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Abstract

Robot Learning with Sparsity and Scarcity

Jingxi Xu

Unlike in language or vision, one of the fundamental challenges in robot learning is the

lack of access to vast data resources. We can further break down the challenge into (1) data sparsity

from the angle of data representation and (2) data scarcity from the angle of data quantity. The data

sparsity problem means that there is a large proportion of empty space or non-relevant information

in the data we collected. Robotics is the science of interaction. We have a piece of software or

an algorithm embodied inside a piece of hardware, and then the robot needs to interact actively

with the environment to collect useful information. The sequential manner of such interaction and

the lapse between two consecutive actions make robotic data inherently very sparse. On the other

hand, the data scarcity issue is that the sheer amount of data we can collect in the domain of interest

is very limited. In contrast to the richness and accessibility of text, image, and video data available

on the Internet, it is extremely difficult to collect data from physical hardware or humans on a large

scale.

In this thesis, I will discuss my PhD work on two selected domains: (1) tactile manip-

ulation and (2) rehabilitation robots, which are exemplars of data sparsity and scarcity, respec-

tively. Tactile sensing is an essential modality for robotics, but tactile data are often sparse, and

for each interaction with the physical world, tactile sensors can only obtain information about the

local area of contact. I will discuss my work on learning vision-free tactile-only exploration and

manipulation policies through model-free reinforcement learning to make efficient use of sparse



tactile information. On the other hand, rehabilitation robots are an example of data scarcity to

the extreme due to the significant challenge of collecting biosignals from disabled-bodied subjects

at scale for training. I will discuss my work in collaboration with the medical school and clini-

cians on intent inferral for stroke survivors, where a hand orthosis developed in our lab collects

a set of biosignals from the patient and uses them to infer the activity that the patient intends to

perform, so the orthosis can provide the right type of physical assistance at the right moment. My

work develops machine learning algorithms that enable intent inferral with minimal data, including

semi-supervised, meta-learning, reciprocal learning, and generative AI methods.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

One of the major challenges in building versatile generalist robots that can handle a variety of

complicated tasks is the lack of data. With the advent of data-driven machine learning methods

and vast data resources from the Internet, we have witnessed unprecedented progress in vision and

language applications, such as ChatGPT [1], Sora [2], Claude [3], etc. However, robotics has seen

fewer breakthroughs, primarily due to the lack of accessibility to vast data resources such as texts,

images, or videos.
How many data do we have for AI applications?

Vision and 
 Language

Text

Image

Video

Robotics

Sometimes, we have 
 simulators!

Simulation is 
hard

No simulation for 
human biosignals

Subjects with impairments  
or disabilities

Data sufficiency Data insufficiency

(Khandate, 2023) (Padmanabha, 2020) (Akinola, 2020) (Xu, 2025)

(Xu, 2025) (Esper Bionics)(Meeker, 2019)(Lee, 2020)

Figure 1.1: How much data do we have for different AI applications? From left to right, the data
goes from sufficient to insufficient.

Fig 1.1 shows the data spectrum for different AI applications. In terms of data sufficiency,

text, images, and videos are definitely on the relatively more sufficient side, due to the Internet

and online social platforms. When we move to robotics, data gets more limited. Robotics often
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requires customized physical hardware and specialized knowledge to operate them, making data

collection on a large scale difficult. However, thanks to the recent progress on physics simulators,

if we formulate our task smart enough, we can use simulators, which then enables large-scale data

collection [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. But for a wide range of robotic tasks, simulation is hard to build. For

example, the simulation of tactile sensing has always been a challenge despite recent pioneering

work. For another example, the simulation of granular media, liquid, or deformable objects is

traditionally very time-consuming, especially when accuracy is needed, which undermines the

original purpose of super-fast simulation speed.

To make things worse, some robotics tasks are not simulatable at all, such as tasks that involve

human biosignals, for which a simulator is completely out of the question. Example applica-

tions include brain-computer interfaces, or intent prediction with electromyographic (EMG) or

electroencephalographic (EEG) signals. Finally, when our tasks involve people with disabilities,

that is the data problem to the extreme. Collecting human biosignals is challenging and time-

consuming, let alone collecting them from disabled-bodied subjects. People with disabilities tend

to get fatigued very fast, and data collection session often requires the presence of medical special-

ists, making sessions hard to coordinate and schedule. These hard-to-schedule, precious session

time significantly limits the amount of data that we can collect.

We can further break down the data problem into (1) data sparsity from the angle of data rep-

resentation and (2) data scarcity from the angle of data quantity. The data sparsity problem means

that there is a large proportion of empty space or non-relevant information in the data we collected.

