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Abstract—Many of the tools available for robot learning were
designed for Euclidean data. However, many applications in
robotics involve manifold-valued data. A common example is
orientation; this can be represented as a 3-by-3 rotation matrix or
a quaternion, the spaces of which are non-Euclidean manifolds.
In robot learning, manifold-valued data are often handled by
relating the manifold to a suitable Euclidean space, either by
embedding the manifold or by projecting the data onto one
or several tangent spaces. These approaches can result in poor
predictive accuracy, and convoluted algorithms. In this paper, we
propose an “intrinsic” approach to regression that works directly
within the manifold. It involves taking a suitable probability
distribution on the manifold, letting its parameter be a function
of a predictor variable, such as time, then estimating that
function non-parametrically via a “local likelihood” method that
incorporates a kernel. We name the method kernelised likelihood
estimation. The approach is conceptually simple, and generally
applicable to different manifolds. We implement it with three
different types of manifold-valued data that commonly appear
in robotics applications. The results of these experiments show
better predictive accuracy than projection-based algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, learning from demonstration (LfD) has
become an essential approach in robotics research. LfD has
been particularly useful for imitating complex human motion
which is difficult to mimic by trajectory planning algorithms.
Instead, in LfD, the user teaches the robot to follow a trajectory
by means of a series of demonstrations.

In this context, Dynamic Movement Primitives (DMP) [1]
were introduced to learn a linear attractor system that follows
a demonstration. However, in many applications, it is also
desired to learn a probability distribution from a series of
demonstrations. Encoding how “important” a point is, due
to the variability of the demonstrations around it, is crucial
in optimal control [2]. This sense of variability can also
be exploited to regulate the stiffness of the robot when it
interacts with humans [3], to avoid new obstacles [4], or to
detect intentions in shared control [5]. Hence, probabilistic
approaches have been proposed including Gaussian Mixture
Regression (GMR) [6], [7], Probabilistic Movement Primitives
(ProMP) [8], and Kernalised Movement Primitives (KMP) [9].

All these LfD methods rely on the multivariate normal
distribution as the probabilistic model, and thus only work with
Euclidean data. This is not a problem when working in joint
space. However, in many applications, working in task space
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is more convenient. Working in task space aids awareness of
the environment, facilitating obstacle avoidance and adaptation
to changes. Working in task space is also convenient when
learning human skills as it is possible to track objects or parts
of the human body. Then these trajectories are transferable
to different robots, whilst in joint-space learning, they are
exclusive to the robot used for the demonstrations.

However, the problem of not being able to represent ori-
entations in Euclidean space poses a big challenge since the
above-mentioned LfD methods are no longer suitable for the
training data. A tempting fix is to work with Euler angles.
However, since these are three directions, rather than three real
numbers, the search space is T3, which is still non-Euclidean.
Even worse, the gimbal-lock singularity means an infinity of
triads can represent the same orientation which is a major
problem for a probabilistic treatment.

Unfortunately, orientations in task space are not the only
type of non-Euclidean data encountered in robotics applica-
tions. Any data assuming values in a set where Euclidean
geometry of vector spaces is not available is said to be non-
Euclidean, and in robotic applications the set can usually be
modelled as a smooth manifold. Other examples of manifold-
valued data in robotics include: the direction of a table-top
grasp (Fig. 1 top-left), the direction of a cutting tool as end-
effector (Fig. 1 top-right), the line defining a pointing action,
the stiffness matrix of the robot, and the force and velocity
manipulability ellipsoids (Fig. 1 bottom).

A common way to tackle the problem of working with
manifold-valued data is through an embedding. Take for
example data {xi}Ni=1, where xi are unit quaternions, so, per
notation of Sec. II-A, xi ∈ S3/Z2. If a “mean orientation”
is of interest, the data is treated as Euclidean and the familiar
arithmetic mean N−1

∑
i xi is evaluated. This results in a

value in R4 that is not a unit quaternion. This can be remedied
by renormalising, since

∑
i xi/∥

∑
i xi∥ is a “mean” that is

indeed in the manifold. This is a simple example of what
is sometimes called an extrinsic, or embedding, approach
that embeds the manifold into a higher-dimensional Euclidean
space, exploits the linear structure of that embedding space,
then employs a projection mapping back into the manifold [3].
Extrinsic approaches such as this can work well, especially
when the goal is to compute a point-wise quantity such as a
mean, but for general manifolds there is not always a natural
choice of embedding, nor way to characterise dispersion, and
in some settings—such as when the data are highly dispersed
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Fig. 1. Examples of manifold-valued data in robotics. TOP-LEFT: A top-
table grasp is an element of R3 × S1 which in this case parametrises the
Schoenflies group of displacements, X(4). TOP-RIGHT: The orientation of
the cutting tool of the 5-DOF Exechon XMini robot [10] is a direction in
S2. BOTTOM: The 7-DOF Franka Panda robot lifts a box in two different
configurations but the same pose of end-effector. The direction of maximum
force achievable is shown for each configuration. This direction is found by
computation of the manipulability ellipsoid, an element of the manifold of
SPD matrices, Sym+(6)

on the manifold—estimators can behave erratically.
A different approach to analyse manifold-valued data is

to employ tangent space projections. This involves picking
a point on the manifold, known as the base, and using the
inverse exponential map to project the data from the manifold
to the tangent plane of the base, which is a Euclidean space
where standard tools can then be used. An advantage of this
approach is that the toolbox available is very large, but a
major disadvantage is that a tangent space projection may be
inadequate in preserving the structure of the data. Adequacy
of the approach depends on two inter-related considerations:
dispersion in the data around the base, and curvature of the
manifold. Linearising the data through tangent space projec-
tions works well when dispersion is small and curvature of
the manifold does not appreciably distort distances of points
far from the base; when dispersion is large, the approach is
suitable only when curvature of the manifold is non-positive
everywhere. Large dispersion will result in distorted estimation
of the dispersion structure of the projected data points on the
tangent space of the base.

Positively curved manifolds cannot be linearised through
a single tangent space, and projections using the inverse
exponential map are only locally well-defined. An important
positively curved manifold that arises in robotics is the quo-

tient manifold S3/Z2 of orientations used to represent three-
dimensional rotations as quaternions with antipodal symmetry,
where x ∈ S3 and −x ∈ S3 represent the same rotation.

Relatedly, the Riemannian Gaussian distribution [11], [12] is
commonly used in probabilistic modelling of manifold-valued
data. The distribution is the image under the exponential map
of a Gaussian distribution defined on the tangent space of
a chosen base point, and operationally amounts to fitting a
multivariate normal distribution to data projected onto the
tangent space of the base point. Again, curvature of the
manifold plays an important role in its definition: for positively
curved manifolds, support of the Gaussian distribution on
the tangent space is restricted to a suitable subset, while no
restrictions are required for non-positively curved manifolds.
These distributions have been profitably used for manifold-
valued data in robotics [13]–[20].

The above-mentioned issues for tangent space projections
are exacerbated for data from trajectories on manifolds, since
trajectories typically span larger subsets of the manifold, es-
pecially when considering one single tangent space [13], [14].
In these cases, curvature effects become more pronounced,
and data analysis based on tangent space projections can
lead to unreliable conclusions. Notwithstanding these issues,
adaptation of trajectory learning methods to manifold-valued
data has been done relying on tangent-space projections1.
These include the adaptations of ProMP [24] and KMP [13] to
orientational data, and GMR to general Riemannian manifolds
[15], [17]. The latter employs multiple tangent planes to tackle
data covering large parts of the manifold. Hence, when using
projections, researchers highly recommend against the use of
a single tangent plane for the analysis of any manifold-valued
data [25].

In contrast to working in tangent spaces, intrinsic dis-
tributions model the data directly within the manifold. An
example comparing an intrinsic distribution against a Gaussian
projected in different tangent planes is shown in Fig. 2. The
data are axes in S2/Z2, i.e. x ∈ S2 and −x are identified such
that they represent the same element S2/Z2, in a similar way
that the space of quaternions work. The data shown in the top
row of Fig. 2 has mean µ = (

√
2/2, 0,

√
2/2) and thus the data

is concentrated around µ and −µ. The first challenge for fitting
a model in a tangent plane is to correct the sign of the data
so that all of it can be projected. This is a straightforward if a
good guess of µ is available, but otherwise the sign correction
may lead to incorrect results. Considering this correction has
been done correctly and the data is now concentrated only
around µ. The bottom of Fig. 2 shows Gaussians fitted at
four different tangent planes with base points p ∈ S2. The
shape of these distributions is considerably dependant of p.
In addition, mapping of the means of these Gaussian back on
to S2 results in different points on the sphere. In contrast, the
second row of Fig. 2 shows an intrinsic distribution that was
fitted to the data. This distribution is called Angular Central
Gaussian (ACG) [26] and is explained in detailed in Sec. III-B.
This distribution is particularly well-suited for axial data, since

1The adaptation of DMP to orientations [21]–[23] does not require tangent-
space projections since it does not provide a probabilistic model.
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no sign correction is required and, since no choice of tangent
plane is needed, its MLE does not depend on the selection of
any parameter and thus is always the same for a given data
set. The two views of the distribution in the second row of
Fig. 2 show its antipodal symmetry.

Fig. 2. Visual comparion between an intrinsic distribution fitted to axial data
in S2/Z2, and Gaussians fitted to projections of the data in different tangent
spaces

Due to the problems arising from global linearisation of data
via projections, in this paper we present an alternative method
for robot learning that works directly on manifolds, i.e. it is
intrinsic. Our approach exploits the idea of non-parametric
regression, which remains largely unexplored in on-manifold
robot learning research. In addition, we build upon probability
distribution models that are rarely or never used in the robotics
field. For example, we make use of the Angular Central Gaus-
sian (ACG) distribution for axial data as a less computationally
expensive alternative to the Bingham distribution [27], [28],
whose computational complexity makes it unappealing for
robotics applications, although it has been used in the pose
estimation problem [29] and in reinforcement learning [30].
Our approach is based on the idea of local likelihood [31],
[32], where regression is done by incorporating kernel weights
into the terms of a log-likelihood expression. By this means,

we are able to incorporate probability distributions tailored to
the data structure in a regression model that relates a predictor
variable to a manifold-valued response. We call our approach
kernelised likelihood estimation.

