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Abstract

Today robots must be safe, versatile, and user-friendly to operate in unstructured and human-populated environments.
Dynamical system-based imitation learning enables robots to perform complex tasks stably and without explicit pro-
gramming, greatly simplifying their real-world deployment. To exploit the full potential of these systems it is crucial to
implement closed loops that use visual feedback. Vision permits to cope with environmental changes, but is complex
to handle due to the high dimension of the image space. This study introduces a dynamical system-based imitation
learning for direct visual servoing. It leverages off-the-shelf deep learning-based perception backbones to extract ro-
bust features from the raw input image, and an imitation learning strategy to execute sophisticated robot motions. The
learning blocks are integrated using the large projection task priority formulation. As demonstrated through extensive
experimental analysis, the proposed method realizes complex tasks with a robotic manipulator.
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1. Introduction

Modern robots must be accessible to everyone, as
they are rapidly spreading in everyday life environ-
ments, from industries [1] to hotels [2] and hospitals [3].
It is expected that a growing number of inexperienced
end-users, like children, patients, or elderly people, ask
for robots with easy-to-use, friendly, and modular in-
terfaces, endowed with adaptive skills. To meet these
requirements, recent advancements in robotics demon-
strate the great potential of Machine Learning (ML).

From a control perspective, ease of use and adaptabil-
ity can be obtained with vision-based Imitation Learn-
ing (IL). On one side, IL allows one to easily imple-
ment robotic tasks without specific codes [4, 5], but
by simply following a few demonstrations. Dynamical
Systems (DSs) handle the imitation strategy by keeping
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Figure 1: Our work combines off-the-shelf deep learning strategies to
detect objects in the clutter, and imitation learning to realize compli-
cated trajectories, e.g., dropping a cube into a cup on an untidy table.
The large projection formulation combines the two ML components
and ensures convergence to a given target.

the stability properties of classical controllers. Such ap-
proaches successfully generate complex kinematic mo-
tion from previous demonstrations, see [6, 7, 8, 9].
On the other, vision-based control like Visual Servo-
ing (VS) [10, 11] generates robot behaviors from exte-
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roceptive information, thus taking into account possible
changes in the environment. In recent work [12, 13],
DS-based IL and VS are combined to realize the so-
called Imitation Learning Visual Servoing (ILVS). Such
a scheme provides dual benefits: (i) additional and com-
plex skills can be imitated (and not explicitly coded) in
the VS law; (ii) the use of vision enables adaptive imi-
tation strategies. In this way, the limitations of the orig-
inal law are overcome by leveraging the information of
the demonstrations, e.g., for realizing a visual tracker
without an explicit target motion estimator [14].

From a perception point of view, it would be desir-
able to have modular and transferable blocks that could
be easily adapted to the specificity of the deployed robot
and the considered task. In this context, Deep Learn-
ing (DL) has been demonstrated to outperform classi-
cal computer vision methods [15], also in the robotics
domain [16]. Indeed, many approaches based on DL
show great performance in detecting and tracking com-
plex objects, e.g., the well-known You Only Look Once
(YOLO) algorithm [17, 18]. These approaches exhibit
robustness, versatility, and even generalization capa-
bility, and can solve complex perception tasks in the
robotic domain [16, 15]. However, sporadic misinter-
pretations of the raw sensor data, or hallucinations, typ-
ical of DL approaches [19], could be disruptive in a
closed-loop control scheme. Indeed, the measurement
accuracy required by a precise control action sets se-
vere requirements, which might be difficult to fulfill by
DL-based perception. Specific systems like YOLO, for
example, are very reliable in recognizing an object and
its position in the camera field of view. However, they
fall short in estimating its right orientation, preventing
full 6D pose regulation or tracking.

This work aims to realize a robust, modular, stable
yet simple VS scheme, taking the good from both data-
driven and model-based approaches. We propose a VS
architecture that leverages IL and DL paradigms to ex-
ploit the potential of state-of-the-art detectors and over-
come their limitations in control loops. More in detail,
we propose to use an off-the-shelf DL-based detector to
obtain a rough but robust visual feedback and refine it by
performing IL from a few demonstrations of the desired
VS behavior. The learning components are combined in
a formal model-based control structure. In this way, we
target robotic applications (like dropping a sugar cube in
a cup of tea on an untidy table, as exemplified in Fig. 1)
proposing an easy solution to complex perception prob-
lems, and simple generation of complicated trajectories.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.
Sec. 2 discusses the related literature, whereas the tech-
nical background of our work is presented in Sec. 3. Our

method and the experimental setup used to validate it
are detailed in Sec. 4 and Sec. 5, respectively. The ap-
proach is validated with an extensive experimental anal-
ysis, whose results are presented in Sec. 6. Section 7
concludes the paper with final remarks.