Robotics is the science of interaction. We have a piece of software or an algorithm embodied inside

a piece of hardware, and then the robot needs to interact actively with the environment to collect

useful information. The sequential manner of such interaction and the lapse between two consecu-

tive actions make robotic data inherently very sparse. On the other hand, the data scarcity issue is

that the sheer amount of data we can collect in the domain of interest is very limited. Unlike vision

and language, which have richer, more transferable, and more accessible data on the Internet, it is

extremely difficult to collect data from physical hardware or humans on a large scale.
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In this thesis, I will discuss my PhD work on two selected domains: (1) tactile manipulation

and (2) rehabilitation robots, which I believe are representative domains where the data sparcity

and scarcity issues are most pronounced, respectively.

1.1 Data Sparsity Challenge in Tactile Manipulation

Tactile manipulation is a task domain where data sparsity brings a lot of challenges. Tactile

sensing is a powerful modality for robotic manipulation, but it is at the same time very challenging

to use efficiently. Fundamentally, tactile sensing is an active sensing modality. The robot needs to

drive the sensor to make active interaction with the physical world in order to obtain useful contact

information. Every time the sensor contacts the target object, it can only obtain sensor reading

from the local area of the contact, making tactile signals very sparse.

Efficient exploration and guidance are critical: tactile sensors need to be physically moved by

a robotic manipulator to obtain new signals, introducing additional costs for every sensor measure-

ment. Without smart guidance, we can only blindly scan/grope on a surface [11, 12] or continu-

ously make repetitive and high amounts of contacts at tightly controlled positions [13, 14, 15, 16,

17]. These strategies are extremely inefficient and often incur prohibitively high costs and burdens.

Furthermore, it is also important to have an intelligent way to rearrange or encode such local and

sparse signals into a global representation.

In this thesis, we aim to address the data sparsity challenge in tactile manipulation, and specif-

ically, we study the task of tactile object identification and tactile object retrieval from granular

media. Humans are experts at using tactile sensing efficiently; for example, we can easily identify

and retrieve small objects from our pockets, without looking. We want to ask if robots, equipped

with tactile sensors, can achieve something similar. Towards that goal, we first study tactile object

identification, where the robot interacts and makes contact with the target objects, and identifies the

object out of a set of known objects with as few touches as possible. This task provides a great test

bench to study the fundamental challenge of data scarcity. We propose TANDEM [18] (Chapter 3)

and TANDEM3D [19] (Chapter 4), which uses an effective and novel co-training framework to
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jointly learn a decision-making policy and an exploration policy. With a trained exploration policy

using this framework, they can correctly recognize both 2D and 3D objects with very few touches,

greatly reducing the cost of moving the robot arm.

We then take a step further and move to an even more challenging and sensor-deprived envi-

ronment where we work on retrieving potentially unseen objects completely buried inside granular

media. In such a sensor-deprived environment, vision is completely out of the question, and there

is huge uncertainty caused by ubiquitous contact with granular media. As a result, the problem

of tactile data sparsity is even more pronounced. To tackle this challenging task, we introduce

GEOTACT [20] (Chapter 5), the first robotic system capable of retrieving objects from granular

media relying purely on tactile sensing. We achieve such a system through model-free reinforce-

ment learning in simulation, and we design the action space such that a learned emergent pushing

behavior helps reduce uncertainty and funnels the object to a good graspable pose.

1.2 Data Scarcity Challenge in Rehabilitation Robots

Rehabilitation robot domain suffers extremely from the problem of data scarcity. Learning

on wearable assistive or rehabilitative devices faces a tremendous scarcity of both raw data and

reliable ground-truth data [21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26]. The scheduling for sessions with disabled-

bodied people is very time-consuming, and each session often requires the presence of medical

experts. Moreover, there is a huge variation in the biosignals of different individuals, making

models trained using the data of one patient difficult to generalize to another patient. There is also

variation across different sessions and days, even for the same subject (note that a session in this

thesis is defined to be a single use of the device between donning and doffing). These compounding

factors exacerbate the data scarcity challenge even more.

