalence of missing data, such as the ears, the results are not satisfactory.
In order to overcome this, we formulate the shape fitting problem as a multi-annotator Gaussian
Process Regression and establish a parallel with the standard probabilistic registration. The achieved
method GPReg shows better performance when dealing with extensive areas of missing data when
compared to a state-of-the-art registration method and the current approach for registration with GP.

Keywords Gaussian Processes · Shape modelling · Registration · Variational Bayes

1 Introduction

Consider the problem of predicting a complex 2D or 3D shape, like a human ear, from a dataset of similar point clouds
and a few observed points of this shape. In this problem we face both the registration and modelling of different point
clouds. There are increasing areas of application for 3D shape modelling, in particular, when it comes to human shape,
spread over medical application (organ shape, segmentation, prosthesis design, surgical planning ), surveillance (identity
recognition, tracking) or human-machine interaction (face/expression recognition, gesture recognition, virtual humans)
[5]. Most approaches focus on the human head, in particular on the face region, and great results have been achieved for
coarse-grained models [4].

∗This work has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme under the Marie
Skłodowska-Curie Project BIGMATH, Grant Agreement No 812912.
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Probabilistic Registration for Gaussian Process 3D shape modelling

However, small and detailed areas are still not accurately represented and this is the problem tackled in recent work
[20]. Our driving example will be the modelling of an ear, representative of a fine-detailed region with extensive data
problems, given the difficulty in data retrieval from a 3D scan procedure of the head: it presents extensive regions of
missing data and a high level of noise. Our approach is nonetheless generic enough to be applied to any other shape as
seen in Figure 4 of Section 5 with the 2D fish data.

A standard approach to obtain a shape model are 3D Morphable Models (3DMM), first proposed in [2]. Starting
from raw point sets, they generally entail two main steps: dense correspondence or registration, expressing the
correspondence between points of different scans according to their semantic meaning and modelling, expression of
the shape variability in a lower dimension. Registration is by itself a broad area of study, that is usually considered
separately from the modelling – a generic template shape is deformed to fit a target, without specific information on the
shape characteristics. Therefore, initial approaches [2, 19] to 3DMM take an appropriate registration method and follow
with Principal Component Analysis, to find a low-dimensional representation of shape variability.

In reality, however, most registration methods hide an implicit model that restricts the deformations allowed to the shapes.
The main difference between model fitting and registration lies on the fact that, usually, restrictions to deformations
are enforced by data in the former and by a regularization parameter in the latter. This means that, in higher level of
abstraction, the process of registration is the same as model fitting.

We shall follow [12] to formalize the generic shape fitting problem. We consider a template shape T = {t1, ..., tNT
} ⊂

Rd and a target shape S = {s1, ..., sNS
} ⊂ Rd, with possibly different number of points NT and NS . The former

is a representative example of the shape being studied, as close as possible to any other shape, without missing data,
outliers or noise, while the latter is any sample of the shape we have obtained. In previous work [23] with ear data scans,
we have shown that the most part of the effects of translations and rotations can be previously removed; so it is here
considered that the target and template were already preprocessed. Additionally, we want to introduce the scaling in the
model, as this represents differences in size of the ears. Therefore, we only consider general non-rigid deformations
between the template and a target shape, so that any residual rotation or translation, together with scaling, is taken into
account by the deformations.

Therefore, we consider that a target is obtained from a template by applying a re-parametrization and a set of
deformations θ. A re-parametrization is a diffeomorphism applied to a shape, ensuring that after its application each
point of both shapes corresponds to the same feature/semantic meaning. As we are working in a discrete setting, we can
represent this with a permutation matrix P . So, the problem is expressed as finding the optimal deformations between S
and T

P ∗, θ∗ ∈ argmin
P,θ

d(T (PT, θ), S), (1)

where d(T, S) is a measure of dissimilarity quantifying the differences between two shapes and T (PT, θ) is the
transformed template after application of the deformations θ. The solution of Problem (1) provides a template whose
points correspond to the points of the target, and are deformed to fit them. However, in practice, this problem is generally
not solved in a unified manner. On the registration side, a generic constraint is applied to the deformations, while P is
retrieved, not taking advantage of knowledge regarding the particular shape. On the shape fitting side, correspondence
is often assumed (for example by previously applying a registration method) or retrieved in a trivial manner. Both of
these options entail that the correspondence is obtained with a different model T (PT, θ) than the fitting. Looking at the
two processes in the same setting may be beneficial as it allows both of them to have more information, as stated in
[14], where the authors propose a unified framework for shape modelling, based on Gaussian Processes (GP). The main
idea is that prior assumptions on the shape structure can be incorporated independently from the registration algorithm,
by building an appropriate kernel, so that the registration and shape fitting leverage the same model.

This framework has proven successful and has led to increasingly improved models of the human head [2, 21]. However,
most efforts are made in terms of augmenting the data or generally improving model combination, i.e. how to bring
together models originated from different datasets. When applying this process to 3D ear point clouds, we have
observed that indeed this is the most promising approach [23], but it calls for an improved outlook on the registration
procedure. When models of the full head are considered, ears are a small detail that is often overlooked or disregarded
[2]. Therefore, a straightforward registration method is enough to provide a relatively good correspondence that leads
to an overall good final model. The main difficulties of modelling the ear lie not only on the fine non-rigid deformations
it presents, but also on the difficulty of data retrieval, due to its inherent anatomical shape, that lead to high occurrence
of outliers and missing data. A recent work within the GP framework extends the head model with the ear [20].
Nonetheless, we note that the ear model in [20] requires the identification of 50 manual landmarks for registration.
Besides, we approach the problem in a different way, aiming at first reconstructing the problematic ear data in the raw
scans and then building the full model, while in [20] the head model is augmented with an ear model.
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On the other hand, when looking at non-rigid registration methods we see increasingly better results through different
approaches, but since they are usually decoupled from the modelling side, they do not allow for prior knowledge on the
shape. This is usually only possible through a set of parameters restricting the amount of allowed deformation, but does
not present the same freedom and convenience that modelling with kernels does. In fact, most regularization terms are
equivalent to a Gaussian kernel and are not amenable to a different kernel formulation.