The advantages of our approach are the following:

• The algorithm is conceptually simple. The steps can be
summarised in a maximization of a weighted sum of
terms. This contrasts with other methods whose com-
plexity stems from the adaptation of Euclidean-designed
algorithms to manifold-valued data.

• As it will be shown in the experiments Section, by
working intrinsically on the manifold, the estimation is
more precise compared to methods that work on the
tangent bundle.

• The intrinsic nature of the estimation method ensures
that it can be used for data on both positively and
nonpositively curved manifolds.

• Both trajectory learning and regression can be carried out
with the same algorithm.

• No joint distributions between predictor (input) and re-
sponse (output) are defined. The shape of the covariance
of these joint distributions is affected if either predictor
or response are re-scaled, for example, due to a change
of units.

• The predictor is not limited to scalars, it can also be
manifold-valued.

• In the case of trajectory learning, adaptation to via-points
(both at the end and in the middle of the trajectory) is
simple.

• The model is quite robust to having a small number of
training trajectories. This contrasts with other methods,
like ProMP, in which a number of demonstrations smaller
than the number of parameters in the model produce ill-
conditioned covariance matrices.

• A generative model for manifold-valued trajectories
based on the learnt model is presented. This method
reuses the same idea of kernelised likelihood.

• Unlike parametric models in which the model complexity
is constrained by the parametrisation, the approach we
propose incorporates non-parametric estimation, allowing
the model to get more flexible as the amount of training
data grows.

Model flexibility comes at the cost of new predictions hav-
ing to depend directly on the training data (rather than some
low-dimensional parameter vector); this is a potential disad-
vantage, though one shared by any non-parametric method.
A comparison between different methods for probabilistic
trajectory learning on manifolds is shown in Table I.

There has been much recent interest and progress in prob-
abilistic modeling of manifold-value data. Some examples
not directly applicable to the problem of trajectory learning
include approaches based on normalising flows (NF) [33],
diffusion models (DM) [34], and energy-based (EB) [35]
models. Variational formulations of these models towards
approximating a target distribution typically mean that param-
eters of the approximating class of distributions (parameters of
diffeomorphisms generating flows for NF, coefficients of SDEs
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for DM, and parameters of the energy function in EB) are
not interpretable as characteristics of the trajectory distribution
(e.g. average/mean trajectory, covariance and cross-covariance
in a sample of trajectories). Another recent approach is the
use of Riemannian Matérn kernels [36], [37]. However, those
consider the very different problem in which the manifold is
the domain and the response is scalar, whereas we in this paper
we consider that response is manifold-valued. [38] consider
wrapped Gaussian processes on manifolds, suited to manifold-
valued response data, but in a way that requires having the
mean trajectory computed as a pre-step separate from their
approach, in contrast to our approach in which computing the
mean trajectory is a central goal.

In this paper, it is assumed that a task-space controller
is available. Therefore, we only focus on the learning and
generation of trajectories but not on the design of controllers.

This paper is organised as follows: Sec. II provides an
overview of common manifold-valued data in robotics. Sec.
IV defines the problem statement to be tackled in this paper.
Sec. V introduces the method we propose to solve this
problem. In this method, a suitable probability distribution
model is needed, hence, Sec. III presents several previously
introduced models for different types of manifold-valued data.
The proposed method is then tested in a series of experiments
presented in Sec. VI. Finally, conclusions are drawn in Sec.
VII.

A video of the experiments carried out with the Franka
Emika Panda arm is provided in the supplementary material
accompanying this paper. The related source code will be made
public upon acceptance of the paper.

II. COMMON EXAMPLES OF MANIFOLD-VALUED DATA IN
ROBOTICS

Manifold-valued data appears in a multitude of applications
in robotics. A list of these manifolds is summarised by [39].
Although the method presented in this paper works for any
of those manifolds, we focus on the ones introduced in this
Section, as these are some of the most commonly encountered
manifolds in robotics applications.

A. Directions, Sd−1

Directions lie on the unit sphere Sd−1 := {x |x⊤x =
1, x ∈ Rd}. An example of directional data is the orientation
of a rotating cutting tool (Fig. 1, top-right), which is an ele-
ment of S2. Similarly, the orientation of a table-top grasp is an
angle in S1 (Fig. 1, top-left), while the whole grasp, including
position, is in R3 × S1. Since the angle is always measured
about an axis whose direction is constant, grasps belong to the
4-dimensional group of Schoenflies displacements, X(4) [40].
Other examples of data belonging to the X(4) group include
the end-effector poses of the Delta and the SCARA robots.

B. Axes, Sd/Z2

In the manifold of axes, Sd−1/Z2, x ∈ Sd−1 and its
antipodal direction −x represent the same element. There are
plenty of applications involving axial data, but an additional

reason that Sd−1/Z2 is so important is that it is isomorphic to
the special orthogonal group, SO(3), defined in the following
Section. Therefore, methods devised for S3/Z2 can be used
directly for applications involving orientational data.

C. Orientations, the special orthogonal group, SO(3); and
poses, the special Euclidean group, SE(3)

The special orthogonal group of dimension 3, SO(3), is
defined as the set of orthogonal matrices of determinant 1.
These correspond to rotation matrices in 3-dimensional space.
Hence, the orientation of any rigid body can be represented
by an element of SO(3).

Consider the map R : S3 → SO(3) defined as:

R(x) := I3+2x4 skew(x1, x2, x3)+2 skew(x1, x2, x3)
2 (1)

where x := (x1, x2, x3, x4)
⊤ ∈ S3, and

skew(x1, x2, x3) :=

 0 −x3 x2
x3 0 −x1
−x2 x1 0

 .

R(·) is surjective, however R(x) = R(−x), ∀x ∈ S3.
Due to this antipodal redundancy, SO(3) is isomorphic to
S3/Z2

∼= PR3. In kinematics, (1) provides a map between
rotation matrices and unit quaternions.

The Special Euclidean group in 3-dimensional space, SE(3),
is the set of rigid-body transformations. It is a Lie group,
hence, it allows for a Lie algebra, se(3). SE(3) can be identified
with the semidirect product SE(3) = SO(3)⋊R3.

The pose (position and orientation) of the end-effector of a
robot with respect to a fixed coordinate system is a rigid body
transformation and thus an element of SE(3). Therefore, for
a task-space trajectory, the data are {(Xi, ti)}Ni , where Xi ∈
SE(3) is a 4-by-4 transformation matrix, a dual quaternion, or
an element of any other parametrisation of SE(3).

For many applications, it is reasonable to work with posi-
tion and orientation independently. Therefore, the task-space
trajectory {(Xi, ti)}Ni can be represented as {(xi,pi, ti)}Ni ,
where xi ∈ S3/Z2 is an orientation, and pi ∈ R3, a position.

D. Symmetric positive definite matrices, Sym+(d)

The set of symmetric positive definite (SPD) matrices is
defined as Sym+(d) := {M ∈ Sym(d) |x⊤Mx > 0∀x ∈
Rd}.

Although data in Sym+(d) appear in several robotics appli-
cations like stiffness and distance covariance matrices, we now
explain one of the most important applications of Sym+(d) in
robot arms: the velocity and force manipulability ellipsoids.

Let q ∈ Tr be the vector of joint angles of a robot arm with
r degrees of freedom (DOF). If the end-effector can move in a
d-dimensional submanifold of SE(3), then its velocity v ∈ Rd

is related to the joint velocities by v = J(q)q̇, while the
output wrench f ∈ Rd is related to the joint torques τ ∈ Rr

by τ = J⊤(q) f . The matrix J(q) ∈ Rd×r is the Jacobian
matrix of the robot at configuration q.

It is possible to use J(q) to evaluate the performance of
the robot at configuration q [41]. One of such performance
indexes evaluates the velocities of the end-effector that can
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TABLE I
COMPARISON OF PROBABILISTIC METHODS FOR TRAJECTORY LEARNING ON MANIFOLDS: RIEMANNIAN GMR [15], RIEMANNIAN KMP [13],

ORIENTATION PROMP [24] AND OUR METHOD.

Does not rely on
projection

Supports
different

manifolds

On-manifold
predictor

Adaptation to
via-points

Riemannian GMR ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗
Riemannian KMP ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
Orientation ProMP ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
KLE (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

be generated by the set of joint velocities of magnitude one,
q̇⊤q̇ = 1 at q. If r > d, replacing the least-squares solution to
v = J(q)q̇, q̇ = J⊤(q)(J(q)J⊤(q))−1v, in q̇⊤q̇ = 1 gives:

v⊤ (J(q)J⊤(q)
)−1

v = 1. (2)

Define M(q) := J(q)J⊤(q) ∈ Sym+(d), and let {λi}di=1 be
its eigenvalues in descending order with corresponding eigen-
vectors {bi}di=1 ⊂ Sd−1. Then (2) defines an ellipsoid whose
axes are parallel to {bi}di=1 and have lengths {1/

√
λi}di=1.

Hence, v⊤ (M(q))
−1

v = 1 is known as the velocity manip-
ulability ellipsoid at q. Equivalently, f⊤M(q)f = 1 provides
a force manipulability ellipsoid.

III. PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTIONS ON RELEVANT
MANIFOLDS

In this Section, we introduce probability distributions rel-
evant to the manifolds introduced in Sec. II. For each dis-
tribution, we present the probability density function and
the “standard” MLE solution given independent identically
distributed data. These expressions are needed for the proposed
method presented in Sec. V.