One fundamental application in the rehabilitation robot domain is intent inferral, or the process

by which a robotic orthosis or prosthesis collects a set of biosignals from the user, and uses them

to infer the activity that the user intends to perform, so it can provide physical assistance at the

right moment. We collaborate with clinical experts from Columbia Medical School and build a
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robotic hand orthosis [27, 28, 29] (Fig. 6.1) that can help stroke patients open their hands through

intent inferral. The stroke population we study in the thesis loses their ability to open their hands,

but they can still close their hands voluntarily. Our tandon-driven motorized device is equipped

with different sensing modalities, including primarily the armband that can measure forearm elec-

tromyographic (EMG) signals. The goal of intent inferral, is to read from the sensing input and

predict when the stroke subject intends to open their hands, such that our device can help them

extend their fingers, overcoming the muscle spasticity. Widely considered to be a key problem in

assistive and rehabilitative robotics [30], an effective intent inferral mechanism can be an intuitive

way to control a robotic device.

Our series of work studies data-driven machine learning methods for intent inferral for stroke.

Machine learning has revolutionized how computers recognize images and understand speech, but

it has yet to show a similar effect on rehabilitation robots such as intent inferral, primarily due to the

data scarcity challenge. In this thesis, we will discuss our line of work in studying various machine

learning paradigms, such as semi-supervised learning, meta-learning, and generative models, to

tackle the difficulty of data collection.

Our first attempt, dubbed SemiEMG [8] (Chapter 6), uses semi-supervised learning to learn

from unlabeled data, reducing the number of labeled training data needed from stroke patients.

This paradigm uses a disagreement-based semi-supervision algorithm to handle intrasession con-

cept drift. Concept drift is the phenomenon where the distribution of the measured biosignals

changes over time, which can occur between different sessions (intersession drift) or gradually

within a single session (intrasession drift). In order to also handle intersession drift, we then in-

troduce MetaEMG [23] (Chapter 7), which models intent inferral as a multitask learning problem,

and learns an intermediate representation that can fastly adapt to new sessions or subjects with

limited new data and training epochs. In addition, we believe the learning between the device and

the subject should be bi-directional. While the intent classifier learns from the subject to predict

its intent, the subject should also adapt to the behavior of the classifier by producing more distin-

guishable signal patterns. We call this new paradigm reciprocal learning [31] (Chapter 8), and our
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preliminary results show that it can lead to more distinguishable EMG patterns and better intent

classification performance.

Despite the recent progress in high-capacity learning models such as Transformers [32], ma-

chine learning research in rehabilitation robots still highly relies on low-capacity models such as

linear discriminant analysis (LDA) and support vector machine (SVM). High-capacity models are

data-hungry, but the data scarcity challenge in this domain makes it difficult to realize the potential

of high-capacity models with enough training data. Toward the goal of bringing the full potential

of the latest and greatest machine learning advances into the rehabilitation domain, we propose

ChatEMG [24] (Chapter 9), a generative model that can produce context-specific synthetic EMG

signals. These synthetic data can be added to the training set of any type of classifier to increase

intent inferral accuracy. We are the first to bring the entire pipeline of data collection, synthetic

data generation, and classifier training to help stroke subjects with functional tasks such as pick-

and-place under clinical supervision.

1.3 Contributions

Throughout my PhD research addressing data sparsity and scarcity challenges, we have made

several contributions to the field, resulting in a wide range of publications at various top con-

ferences/journals. In tactile manipulation, we developed efficient exploration and manipulation

policies using model-free reinforcement learning (RL), supported by physics simulators to enable

large-scale data collection. Despite sparse tactile signals, our exploration policy strategically se-

lects the next region to explore, reducing the movement cost of robotic arms. In the context of

rehabilitation robotics, our work spans a range of learning paradigms — from semi-supervised

learning to generative AI. Over time, we have progressed from handling only intrasession drift to

also handling intersession drift, and from relying on low-capacity models to successfully deploying

high-capacity models.

Specifically, the main contributions of this thesis are listed below.

• We propose TANDEM [18] (Chapter 3), a novel framework to co-train a tactile exploration
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policy along with the task-related decision-making module. We demonstrate the effective-

ness of this framework on tactile object identification and show that the learned policy can

recognize 2D objects with very few actions.

• We extend the co-training framework to 3D objects in TANDEM3D [19] (Chapter 4) and

we are the first to co-train a 6DOF exploration and decision-making strategy for 3D object

tactile recognition.

• We develop GEOTACT [20] (Chapter 5), the first robotic system that can grasp and retrieve

unseen objects completely buried inside granular media using only touch sensing.

• We propose SemiEMG [33] (Chapter 6), an adaptive semi-supervised learning algorithm that

learns from unlabeled multi-modal sensing data to control an orthosis for stroke.

• We propose MetaEMG [23] (Chapter 7), a novel meta-learning framework and we are the

first to formulate intent inferral on stroke subjects as a multi-task learning problem. MetaEMG

achieves fast adaptation to a new session or subject with only a few training samples and

epochs.