By modelling registration as a GP multi-annotator problem, we show that we can perform probabilistic registration
within the GP framework, which allows us to benefit both from a complex prior through the kernels and from the nice
properties of probabilistic assignment, particularly when dealing with outliers and noise.

1.0.1 Registration within the GP framework

Registration as an optimization problem In [14], the authors formulate the registration problem/model fitting for
both surfaces and images. Here, we focus on the surface formulation. First, the authors do a low-rank approximation,
obtaining a parametric approximation of the original kernel is. The problem is then posed as a Maximum a Posteriori
(MAP) estimation problem, where the likelihood expresses some distance measure between the target and template
shapes, and the prior is given by the GP. The authors chose the mean squared euclidean distance from the reference to
the closest target point and solve the problem with an L-BFGS optimizer [13].

Non-rigid registration with ICP Another proposed approach to tackle the problem is a non-rigid application of the
Iterative Closest Point, where the transformation part is obtained through Gaussian Process Regression (GPR). This
means that to each point in the template we attribute the closest target point, based on their Euclidean distance. These
correspondences are then taken as observations and GPR is used to compute deformations for the entire shape (the
mean of the posterior is the template used in the next iteration). Our approach relates to this method, in the formulation
of the problem but not in the way the correspondences are retrieved. For ear shapes, given the large regions of missing
data and the highly non-rigid deformations, the closest point approach often leads to undesirable results [23].

1.0.2 Probabilistic registration

The previous approaches imply a deterministic attribution of correspondences between points, while a soft assignment
may improve robustness to noise and outliers. This leads, in the registration area, to probabilistic registration methods,
of which the most used and representative is the Coherent Point Drift (CPD) [18], that considers the alignment of two
sets as a probability density estimation problem. This approach takes T (the template) as a set of centroids coming
from a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) and S (the target) as points generated by the centroids. The transformation T
can be set as rigid, affine or non-rigid, producing 3 different versions of CPD; here, we are interested in its non-rigid
formulation. An important detail is that the centroids are forced to move coherently as a group, thus preserving the
topological structure of the points (motion coherence constraint over the velocity field). The goal is to find the most
likely centroid from which each point in X was generated, thus resulting in a correspondence output. While considered
state-of-the-art, CPD still presents some difficulties in overcoming high incidence of outliers, missing data and different
number of points between the template and target. Consequently, variants of CPD have been developed in recent years
to attempt to deal with such drawbacks by assigning different membership probabilities [16] or using k-connected
neighbours [1] to enforce the preservation of local structure.

An interesting recent work [11] proposes a Bayesian Formulation of CPD (BCPD). Under this setting the authors
guarantee convergence of the algorithm, introduce more interpretable parameters and reduce sensitivity to target rotation.
Besides, this formulation is suitable to kernels other than the Gaussian one and so it has a close relationship with our
work, although formulated in a different context. In fact, we will explore the parallel existing between BCPD and our
approach under a set of assumptions, and we will also state why their differences make our approach more suitable for
the problem at hand.

Interestingly, in [10] we see an improved version of BCPD, where GPR is used. However, we note that the introduction
of GPs only has the purpose of accelerating the algorithm. The shapes are initially subsampled, after which a standard
BCPD is conducted. The final step uses GPR to extend the obtained deformation to the full shape.

1.1 Our method

From the previous introduction and related work we conclude that proposals for registration within the GP framework
target hard assignment and assume a one-to-one correspondence between the target and template, thus motivating
their extension with a probabilistic assignment. An example of this can be seen in Figure 1. Several proposals for
probabilistic methods exist in the registration area, but they generally do not consider extensive prior knowledge on
the shape, other than imposing some regularization of the deformations, which usually can be translated to a Gaussian
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kernel. This observation motivated us to develop a probabilistic registration method within the GP framework, where
we can benefit both from a complex kernel prior and a soft assignment in the correspondences.

(a) Ground truth shape (b) Closest Point (c) Our method

Figure 1: Lateral view of shape fitting for a 3D ear shape. On the left, we have the ground truth mesh in orange and the
simulated ear as a point cloud in red, with noise, missing data and outliers. On the middle we have the result from the
closest point approach and on the right the result with our method. We see that our result presents more resemblance to
the original shape, specially in the areas with structured missing data (bottom of the shape).

Given the previous considerations we propose a new method, that bridges the gap between these two formulations. Our
main contributions are:

• Shape registration/model fitting as a multi-annotator GPR. We show how the problem of registration with
soft assignment can be understood within the GP framework as a multi-annotator Gaussian Process Regression
(Section 3).

• Parallel between probabilistic registration and our method, GPReg. We provide a parallel between BCPD
and our algorithm, under a few assumptions, which allows us to take advantage of the positive aspects of the
probabilistic setting (Section 4). We further show how their differences lead to a good performance on the
presence of extensive missing data (Section 5).

• Application to a difficult registration problem – 3D ears registration. We show that our method is suitable
for the registration of 3D point clouds with highly non-rigid deformations, high occurrence of missing data
and outliers, by performing simulations with 3D point sets of human ears. The results show improvement with
respect to state-of-the-art registration methods and current GP registration proposals (Section 5).

2 Mathematical background

2.1 Gaussian Processes

Introduction to Gaussian Processes We refer to [22] for an introduction to the theory of Gaussian Processes. A
Gaussian process (GP) is a collection of random variables, any finite number of which have a joint Gaussian distribution.
A GP f(x) is fully specified by its mean µ(x) and covariance function k(x, x′) defined as

µ(x) = E[f(x)]

k(x, x′) = E[(f(x)− µ(x))(f(x′)− µ(x′))]

and usually written as
f(x) ∼ GP(µ(x), k(x, x′)).