2. Related work

In our vision of adaptive and easy-to-use robots, we
must design visual controllers that are straightforward
to deploy. In practice, we aim to avoid specific coding
to (i) extract the required feedback from dense images
and (ii) generate sophisticated trajectories.

Impressive off-the-shelf software releases, e.g.,
YOLO [17], have been shown to detect objects robustly.
It is worth mentioning the large body of work that aims
at estimating from vision the target object’s pose, see,
e.g., [20, 21, 22, 23], which can also serve as a con-
trol feedback. However, all these approaches implement
standalone perception systems, i.e., they are unaware of
the underlying control structure, and their output might
not be accurate enough for control purposes. Specific
pose estimators for vision-based control have also been
proposed [24, 25, 26, 27, 28], but these approaches are
sensitive to the operating conditions and usually need
intense retraining to operate in different scenarios. Fur-
thermore, pure perception algorithms delegate the gen-
eration of sophisticated trajectories to the control block.

One possibility consists of coupling perception and
control together in end-to-end learning fashion [29,
30, 31]. However, end-to-end methods cannot guaran-
tee stability properties and robustness to disturbances.
Coarse-to-fine imitation learning [32] combines closed-
and open-loop execution to perform complex manipula-
tion tasks. One way to ensure stability is to maintain the
formal structure of the visual controller, e.g., preserving
the VS formalism. In the context of our work, Direct VS
(DVS) is particularly interesting because it implements
VS using direct image measurement, avoiding explicit
feature extraction. Examples are VS schemes that use
photometric moments [33], pixel luminance [34], his-
tograms [35], or Gaussian mixtures [36] as control feed-
back. However, in these approaches, the potential of
DL is not fully exploited. In [37], an artificial Neural
Network (NN) is trained using the knowledge of VS to
produce geometrically interpretable features. In [38],
an autoencoder is learned to reduce the dimensional-
ity of the image space, and an interaction matrix is di-
rectly computed from the network using auto differenti-
ation and utilized in a VS law. Liu et al. [39] simplify
the YOLO backbone to speed up the object detection,
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while Luo et al. [40] propose a top-down feature detec-
tion network, and both use the predicted features in a
VS scheme. These approaches perform well with VS
tasks from images without performing classical feature
extraction but do not execute complex movements.

This paper proposes an approach to solve the percep-
tion problem and the generation of complex trajecto-
ries simultaneously, in the context of vision-based con-
trollers. The proposed framework overcomes the limi-
tations of the literature by proposing a Direct Imitation
Learning-based Visual Servoing (D-ILVS) strategy that
integrates off-the-shelf DL-based perception backbones
with IL in a control theoretic framework.

3. Background

Image-based VS [10] is a more than twenty-year-old
established technique to regulate a camera to a desired
pose through visual information. The most basic law
computes 6D velocity commands as v = −λL̂+e [10],
zeroing an error e ∈ R f defined on the image; λ is a
scalar gain; L̂+ ∈ R f×6 is the pseudo-inverse of the so-
called interaction matrix, relating the camera velocity to
the time derivative of the visual feedback; the hat over
the matrix indicates the approximation due to unknown
3D parameter.

VS can be executed together with other tasks, using
the priority scheme established by the null-space pro-
jector [41]:

ve = −λL̂+e + Pσ (1)

where P = I6 − L̂+ L̂, and σ ∈ R6 is the desired velocity
realizing the secondary task. The main limitation of (1)
is that, in normal working conditions, the dimension of
the feedback is always greater or equal to the dimension
of the task (i.e., f ≥ 6) [10]. Under these circumstances,
there is not much room in the null space of the primary
task to execute any other secondary task. Therefore, it
has been proposed to use the norm of the error η = ∥e∥ as
the primary task [42], and to realize a prioritized control
scheme in the following form

vη = −ληL̂+η + Pη σ, (2)

where the matrices of interest can be retrieved in closed
form. Note that the control law (2) drives the system to-
wards the original desired behavior, as e→ 0 for η→ 0.
The operator Pη is called large projector as the law (2)
ensures enough room in the null space to achieve sec-
ondary tasks. In practice, regulating the scalar norm
instead of the vector error releases degrees of freedom
during the transient for other secondary tasks. Using
simple Lyapunov arguments, it is possible to show that

the law (2) is locally stable and that the secondary task
does not impact the stability. If the secondary veloc-
ities σ are not compatible with the primary task, they
are simply ignored and not executed, as the effect of
the construction of the projector operator [41]. The
main drawback of (2) is the presence of singularities for
which a switching strategy is necessary around η = 0:

v = α(η) vη +
(
1 − α(η)

)
ve. (3)

For more details about the switching strategy, the inter-
ested reader could refer to the original paper [42].