• We propose a new learning paradigm called reciprocal learning [31] (Chapter 8) for training

EMG-based intent inferral, consisting of interwoven sessions that alternate between updating

ML models based on human biosignal generation and encouraging human exploration and

adaptation to models with the use of augmented feedback.

• We propose ChatEMG [24] (Chapter 9), an approach for producing synthetic EMG data via

generative training on data also collected from stroke patients. We are the first to deploy an

intent classification model trained partially on synthetic data for functional orthosis control

by a stroke patient under real clinical supervision.

We believe the insights gained extend beyond the two domains discussed in this thesis and are

relevant to a wide array of robotics applications where data sparsity and scarcity remain critical

and fundamental challenges.
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Chapter 2: Related Work

2.1 Tactile Manipulation

In order to address the challenge of data sparsity, an efficient tactile exploration policy is critical

to guide the exploration to reduce the cost incurred by driving the robotic arms. Moreover, when

feasible, simulation serves as a powerful tool for enabling large-scale training with reinforcement

learning. In this section, we will discuss the rich literature of various tactile exploration polices,

and how previous works make efficient use of local and sparse tactile signals to develop tactile

pushing and grasping behaviors. We then focus specifically on the very challenging granular media

environment, where vision is not available, and we have to rely heavily on tactile sensing, providing

an interesting task for us to study the challenge of using tactile sensors.

2.1.1 Tactile Exploration

Tactile sensors need an intelligent exploration policy to actively interact with the target object

and efficiently gather sparse and local tactile readings. These exploration policies can be roughly

divided into heuristic-based and learning-based. The Exploration Policy (EP) is the sequence of

exploratory actions the agent executes to gather tactile information. Since tactile information can

only be obtained by interacting with the target object, the EP plays a critical role. An effective EP

can gather information much more efficiently for the current manipulation task. We divide tactile

sensing EPs into three major categories.

• Passive mode. The robotic manipulator is fixed, and the human operator hands over the

object to the manipulator, often times in random orientations and/or translations to collect

tactile data [34, 35, 36].
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• Semi-active mode. The manipulator interacts with the object according to a prescribed

trajectory and does not need to react based on sensor data, maybe except being compliant

to avoid damage. Examples include poking the object from uniformly sampled directions or

grasping it multiple times with a predefined set of grasps [37, 38, 13].

• Active mode. The manipulator finds the object and explores it reactively in a closed-loop

fashion. The exploratory action is a function of current and/or past sensor data. EPs can be

heuristic- or learning-based.

In this thesis, we are mostly interested in studying the active EPs, which can then be grouped

into heuristics-based and learning-based categories. Some of the most popular heuristic-based

exploration policies range from contour following [39, 40, 41, 42] to information gain (uncertainty

reduction) [43, 44, 45, 46]. Other heuristics to decide the regions of interest to explore include

attention cubes [47], Monte Carlo tree search [48] and dynamic potential fields [15]. However,

while heuristic-based EPs require no training and can reduce the number of actions effectively,

they are also sensitive to sensor noise and the performance of a particular heuristic can be task-

dependent. In contrast, learning-based EP can be trained with sensor noise, and thus outperforms

heuristic-based baselines when such noise is present in the evaluation.

Other works in active EP combine exploration and decision making, whereby a classifier is

pre-trained from pre-collected data and used to estimate action quality with Bayesian methods to

reduce uncertainty [49, 50, 51, 52, 53]. Most of these make effective use of high-dimensional

or multimodal tactile data. In our work discussed in this thesis [18, 19], we use relatively sim-

ple contact signals that allow training an exploration policy through trial and error in simulation,

with zero-shot transfer to real robots, eliminating the need for training on physical objects. We

achieve high recognition accuracy with relatively few actions, which we attribute in part to the fact

that, unlike in previous methods, our discriminator is constantly updated as the exploration policy

improves.
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2.1.2 Tactile Pushing and Grasping

Pushing is a key element of many manipulator operations. It is a good way to reduce un-

certainty in the locations of objects, to move many objects at once, and to move objects that are

hard to grasp. Combining both non-prehensile (e.g., pushing) and prehensile (e.g., grasping) ma-

nipulation policies has received increasing attention from the community. Brost [54] presents an

algorithm that plans parallel-jaw push-grasping motions for polygonal objects with pose uncer-

tainty, where the object is pushed by one plate towards the second one, and then squeezed between

the two. Mason [55] investigates the mechanics and planning of pushing in object manipulation

under uncertainty. The seminal work of Dogar et al. [56, 57] presents a robust planning frame-

work for push-grasping (non-prehensile motions baked within grasping primitives) to reduce grasp

uncertainty.