Gaussian Process Regression Given a dataset D = {(xi, yi) |i = 1 . . . N} of noisy observations yi ∈ R1

for points xi ∈ RD, we can model the observations as yi = f(xi) + ε, where the noise follows an independent,
identically distributed Gaussian distribution with zero mean and variance σ2

n and f(xi) is a GP. We further define matrix
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X = [x1, . . . , xN ] and vector y = [y1, . . . , yN ]T . In this setting, the prediction of the response in correspondence
of unobserved values X∗ = [x∗1, . . . , x

∗
P ] can be obtained by Gaussian Process Regression (GPR). The predictive

equations are found, with a Bayesian approach, to be [22]

f∗|X, y,X∗ ∼ N (f̄∗, cov(f∗)),

where

f̄∗ = KX∗X

[
KXX + σ2

nIN

]−1

y

cov(f∗) = KX∗X∗ −KX∗X

[
KXX + σ2

nIN

]−1

KXX∗ ,

(2)

where KXX = [k(xi, xi)]
N
i=1 ∈ RN×N , KX∗X = [k(x∗j , xi)]

P,N
j,i=1 ∈ RP×N , KXX∗ = KT

X∗X , IN is the identity
matrix of size N and P is the number of unobserved values to be predicted.

GP for output in higher dimensions Gaussian processes are usually defined for scalar outputs y, but they can be
extended to the vector-case under some assumptions, where the results obtained for the scalar case are still valid [9]. In
particular, a useful class of covariance functions for the vector-valued case arises from the scalar-valued covariance
functions [17]. Let A ∈ Rd×d be a symmetric, positive definite matrix and l a real valued covariance function. It can
be shown that the matrix valued function k with entries kij defined by kij = Aij l(x, y) is a valid covariance, with
Aij representing the correlation between the i-th and j-th output component. Therefore, if we assume that different
dimensions have no correlation, we can use a scalar kernel and set A as the identity matrix, so any existing kernel can
be employed in this setting.

2.1.1 GPR with multiple annotators

In learning from data it is often seen that there are no given exact labels for the data (e.g. the attribution of a label is
subjective and so there is no exact ground truth). A common approach is to obtain a collection of labels for each data
point, provided by different annotators, with different levels of confidence. A proposal for GPR with multiple labels
is given in [8]. Instead of D = {(xi, yi)|i = 1, ..., N}, we consider a collection Dm = {(xmi , ymi )|i = 1, ..., Nm} =
(Xm, ym) of the m-th annotator. We further define X = ∪Mm=1Xm and Y = {y1, ..., yM} and N remains the number
of unique inputs in X (each annotators does not necessarily provide a label for all unique input points).

So, for each unique xi ∈ X , we compute the associated variance and label as a combination of all annotators in the
following way

1

σ̂2
i

=
∑
m∼i

1

σ2
m

, ŷi = σ̂2
i

∑
m∼i

ymi
σ2
m

, (3)

where m ∼ i stands for all m annotations retrieved for data point i and σ2
m is the variance associated to the m-th

annotator. Assuming annotators provide the labels independently from each other we have that

p(Y |f) =
∏
m

∏
i∼m
N (ymi |fi, σ2

m),

and so the posterior p(f |Y ) follows a Gaussian distribution N (µp,Σp), with mean and covariance

µp = (K−1 + Σ̂−1)−1Σ̂−1ŷ

Σp = (K−1 + Σ̂−1)−1,

where Σ̂ = diag(σ̂2
1 , ..., σ̂

2
N ) and ŷ = [ŷ1, . . . , ŷN ]T , with σ̂2

i and ŷi are given by (3). Therefore, the predictive
equations can be obtained as

f̄∗ = KX∗X(KXX + Σ̂)−1ŷ

cov(f∗) = KX∗X∗ −KX∗X(KXX + Σ̂)−1KXX∗ ,
(4)

where the kernel matrices are defined in (2). We can see that these equations differ from (2) only on the noise covariance
matrix and label vector, but follow the exact same structure.
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2.2 Probabilistic shape registration

We will briefly introduce the framework of probabilistic registration, following the Bayesian formulation in [11]. The
main idea behind this line of work is that the template (T ), upon an appropriate transformation, can be seen as centroids
of a Gaussian Mixture Model, where target points of any shape (S) are data generated by the centroids. Further, a point
sj can be an outlier with probability ω, in which case it is generated from an outlier probability pout(sj). If sj is not an
outlier, then it corresponds to point ym with probability αm – membership probability.

In [11] the authors consider explicit similarity transformations and non-rigid ones, such that a point i of the transformed
template is given as

T (ti) = sR(ti + δi) + p, (5)
where s is a scale factor, R is a rotation matix, p is a translation vector and δi is a displacement vector for non-rigid
transformations. According to GMM, the generation of a target point sj follows a multivariate normal distribution with
mean T (ti) – the transformed template point – and covariance matrix ς2Id, so

φij(sj ; T (ti), ς
2) =

1

(ς
√

2π)d
exp

(
− ‖sj − T (ti)‖2

2ς2

)
. (6)

In order to explicitly introduce correspondences, two aditional variables are added: c ∈ {0, 1}NS , an indicator variable
that takes value of 1 for cj if point sj is an outlier, and e ∈ {1, . . . , NT }NS , where ej = i if the j-th target point
corresponds to the i-th template point. Taking the assumptions regarding outliers into account, we have the joint
distribution for (xj , ej , cj) as

p(sj , ej , cj |T, δ, σ2) = {wpout(sj)}1−cj
{

(1− w)

NT∏
i=1

(αiφij)
γi(ej)

}cj
, (7)

where γi is an indicator function, taking a value of 1 if ej = i and 0 otherwise, and αi is the probability that ej = i,
with

∑NT

i=1 αi = 1. The authors take p(α) as a Dirichlet distribution and set a prior on the deformations as

p(δ|T ) = φ(δ; 0, λ−1G⊗ Id),
where G = (gii′) ∈ RNT×NT , with gii′ = k(i, i′), and λ is a positive constant.