A. The elliptically symmetric angular Gaussian distribution
on Sd−1

Given y ∼ N (µ,V), y ∈ Rd, with constraints Vµ = µ
and |V| = 1, the directions x := y/∥y∥ ∈ Sd−1 have an
elliptically symmetric angular Gaussian (ESAG) distribution
with density [42]:

fESAG(x; µ, V) :=
Cd

(x⊤V−1x)d/2
exp

[
1

2

{
(x⊤µ)2

x⊤V−1x

− µ⊤µ

}]
Md−1

(
x⊤µ

(x⊤V−1x)1/2

)
,

(3)

where Cd := 1/(2π)(d−1)/2 and, for d = 2 and 3, respectively:

M1(α) := αΦ(α) + ϕ(α),

M2(α) := (1 + α2)Φ(α) + αϕ(α),

where ϕ(·) and Φ(·) are the functions for standard normal
probability density and cumulative density, respectively. See
[42] for Md−1 with d > 3.

Let 0 ≤ ρ1,≤ . . . ≤ ρd = 1 be the eigenvalues of V with
corresponding eigenvectors ξ1, . . . ,ξd, where ξd = µ/∥µ∥.
Then the mean of the distribution is ξd while ∥µ∥ controls

the concentration. The rest of the eigenvectors represent the
axes of symmetry of the elliptical contours.

For d = 3, the ESAG distribution can be reparametrised
to avoid the use of the constrained parameter V. From these
constraints, define ρ so that ρ1 = ρ, ρ2 = 1/ρ and ρ3 = 1.
Define a new orthogonal frame {ξ̃1, ξ̃2, ξ̃3}, where:

ξ̃3 := µ/∥µ∥,
ξ̃2 := (0, 0, 1)× µ/∥(0, 0, 1)× µ∥,
ξ̃1 := ξ̃2 × ξ̃3,

where ‘×’ denotes cross product. Hence, the original eigen-
vectors can be obtained by rotating this new frame by an angle
ψ ∈ (0, π] about µ, i.e. ξi = Rot(ψ,µ)ξ̃i, i = 1, 2. We then
define γ := (γ1, γ2) by:

γ1 := [(ρ−1 − ρ)/2] cos 2ψ, γ2 := [(ρ−1 − ρ)/2] sin 2ψ.

Consequently, the ESAG distribution for d = 3 can be
parameterised by µ ∈ R3 and γ ∈ R2. For a data set
{xi}Ni=1, xi ∈ S2, assumed to come from ESAG, there is
no closed-form solution for the ESAG MLE, hence numerical
optimisation is needed to solve

(µ̂, γ̂) = arg max
(µ,γ)

N∑
i=1

log fESAG(xi; µ, γ). (4)

B. The angular central Gaussian distribution on Sd−1/Z2

Given y ∼ N (0,Λ), y ∈ Rd, the directions x := y/∥y∥
have an angular central Gaussian distribution (ACG) with
density [26]:

fACG(x; Λ) :=
Γ
(
d
2

)
2
√
πd |Λ|

(
x⊤Λ−1x

)− d
2 , x ∈ Sd−1/Z2.

(5)
The ACG is antipodally symmetric, i.e. fACG(x; Λ) =
fACG(−x; Λ), which makes it a candidate model for axial
data. This distribution is uniquely defined up to scalar multi-
plication of the parameter Λ ∈ Sym+(d), i.e. fACG(x; Λ) =
fACG(x; cΛ), c ∈ R+, an indeterminacy that can be resolved
by imposing that tr(Λ) = d.

Consider the spectral decomposition Λ = BAB⊤, B :=[
b(1), . . . ,b(d)

]
∈ SO(d), A := diag(a1, . . . , ad), with eigen-

values a1, . . . , ad ∈ R+ in descending order, and correspond-
ing eigenvectors b(1), . . . ,b(d) ∈ Sd−1. Then the mean of the
ACG distribution is given by b(1), and a1, . . . , ad represent
the concentration in the corresponding principal directions.
Due to the indeterminancy of Λ, the eigenvalues are usually
normalised so that tr(Λ) = a1 + · · ·+ ad = d.
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For a sample of axial data {xi}Ni=1, xi ∈ Sd−1/Z2, the
MLE of the parameter Λ is defined implicitly as the solution
of [26]:

Λ̂ =
d

N

N∑
i=1

xix
⊤
i

x⊤
i Λ̂

−1xi

. (6)

In [26] it is proved that the iterative scheme,

Λk+1 = d

N∑
i=1


(
x⊤
i Λ

−1
k xi

)−1

N∑
i=1

(
x⊤
i Λ

−1
k xi

)−1
xix

⊤
i

 , (7)

starting from Λ0 = I converges as k increases to the solution
Λ̂ of (6). A practical algorithm is to continue iterating until
dSPD(Λ̂k+1, Λ̂k) ≤ ϵ, where dSPD(, ) is a metric in Sym+(d)
and ϵ is a desired small value.

C. The SPD lognormal distribution on Sym+(d)

The cone Sym+(d) of d × d symmetric positive definite
matrices is a manifold whose tangent space at any point can be
identified with Sym(d), the vector space of d-by-d symmet-
ric matrices. When equipped with the log-Euclidean metric,
Sym+(d) has non-positive curvature and is geodesically com-
plete [43]. This means that geodesics between any two points
are unique, and any point in Sym+(d) can be uniquely mapped
to a point in Sym(d). The nonpositive curvature ensures that,
unlike the cases of the other manifolds mentioned in Sec. II, it
is possible to define a probability distribution with full support
on the tangent space of an arbitrary point without needing to
“wrap” its image onto the manifold under the exponential map.

Consider the tangent space at the identity, then a point
X ∈ Sym+(d) with spectral decomposition X = BA1B

⊤

is mapped to Sym(d) by the logarithmic map:

log(X) = B log(A1)B
⊤ ∈ Sym(d), (8)

where log(·) acts element-wise. The corresponding exponential
map for Y = BA2B

⊤ ∈ Sym(d) is given by:

exp(Y) = B exp(A2)B
⊤ ∈ Sym+(d), (9)

where exp(·) acts element-wise.
Since Sym(d) is a

(
1
2d(d+ 1)

)
-dimensional vector space, it

is possible to define the symmetric-matrix normal distribution
as follows:

Y ∼ NSym(M,Σ) ⇔ vecd(Y) ∼ N (vecd(M),Σ), (10)

where Y,M ∈ Sym(d), Σ ∈ Sym+
(
1
2d(d+ 1)

)
, and

vecd(Y) :=
(
diag(Y)⊤,

√
2 offdiag(Y)⊤

)⊤
∈ R

1
2d(d+1).

We now define the lognormal distribution in Sym+(d) as
follows [43]:

X ∼ LN(M,Σ) ⇔ log(X) ∼ NSym(log(M),Σ), (11)

where X,M ∈ Sym+(d), and Σ ∈ Sym+
(
1
2d(d+ 1)

)
.

Hence, X ∼ LN(M,Σ) has the following density:

fLN(X; M,Σ) :=
J(X)

NLN
exp

{
− 1

2
vecd

[
log(X)

−log(M)
]⊤

Σ−1vecd
[
log(X)− log(M)

]}
,

(12)

where the normalizing term is given by NLN =
(2π)

1
4d(d+1)|Σ| 12 , and J(X) is the Jacobian in Eq. (14) of

[43].
Due to the simplicity of the definition of the lognormal

distribution in (11), the maximum likelihood estimate of the
parameters is straightforward. Given a sample of SPD data
{Xi}ni=1, Xi ∈ Sym+(d), this estimation is given by:

M̂ = exp

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

log (Xi)

)
, (13)

Σ̂ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

vecd
(
log(Xi)− log(M̂)

)
×vecd

(
log(Xi)− log(M̂)

)⊤
. (14)

IV. PROBLEM STATEMENT

In the probabilistic trajectory-learning problem, it is desired
to predict a variable (response) for a new input (predictor)
given a training dataset representing a series of human demon-
strations. It is also required to know the variability of the
demonstrations for any value of the predictor. We consider
the cases in which either the response or both the response
and the predictor lie on a manifold.

In the case of scalar predictor and response in a manifold
M, the training data D = {{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, tij ∈ [0, 1],
xij ∈ M, is a set of N trajectories recorded from human
demonstrations, each trajectory i contains Mi data points. Let
PM(θ) be a probability distribution on the manifold that the
data belongs to, M, with parameter(s) θ, so that the mean
and dispersion structure are directly or indirectly included in
θ. Then, given D , it is desired to estimate θ̂(t), for any t ∈
[0, 1]. So, we can obtain a trajectory of L points, {θ̂k, tk}Lk=1,
θ̂k := θ̂(tk).

It is also desired to solve the problem of simple regression.
In this case, given a new value of the predictor, the value of the
response is estimated based on a training dataset. Hence, the
training data set is D = {(xi, ti)}Ni=1, xi ∈ MO, xi ∈ MI ,
where MI and MO are the manifolds of the predictor and
response, respectively. The goal is now to estimate x̂ ∈ MO

for a new t ∈MI .
Note that, in this paper the double subscript is used for

the case of data sets consisting of multiple trajectories, e.g.
{{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, where tij is the j−th time-step of the
i−th trajectory. Otherwise, a single subscript is used for a
single trajectory, e.g. {µi, ti}Li=1, where ti is the i−th time-
step of the mean trajectory. In addition, a single subscript is
also used if the data is a set of points rather than trajectories,
e.g. {(xi, ti)}Ni=1, where ti is the value of the predictor of the
i−th point.
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V. ROBOT LEARNING VIA KERNELISED LIKELIHOOD
ESTIMATION

The approach we develop in this paper extends upon the
idea of Nadaraya–Watson kernel regression [44], [45], a non-
parametric approach that estimates the response variable for a
predictor query point as weighted combinations of the training
response cases, with weights chosen according to proximity
of predictor values. While Nadaraya–Watson regression is
appropriate for Euclidean-valued response data, our approach
is appropriate for manifold-valued response data and hence to
the problems described in Sec. IV. Furthermore, Nadaraya–
Watson regression is usually geared towards computing a point
estimate, such as a mean, for each value of the predictor,
whereas here we are interested too in estimating the dispersion
structure.