While the policies in the works above remain largely hand-crafted, other methods [58, 59] ex-

plore the model-free planning of pushing motions to move objects to target positions that are more

favorable for pre-designed grasping algorithms. Boularias et al. [60] explore the use of reinforce-

ment learning for training control policies to select among push and grasp proposals represented

by hand-crafted features. However, their method models perception and control policies separately

(not end-to-end); it relies on model-based simulation to predict the motion of pushed objects and

to infer its benefits for future grasping. Similarly, Yu et al. [61] also separate push planning and

grasp planning by training two networks. More recently, some works [62, 63, 64, 65] have been

training model-free end-to-end policies using reinforcement learning to push and separate objects

in clutter for better grasping. Our method [20] is also model-free and trained end-to-end, making

no assumptions about the shapes or dynamics of the objects. However, unlike all the previous

works cited here, ours is the first to demonstrate a pushing behavior for grasping inside granular

media.

10



2.1.3 Robot Interaction with Granular Media

Unlike manipulating objects buried inside granular media, there are many more works focus-

ing on manipulating granular materials directly, such as scooping and bulldozing [66, 67, 68],

plate dragging (soil-tool interaction) [69, 70, 71], and pouring [72, 73, 74, 75]. In addition to

tactile feedback, some works [76, 77] also incorporate visual and audio feedback for scooping and

pouring tasks. Other works [78, 79, 80] study legged locomotion on granular materials. In terms

of hardware design, there are works that use granular materials and particle jamming to design

gripper [81, 82], manipulator [83], swarm robots [84], or haptic displays [85, 86].

In contrast, interacting with objects buried inside granular materials has only recently begun

receiving attention from the research community, but is only limited to tactile perception such

as object mapping, localization or identification. Jia, et al. [87] teleoperate a robotic hand with

the BioTac tactile sensors to detect contact with a cylinder fixed inside a bed of granular media.

They take advantage of the multi-modal sensors to distinguish between contact with an object

embedded in granular media and ubiquitous contact with surrounding granular media. In their

follow-up work [88], instead of teleoperation, they develop a tactile exploration policy for efficient

localization and mapping of the buried object. Patel, et al. [89] develop a new tactile finger built

on top of GelSight technology [90, 91] that facilitates penetration in granular media with the help

of mechanical vibrations. They use this sensor to identify four simple 2D shapes i.e. triangle,

square, hexagon, and circle. More recently, Zhang, et al. [92] propose a proximity sensing system

to detect an object’s presence without contact and finally use a Bayesian-optimization-algorithm-

guided exploration strategy to localize buried objects. Different from all these aforementioned

works, our work [20] goes beyond tactile perception and focuses on retrieving any buried objects.

To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first work to enable a robotic gripper to retrieve buried

objects from granular media.
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2.2 Rehabilitation Robots

Rehabilitative wearable devices are an important area that has a real impact on people’s daily

life, especially for people with disabilities; however, there is a significant challenge of data scarcity

in this domain. Compared to autonomous robots, human biosignals are even harder to collect, and

there is huge variation across different patients and sessions. In this section, we will lay out some

previous works on intent inferral for stroke, and various techniques being used in the literature to

address the data scarcity challenge in the rehabilitation robot domain.

2.2.1 Semi-supervised Learning for Intent Inferral

Traditionally, controls for prosthetics and orthotics have been supervised - trained on a rela-

tively small test set and used during a longer session [93, 94, 95]. However, leveraging unlabeled

data may make the control algorithm more robust to fatigue, different arm poses and abnormal

muscle coactivation.

Semi-supervised learning has been shown to be an effective control paradigm for hand pros-

thetics. In this field, semi-supervision uses the assumption that the user will perform gestures at a

low frequency to correct the classifier [96, 97]. Semi-supervised formulations have been described

for EMG classifiers, updating based on confidence, or when there were rapid changes in the pre-

diction stream [98]. Other semi-supervised paradigms for EMG include using a post-processing

neural network for prediction correction [99], using all new data for updates [100], reinforcement

learning [101], and cycle substitution paired with probability weighting [102]. He et al. showed

updating when confidence was high improved classification of wrist movement [103]. Liu et al.

found common characteristics among EMG classifiers to eliminate classifier retraining in later

sessions [104].