This control system has been recently used to imple-
ment a stable IL [13] to realize complex VS tasks. In
particular, the main task error η stably drives the system
towards steady-state convergence; the secondary task
is used to imitate demonstrated velocities σ during the
transient. In this work, we use such a control structure
to handle the output of a state-of-the-art DL-based fea-
ture detector and overcome its limitations by leveraging
the information of a few demonstrations, using the IL
paradigm, as detailed in the following section.

4. Approach

Our objective is to exploit the control redundancy of-
fered by the large projector formalism (2) to integrate
DL and IL for direct VS. We exploit the great poten-
tial of state-of-the-art DL-based object detectors, which
are treated as a backbone detector. Furthermore, our
framework uses IL to look at previous demonstrations
to overcome the limitations of DL-based detectors. The
scheme further exploits IL to realize complex trajecto-
ries. In this section, we explain in detail the DL and
IL learning components, and how they are combined
using the large null-space projector control structure.
More in detail, we first present and formulate the per-
ception problem in Sec. 4.1, which regards the limita-
tion of the backbone detectors in the control context;
then, we present our solution to the problem introduc-
ing the imitation strategy (in Sec. 4.2) and the whole
control scheme (Sec. 4.3) of our approach.

4.1. DL-based detection backbone and its limits
The DL-based backbone detector is a pre-trained NN

that is fed with raw camera images and provides as out-
put a measure of the object in the form of visual features

f = mθ(i), (4)

where i ∈ R3wh is a vectorized colored image with a size
of w × h pixels, m the backbone model, and θ ∈ Rp de-
notes the parameters of the pre-trained model; the out-
put f ∈ Rm contains features of the detected objects,
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Figure 2: State-of-the-art DL-based systems like YOLO can be used to detect the features of an object of interest on raw image robustly. Examples
of features are the vertices (denoted with C1, C2, C3, and C4) of the bounding box detected around the image of the object. However, such detection
systems fail to capture the correct object orientation: in the three snapshots, YOLO provides very similar feature values that correspond to very
different relative camera-object orientations.

such as the corners of its bounding box measured on the
image (see Fig. 2). Following the classic VS rationale,
such features are compared with a set of desired val-
ues, denoted with f ∗, to provide a measure of the visual
error, from which the control action evolves. Indeed,
the desired set of features is obtained by the model fed
with a reference desired image, i.e., f ∗ = mθ(i∗). There-
fore, the visual error to be considered in the standard VS
law (1) is computed as

e = f − f ∗, (5)

whereas its norm, to be used in the large projection for-
mulation (2), is

η = ∥ f − f ∗∥ (6)

where ∥·∥ denotes the Euclidean norm.
State-of-the-art systems, such as the YOLO algo-

rithm [17] considered in our work, can perform high-
frequency and robust feature detection. However, such
features are not truly informative of the real pose of the
observed object and, thus, not enough for full servoing
of the camera pose. Typically, the bounding boxes de-
tected by YOLO are rectangles centered on the image
of the object of interest and aligned to the image bor-
ders. Such bounding boxes do not include any informa-
tion about the object orientation, as shown in Fig. 2. An
extended version of YOLO, YOLOv8 [43], computes
bounding boxes that are oriented in the plane of the im-
age. However, even in this case, the detected bounding
box features do not contain information about the com-
plete orientation of the detected object in all three rota-
tion axes. Thus, they are insufficient for controlling the
full 6D pose of the camera and its motion in the Carte-
sian space. One possible solution would be to refine
the model mθ by fine-tuning the parameters θ. How-
ever, this solution requires engineering work and the
intervention of specialized scientists. Furthermore, the
achievement of satisfactory results remains challenging.
Our solution, instead, proposes to learn how to over-

come these limitations of the DL backbone from given
demonstrations of the desired task.