Finally, the full joint is given as

p(S, T, θ) ∝ p(δ|T )p(α)

NS∏
j=1

p(sj , ej , cj |T, δ, ς2, α, ρ), (8)

where θ = (v, ς2, α, ρ, c, e) and ρ = (s,R, p).

3 GP shape registration with multi-annotators

In this section we present the formulation of our problem within the GP framework, following the approach in [14]. For
a visual representation of the described model, we refer the reader to the respective graphical model in Figure 2.

3.1 Problem formulation and notation

We consider that any shape S = {s1, ..., sNS
} can be obtained from a template shape T = {t1, ..., tNT

} ⊂ Rd, where
si, ti ∈ Rd. We assume that we can obtain S by adding deformations u(t) to the template points, where u(t) are
modelled as a Gaussian Process defined by a mean function µ : Rd → Rd and a kernel K : Rd × Rd → Rd×d, so
u(t) ∼ GP (µ(t),K(t, t′)).

Note that we are working in the case of non-scalar output, but as stated above we can apply the same result as long as
we ensure that the kernel used is a valid one. Therefore, we will mostly work with vector representations of both target
and template. This means that one observation consists of a single component of a point, we can then choose between
introducing dependency between components based on the choice of kernel.

We further assume that we can get noisy observations of the deformations δ(t) = u(t) + ε, where ε ∼ N (0, σ2
n). With

these assumptions, we can see that we lie in the GP framework introduced in Section 2.1, where the template points ti
correspond to the points xi, the observed deformations δ(ti) correspond to the observations yi and the true deformations
µ(t) to the function f(x), the GP.
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Modelling missing data and outliers In [14] the authors assume a one-to-one correspondence between target and
template, so each target point can be obtained from a template point with a deformation, S = {t+ u(t)|t ∈ T}. As we
have seen, this is often not the case for real data. Therefore, we consider that there are both missing data and outliers
in our target shapes and so there are points of the template without correspondence in the target and vice-versa. We
formulate this assumption by splitting the template T into two subsets {Tcorr, Tmiss}, where the former set contains the
points with correspondence and the latter the ones with missing data. In the same way, we split S into the corresponding
points and outliers, S = {Scorr, Sout}, such that Scorr is in correspondence with Tcorr. So, for each point of Tcorr we
observe the following deformations

δ =

δC1

...
δCC

 =

 stC1
− tC1

...
stCC

− tCC

 , (9)

where Tcorr = {tC1 , ..., tCC
} and stCi

is the target point corresponding to the template point tCi .

3.1.1 Notation

We will use the following notation from this section onwards

• S = {s1, ..., sNS
} ⊂ Rd – the target shape point set, with its respective vector representation s =

(sT1 , ..., s
T
NS

)T ∈ RNSd

• T = {t1, ..., tNT
} ⊂ Rd – the template shape point set, with its respective vector representation t =

(tT1 , ..., t
T
NT

)T ∈ RNT d

• Tcorr = {tC1
, ..., tCC

} – set of template points with correspondence to target, where C is the number of points
with correspondence

• Scorr = {stC1
, ..., stCC

} – set of target points with correspondence to template, where stCi
is the target point

corresponding to the template point tCi

• ∆ = {δC1 , . . . , δCC
} ⊂ Rd – the deformations for each template point with correspondence, with its respective

vector representation δ = (δTC1
, . . . , δTCC

)T ∈ RNT d

• Dσ2
n

= diag(σ2
C1
, . . . , σ2

CC
) – diagonal matrix of observation noise, where σ2

Ci
is the variance of noise for

observed deformation δCi

• Ci = {j : sj ∈ S, pi,j > PMIN} - set of indices of target shape with correspondence with template point ti

• K = KTT = (k(ti, ti))
NT
i=1 ∈ RNT d×NT d – the kernel matrix of the entire template point set

• KTcorrTcorr
= (k(tCi

, tCi
))Ci=1 ∈ RCd×Cd – the kernel matrix of the template points with correspondence

• Id – the identity matrix of size d
• ω - outlier probability
• Dς2 = diag(ς21 , . . . , σ

2
NT

) – the diagonal matrix of registration noise, where ς2i is the variance associated to
template point ti

• Ã = A⊗ Id – the Kronecker product of matrix A with Id
• 1N – the vector of ones with size N

3.1.2 Formulation of the registration problem

Within this framework, and because of the gaussianity of the distributions, for which the mode and mean coincide, the
shape fitting and registration problem is usually formulated as a MAP problem [15], that is

argmax
u

p(u|T, S).

In particular, for our case, it depends on the observed points and deformations, so we have

argmax
u

p(u|Tcorr, δ).

However, we do not know the correspondence beforehand, so Tcorr, δ are not known and they also depend on u, leading
to

argmax
u

p(u|Tcorr(u), δ(u)). (10)

7
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In an ICP-like approach we split our problem into two, where we keep u fixed in the inner maximization and Tcorr,δ
fixed in the outer. So, our final formulation is

max
u

{
max
Tcorr,δ

p(u|Tcorr(u), δ(u))

}
. (11)

In the outer optimization we are computing the transformation given the current correspondences and in the inner cycle
we are computing the correspondences given the current deformation of the template.