All of the above works are specific to EMG. Many of them leverage the low-frequency nature of

human hand motions in order to correct the classifiers [98, 97, 96]. The above works are designed

for prosthetic controls and have only been tested on healthy subjects or amputees. Only three stud-
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ies look at intersession accuracy [99, 104, 97]. However, controlling a hand orthosis for stroke is a

different problem than controlling prosthetics for amputees, because of the abnormal coactivation

in stroke subjects [105]. Prosthetic controls do not have to contend with this phenomenon.

There is a family of semi-supervision which we believe could also be applied to rehabilitation

robotics. Disagreement-based semi-supervised learning asks multiple learners to collaborate in

order to exploit unlabeled data [33]. Disagreement semi-supervision uses confident learners to

train less confident learners, and is well suited to ensemble learning [106, 107, 108, 109, 110]. To

the best of our knowledge, our work [8] is the first to apply semi-supervised learning to control a

hand orthosis for stroke.

2.2.2 Meta-learning for Intent Inferral

Meta-learning has been shown in biomedical research to be an effective framework to fast

adapt high-capacity models to new individuals, reducing the need to collect large-scale subject-

specific training data. Different from the group of works on semi-supervised learning discussed

before, which requires user-defined heuristics for labeling unlabeled data, meta-learning pretrains

the model on offline data in a way that allows it to quickly adapt to a new distribution. In Meta-

Phys [111], the authors train a model to predict heart measurements from video data alone, and

they use meta-learning to show how the models trained on a group of individuals can be fine-tuned

on a smaller dataset to adapt to a new unseen individual. Similarly, both MetaSleepLearner [112]

and Prorokovich et al. [113] utilize meta-learning to adapt models to new individuals, in the con-

texts of sleep stage classification and speech recognition, respectively. These works all focus on

healthy subjects while we are working with stroke subjects, which is a much more challenging task

due to their abnormal muscle activation and spasticity.

Similar to our work MetaEMG [23], Prorokovich et al. [111] also work with disabled-bodied

subjects (amputees), and they employed meta-learning for orthosis recalibration in the context of

proportional control. They sought to train a regression model which predicts the strength of the

movement generated by the user. In this work, the authors train regressors on data from both
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healthy subjects and amputees. However, in their work, the training and testing tasks contain the

same individuals performing the same movements, which is different from MetaEMG, which seeks

to adapt classifiers to new subjects and sessions. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to

use meta-learning to mitigate the burden of data collection needed to adapt high-capacity neural

networks on stroke subjects.

2.2.3 Generative AI in Biomedical Research

The lack of accurate and reliable data is not specific to intent inferral, but to the general machine

learning research in the medical community. Similar to ours, there is some previous work that

studies generative models for synthetic data generation. A majority of them [114, 115, 116, 117,

118, 119, 120] use Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) [121] and its variants. Notably, Shin

et al. [114] use GAN to generate synthetic MRI images to detect brain tumors. Hazra et al. [115]

propose SynSigGAN with a novel preprocessing stage that generates four types of biomedical

signals, including chin EMG signals during sleep for able-bodied subjects. Zanini et al. [116] use

style transfer and DCGANs to generate EMG signals for Parkinson’s Disease. Pinto et al. [117]

use WGAN-GP to generate EMG signals for six basic hand gestures for healthy subjects.

GAN and its variants are not autoregressive and can only generate a fixed length of signals from

random seeds. In comparison, our work (ChatEMG [24]) can generate an unlimited sequence of

EMG signals conditioned on EMG prompts, which are also of arbitrary length. This is extremely

useful in applications where personalization is necessary. Stroke subjects exhibit different hand

functionality or muscle coactivation patterns, and ChatEMG allows us to bias data generation via

prompting.

Most similar to ours, Bird et al. [122] train a GPT-2 model to generate EMG signals for hand

open/close classification for healthy subjects. However, their method also does not allow con-

ditioning on prompts, and they only study random forest classifiers with healthy subjects. We

specifically focus here on stroke patients whose intents are much more challenging to infer and the

signal variations across subjects make conditional data generation from prompts critical.
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Part I

Addressing Data Sparsity in Tactile

Manipulation
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In the first part of this thesis (Chapters 3, 4, 5), we discuss our effort in addressing the data

sparsity challenges in tactile manipulation. While tactile signals are very local and sparse, we show

that we can learn efficient exploration strategies to meticulously choose the next area to explore,

reducing the cost of driving the robotic manipulator. We also formulate the problem to use easy-

to-simulate tactile information so that our work can make extensive use of physical simulators,

enabling large-scale training and the zero-shot transfer onto the real hardware.