4.2. Overcoming the backbone limits through imitation

To overcome the limitations of DL-based backbone
detectors like YOLO, we leverage the information con-
tained in a set of human-demonstrated trajectories. In
particular, the corrective action for servoing the 3D ori-
entation can be imitated from demonstrations of the full
VS behavior. Such demonstrations are contained in a
dataset with this shape:

D =
{
f n
t , p

n
t , r

n
t
}T,N
t,n , (7)

where the subscript t and the superscript n denote the
t-th sample of the n-th demonstration, respectively; N is
the total number of demonstrations and T is the length
(expressed as the total number of samples) of each
demonstration; f indicates the visual features vector (as
defined in Sec. 4.1), and p ∈ R3 is the robot’s end-
effector’s position. The end-effector orientation r ∈ R3

is obtained by projecting a unit quaternion q ∈ S3 into
the tangent space placed at the goal quaternion using
the so-called logarithmic map [44]. Such quantities are
obtained by showing the full desired behavior to the
robot by using, e.g., teleoperation or kinesthetic teach-
ing. During the collection of demonstrations, the object
of interest is placed at a fixed location w.r.t. the robot,
and the object is always maintained in the camera field
of view.

The IL strategy is realized by augmenting the back-
bone model with additional layers. More in detail, we
augment the perception backbone with a Neural Or-
dinary Differential Equation (NODE) solver [45] used
for IL. The additional NODE layers are trained on
the dataset D. NODE has previously been used for
IL [46] because it can be trained easily with only a few
demonstrations, is extremely fast during inference, and
exhibits accurate empirical performance for real-world
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Figure 3: The proposed framework for Direct Imitation Learning-based Visual Servoing (D-ILVS) exploits a backbone perception (a frozen DL
network, implemented by YOLO) to extract features from raw images robustly and IL (implemented as a fine-tuned NODE network) to realize
complex trajectories and overcome the limitation of the backbone perception. The large projection formulation merges the output of the backbone
perception and imitation strategy in a closed-loop control law resulting in accurate and converging robot movements.

full 6 degrees-of-freedom trajectory learning tasks [47].
The lack of mathematical stability guarantees of the tra-
jectories predicted by a stand-alone NODE is addressed
in our approach by the large projector formalism that
guarantees that the position trajectory of the robot will
not diverge, as discussed in Sec. 5. Hence, we do not
use other alternatives such as [48] that assure stability
but have a much slower inference speed [46].

NODE assumes that the training data are instances
of a nonlinear dynamical system that maps a generic
input state x into an output that consists of its time
derivative ẋ. In our setting, the state at time sample t
is xt =

[
f⊤t , p⊤t , r⊤t

]⊤. To accurately approximate the
underlying dynamics, NODE optimizes a set of param-
eters ϑ by minimizing a sum-of-square-error loss. It
is worth mentioning that, having projected unit quater-
nions in the tangent space, we can readily use the dataset
D as in (7) to train NODE. This is a common strategy
in robotics [44, 49, 50, 51], which is also effective for
NODE [46]. After training NODE, the rotation com-
ponent is transformed back into unit quaternions using
the so-called exponential map [44, 47]. While training
NODE, in each iteration we extract from the N demon-
strations in D a short contiguous segment of length Ts,
obtained by drawing fromD elements at random tempo-

ral locations Ts, Ts ≪ T [46]. We then concatenate each
element of Ds into the vectors xn

t =
[
f n
t
⊤, pn

t
⊤, rn

t
⊤
]⊤

,
t = 1, . . . ,Ts, n = 1, . . . ,N. Given the input vec-
tors xn

t ,∀t, n, NODE uses its internal neural network
nϑ (called target network) to produce derivatives of the
input that are then numerically integrated to produce a
predicted trajectory x̂n

t ,∀t, n. For training NODE, we
used the mean squared error loss L, defined as:

L =
1
2

N∑
n=1

Ts∑
t=1

∥xn
t − x̂n

t ∥
2
2

=
1
2

N∑
n=1

Ts∑
t=1

∥ f n
t − f̂ n

t ∥
2
2 + ∥p

n
t − p̂n

t ∥
2
2 + ∥r

n
t − r̂n

t ∥
2
2 .

(8)

Ultimately, the trained NODE’s target network is the
following model

σ = nϑ
(

f̂ , p̂, r̂
)

(9)

that is initialized with the initial state of the system
comprised of the output f0 of the pre-trained detection
model (i.e., the YOLO backbone) and the initial robot’s
position p0 and tangent space orientation r0. As output,
it produces the robot velocity σ ∈ R6, which is the time
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derivative of p and r, imitating the complex trajectories
demonstrated in the dataset. In subsequent steps of the
robot’s motion, NODE evolves in an open-loop fashion
its internal belief of the current state of f̂ , p̂, and r̂, while
keeping on predicting the velocity σ.