3.2 Formulation with multi-annotators

3.2.1 With hard assignment

Let us first consider the case where we take a single correspondence for the template inliers. In this situation, we
will have a vector δ of observed deformations corresponding to each point in the set Tcorr. For fixed Tcorr,δ we are
interested in the MAP of the GP posterior, which corresponds to the mean in the prediction equations of GPR (2).
Applying (2) to all points in the template, yields δ∗|T, Tcorr, δ ∼ N (µp, Dσ2

P
), where µp ∈ RNT d, Dσ2

P
∈ RNT d×NT d

are given as

µp = KT
TcorrT (KTcorrTcorr +Dσ2

n
)−1δ

Dσ2
P

= KTT −KT
TcorrT (KTcorrTcorr

+Dσ2
n
)−1KTcorrT ,

(12)

where Dσ2
n

= diag(σ2
C1
, . . . , σ2

CC
) is the diagonal matrix expressing the noise associated to each observation (assumed

known for the time being). The deformed template is then obtained as t̄ = t+ µp, to be used in the inner iteration for
computation of the correspondences.

Remark on the kernel matrices. Note that we are working in a discrete setting and this is why we can express µp and
Dσ2

P
as a vector and a matrix instead of functions. This is because we are working in the template point set and we

are only interested in predictions at those points. We also note that KTT , the kernel matrix of all template points, is
constant and that all other kernel matrices (KTcorrTcorr

,KTcorrT ) are subsets of it. Therefore, we note KTT simply as
K.

3.2.2 Introducing soft-assignment with multi-annotators

Introduce a soft-assignment means to attribute different possible target points to each template point, each with a
different probability of correspondence. We can interpret this as each template point having several different possible
labels (deformations) given by annotators with different levels of confidence (probability of correspondence). Therefore,
one point ti will have NS labels corresponding to each point in the target that could be a possible match.

We are now in the setting of GP with multi-annotators, introduced in Section 2.1.1. As we have seen, the predictive
equations for GPR remain the same with a different noise covariance matrix and observations vector, as these are built
from the multiple labels, according to (3). In the context of our problem, the equations become

1

σ2
Ci

=
∑
j∈Ci

1

(σjCi)
2

δCi = σ2
Ci

∑
j∈Ci

δjCi
(σjCi)

2
, (13)

where δjCi = sj − tCi . The variance (σjCi)
2, corresponding to the annotator’s confidence in the original formulation,

represents here the probability of correspondence between point Ci and m. Note that while the variance of annotator j
was the same across the data points i in the original formulation, here we consider that annotator j of point Ci is not
necessarily the same as annotator j of point Ck, i.e. there can be at most NT ×NS annotators.

In order to complete our algorithm, two points need to be addressed: how to define the correspondence set Tcorr and
how to compute (σjCi)

2. The computation of this value will be detailed in the next section.

4 Computation of variance

In order to obtain a theoretically sound update for elements σjCi in (13) we first reformulate our problem in the standard
probabilistic approach as introduced in Section 2.2. Then, we establish a parallel with the BCPD framework. In this
derivation we follow the Bayesian formulation proposed in [11], instead of the original in [18].
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. . .

σj
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σj
Cc

Figure 2: Graphical model for the GP with multiple annotators in the context of shape modelling. Squared nodes
represent observed variables and circles are latent ones. Templates points with correspondence are identified with blue,
while missing points are identified with orange.

4.1 Formulation

We will briefly detail the assumptions and problem formulation used in this approach, by deriving equivalents of
equations (5) through (8) according to our assumptions. This will lead to the final expression for the joint distribution in
(17).

Transformation model We do not consider similarity transformations, so the transformation acting on the template
is merely given by a displacement vector δi

Ti = ti + δi. (14)

Gaussian mixture model According to the GMM we obtain a similar expression to (6)

φij(sj ; t̄i, ς
2
i ) =

1

(ςi
√

2π)d
exp

(
− ‖sj − Ti‖

2

2ς2i

)
, (15)

but we introduce an individual variance for each template point given as ς2i . As we will show later, this has a positive
impact when dealing with large regions of missing data. With respect to the outliers, we follow the same assumptions
as in BCPD, but for simplification we take pout(sj) = 1/NS , as was previously taken in CPD. Besides, we take equal
membership probabilities αi = 1/NT , meaning that a point in the target is expected to belong to any point of the
template with equal probability. This is also the assumption in CPD and is here taken for simplification on this first
formulation of the framework. Thus, we obtain the joint distribution

p(sj , ej , cj |T, δ, σ2) =
{ w

NS

}1−cj{ (1− w)

NT

NT∏
i=1

(φij)
γi(ej)

}cj
. (16)

Prior distributions The prior on the deformations is expressed with the previously defined kernel K, but we take
λ = 1, as we can usually include this parameter as part of the kernel estimation. We then have the prior given as
p(δ|t) = N (0,K).

4.1.1 Full joint distribution

Finally, the full joint distribution is given as

p(s, t, θ) ∝ p(δ|t)
NS∏
j=1

p(sj , ej , cj |t, δ, ς2), (17)

where θ = (δ, ς2, c, e) are the parameters to be estimated.

4.2 Solving the problem with Variational Bayesian Inference

We will estimate the parameters θ in (17) using Variational Bayesian Inference (VBI) [3], a tool often employed when
dealing with challenging posterior distributions. We start by providing an overview on VBI and how it can be employed
for our problem, followed by the update equations obtained through this approach.
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4.2.1 Introduction

The idea behind VBI is to use a distribution q(θ) to approximate the posterior p(θ|S, T ) and then minimize the
Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence between them

q∗(θ) = argmin
q(θ∈Q)

KL(q(θ) || p(θ|S, T ))

= argmin
q(θ∈Q)

E[log q(θ)] + E[log p(θ, T, S)] + log p(S, T ),

where Q is a predefined set of distribution families to which q belongs. However, as the log p(S, T ) may not be
computable, the evidence lower bound (ELBO) is maximized instead

ELBO(q) = E[log p(θ, T, S)]− E[log q(θ)].