A. Nadaraya-Watson regression in Euclidean space
Consider training data D = {(xi, ti)}Ni=1, xi, ti ∈ R. The

Nadaraya–Watson estimator of the mean response as a function
of the predictor is

µ̂(t) =

N∑
i=1

 Kh(t− ti)
N∑
i=1

Kh(t− ti)
xi

 , (15)

where Kh(t) is a non-negative-valued kernel function with
bandwidth parameter h > 0, a maximum at t = 0, and∫
Kh(t)dt equal to a constant independently of h. The value of

h sets a trade-off between fitting and smoothness. A commonly
used kernel is defined as Kh(t) := exp(−t2/2h2).

Writing (15) as

µ̂(t) =

N∑
i=1

Wi(t)xi, (16)

emphasises that the estimator is a simple weighted linear
combination of the training response data, with the weight

Wi(t) :=
Kh(t− ti)

N∑
i=1

Kh(t− ti)
. (17)

B. Kernelised likelihood estimation
The Nadaraya–Watson estimator (16) is appealing because

it is intuitive and simple to compute. However, it does not
generalise directly to manifold-valued response data, xi ∈M,
because weighted combinations of xi do not in general lie in
M. Instead, consider first a probability distribution PM(θ)
defined on the manifold M, with probability density function
f(x; θ) and parameter(s) θ, and write

X ∼ PM(θ). (18)

Given a sample of data {xi}Ni=1 assumed to be realisations
of (18) independent of each other and from ti, parameter θ can
be estimated from the data by maximum likelihood estimation
(MLE). The MLE of θ is the maximiser of the log-likelihood:

θ̂ = argmax
θ

N∑
i=1

log f(xi; θ). (19)

In this paper, instead of the data being independent they are
of the paired form {(xi, ti)}Ni=1, and the goal is to predict how
the response variable xi depends on the predictor ti. To this
end we consider models of the following form for X given a
value of the predictor t:

(X|T = t) ∼ PM(θ(t)). (20)

This is still somewhat general, because it remains to specify
how θ(t) depends on t. We impose this dependence by
prescribing

θ̂(t) = argmax
θ

N∑
i=1

Wi(t) log f(xi; θ), (21)

where Wi(t) is as defined in (17). Clearly, θ̂(t) depends in
general on the definition of the chosen kernel and its hyper-
parameters, as explained after Eq. (15). This is maximising a
“local likelihood” in the sense of [32]. Reflecting how the local
likelihood incorporates kernel weights, we call our approach
kernelised likelihood estimation (KLE).

Once an estimate θ̂(t) is computed from training data then,
by (20), an estimate of E(X|T = t) is

µ̂(t) = E
(
PM

(
θ̂(t)

))
, (22)

where E denotes expectation. Thus, µ̂(t) defines a smooth path
through the training data and, in this sense, provides a solution
to the on-manifold regression problem.

For the problem of trajectories on manifolds with training
data D = {{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, tij ∈ [0, 1], xij ∈ M, we
simply rewrite Eq. (21) as:

θ̂(t) = argmax
θ

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
i=1

Wij(t) log f(xij ; θ), (23)

where

Wij(t) :=
Kh(t− tij)

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Kh(t− tij)
. (24)

To illustrate the application of the KLE method, consider
the following scenarios with scalar, Euclidean and manifold-
valued data:

Scalar response: Consider the case of xi, ti ∈ R (that is,
let M be R), let PM(θ) with θ = {µ, σ2} be the normal dis-
tribution N (µ, σ2). Then, by Eq. (21), θ̂(t) = {µ̂(t), σ̂2(t)},
where

µ̂(t) =

N∑
i=1

Wi(t)xi, σ̂2(t) =

N∑
i=1

Wi(t)[xi − µ̂(t)]2. (25)

Thus in this case the estimator of the mean, µ̂(t), is exactly
the Nadaraya-Watson estimator (16). This approach further
provides an estimate of how the variance, σ2, varies with the
predictor, t.

Euclidean response: Now consider D =
{{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, xij ∈ Rd, tij ∈ [0, 1] (that is, let M
be Rd), and let PM(θ) with θ = {µ,Σ} be the multivariate
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normal distribution N (µ,Σ). Then θ̂(t) = {µ̂(t), Σ̂(t)},
where

µ̂(t) =

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Wij(t)xij ,

Σ̂(t) =

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

[
Wij(t) (xij − µ̂(t)) (xij − µ̂(t))

⊤
]
,

(26)

where the weights Wij(t) Eq. (24). Hence in the special
case with M being Euclidean and PM being Gaussian, KLE
produces very intuitive estimators that are simple weighted
versions of the standard MLEs. The proof of Eq. (26) is given
in A.

Manifold-valued predictor: In the case of a manifold-
valued predictor, tij ∈ MI , Eq. (21) holds with a kernel
of the form Kh(dMI

(t, tij)), where dMI
(·, ·) is a metric on

MI .
Manifold-valued response: In this case, D =

{{(xij , tij)}Mi
j=1}Ni=1, xij ∈ M, tij ∈ [0, 1]. A suitable

model for the distribution in M is chosen. The probability
distributions presented in Sec. III admit the following
solutions for Eq. (21):

• ESAG: Given M = S2 and based on (4), the following
numerical optimisation must be solved for each t:

(µ̂(t), γ̂(t)) =

arg max
(µ,γ)

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Wij(t) log fESAG(xij ; µ, γ).

• ACG: GivenM = Sd−1/Z2, the solution to (21) satisfies

Λ̂(t) = d

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
i=j

Wij(t)
xijx

⊤
ij

x⊤
ijΛ̂(t)−1xij

. (27)

Derivation of this kernelised analogue of (6) is given in
A. An iterative scheme for finding the solution Λ̂(t) of
(27) at a new input t ∈ [0, 1] is

Λk+1(t) =

d

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Kh(t− tij)
(
x⊤
ijΛ

−1
k xij

)−1
xijx

⊤
ij

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Kh(t− tij)
(
x⊤
ijΛ

−1
k xij

)−1

 (28)

• SPD Lognormal: Given M = Sym+(d), the estimate
of M̂ and Σ̂ for a new input t ∈ [0, 1] is obtained by
inserting kernels in Eqs. (13) and (14), respectively:

M̂(t) = exp

 N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Wij(t)log(Xij)

 , (29)

Σ̂(t) =

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

Wij(t)τij , (30)

where

τij := vecd
(
log(Xij)− log(M̂)

)
× vecd

(
log(Xij)− log(M̂)

)⊤
.

Derivation of Eq. (29) is given in A.
To illustrate the application of the KLE method to on-

manifold trajectory learning, consider the pseudocode in Al-
gorithm 1. In this case, D = {{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, xij ∈
Sd−1/Z2, tij ∈ [0, 1], that is, M is Sd−1/Z2. To model
the data, an ACG distribution (with parameter Λ) is used.
In Algorithm 1, the function Ker_MLE_ACG can be replaced
by the corresponding solution to the KLE in Eq. (21) for a
probability distribution that is suitable for the data. It can be
seen that Algorithm 1 has a simpler structure than most of the
other methods for on-manifold trajectory learning.

Algorithm 1: Trajectory learning with ACG distribu-
tion

1 Function Ker_MLE_ACG(t, D , h, ε):
2 Λ̂old = Id
3 do
4 Λ̂new ← Solution of Eq.(28) // input:

t,D , h

5 E = dSPD(Λ̂old, Λ̂new)

6 Λ̂old = Λ̂new

7 while E < ε

8 return Λ̂new

9

10 Function main(D , T , h, ε):
11 for n = 1 to T do
12 tn = (n− 1)/(T − 1)

13 Λ̂n =Ker_MLE_ACG (tn,D , h, ε)
14 end
15 return {tn, Λ̂n}Tn=1

C. Trajectory adaptation to via-points, and blending of tra-
jectories

Consider the simplest case of a scalar trajectories dataset
D = {{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, xij ∈ R, tij ∈ [0, 1]. Then µ̂(t)
and σ̂(t), t ∈ [0, 1], can be determined by Eq (25). It is desired
to adapt this model so that the trajectories pass through µ∗ at
t∗ with an uncertainty controlled by σ∗.

To adapt this model, we synthetically generate a second
dataset E = {(yi, t∗)}Si=1, where yi ∼ N (µ∗, σ∗). Then,
the adapted model is obtained as a mixture of D and E .
The kernels weighting D are now multiplied by an activation
function α(t) that smoothly ignores the points in D around
t∗ pulling the mean estimation towards E . Hence, the adapted
mean yields:

µ̂(t) =
1

C(t)

 N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

α(tij)Kh(t− tij)xij

+

S∑
i=1

Kg(t− t∗)yi

]
,

where

C(t) =

N∑
i=1

Mi∑
j=1

α(tij)Kh(t− tij) +
S∑

i=1

Kg(t− t∗),



9

where α(t∗) ≈ 0 while α(t) ≈ 1 for t far away from t∗.
The adapted σ̂(t) is obtained inserting the same activation
functions. If adaptation to multiple points is required, the
activation function has to be designed to deactivate the points
in D around the new desired via-points. Fig. 3 shows an
example in which a series of scalar demonstrations are adapted
to µ∗ = 0.6 at t∗ = 0.7.

Fig. 3. Adaptation of scalar trajectories to µ∗ = 0.6 at t∗ = 0.7. LEFT:
D consists of 700 samples taken from 10 demonstrated curves. The resulting
µ̂(t) is shown in thick black curve. E is S = 10 samples generated with
µ∗ = 0.6 and σ∗ = 0.01. RIGHT: The result of adaptation with the blue area
showing ±1.5σ̂(t). BOTTOM RIGHT: The activation function correspond to
α(t) = 1− 0.5 tanh(25(t− t∗ + 0.175)) + 0.5 tanh(25(t− t∗ − 0.175))

The method requires the selection of g, S and α(t). If the
latter has, for example, the form tanh (a(t− b)), a and b
have to be chosen too. If the desired via-point is far from the
training data, the selection of these parameters sets a trade-off
between the smoothness of the transition to the via-point, and
the inflation of the covariance during this transition. This is
due to the way kernelised non-parametric methods carry out
estimation. However, if the new via-point is close or inside
the training data this inflation of covariance does not occur. It
is well known that extrapolation of trajectory-learning models
represents more challenges [46]. The effects of manipulating
these parameters in a scalar adaptation task are analysed in B.