4.3. Merging DL and IL with the large projector
The DL-based backbone detector and the NODE tar-

get network are deployed within the robot control loop,
as shown in the schematic of our approach (Fig. 3).
Given the desired and current image, the perception
backbone extracts the visual features, as in (4), which
are then used to compute the visual error e and its norm
η. These values are needed to compute the primary task
in (3). The lower priority (secondary) task considers the
corrective velocity σ as regressed from the NODE tar-
get network (9).

In our scheme, the pre-trained YOLO backbone rep-
resents the DL detection model. The higher-priority
task uses the current features (detected from the cam-
era image) to adapt to changes in the object’s location.
This feedback term also ensures convergence to the de-
sired visual features f ∗ (i.e., e→ 0 for t → +∞). At the
same time, the NODE network realizes an open-loop IL
strategy that lets the robot execute more complex mo-
tions without affecting the convergence.

5. Experimental setup

In this section, we describe in detail our setup, includ-
ing the hardware and software systems used in our ex-
periments. We describe how we collect demonstrations,
train NODE, and specify the metrics used for evalua-
tion.

5.1. Hardware and software components
We use a Franka Emika Panda robot, a 7-degrees-of-

freedom robotic arm. It features advanced force sensing
and collision detection capabilities, making it safe and
suitable for manipulation tasks in collaborative environ-
ments. The robot is fixed on a tabletop and equipped
with an Intel RealSense D435 camera at the end effector.
We run our image detection pipeline on a computer with
an Intel i5-7640X CPU, 32GB RAM, and an NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 4060 Ti GPU. The robot control software
runs on a separate computer with a real-time OS kernel
on the same network.

Our software is implemented using ROS noetic and
we use the franka example controllers1 package

1https://wiki.ros.org/franka_example_controllers

to communicate with the robot. The ROS interface ac-
cepts pose-level input, which we obtain by integrating
the velocity command, computed as in (2). Further-
more, we experimentally verified that position and ori-
entation tasks are decoupled in (2). This is because the
features from the YOLO backbone (obtained from the
squared bounding box) do not contain information on
the orientation, see Fig. 2. Therefore, as a difference
from the general block diagram in Fig. 3, the veloc-
ity output of NODE is split into its linear and angular
parts; the first actually enters the large projection formu-
lation, whereas the latter goes directly to the robot. This
implementation detail implies that the control structure
maintains the robot stability in position, while the exe-
cution of the orientation is delegated to the mere imita-
tion strategy. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning that
in our experiments, we observe that, with few demon-
strations, the robot can perform safe behaviors even in
orientation.

We use the realsense2 camera2 package to com-
municate with the camera and run YOLO with the
darknet ros3 package. We use RGB images with a
size of 640×480 pixels and a framerate of 30 Hz. NODE
is implemented and trained in PyTorch. Our open-
source code, instructions for execution, and all nec-
essary software dependencies are available at https:
//github.com/sayantanauddy/d-ilvs.

5.2. YOLO backbone

The YOLO backbone in our setup (see Fig. 3) uses
the yolov2-tiny [18] model pretrained on the COCO
dataset [52]. The underlying YOLO network can be
easily changed to any of the other pre-trained models
provided by the darknet ros3 package. In our exper-
iments, we select the object of interest (e.g., the mouse
or the cup) from the list of all objects detected by YOLO
and use the detected features of this object for VS.

The visual features (i.e., the corners of the bound-
ing boxes) detected by YOLO are noisy and the features
are prone to random shifts even in consecutive frames.
Furthermore, the object may not be detected in some
frames, leading to missing visual features. To mitigate
the effects of these problems, we convert the bounding
box detected by YOLO into a square shape with the
same center as the original YOLO bounding box and a
side length equal to the largest side of the original box.
Furthermore, since the object of interest is not subject

2https://wiki.ros.org/realsense2_camera
3http://wiki.ros.org/darknet_ros
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(a) Initial image of the mouse. (b) Final image of the mouse.

(c) Initial image of the cup. (d) Final image of the cup.

Figure 4: Initial (left) and final images (right) captured by the robot
camera in the experiments with the mouse (top) and the cup (bottom).
Desired visual features are shown in blue and denoted with the letter
“G”, whereas the current visual features are the green letters “C”.

to rapid movements in the camera frame, we apply av-
erage filtering using the past 50 frames. We use the ver-
tices of the resulting bounding box as features in our VS
scheme. In the presentation of our results, such features
are denoted with Ci whereas their desired counterparts
are Gi, with i = 1, . . . , 4.