. The ELBO is equivalent to the negative KL divergence up to a constant, and therefore maximizing the former is
equivalent to minimizing the latter. One possible family is the mean-field variational family, where the latent variables
are mutually independent and governed by different factors – it is the one we pick here, so q(θ) =

∏M
i=1 qi(θi). In

particular, we will consider
q(θ) = q1(δ)q2(c, e)q31(ς21 )...q3i(ς

2
i )...q31(ς2NT

).

A standard method to maximize the ELBO, and the one followed here, is the Coordinate Ascent Mean-field VI. If we
fix all other qj , then we know that optimal qi is

qi(θi)
∗ ∝ exp{E−i[log p(θi|θ−i, S, T )]} ∝ exp{E−i[log p(θi, θ−i, S, T )]}, (18)

where E−i[log p(θ, S, T )] is the expectation of the joint probability with respect to the remaining qj 6=i and θ−i
corresponds to all parameters in θ except θi. So, each qi is updated iteratively by computing E−i[log p(θ, S, T )], until
convergence is reached. Note that at each step we will need the expected value of the remaining variables. Further, at
each step we are updating the distribution parameters of qi.

4.2.2 Update equations

We present the updates for each component in Proposition 1, Proposition 2 and Proposition 3. The derivations closely
follow the ones in [11] and can be found in Supplementary Material. In general, the final equations exhibit a similar
structure except that ς2, taken as a scalar in [11], is replaced by the diagonal matrix Dςi .

For ease of notation, and in preparation for the subsequent equations, we define pij = E[cjγi(ej)] as the probability
of correspondence between template point i and target point j, with the respective probability matrix P = (pij) ∈
[0, 1]NT×NS . We further define νi =

∑NS

j=1 pij , representing the expected number of target points corresponding with
ti, as well as ν = P1NS

, the corresponding vector.

Proposition 1. The update equations for the expected value and covariance of δ are found to be

E[δ] = ΣD̃νD̃
−1
ς2 (D̃−1

ν P̃ s− t)

Cov(δ) = Σ = (K−1 + D̃νD̃
−1
ς2 )−1,

(19)

where Dς2 = diag(ς21 , . . . , ς
2
NT

) and Dν = diag(ν1, . . . , νNT
).

Proposition 2. The update for the correspondence probability is found to be

pij =
(1− w)〈φij〉

NT

NS
w + (1− w)

∑NT

i′=1〈φi′j〉
, (20)

where 〈φij〉 = φij(sj ; t̄i, ς
2
i ) exp

{
−Tr(Cov(δi))

2ς2i

}
and t̄i = E[Ti] = ti + E[δi].

Proposition 3. The update for each variance term ς2i is given as

ς2i =
1

d

( [P̃diag(s)s]i − 2t̄Ti [P̃ s]i
νi

+ ‖t̄i‖2 + Tr(Cov(δi))
)
. (21)
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4.3 Parallel with GP framework

If consider no missing points in our formulation then it is possible to establish a parallel with this framework. For this
we reformulate our expressions in order to obtain a similar struture to the ones in the previous section. Note that the
update step of pij can be understood as the getting correspondence part, so the inner optimization.

Proposition 4. Considering no missing points, i.e. Tcorr = T , and if the variance (σjCi)
2 in equation (13) is taken as

(σjCi)
2 =

ς2i
pij

, (22)

where pij is given by (20), then a parallel exists between the update equations in Proposition 1, Proposition 2,
Proposition 3 and the update equations for multi-annotator GPR in (12).

Proof. When Tcorr = T , and since KT = K, the posterior mean and covariance in (12) become

µp = K(K + D̃σ2
n
)−1δ

Dσ2
P

= K −K(K + D̃σ2
n
)−1K,

where Dσ2
n

= diag(σ2
1 , . . . , σ

2
NT

), with σ2
i and δi given by (13) and here restated without the notation for correspon-

dences
1

σ2
i

=
∑
j∈NS

1

(σji )
2

δi = σ2
i

∑
j∈NS

δji
(σji )

2
.

Taking the variance as in (22), we can write the previous equations as
1

σ2
i

=
Pi1Ns

ς2i
=
νi
ς2i

δi = ν−1
i

∑
j

pij(sj − ti) = ν−1
i P̃is− ν−1

i

∑
j

pijti = ν−1
i P̃is− ti,

where Pi refers to the i − th row of matrix P . Therefore, we have that Dσ2
n

= Dς2D
−1
ν and δ = D̃−1

ν P̃ s − t. The
posterior deformations in (4.3) can then be written as

µp = K(K + D̃ς2D̃
−1
ν )−1δ

= KK−1
[
1 + D̃ς2D̃

−1
ν K−1

]−1

δ

=
[
K−1 + D̃νD̃

−1
ς2

]−1

D̃νD̃
−1
ς2 (D̃−1

ν P̃ s− t)

and the covariance as

Dσ2
P

= K −K(K + D̃ς2D̃
−1
ν )−1K

= K −
[
K−1 + D̃νD̃

−1
ς2

]−1

D̃νD̃
−1
ς2 K

=
[
K−1 +DνD

−1
ς2

]−1[
K(K−1 + D̃νD̃

−1
ς2 )− D̃νD̃

−1
ς2 K

]
=
[
K−1 + D̃νD̃

−1
ς2

]−1

,

thus being equivalent to the expressions for E[δ] and Cov(δ) in (19). So if we follow the update for pij and ς2i according
to Proposition 2 and Proposition 3 and we have a full parallel in the update steps.

Although this is established for the case of no missing data, we take (22) as a reasonable update for the annotators
variance, together with the necessary updates for pij and ς2i .