In TANDEM (Chapter 3) and TANDEM3D (Chapter 4), we work on tacitle object identifica-

tion, we learn an efficient exploration policy through co-training with a decision-making policy,

achieving high accuracy in identifying 2D and 3D objects with very few touches. We effectively

address the data scarcity challenge by learning a smart guidance of exploration in simulation and

also by developing a learned encoder that can rearrange and encode the local and sparse tactile

data into a global representation.

In GEOTACT (Chapter 5), we move to an even more challenging environment and we work on

retrieving objects buried completely under granular media, relying only on tactile sensing. In such

a sensor-deprived environment, apart from the data sparsity challenge, there is also huge uncer-

tainty and significant sensor noise. We address these challenges with model-free RL in simulation,

and we design our action space such that an intelligent pushing policy can emerge to efficiently

explore, reduce uncertainty, and funnel the target object to a graspable pose.
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Chapter 3: Co-training Exploration and Decision Making for Tactile Object

Identification

In this chapter, we discuss TANDEM, which co-trains an exploration policy and decision-

making policy for object identification with only touch sensing.

3.1 Motivation

Using tactile sensors for robotic manipulation tasks in the absolute absence of vision is an

example of a robot learning application that needs to address data sparsity. Tactile sensing is

fundamentally an active sensing modality, and we need to move the manipulator to interact with

the target objects to collect tactile information, which is a costly process, making large-scale data

collection difficult. In addition, tactile data is often local and sparse. We need intelligent encoding

techniques to fuse such sparse and local information into a global representation.

In this work, we focus on the process of guiding tactile exploration, and its interplay with

task-related decision making. Our goal is to provide a method that can train effective guidance

(exploration) strategies. The task we chose to highlight this interplay and to develop our method

is tactile object recognition, in which one object must be identified out of a set of known models

based only on touch feedback (Fig. 3.1). The goal of our method is to correctly recognize the

object with as few actions as possible.

In order to learn efficient guidance for such tasks, we propose an architecture combining an

exploration strategy (i.e. explorer) and a discrimination strategy (i.e. discriminator). The explorer

guides the tactile exploration process by providing actions to take; the discriminator attempts to

identify the target object and determines when to terminate the exploration after enough informa-

tion has been collected. To convert local and sparse tactile signals into a global representation, we
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(a) Setup (c) Active Exploration

(b) Random Polygons

Figure 3.1: Object recognition based on tactile feedback alone. (a) Real robot setup. Our tactile
finger is mounted on a robot arm, and the target object (unknown identity and orientation) is placed
roughly around the workspace center. (b) Known object set of 10 randomly-generated polygons.
(c) Active exploration. Using our framework, our robot collects data and quickly converges on the
correct object identity (object 4 from the set).

also use an encoding strategy (i.e. encoder). In our current version, the encoder simply rearranges

sparse tactile signals into an occupancy grid, but more complex implementations could be used for

future tasks.

Critically, even though our architecture separates the exploration and decision making, we in-

terleave their training process: we propose a co-training framework that allows batch and repeated

training of the discriminator on a set of samples collected by the explorer. We call our method

TANDEM, for TActile exploration aNd DEcision Making.

3.2 Method

Our work aims to develop a framework that combines effective exploration and decision-

making when using an active and local sensing modality, such as touch. Our key insight is that
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exploration and decision-making are distinct, yet deeply intertwined components of such a frame-

work. An ideal exploration strategy will strive to reveal information that the decision-making

component can make the best use of. Similarly, a decision-making component will adapt to the

constraints of a real-world robot collecting touch data, which can only be obtained sequentially

and incrementally.

The concrete task we develop and test our method on is touch-only object recognition using a

robot arm equipped with a tactile finger. We assume a set of known two-dimensional object shapes

(randomly-generated polygons). One object is placed in the robot’s workspace, in an unknown

orientation. The robot must determine the object’s identity using only tactile data, and with as

little movement as possible. Performance is measured by both identification accuracy and the

number of robot movements.

Our proposed architecture is illustrated in Fig. 3.2. The key components are the following: (1)

The explorer, which generates an action for the robot to take in order to collect more data. In

our implementation, the explorer consists of a policy trained via deep RL. (2) The discriminator,

which predicts the identity of the object, along with a confidence value. This is a supervised

learning problem, implemented in this case as a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN). Finally, in

addition to the explorer and discriminator, we distinguish one additional component, namely (3) the

encoder which converts the sequence of local and sparse tactile signals into a global representation.

For our object recognition problem, the encoder simply aggregates binary touch signals into an

occupancy grid.