5.3. Collection of demonstrations

For training NODE, we collect demonstrations via
kinesthetic teaching [5]. The object under consideration
is placed in a specific location, and a human user physi-
cally guides the robot’s end-effector from an initial pose
to the desired final pose. We collect two sets of demon-
strations corresponding to two different objects. In the
first set, a computer mouse is placed on the table with
the robot’s camera looking down at the mouse; kines-
thetic demonstrations are provided so that the image of
the mouse is rotated 90◦ clockwise in the final pose of
the robot. The latter set of demonstrations is collected
using a cup. In the initial pose for these demonstrations,
the camera looks side-on at a cup on the table; in the fi-
nal one, the robot’s end-effector is positioned on top of
the cup with the camera looking down. See Fig. 4 for
a visual reference of the initial and final poses for the
mouse and cup demonstrations. Each set contains four
demonstrations used to train a NODE (one for each set).

5.4. NODE training

The NODE target network predicts the derivatives
of the inputs, and during training, numerical integra-
tion is used to generate trajectories from the predic-
tions [46]. We use a NODE target network with 2 hid-
den layers containing 256 neurons each and ReLU acti-
vations. In each demonstration n and each step t of the
training data, the inputs and outputs of the NODE are
10-dimensional, consisting of the upper left and lower
right vertices of the bounding box (i.e., the visual fea-
tures) f n

t ∈ R4 in image coordinates normalized to lie
within [0.0, 100.0], the position (in cm) of the robot’s
end-effector in the task space pn

t ∈ R3, and the rota-
tion vector rn

t ∈ R3 obtained by projecting the orienta-
tion quaternions of the end-effector to the local tangent
space, as described in Sec. 4.2. Following [46], we
scale the rotation vectors by a constant factor of 100.0
so that all input features are of comparable magnitudes.
For each recorded demonstration set (mouse and cup),
we train a NODE for 2 × 104 iterations with a learning
rate of 5 × 10−4 using the loss defined in (8).

Note that the sides of the bounding boxes detected by
YOLO are always parallel to the image sides (the im-
age coordinates of only the upper left and lower right
vertices of the bounding boxes are predicted). Conse-
quently, the visual features that are recorded to train the
NODE are also 4-dimensional. Our VS scheme uses a
general representation of a bounding box consisting of
the features corresponding to all 4 vertices. Therefore,
during inference, we compute the 8-dimensional visual
features by deriving the coordinates of the upper right
and lower left vertices from the YOLO predictions.

5.5. Evaluation protocol

Our analysis compares the performance of three VS
schemes. The first is denoted with Image-based IL (IIL)
and uses a NODE instance trained on the demonstra-
tions to control the robot in an end-to-end fashion. The
second one is a classic VS scheme where YOLO pro-
vides the required visual feedback; following the litera-
ture [34, 35], we call it DVS, as it is a direct approach
considering the whole image as input. Finally, our pro-
posed method, augmenting the ILVS scheme [12] with
DL-based direct measurement, is called D-ILVS.

We conduct separate experiments for the mouse and
the cup. For each experiment, we evaluate the perfor-
mance of the three schemes for five different object po-
sitions: one as in the demonstrations, and four unseen
positions, as shown in Fig. 5.

We run each test for T = 700 time steps, where T is
the demonstration length, and measure the norm of the

7



Train(2) (4)

(1)

(3)

Figure 5: The object position used during the collection of the demon-
strations is the one at the center, whereas the four novel object posi-
tions used for the evaluation are 15 cm off the center.

visual error using (6), and the end-effector position and
orientation error at the final step of the experiment. The
end-effector position error is computed as

δ = ∥pT − pg∥2 (10)

where pg ∈ R3 is the Cartesian position of the robot
at the last step of the demonstration (i.e., the ground
truth desired position) and pT ∈ R3 is the final position
reached during the evaluation. The orientation error is
computed using the orientation qT ∈ S3 of the robot in
the last step of the experiment and qg ∈ S3 the orien-
tation at the end of the demonstration (i.e., the ground
truth desired orientation). The measure of the orienta-
tion error is computed as

ε =
∥∥∥∥ log

(
qT ⊗ q̄g

)∥∥∥∥
2

(11)

where log(·) denotes the logarithmic map [44], q̄g de-
notes the conjugation of quaternion qg, whereas the
symbol ‘⊗’ is the quaternion product operator. Note
that the position error δ is not computed for novel ob-
ject positions as there is no ground truth end-effector
position pg for these object positions. However, the rel-
ative orientation of the robot’s end-effector with respect
to the object at the end of execution is expected to be
the same irrespective of whether the object is placed at
the demonstrated or novel locations. This enables us
to measure the orientation error ε for trained as well as
novel object positions.