4.4 Missing data points

Given the probability matrix P , we apply a predefined threshold PMIN , such that pairings with a lower value than
PMIN are are considered as non-corresponding. So, for each point ti, the considered correspondences to the target are
Ci = {j : sj ∈ S, pij > PMIN}. Then if a point ti has no elements in Ci, it is considered a missing point, meaning that
Tmiss = {ti : ti ∈ T, |Ci| = 0} and Tcorr = {ti : ti ∈ T, |Ci| > 0}.
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4.5 Final algorithm

We present the pseudo-code for our method in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, where the former contains the main outer
steps and the latter details the computation for the correspondence part.

Algorithm 1 Registration
Input: t, s,K,Dς2 , ω, PMIN

1: t̄ = t
2: while some stopping criterion is not met do
3: Tcorr, δ,Dσ2

n
= get_correspondences(t, s, t̄, Dσ2

P
, Dς2 , ω, PMIN )

4: µp = KT
TcorrT

(KTcorrTcorr + D̃σ2
n
)−1δ

5: Dσ2
P

= KTT −KT
TcorrT

(KTcorrTcorr + D̃σ2
n
)−1KTcorrT

6: t̄ = t+ µp

7: ς2i = 1
d

(
[P̃ diag(s)s]i−2t̄Ti [P̃ s]i

νi
+ ‖t̄i‖2 + Tr(Cov(δi))

)
8: end while

Algorithm 2 get_correspondences
Input: t, s, t̄, Dσ2

P
, Dς2 , ω, PMIN

Output: Dσ2
n

= diag(σ2
C1
, . . . , σ2

CC
), δ = (δTC1

, . . . , δTCC
)T , Tcorr

1: for (i, j)← (1, 1) to (NT , NS) do
2: φij(sj ; t̄i, ς

2) = 1
(ςi
√

2π)d
exp

(
− ‖sj−t̄i‖

2

2ς2i

)
3: 〈φij〉 = φij exp

{
− 1

2ς2Tr(σ
2
Pi
Id)
}

4: pij =
(1−w)〈φij〉

NT
NS

w+(1−w)
∑NT

i′=1
〈φi′j〉

5: (σji )
2 =

ς2i
pij

6: end for
7: Ci = {j : sj ∈ S, pij > PMIN}
Tcorr = {ti : ti ∈ T, |Ci| > 0}

8: for i ∈ Tcorr do
9: 1

σ2
Ci

=
∑
j∈Ci

1

(σj
Ci)

2

10: δCi = σ2
Ci

∑
j∈Ci

δjCi

(σj
Ci)

2

11: end for

5 Experimental results and discussion

5.1 2D data

5.1.1 Dataset

As 2D data we take the Fish dataset [6], where the template is a 2D fish with 98 points. The target point sets are then
generated by applying different kinds of alterations to the data. Non-rigid deformations are generated by warping the
template points with a Gaussian radial basis function. The dataset has four other variations considering outliers, missing
data, rotation and noise, all of them with a moderate level of deformations included. In order to accurately replicate the
ear data challenges, we further create a new dataset, based on the noise level 2 of the Fish dataset. Here, we introduce
structured missing data in the following way: we choose one point of the template as centre and increasingly set the
width of a squared bounding box around this point — all the points within the box are removed. We consider different
locations of this centre to get representative results.

5.1.2 Setting

We consider different variations of our method, as well as different variations of BCPD, in order to to show the relevance
of the introduced modifications. Therefore, we will denote
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• GPReg_Full - our proposed method in its complete version;

• GPReg_bcpdReg - our proposed method where the registration variance ς2 is taken as a scalar instead of a
vector;

• GPReg_noTresh - our proposed method without the threshold for missing points PMIN

• GPClosestPnt - registration with GPR, but where the correspondence part is achieved by taking the closest
point, i.e. not considering multi-annotators;

• BCPD_Standard - BCPD method with the suggested parameters from the authors;

• BCPD_Opt_Norm - BCPD method with optimized parameters for the Fish dataset (conducted by grid search),
with normalization of both shapes;

• BCPD_Opt_noNorm - BCPD method with optimized parameters for the Fish dataset (conducted by grid
search), without normalization of both shapes, since this is not used in our method and could potentially benefit
it in some cases. (By no normalization, we mean that shapes maintain their relative size. They are actually
both normalized with respect to the target shapes, as recommended by BCPD authors.)

To fairly compare our method with BCPD, we set their parameters in the same way whenever possible — consequently,
we will use the Squared Exponential kernel for our model. The remaining parameters are tuned with the deformation
level 1 for both methods, by grid search. A detailed description of all settings can be found in Supplementary material.

5.1.3 Metrics

For the evaluation of results we mainly look at the euclidean distance error between corresponding deformed template
t̄i points and the ground truth s∗i , i.e. the complete and deformed target shape without noise, averaged over the shape,
so d(s, t) = 1

NT

∑NT

i=1 ‖s∗i − t̄i‖22. This is then averaged over the entire dataset, consisting of 100 samples. However, it
should be noted that BCPD will occasionally not lead to a successful registration, in which case it does not produce an
output or does not produce correspondence for any point. Since this result will not be taken into account for the distance
metric and often occurs for the most challenging settings, we also present the fraction of successful registration. Our
method does not consider a failed registration unless there are no deformations found in the first iteration.

5.1.4 Discussion

The results for all the method and data variations considered can be found in Figure 3. Our main focus is the dataset
with increasing missing region (Figure 3a), as this closely replicates the challenges in the ear. While for the lowest
level it is evident that BCPD (when optimized) performs better, as we increase the missing area, our method presents a
progressive advantage. Comparing GPReg_Full, GPReg_bcpdReg and GPReg_noTresh it becomes clear why those
modifications are advantageous when facing extensive missing regions. It is also evident that the closest point approach
has the poorest performance overall.