Since this modification to the KLE algorithm simply acts on
the kernels - by weighting them with the activation functions
- the same change is applied to the kernels in Eq (21) in order
to adapt trajectories on manifolds to new via-points.

The problem of trajectory blending can be solved by the
same method by letting the activation functions act on the
data points of the two trajectory sets to be blended. In this
case, the activation functions are smoothed step functions.

D. Trajectory generation

After θ̂(t) has been computed for a trajectories dataset
D = {{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, xij ∈ M, tij ∈ [0, 1], new
trajectories can be generated around the mean by re-sampling
and smoothing along t ∈ [0, 1]. First, generate a set Dr =
{(xr,i, tr,i)}Nr

i=1, where xr,i ∼ PM(θ̂(tr,i)). Then, apply the
KLE regression from Eq. (21) as a smoother for Dr. This
results in the estimation of the parameter θ̂r(t) for Dr. Then,
the generated curve, µ̂r(t), is defined by Eq. (22), by taking

θ̂(t) equal to θ̂r(t). Consider the special case when M is Rd,
PM is the normal distribution, and θ̂r(t) in Eq. (22) is treated
as random (depending on the sampling distribution of the
training data) then µ̂r(t) is a Gaussian Process (GP). Hence the
proposed approach to trajectory generation is a generalization
to M of a GP model in Rd; see A for further explanation. It
has to be mentioned that if multiple trajectories are generated,
their variability may be smaller in comparison to the training
set. This arises because simulating a trajectory by simulating
then smoothing multiple trajectories involves averaging that
shrinks the variance compared with the simulated trajectories.

E. Autonomous systems

For trajectories in task space, velocities can be learnt
as well in order to generate time-independent trajectories.
Hence, the training data for an autonomous system is D =
{{(Tij ,Vij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1, where Tij ∈ SE(3) is a pose and
Vij ∈ se(3) a twist. The proposed on-manifold learning
method allows to learn both the position and the orientation
parts of Tij , and since se(3) is a vector space, Vij is
easy to learn with the same method using the multivariate
normal distribution as model (Eq. (26)). Finally, the generated
trajectories have the form {(Tn,Vn)}Tn=1. Since se(3) enjoys
of Euclidean structure, the learning of Vij is not taken into
account in the rest of the paper.

VI. EXPERIMENTS

In this Section, four experiments are presented to test the
KLE algorithm. The experiments involve data that comes from
the different manifolds introduced in Sec. II. In the first two
cases, our results are compared against those obtained with
the PbDLib project [47], [48] which works with GMR. In
addition, a GMR model fitted in a single tangent plane, as
suggested in [13], is also compared in the first experiment. In
the experiments involving the Franka Emika Panda arm, the
coordinate systems O and E are coincident with the frames
O and EE in the LibFranka environment [49]. All values of
distances are in meters, while angles are in radians. As per
(1), our quaternion convention is (x, y, z, w) ∈ S3/Z2.

A. Trajectories on S2 with scalar predictor

Consider the manifold S2 which was introduced in Sec.
II-A. In this experiment, the KLE method is applied to the
problem of trajectory learning on S2. Hence, it is desired to
obtain a mean and a dispersion structure for new values of the
scalar predictor.

Consider D = {{(xij , tj)}Mj=1}Ni=1, xij ∈ S2, tj ∈ [0, 1]. D
consists of N = 10 hand-written demonstrations of the letter
B which are projected onto the unit sphere. Each trajectory
i = 1, . . . , 10 contains M = 100 time-stamped points. These
demonstrations are taken from the dataset available from the
PbDLib package [47].

The KLE algorithm is applied using the ESAG distribution
on S2 as model. The parameters µ̂(t) and γ̂(t) are estimated
for 100 equidistant values of t ∈ [0, 1] using h = 0.01. The
result is shown in the top row of Fig. 4. As baselines for
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comparison, we consider the Riemannian GMR [15] and the
Riemannian KMP [13] approaches. The code for Riemannian
GMR, available from PbDLib [47], is run for the same dataset
D . The number of stages for the GMR method is fixed to 10.
The results are shown in the second row of Fig. 4. For the
Riemannian KMP we used the code available in [50]. This
method first obtains a GMR model in a single-plane projection,
then this is used as base curve for a kernelised regression
model. Since this is an approximation of the base curve, we use
the results of the GMR step as baseline. The same dataset is
run with 10 stages for the GMM, the start of the first trajectory
is used as base point for the tangent space as suggested in [13].
The results are shown in the bottom row of Fig. 4.

An inspection of Fig. 4 shows that the mean (thick black
curve) predicted by the KLE method with ESAG model
passes through the data more centrally than that predicted by
the Riemannian GMR and the Riemannian KMP methods.
The shape and orientation of the probability level ellipses
(yellow curves) predicted by KLE vary more in shape and
orientation than those predicted by both baselines, revealing
more flexibility in the model. To evaluate the performance of
the mean estimation, we first consider the mean squared error
(MSE) at each time step and obtain the total error along the
duration of the trajectory:

e1 :=

M∑
j=1

{
1

N

N∑
i=1

acos
(
µ̂(tj)

⊤xij

)2}
(31)

Secondly, we evaluate the distance of the estimated mean to
the extrinsic mean of the data at each time step and take the
total error along the trajectory:

e2 :=

M∑
j=1

acos
(
µ̂(tj)

⊤ν̂j

)
, ν̂j :=

N∑
i=1

xij

/∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

xij

∣∣∣∣∣ (32)

Table II shows the results of applying these two evaluation
criteria.

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON FOR KLE (OUR METHOD), AND GMR AND
KMP BASELINES. THE SECOND COLUMN SHOWS THE TOTAL MSE ERROR
COMPUTED USING (31), WHILE THE THIRD COLUMN SHOWS THE ERROR

TO THE EXTRINSIC MEAN, (32)

MSE Distance to extrinsic mean
KLE 4.8668 1.7390
GMR 5.5534 7.6633
KMP 5.4985 6.4726

B. Trajectories on Sym+(2) with scalar predictor

In order to test learning of trajectories on the manifold
Sym+(d), which was introduced in Sec. II-D, at a dimension
that allows visualization of the data, we consider d = 2. It
is desired to obtain a mean and a dispersion structure for
new values of the predictor. For this experiment we generate
synthetic data, this allows us to have a ground truth against
which the results can be compared.

Fig. 4. Regression for trajectories on S2. TOP: KLE method with ESAG
model. MIDDLE: Riemannian GMR with 10 stages, the covariance for each
stage is shown in coloured thicker curves. BOTTOM: KMP with 10 stages.

We generate synthetically the set D = {{(xij , tj)}Mj=1}Ni=1,
xij ∈ Sym+(2), tj ∈ [0, 1]. For every tj we simulate the LN
distribution, i.e. xij ∼ LN(Mj ,Σj), j = 1, . . . , N . By con-
trolling the parameters Mj ∈ Sym+(2) and Σj ∈ Sym+(3)
we have knowledge of the ground truth.

Consider the spectral decomposition Mj =
B(tj) diag(a1(tj), a2(tj))B(tj)

⊤, then B(t) and
(a1(t), a2(t)) are trajectories in SO(2) and R2, respectively.
We generate B(t) as planar rotation matrices parametrized
by the angle of rotation β(t). Then, β(t), a1(t) and a2(t)
require simple scalar interpolation.

Similarly, the decomposition Σj =
C(tj) diag(b1(tj), b2(tj), b3(tj))C(tj)

⊤ requires the
interpolation of scalars b1(t), b2(t), b3(t) ∈ R, while
C(t) ∈ O(3) can be generated by spherical linear interpolation
(Slerp) between C(0) and C(1).

For this particular experiment, for each of M = 15
equidistant tj we generated N = 30 samples. The following
scalar interpolations were considered: a1(t) = (1 + 9t)2,
a2(t) = (2−t)2, β(t) = 6.6322t−6.2831t2, b1(t) = 0.2+1.8t,
b2(t) = 0.15+ 0.85t and b3(t) = 0.1, where β(t) was chosen
so that β(0) = 0, β(0.5) = 100π/180 and β(1) = 20π/180.
The slerp interpolation for C(t) was done between C(0) = I3
and C(1) = RZ(15π/180)RY (5π/180)RX(10π/180).
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The first plot from top to bottom of Fig. 5 shows D . The
samples are ellipses which are concentric for each value of tj
and their colour progresses from orange at t0 = 0 to yellow
at t15 = 1. The 15 means Mj are shown in blue ellipses. We
ran the proposed KLE approach with the estimators in Eq.
(29) using h = 0.06. We computed 30 queries at equidistant
values of t ∈ [0, 1]. The results are shown in the second plot
of Fig. 5. The estimated mean M̂(t) is shown in blue ellipses,
while the original means, Mj , are superposed in black outline
for comparison. For each request, 30 samples are drawn from
LN(M̂(t), Σ̂(t)), their colour progresses from orange (at t =
0) to yellow (at t = 1).

It can be seen that the estimated M̂(t) follows the trend
in both shape and orientation of original Mj . The samples
drawn from the estimated LN distributions also follow the
pattern shown by the training dataset, with an expected slightly
larger uncertainty. This uncertainty can be visualised in the
bottom plot of Fig. (5), where the eigenvalues of the estimated
covariances Σ̂(t) (dashed blue curves) are plotted against
those of the original Σj . It can be seen that the uncertainty
introduced by the sampling from the original distributions, and
the regression process perturb the eigenvalues. However, the
trend of those still matches the original ones.