Furthermore, for the cup experiment, we measure the
success of dropping a small object into the cup at the
end of the robot’s motion. Since resetting the robot af-
ter every evaluation may introduce some stochasticity,
we evaluate each method on each object position three
times. Finally, we also perform a qualitative evaluation
of our D-ILVS scheme in a cluttered scene where an
object is to be dropped into a cup at different positions
among several other objects.

(a) Initial image. (b) Final image with DVS.

(c) Final image with IIL. (d) Final image with D-ILVS.

Figure 6: Centering the mouse in the image with novel mouse loca-
tions: initial and final images reached with the different methods.

6. Experimental results

During the evaluation of the different approaches de-
scribed in Sec. 5.5, the same trained NODE is used in
our D-ILVS approach as well as in IIL where NODE
controls the robot in an end-to-end way. This section
presents the results of the different approaches in the
mouse and cup experiments. Examples of the presented
experiments can be viewed at https://fileshare.
uibk.ac.at/f/6d36911a884b4636a5cb/.

6.1. Centering the mouse in the image
The goal of the first set of experiments is to move the

robot such that the image of the mouse (whose visual
features are shown in green in Fig. 6) coincides with
its desired image (corresponding to a desired set of fea-
tures, shown in blue in Fig. 6). Note that the task also
requests the robot camera (and end-effector) to rotate in
order to reach the desired relative camera-mouse pose.
We evaluate each of the three schemes (DVS, IIL, D-
ILVS) on five different object positions, as described in
Sec. 5.5, and report the overall results in Fig. 7. DVS
achieves low visual errors but fails to control the orien-
tation correctly. IIL achieves low orientation errors but
cannot adapt to novel object positions leading to a high
visual error. In contrast, our D-ILVS approach exhibits
a low visual error, can adapt to novel object positions,
and controls the robot orientation properly.

More in detail, DVS achieves the lowest visual error
as VS with YOLO alone can position the robot cam-
era such that the current and desired visual features
match very closely. However, as the features detected
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Figure 7: Centering the mouse in the image: the average norm of the final visual error (left), position (center), and orientation error (right) achieved
with the three schemes, starting from similar trained positions or novel ones. Note that the end-effector position error cannot be computed for the
novel positions. Colored boxes show the means and error bars show the 95% confidence interval.
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Figure 8: Dropping an object in the cup: the average norm of the final visual error (left), position (center), and orientation error (right) achieved
with the three schemes, starting from similar trained positions or novel ones. Note that the end-effector position error cannot be computed for the
novel positions. Colored boxes show the means and error bars show the 95% confidence interval.

by YOLO do not have any information about the real
orientation of the mouse, the yaw orientation of the
robot’s end-effector does not change at all. As a result,
the final orientation reached in this experiment is very
different from the desired one (compare the desired pose
in Fig. 4 with the final pose achieved by DVS in Fig. 6b).
The IIL approach can achieve low orientation error as
the underlying NODE has been trained to achieve the
demonstrated orientation. However, it cannot compen-
sate for the changes in the novel mouse positions out-
side the demonstrations, resulting in high visual error.
This effect can also be qualitatively observed in Fig. 6c.
Our D-ILVS approach can adapt to novel positions of
the mouse. At the same time, it utilizes the trained
NODE to achieve the correct orientation as shown by
the kinesthetic demonstrations. This enables D-ILVS to
take advantage of both DVS and IL and achieve low vi-
sual and orientation errors, making it the best approach
among the ones we evaluate. Fig. 6d shows that D-ILVS
achieves a close fit to the desired visual features and the
desired orientation.

6.2. Dropping an object in the cup

The second set of experiments aims to drive the robot
end-effector on top of the cup and drop an object in

it, leveraging the demonstrations recorded with the cup.
Note that these experiments present the additional chal-
lenge of performing nontrivial (e.g., nonlinear) trajecto-
ries. The camera’s initial and desired views are repre-
sentative of two completely different camera-cup rela-
tive poses, as shown in Fig. 4.

The quantitative evaluation is presented in Fig. 8.
The different approaches are again evaluated for one
trained object position and four novel object positions
outside the demonstrations, as described in Sec. 5.5.
DVS achieves a low visual error but fails to move the
end-effector above the cup and orient it properly, result-
ing in high position and orientation errors. IIL achieves
a low orientation error but cannot adapt to novel object
positions leading to a high visual error. As expected,
the visual error is much higher for the novel object posi-
tions; the orientation error remains low for both trained
and novel object positions. D-ILVS, i.e., our approach,
achieves low errors for both position and orientation
(corresponding to limited visual errors) as it can adapt
to novel object positions and orient the robot properly.