It is also interesting to look at the results in the presence of outliers (Figure 3c and Figure 3d), for which we tested
all methods with ω = 0.1 and ω = 0.3 (with the exception of GPClosestPnt where this is not applicable), since this
parameter reflects the expected outlier probability. While BCPD performs better if this parameter is adequately adjusted
to the real outlier occurrence, we note that our method presents almost the same results for both settings. Therefore, if
one does not have any prior knowledge on this quantity, our method is more suitable.

Looking at the variation of noise (Figure 3e) and deformations (Figure 3b), we see that overall an adequately set BCPD
outperforms our method and is able to achieve lower errors, even when both parameters are previously tuned. We
also note that the two variations of our method always perform better than the full proposal for these scenarios — the
proposed alterations do not bring an advantage when we are not dealing with structured missing data. However, this
decrease in performance is deemed acceptable given the gain it provides in (Figure 3a) and when compared with the
Closest Point proposal always leads to lower error.

An intuition of why our method is able to perform well for extensive missing data is offered in Figure 4, where we
compare the fitting results from BCPD with different levels of deformation and our proposed method. We can see
that the main challenge in achieving an adequate fitting with BCPD is that if we allow for a high level of deformation
then the missing region collapses, while in the opposite case the deformations are not enough to fit all details on the
non-missing parts. With our approach we are able to avoid collapsing, while allowing enough deformation to fit the fine
details.

Furthermore, in Figure 5 we present additional metrics for the missing region version of this dataset. The high
performance on both recall and precision for our method tells us that the lower distance error observed before is in fact

13



Probabilistic Registration for Gaussian Process 3D shape modelling

coming from an accurate identification of missing points. We notice that the GP with closest point presents a very high
precision but at a cost of a low recall.
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(a) Increasing level of missing region
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(b) Increasing level of deformations
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(c) Increasing fraction of outliers, for ω = 0.1
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(d) Increasing fraction of outliers, for ω = 0.3
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(e) Increasing level of noise

Figure 3: Results for Fish dataset with different types of modifications.

5.2 3D Ear simulated data

5.2.1 Dataset

In this section we test our method with 3D ear data, the main goal of our work. The dataset used is obtained form
the Ear dataset in [7], with some subsequent transformations to achieve more realistic shapes, that mimic the real-life
challenges observed in true scans (we denote the transformed shapes as Simulated dataset). An example can be found
in Figure 1. The employed transformations are described below.

Missing data The real scans have missing points, not only uniformly spread, but also concentrated in particular
regions of the ear which are more difficult to capture by the scanning process. Therefore, in the Ear dataset we introduce
both uniform and structured missing data points.
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(a) BCPD registration with low λ
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(b) BCPD registration with high λ
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(c) Our registration

Figure 4: Example for missing data performance with Fish dataset. The target can be seen in blue circles, why the
deformed template after registration is represented with red and green crosses. Points with and without correspondence
are identified both for the template and target shape. The two results for BCPD are run with different parameter λ
responsible for controlling the expected length of the deformation — small values of λ allow for more deformation and
vice-versa.

Outliers The ear region also contains outliers (points with no correspondence in the template), both uniformly spread
and in a structured manner. In particular, the structured outliers come from the fact that when we cut the ear portion
from the entire head of the scan we do not know exactly which points belong to the ear, and consequently include some
extra points. Therefore, in the Ear dataset we add both uniform and structured outliers.

Measurement Noise For each point in the Ear dataset we introduce Gaussian noise with zero mean and a chosen
variance, so that they are slightly displaced, to simulate the lack of complete accuracy in the screening process.

Slight rotation, translation and scaling Even after removing the main components of these 3 transformations it is
expected that the different scans still present a small difference, no only due to limitations on the first step, but also
due to natural differences in shape that do not allow for a better result. However, the dataset in [7] is perfectly aligned,
which can produce misleading results. Therefore, we subject all shapes to a random rotation, translation and scaling.
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Figure 5: Recall and precision for increasing missing region. A high recall indicates that the methods is able to identify
most of the missing points, while a high precision means that most of the points identified as missing are in fact missing.

Furthermore, the dataset and template were subsampled with respect to the original datasets, in order to facilitate
computation. We also consider here the fitting of a subset of shapes, as the dataset is composed from 500 samples, but it
does not present much variability across them (see our previous work [23] for a more detailed explanation.) Therefore,
we consider the shapes with more deformation with respect to the template (measured as the average of Euclidean
distance between corresponding shape points).

5.2.2 Discussion

Figure 1 presents the fitting results with both BCPD and GPReg, for the Simulated dataset. For fairness, we consider
the GPReg with a Squared Exponential kernel, even if the final goal is to include other information regarding the
shape characteristics. We see that even if the non missing point have slight higher error for our method, this is
largely compensated by the missing points respective error. In practice, this means that we are less likely to observe
unreasonable shapes from the fitting with our method.
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Figure 6: Results for the simulated Ear dataset with GPReg and BCPD. The boxplot is obtained from the mean euclidean
distance between the true and deformed template point sets, for all shapes considered.
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6 Discussion and future work

We developed a method that bridges the gap between the Gaussian Process framework used in 3D Morphable Models
and the probabilistic registration methods, by formulating the shape fitting problem in a GPR multi-annotator setting.
This allows us to benefit from advantages on both sides and obtain a method particularly suited for shape fitting in the
presence of extensive missing data — a useful tool for challenging shapes such as the human ear.

Naturally, even if the missing points are correctly identified, the shape prediction in those regions will be as good as the
prior model. Therefore, it is beneficial to have a more complex and accurate model, able to express more knowledge
on the particular shape. As stated, the GP framework offers a very suitable setting, with kernels expressing intuitive
properties of the shapes. So, defining a more appropriate kernel is the logical next step. It would also be pertinent
to study how the parallel with the probabilistic registration holds when we introduce the missing point set and the
threshold, to have a more theoretical insight on the properties of our method.
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