We ran the code for Riemannian GMR available from the
PbDLib [47], [48] for the same dataset D with 10 stages. The
results are shown in the third plot of Fig. 5. The estimated
mean M̂(t) is shown in blue ellipses while the original means
Mj are the superposed outlined ellipses. It can be seen that
the mean follows the trend almost in a similar way to our
approach. However, at the end of the trajectory, the mean is
more distorted than the one estimated by KLE. Although the
Riemannian GMR method uses the same LN distribution as
model, we were unable to obtain comparable results for the
covariance Σ̂(t). Hence, its eigenvalues and the samples from
the estimated LN distributions are not presented here.

Table III shows a comparison between the results obtained
using KLE and Riemannian GMR. Since for this experiment
the ground truth is known, we compute accumulated error of
the estimated mean with respect to that of the ground truth
at each time step using the square log-Euclidean distance as
metric:

e :=

M∑
j=1

tr

[(
log(M̂(tj))− log(Mj)

)2]
(33)

TABLE III
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON FOR KLE (OUR METHOD) AND GMR AS

BASELINE. THE SECOND COLUMN SHOWS THE ERROR COMPUTED USING
(33), I.E. TOTAL DISTANCE TO THE GROUND-TRUTH MEAN.

Distance to ground-truth mean
KLE 0.53822
GMR 1.08549

Fig. 5. Learning of trajectories on Sym+(2). FIRST PLOT: Training data
D (orange to yellow) and original mean Mj (blue). SECOND PLOT: Using
KLE: estimated mean M̂(t) (blue), original mean Mj (black outline), and
samples from LN(M̂(t), Σ̂(t)) (orange to yellow). THIRD PLOT: Using
Riemannian GMR: estimated mean M̂(t) (blue), and original mean Mj

(black outline). BOTTOM: eigenvalues of the original covariance matrix Σj

(solid black), and KLE-computed Σ̂(t) (dashed blue)

C. Trajectories on SE(3) with scalar predictor

In this experiment, we teach a Franka Emika Panda arm
with a dustpan attached to its end-effector to drop rubbish
into the bin, see Fig. 6 (left). The demonstrated trajectories
involve large changes in the orientation of the end-effector
frame. We carried out kinesthetic demonstrations (Fig. 6) and
tracked the pose of the end-effector frame E in world frame O.
Thus, we generate the dataset D = {{(xij ,pij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1,
where xij ∈ S3/Z2 is the quaternion representation of the
orientation, pij ∈ R3 is the position, and tj ∈ [0, 1] is the
normalized time. For this experiment, we considered N =
12 demonstrations, and we randomly sampled Mi = 80, ∀i,
points from each recorded trajectory.

The left side of Fig. 7 shows the orientation set
{{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1. Since xij is axial data, we ran a KLE
algorithm with an ACG distribution as model. For 200 equidis-
tant values of t ∈ [0, 1], we estimated the parameter Λ̂(t) using
the solution for KLE in Eq. (7). We used h = 0.04, and the
Rao-Fisher metric (see, for example, Eq. (10) in [51]) to stop
the iterations in Eq. (7) with a threshold of 1×10−4. Due to the
redundancy of Λ, we normalised it so that tr(Λ̂(t)) = d = 4,
∀t. The right-hand side of Fig. 7 shows the mean, b̂(1)(t),
i.e. the eigenvector associated with the largest eigenvalue. In
order to have a sense of density levels, for each t, ACG(Λ̂(t))
is simulated with 350 samples, then the 140 with the highest
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density (Eq. (5)) are plotted in Fig. 7. It can be seen that the
density follows the trend of the training data.

The left side of Fig. 8 shows the position set
{{(pij , tij)}Mi

j=1}Ni=1. Since pij ∈ R3, the task is much
simpler and we ran a KLE algorithm with a multivariate
Gaussian distribution as model. We used Eq. (26) to determine
µ(t) and Σ(t), respectively. The results are shown on the right-
hand side of Fig. 8.

Fig. 6. LEFT: Setup for experiment in Sec. VI-C – a Franka Panda arm with
a dustpan as end-effector, and a bin on the table. RIGHT: A participant carries
out a kinesthetic demonstration.

Fig. 7. LEFT: Orientations of demonstrations D , i.e. dataset
{{(xij , tij)}Mi

j=1}
N
i=1, xij = (xij , yij , zij , wij) ∈ S3/Z2. RIGHT:

Mean b̂(1)(t) and density level by sampling, see text for details. RIGHT-
BOTTOM: second through fourth eigenvalues of Λ(t)

Fig. 9 shows stills of the robot executing the mean trajec-
tory {(b̂(1)(tk), µ̂(tk), tk)}200k=1. Fig. 10 shows several curves
generated following the method proposed in Sec. V-D. The
curves are generated by smoothing through 120 points from
the set {(xk, tk)}120k=1, xk ∼ ACG(Λ̂(tk)), for orientation, and
{(pk, tk)}120k=1, pk ∼ N (µ̂(tk), Σ̂(tk)).

It is now desired to adapt the learnt trajectories after the
bin has been moved to a new pose. The final pose of the end-
effector, O

ET
∗, that will allow dropping the rubbish in the bin

in its new pose at t∗ = 1 is known. It is known that frame
E must be at a new orientation with quaternion represen-
tation x∗ = (0.7689, 0.4427,−0.2866,−0.3615)⊤, and new
position p∗ = (0.45,−0.1, 0.4). The desired concentration
for the orientation part is governed by the eigenvalues matrix
A∗ = diag(1 × 104, 1, 1, 1). The desired parameter of the

Fig. 8. LEFT: Positions of demonstrations D , i.e. dataset
{{(pij , tij)}Mi

j=1}
N
i=1, pij = (xij , yij , zij) ∈ R3. RIGHT: Mean

µ̂(t) with 1.5 standard deviation density level. RIGHT-BOTTOM:
eigenvalues of Σ̂(t)

Fig. 9. Franka Panda arm following the mean task-space trajectory obtained
from D . See video in the supplementary material.

ACG distribution is then Λ∗ = B∗A∗(B∗)⊤, where B∗ is
obtained computing an orthonormal basis for the complement
space of x∗ to R4. On the other hand, the desired concentration
for position is governed by Σ∗ = 1 × 10−5I3. We followed
the method presented in Sec. V-C. For the orientation part we
used activation functions α(t) = 0.5−0.5 tanh(4.5(t−0.65)).
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The dataset E = {{(yi, t
∗)}Si=1 is generated by drawing

S = 1.5N = 120 samples from ACG(Λ∗). The bandwidth
of the kernel for the points in E is set to g = 1. The
position part is done similarly with S = N = 80 samples
drawn from N (p∗,Σ∗), and activation function α(t) = 0.5−
0.5 tanh(10(t− 0.6)), and bandwith g = 0.3

The results of this adaptation process are shown in Fig. 11. It
can be seen that the means achieve the desired new pose at the
end of the trajectory. It can also be seen that the distributions
for both position and orientation become highly concentrated
at the end of the trajectory. Fig. 12 shows the robot following
the adapted mean.

Finally, in order to show the behaviour of the KLE method
with a minimal dataset, Fig. 13 shows the results of training
the orientation part of the model using only two trajectories.
Since the distance between data points of different trajectories
is larger, the bandwidth is changed to h = 0.9.

Fig. 10. Ten trajectories generated from the learnt model using the method
presented in Sec. V-D

Fig. 11. Adaptation of the learnt trajectories. x∗ and p∗ are shown in red
dots. The adapted mean is shown in thick black curve. The yellow density
levels of the orientation part are obtained by sampling, while the ones for
position represent 1.5 covariance levels. The original trajectories of D are
also shown as is their mean, in dashed thick curves. The bottom-left plot
shows the second through fourth eigenvalues of Λ(t), while the bottom-right
shows the eigenvalues of Σ(t)

Fig. 12. Franka Panda arm following the adapted task-space trajectory after
the bin has been moved. See video in the supplementary material.

Fig. 13. Model trained with only two trajectories (orientation component).
LEFT: Demonstrated trajectories and estimated mean (thick black curve).
RIGHT: Estimated mean and points sampled from the estimated distribution.

D. Regression with response in Sym+(6) and predictor in
R2 × S1

In this experiment, simple regression (rather than trajectory
learning) is carried out using the KLE method. The predictor
is on a manifold, R2 × S1, which represents the position and
orientation of a paint roller on a wall, while the response
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is in Sym+(6), representing the manipulability ellipsoid of
a demonstrator holding the paint roller. Such manipulability
will be then transferred to the robot. This should be reflected
in a more human posture.

A 7-DOF Franka Emika Panda arm is to be taught to
hold a paint roller against the wall with the manipulability
that a human would impose. The demonstrations are a set of
postures of a human holding a roller at different positions
and orientations of the roller on a wall. For a new position
and orientation of the roller, it is desired to predict the
manipulability ellipsoid that the human would impose and,
subsequently, transfer this to the robot. We assume that the
angle that the handle of the roller makes with the wall is
constant. Therefore, the predictor of this regression problem
is in R2 × S1 (position and orientation of the roller on
the wall) and the response is in Sym+(6) (manipulability
ellipsoid). Since, in this case, the rotation axis of the roller is
perpendicular to its translation, R2×S1 parametrises the group
of planar displacements, P(3) [40]. This is a 3-dimensional
subgroup of SE(3) and is sometimes also referred to as SE(2).

Note that, unlike [17] and [18], we are not interested in
tracking manipulability from human to robot along a trajectory.
Instead, we only aim to transfer the estimated manipulability
for a single pose of the end-effector which puts the roller on
the wall with a desired position and orientation.

The training dataset for this experiment is D =
{(Xi,pi, ϕi)}Ni=1, where Xi ∈ Sym+(6), pi ∈ R2, ϕi ∈ S1.