A qualitative evaluation is shown in Fig. 9 and con-
firms the quantitative results. The DVS approach can
align the visual features to their desired counterpart
(Fig. 9b), but the robot ends up in a completely wrong
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 9: Dropping an object in the cup placed in a novel position:
robot external view (left column) and the corresponding camera view
(right column) as executed by DVS (a,b), IIL (c,d) and D-ILVS (e,f).

pose (Fig. 9a). As a result, it cannot drop the grasped
object into the cup. IIL attempts to realize the complex
trajectory required to execute the dropping task, but it
has poor accuracy (Fig. 9c). In particular, for a novel
object position, as the one shown in the figure, the robot
is unable to adapt and drops the object outside the cup
(Fig. 9d). D-ILVS (ours) shows the best performance
among all the approaches, as it can cope with changing
positions of the cup and drops the object successfully,
as shown in Figs. 9e and 9f.

Figure 10 shows the time evolution of the visual er-
ror for the trained object position and two novel object
positions during a complete experiment (see Fig. 5 for
a description of the trained and novel object positions).
D-ILVS (ours) achieves a low visual error for both novel
as well as trained object positions, whereas IIL achieves
much higher visual errors for novel object positions due
to its inability to adapt. As expected, the visual error
made by DVS stays low throughout.

We also report the success rates of dropping the ob-
ject into the cup for all methods (see Tab. 1). Each ap-
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Figure 10: Drop an object in the cup: the visual error with the trained
object position (left) and two novel positions (center and right).

proach is evaluated 15 times as described in Sec. 5.5
(5 object positions for each of the 3 trials per object po-
sition) and we report mean values for success. A trial is
considered 100% successful if the object drops cleanly
into the cup, 50% successful if the object hits the cup’s
rim but eventually falls inside, and 0% otherwise. Tab. 1
shows that our D-ILVS approach achieves near-perfect
results, while IIL achieves a much lower score since it is
unsuccessful in dropping the object into the cup placed
at novel positions; DVS is never able to drop the object
into the cup and gets a score of 0.

6.3. Handling cluttered scenes
We execute the experiments presented in the previous

section in a cluttered setting and qualitatively evaluate
the effectiveness of our D-ILVS approach. The cup is
placed on the table among several other objects, such
as a book, a plate, a clamp, a spatula, and a game con-
troller. In different trials, the location of the cup is varied
among the other objects (see Fig. 11).

The pre-trained YOLO object detection model iden-
tifies multiple objects in the scene, as shown in Fig. 12.
As YOLO provides a list of detected object names and
their corresponding visual features, we can easily select
the object of interest (the cup, in our case) and use its
visual features for VS, see Fig. 12 (right). Once the cup
is selected as the desired object, the robot executes the

Table 1: Success rates for dropping an object into the cup.

Approach Success Rate [%]

Train Novel Overall

DVS 0.00 0.00 0.00
IIL 83.33 0.00 16.67
D-ILVS 100.00 95.83 96.67
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Figure 11: With D-ILVS, the robot successfully drops the object into the cup placed in different positions of a cluttered table.

Figure 12: YOLO detects a cup robustly even in a cluttered scene
(left), providing the required visual features shown with green letters
‘C’ (right); the desired features are also shown, with blue letters ‘G’.

required motion to position its gripper over the cup. Ad-
ditionally, in a cluttered scene, YOLO offers us the flex-
ibility of easily changing the target object to any other
object detected in the scene.

With our D-ILVS approach, the robot successfully
drops the object into the cup in a cluttered setting and
also adapts its pose to the different locations of the cup,
as shown in Fig. 11 (note that the locations of the cup
and the corresponding final poses of the robot in these
snapshots). Finally, Fig. 13 shows some views of the ob-
ject being dropped into the cup placed in different clut-
tered scenes, as seen from the robot’s internal camera.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented Direct Imita-
tion Learning Visual Servoing (D-ILVS), a dynamical
system-based imitation learning approach for direct vi-
sual servoing. The proposed framework overcomes sev-
eral limitations of existing approaches. D-ILVS exploits
off-the-shelf deep learning-based perception to extract
features from raw camera images, augmented with im-
itation learning layers that generate complex robot tra-
jectories. A key difference from end-to-end learning ap-
proaches is that D-ILVS exploits a control theoretical
framework to ensure convergence to a given target. The
approach has been extensively evaluated with real robot

Figure 13: Two final image frames captured by the robot camera
showing that D-ILVS successfully drives the robot to drop the object
into the cup in different cluttered environments.

experiments, and compared with two baselines showing
superior performance.
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