We tracked the right arm of a participant using a Vicon
System as shown in Fig. 14 (top). For each demonstration i
we obtained the manipulability ellipsoid of the right arm from
its Jacobian matrix as Xi = JH,iJ

⊤
H,i. To obtain JH,i, we use

the kinematic model shown in Fig. 14 (bottom). The model is
a 7-DOF kinematic chain and was previously used in several
publications [52]–[54]. The Vicon world frame V is fixed so
that the wall coincides with the yV –zV plane. Frame B is the
recommended by the International Society of Biomechanics
[55] as thorax coordinate system.

Let Sj be the screw axis of joint j, then the geometry of
the kinematic chain modelling the arm is fully defined by
the following constraints: S1, S2 and S3 intersect at CS , the
shoulder centre. Similarly, S5, S6 and S7 intersect at CW , the
wrist centre. S4 passes through CE , the elbow centre. S1 is
antiparallel to yB , S3 is coincident with line CSCE , and S2 is
perpendicular to S1 and S3. S5 is coincident with line CECW ,
S4 is perpendicular to S3 and S5. S7 is perpendicular to hF

and hP , which are the directions of the middle finger, and the
normal to the palm, respectively. Finally, S6 is perpendicular
to S5 and S7.

If Sj ∈ se(3) are the Plücker coordinates of the joint axes
[56], the Jacobian matrix is given by JH = [S1, . . . ,S7] ∈
R6×7. We track a frame R fixed to the roller, as shown in
Fig. 14. As claimed before, we assume that the angle between
axis yR and the wall, i.e. plane yV –zV , is constant. We also
assume that the distance between the shoulder centre, CS , and
the wall remains unchanged between demonstrations. Then,
our predictor variables (p, ϕ) ∈ R2 × S1 are defined as:

• p ∈ R2 is the projection of vector BrOR
− BrCS

onto
the wall (plane yV –zV ).

Fig. 14. Data collection for experiment VI-D. TOP: A participant demon-
strates how he holds a roller against a wall. The wall is a net of threads to
allow the cameras track the markers. The markers set is defined for tracking
of the joint centres, and thorax and roller frames. BOTTOM: Kinematic model
and related coordinate systems for right arm holding a paint roller.

• ϕ ∈ S1 is the angle between xR and yV about −xV .
A total of N = 80 demonstrations were obtained. Then the

KLE algorithm was used to predict a manipulability ellipsoid
for a new pair (p, ϕ) ∈ R2 × S1. This is done by modifying
the metric in the kernel of Eq. (29). The estimator is then:

M̂(p, ϕ) = exp

[
N∑
i=1

Wi(p, ϕ)log(Xi)

]
,

with

Wi(p, ϕ) :=
Kh

(
dP(3)

(
(pi, ϕi), (p, ϕ)

))
N∑
i=1

Kh

(
dP(3)

(
(pi, ϕi), (p, ϕ)

)) ,
where dP(3)(·, ·) is a metric in P(3). Just like in SE(3), the
lack of a natural length scale in P(3) does not allow for the
introduction of a bi-invariant metric. Hence, as suggested in
[57], a distance of weighted form is used:

dP(3) ((pi, ϕi), (p, ϕ)) := wϕdϕ(ϕi, ϕ) + wpdp(pi,p),

where dϕ(·, ·) is a metric in S1 (smallest angle) and dp(·, ·)
is simply the Euclidean distance in R2. Similarly to [58], we
define such weights considering the averages of distances in
the rotational and translational data to their respective means:
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wp :=

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥pP − pi∥

)−1

,

wϕ :=

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

dϕ(ϕ, ϕi)

)−1

,

where ϕ is the mean for circular data in Eq. (2.2.4) of [28].
Alternatively, [59] suggests wp = 1 and wϕ equal to the largest
distance between two points of the projection of the rigid body
onto the displacement plane. In our case, such a distance is the
axial length of the roller, 0.23m. We tested this metric with
very similar results.

It is now necessary to transfer M̂(p, ϕ) to the robot. Since
we are only interested in the proportion and orientation of the
manipulability ellipsoid, we normalize the response as XH :=
M̂(p, ϕ)/λH,max, where λH,max is the largest eigenvalue of
M̂(p, ϕ).

Since O
RT, the pose of the roller frame R, is fully defined

by a requested (p, ϕ), and since, once the roller is attached to
the end-effector of the robot, the transformation E

RT is known,
then (p, ϕ) defines a unique pose of the end-effector, O

ET =
O
RT(p, ϕ)(ERT)−1.

After a pose of the end-effector is defined by a requested
(p, ϕ), the 1-DOF redundancy of the robot gives us one
free parameter that allows us to adjust the manipulability
ellipsoid of the Franka arm, which we normalise as XF :=
JFJ

⊤
F /λF,max, where λF,max is the largest eigenvalue of

JFJ
⊤
F . XF is optimised to be as close as possible to XH .

To this end, we use the analytical solution for the inverse
kinematics (IK) of the Franka Panda arm based on [60]. This
IK function has as input the end-effector pose, O

ET, and a
value of the seventh joint angle, q7 ∈ [q7,MIN, q7,MAX], as
free parameter. The function returns a maximum of 8 solutions
q ∈ T7. Therefore, for a given O

ET, we consider the Jacobian
matrix as a function of q7 alone. Thus, we are interested in
the maximiser:

q#7 = argmin
q7

dSPD (XH , XF (q7)) , (34)

where dSPD(·, ·) is a metric in Sym+(6). For these experi-
ments, we chose the Rao-Fisher metric.

Since this is a 1-dimensional bounded search, the optimiza-
tion in Eq. (34) can be simply done by discretising [q7,MIN,
q7,MAX], calculating the IK for each angle and picking the one
that minimizes (34). Since our IK is analytical, this process
much faster than what it would be if we used any of the
numerical IK solvers, which are the commonplace for 7-DOF
robots.

We ran the experiment for a requested pose of the roller
(p, ϕ) = ((−0.20, 0.55), π/6). We set h = 0.26 from cross-
validation. The eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the estimated
XH and transferred XF are shown in C.

Eq. (34) returned q#7 = 1.412, with q# =
(−0.886, 1.651, 2.154,−1.528, 2.322, 2.165, 1.412) as whole
configuration of the arm. The corresponding position and
orientation ellipsoids for XF and XH are shown in Fig. 15.

Fig. 15. Position and orientation ellipsoids for XH (red) and XF (blue)

Fig. 16. The Franka Panda arm is initially in a home configuration q0 (LEFT).
Then q#, which optimises XF to be as close as possible to XH(p, ϕ) is
set as as joint goal on Moveit! This takes the robot to q# (RIGHT-TOP).
Starting again from q0, O

ET(p, ϕ) is set as pose goal on Moveit! which takes
the robot to the configuration shown on the RIGHT-BOTTOM. See video in
the supplementary material.

Fig. 16 shows the Franka Panda arm in a home configu-
ration, q0, from which it moves to the pose O

ET defined by
the requested (p, ϕ). We used MoveIt! to plan from q0 to the
computed q# (Fig. 16, right-top). As a comparison, we then
asked MoveIt! to plan from the same home configuration to
O
ET(p, ϕ) (Fig. 16, right-bottom). When compared to the final
posture achieved by the task-space MoveIt! planner, it can
be seen that the posture q# obtained with our method better
imitates the posture that a human would have when holding
the paint roller against the wall.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, the method of kernelised likelihood estimation
(KLE) was proposed as a tool for on-manifold LfD. The
method is based on the idea of local likelihood, where the
terms of the log-likelihood expression of a probability density
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function are weighted with kernels. The result is a non-
parametric regression on the parameters of the probability
distribution. Since this concept is independent of the prob-
ability model, the learning method can be applied on any
manifold as long as the selected probability model has a
solution for the maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) for
i.i.d. data. This generality allowed us to apply the method
to trajectory learning on different manifolds. The learning is
probabilistic, meaning that, for a new value of the predictor,
we are able to estimate not only the mean of the response, but
also the dispersion structure of it. Unlike most of the trajectory
learning methods in robotics, KLE works intrinsically on the
manifold, rather than on projections on one or several tangent
spaces.

In the first experiment (Sec. VI-B), the mean curve by the
KLE method crosses more centrally the data compared to the
GMR and KMP methods. This experiment also showed that he
KLE method is applicable even when no simple solution for
the MLE is known. In which case Eq. (21) has to be solved
directly with a numerical solver. In our second experiment
(Sec. VI-B), we used the same probability model employed by
GMR, the SPD log-normal distribution. However, our method
recovered the mean of the ground truth more precisely than
GMR. Our method was also able to recover the covariance
matrices of the ground truth. The distortion seen in the results
obtained with GMR are a consequence of the projection onto
tangent spaces.

In our third experiment (Sec. VI-C), the KLE method
was applied to the learning pose trajectories with a large
change of orientation. The robot learnt to use trajectories for
dropping rubbish into a bin using a dustpan. Adaptation of
the trajectories to a new position of the dustpan was achieved.
The fourth experiment (Sec. VI-D) shown the application of
the KLE method as a regression tool with both predictor
and responds lying on manifolds. The task was to teach a
redundant robot arm to hold a paint roller against the wall
with the manipulability that a human would impose to it.

It is commonly thought that the use of intrinsic probability
distributions for manifold-valued data results in intractable
algorithms for robot learning. This belief probably stems from
the complexity of the normalising term of the Bingham distri-
bution, whose computation is normally done through look-up
tables or even neural networks [30]. In this paper, we used the
ACG distribution as an alternative to the Bingham distribution.
The considerations for selecting an adequate model are the
same as for the IID case: which is more convenient on the
grounds of (i) ease of simulation and (ii) ease of evaluating the
likelihood (especially in relation to tractability of normalising
constant), and (iii) which is better fitting to the data. See [42]
and [26] for discussion of these trade-offs. For the ESAG vs
Kent [61] (for directional data), and ACG vs Bingham (for
axial data) examples, there is little to choose between the
distributions on the grounds of (iii), and we favour ESAG
and ACG respectively on grounds of (i) and (ii).

The benefits of the KLE method come at the cost of the
following limitations which can encourage future work:

• The choice of parameters in an adaptation task largely
affects the result. With the activation functions used in

this paper, the number of parameters is four. In B, an
analysis of the effects of these parameters was presented.
However, a deeper study on the selection of those is
needed.

• The running times are longer. However, our code was
developed in Python without focusing on the speed per-
formance.

• The method method proposed in Sec. V-D for the gener-
ation of trajectories based on the learnt model provides
curves that tend to fluctuate around the mean. The genera-
tion of random trajectories has to be improved so that the
dispersion of sampled curves better reflects the variability
of the original demonstrations.

In addition to the above-mentioned opportunities of im-
provement, in future research, we will apply the KLE method
to other types of manifold-valued data that were not covered
in this paper, for example the Grassmannian manifold.
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APPENDIX A
PROOFS

Proof of Eq. (26). The log-likelihood function for a N (µ,Σ)-
distributed observation, xi, is

ℓi = −
1

2
log |2πΣ| − 1

2
(xi − µ)⊤Σ−1(xi − µ), (35)

and for an independent sample {xi}i=1,...,N of such observa-
tions, the log-likelihood, ℓ =

∑N
i=1 ℓi, can be written [62]

ℓ = −N
2
log |2πΣ| − N

2
tr
(
Σ−1S

)
−N

2
(x− µ)⊤Σ−1(x− µ), (36)

where x = N−1
∑N

i=1 xi and S = N−1
∑N

i=1(xi − µ)(xi −
µ)⊤. From (36) it follows (see e.g. [62]) that the MLEs of the
model parameters are µ̂ = x and Σ̂ = S.

We consider now the µ and Σ that maximise the weighted
log-likelihood, ℓ̃ =

∑N
i=1Wiℓi, where Wi ≥ 0 and∑N

i=1Wi = 1. We have

ℓ̃ = −1

2
log |2πΣ| − 1

2

N∑
i=1

Wi(xi − µ)⊤Σ−1(xi − µ), (37)

and will define

x̃ =

N∑
i=1

Wixi, S̃ =

N∑
i=1

Wi(xi − x̃)(xi − x̃)⊤,

as weighted analogues of x and S, respectively. Using the
identity

(xi − µ)⊤Σ−1(xi − µ)

= (xi − x̃)⊤Σ−1(xi − x̃) + (x̃− µ)⊤Σ−1(x̃− µ)

+ 2(x̃− µ)⊤Σ−1(xi − x̃),

thus
N∑
i=1

Wi(xi − µ)⊤Σ−1(xi − µ)

=

N∑
i=1

Wi(xi − x̃)⊤Σ−1(xi − x̃) + (x̃− µ)⊤Σ−1(x̃− µ),

and by writing (xi−x̃)⊤Σ−1(xi−x̃) = tr
(
Σ−1(xi−x̃)(xi−

x̃)⊤
)

it follows that

tr

{
Σ−1

[
N∑
i=1

Wi(xi − x̃)(xi − x̃)⊤

]}
= tr

(
Σ−1S̃

)
.

Hence Eq. (37) becomes

ℓ̃ = −1

2
log |2πΣ| − 1

2
tr
(
Σ−1S̃

)
−1

2
(x̃− µ)⊤Σ−1(x̃− µ),

which is a direct analogue of Eq. (36), except with S replaced
by S̃, x replaced by x̃, and differing by the constant factor
N ; and consequently it is maximised by

µ̂ = x̃, Σ̂ = S̃.

■
Proof of Eq. (27). The log-likelihood for an ACG(Λ)-
distributed observation, xi, is:

ℓi = log Γ

(
d

2

)
− log 2

√
πd|Λ| − d

2
logx⊤

i Λ
−1xi (38)

Therefore, with rearrangement of the second term of (38),
the weighted log-likelihood of for a set {xi}Ni=1 is:

ℓ̃ = log Γ

(
d

2

)
− log 2π

d
2 − 1

2
log |Λ|

−d
2

N∑
i=1

Wilogx
⊤
i Λ

−1xi (39)

We wish to obtain the maximiser of ℓ̃, thus we set ∂ℓ̃/∂Λ =
0, the d-by-d matrix of zeros. From [63], partial derivation of
the third term of (39) gives:

∂

∂Λ
log |Λ| =

(
Λ⊤)−1

= Λ−1, (40)

while for the contribution of the ith observation to the fourth
term of (39) we have:

∂

∂Λ
x⊤
i Λ

−1xi =
(
x⊤
i Λ

−1xi

)−1 ∂

∂Λ

(
x⊤
i Λ

−1xi

)
= −

(
x⊤
i Λ

−1xi

)−1
Λ−⊤xix

⊤
i Λ

−⊤. (41)

From (40) and (41), it follows that:

∂ℓ̃

∂Λ
= −1

2
Λ−1 +

d

2

N∑
i=1

Wi

(
x⊤
i Λ

−1xi

)−1
Λ−⊤xix

⊤
i Λ

−⊤.

Hence, by setting ∂ℓ̃/∂Λ = 0, it follows that:

Λ−1 = d

N∑
i=1

Wi
Λ−1xix

⊤
i Λ

−1

x⊤
i Λ

−1xi

⇒ Λ = d

N∑
i=1

Wi
xix

⊤
i

x⊤
i Λ

−1xi
.

■
Proof of Eq. (29). Since the SPD log-normal distribution is an
analog of the multivariate normal distribution with vectorised
versions of the logarithms of SPD data, Eq. (29) follows
directly from the proof of Eq.(26) ■

Proof of claim in Sec. V-D about relation to GPs. Consider
the scalar case M = R and t ∈ R with PM(θ) =
N (µ, σ2), θ = {µ, σ2}, and let xr = (xr,1, . . . , xr,Nr

)⊤,
µ̂ =

(
µ̂(tr,1), . . . , µ̂(tr,Nr )

)⊤
. Then xr ∼ N (µ̂, σ̂2I). Let

t = (t1, . . . , tNr
) be chosen times of which to evaluate

µ̂r(t) and write µ̂r =
(
µ̂r(t1), . . . , µ̂r(tNr

)
)
. Then, from (25),
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µ̂r = Sxr, where S is the matrix whose (i, j) element, Sij ,
per (17), equals:

Sij =
Kh(ti − tr,j)∑Nr

j=1Kh(ti − tr,j)
,

hence, µ̂r is normally distributed for any choice of tr. Thus,
µ̂r(t) is a GP. For the case with M = Rd, d > 1 and PM(θ)
being the multivariate normal distribution, similar arguments
show that µ̂r(t) is a GP. ■

APPENDIX B
EFFECTS OF THE CHOICE OF PARAMETERS IN AN

ADAPTATION TASK

Fig. 17 shows the adaptation of a model learnt using
the KLE method. The data D consist of N = 10 scalar
trajectories. The original mean shown on the right of Fig. 17
was obtained with a bandwidth parameter h = 0.03. The new
desired end point is x∗ = 0 at t∗ = 1 with σ∗ = 0.01. To adapt
the model, the data set E is generated with S = 10N samples
and its related kernel has bandwidth g = 0.25. The activation
function is has the form α(t) = 0.5 − 0.5 tanh(a(t − b)),
with a = 10 and b = 0.6. The adapted model estimates
µ̂(t∗) = 0.001 and σ̂(t∗) = 0.0182.

Fig. 17. Adaptation of a scalar model to a desired final point that is outside
the training data. The data are N = 10 trajectories. The desired point is
x∗ = 0 at t∗ = 1 with σ∗ = 0.01. The chosen parameters are g = 0.25,
S = N , α(t) = 0.5− 0.5 tanh(10(t− 0.6))

Figs. 18 and 19 show the effect of changing the values of
parameters S, g, and a. On the other hand, b changes the
time of transition as it moves horizontally cut-off point of
α(t). The effect of changing the other three parameters can
be summerised as follows:

• Bandwidth g: Large values mean the points in E start
weighing in the regression earlier. Hence, a smoother
transition is expected. However, g must not be large
enough to considerably affect points far away from t∗.

• Slope a: Small values give a smoother transition. How-
ever, a too small a inflates the variance as the regression
considers data from both data sets during the transition.

• Number of samples S: Large values produce a faster tran-
sition as the data in E weighs heavily in the regression.

Small values produce slower transition and thus inflation
of variance.

In addition, it is worth mentioning that the negative effect
of variance inflation is exclusive to the case in which the
adaptation point is outside the range of demonstrations.

Fig. 18. Effect of changing parameters g and a in a scalar adaptation task
with S = N .

Fig. 19. Effect of changing parameters g and a in a scalar adaptation task
with S = 20N .

APPENDIX C
EIGENVALUES AND EIGENVECTORS OF MANIPULABILITY

TRANSFER IN THE EXPERIMENT OF SEC. VI-D

The estimated XH and transferred XF have the following
eigenvalues:

λ(XH) = (1, 0.821, 0.657, 0.059, 0.035, 0.003),

λ(XF ) = (1, 0.722, 0.524, 0.058, 0.043, 0.007),
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with corresponding eigenvectors:

eig(XH) =




−0.634
−0.457
0.530
−0.043
−0.206
−0.252

 ,

−0.765
0.404
−0.477
0.039
0.128
0.077

 ,


0.029
−0.688
−0.608
0.155
0.207
−0.298

 ,

−0.025
−0.080
0.006
0.855
−0.356
0.367

 ,

−0.041
0.016
0.347
0.345
0.870
0.034

 ,

−0.097
−0.384
−0.030
−0.349
0.120
0.840





eig(XF ) =




−0.138
−0.095
0.936
−0.077
−0.298
−0.045

 ,


0.985
0.053
0.159
0.019
0.016
0.044

 ,


0.072
−0.963
−0.074
0.073
0.058
−0.229

 ,

−0.041
−0.036
0.056
0.912
−0.088
0.392

 ,

−0.063
0.077
0.297
0.140
0.926
−0.158

 ,

−0.031
−0.229
0.049
−0.370
0.206
0.874




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