An equally important aspect of the proposed architecture is the training process. While we

formulate distinct explorer and discriminator modules, trained via different formalisms (RL vs.

supervised learning), we choose to interweave their training processes. This allows us to train

the discriminator with data batches gathered by the explorer, which significantly improves data

efficiency compared to an all-in-one approach that combines exploration and decision-making into

a single component. In the co-training process, the explorer learns to increase the discriminator’s

confidence as fast as possible, and the discriminator learns to predict object identity based on the
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Figure 3.2: An overview of the proposed architecture, and its application to tactile object recogni-
tion. The tactile finger interacts with the target object and generates local and sparse sensor data (in
this task, binary collision signals). The encoder keeps a history buffer of such sequential signals
and converts them into a global representation. Our encoder in this task rearranges them into an
occupancy grid image. The discriminator takes in the global representation and attempts to identify
the object along with a confidence estimate. If the confidence is higher than a predefined threshold,
the exploration is terminated and the final prediction is produced. Otherwise, the explorer reads
the representation and generates the next move. The neural networks used by the discriminator
and explorer are shown inside their respective block. The parameters of the conv2D layer are the
number of filters, kernel size, and stride. The parameters of the max pool layer is stride. The
parameters of the fc layer are input dimension and output dimension. The parameter of dropout
layer is the probability of an element being zeroed out.

type of data generated by the explorer.

3.2.1 Encoder

The job of the encoder is to maintain a history buffer of the sequence of contact data, convert

that history into a global representation, and provide this representation as input to both the explorer

and the discriminator. In our current implementation, we use binary signals indicating touch / no-

touch. The encoder simply integrates these into an occupancy grid representation of the world, as

shown in Fig. 3.2.

All pixels of the occupancy grid are initially grey (unexplored). After each action, if contact

is detected, the corresponding pixel is colored white; otherwise, it is colored black. We also use

a special value (light grey) to mark the current position of the finger on the grid. Knowing the

current location of the finger is useful for the explorer to compute the next action; however, this

special color is eliminated when the grid is provided as input to the discriminator because such

information is not necessary for predicting the object identity.
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For the task addressed here, we believe an occupancy grid works well due to its simple nature,

ability to represent geometrical information, and small size in memory. However, when aggregat-

ing more complex information (e.g. from tactile sensors providing more than binary touch signals)

or for more complex tasks, we expect that different encoding methods will be needed, even while

the role in the architecture will be the same. We hope to explore more complex, learning-based

encoders for our architecture in future studies.

3.2.2 Discriminator

The discriminator is the component of our pipeline in charge of interpreting sensor data for

task-related purposes. Thus, for our problem, its job is to provide a prediction regarding the object

identity, along with an associated confidence value. Making a confident prediction also implicitly

terminates the exploration.

In our implementation, underlying the discriminator is a CNN, as shown in Fig. 3.2, taking as

input the occupancy grid produced by the encoder. The network consists of two convolutional lay-

ers followed by a max-pool layer. After the dropout layer, the input is then flattened to go through

another two fully-connected layers. A softmax function is applied to the raw 10-dimensional output

from the fully-connected layer to generate a probability distribution. The object with the highest

probability is chosen as the predicted identity and its corresponding probability is the confidence

estimate. If the prediction confidence is greater than a preset threshold, the exploration is termi-

nated and a final prediction is made. Otherwise, the occupancy grid is passed to the explorer to

generate the next move.

As part of the co-training process, the discriminator is trained on partially complete occupancy

grids, which can be ambiguous over objects, especially when very few pixels have been explored.

This ambiguity is in fact the supervision needed to learn a confidence estimate. For instance,

if the discriminator data buffer contains multiple duplicates of a highly incomplete grid, each

with a different object label, then, in order to minimize the loss, the discriminator network will

assign equal probabilities to all candidate objects, thus decreasing the confidence in each individual

21



prediction.

3.2.3 Explorer

The job of the explorer is to generate the next action for the robot, actively collecting additional

information. For our task, this means selecting the next move (up, down, left, or right). Tactile

data is collected automatically during the move and passed to the encoder as described above.

We implement the explorer as a Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) [123] agent taking the

occupancy grid provided by the encoder as input. It has a similar architecture as the discriminator

but the last fully-connected layer is replaced by a separate fully-connected layer for both the actor

and critic, as shown in Fig. 3.2. Even though the discriminator and explorer share part of the same

architecture, we found through experiments that keeping the weights separate has a much better

performance. This is likely because the discriminator and explorer focus on different aspects of

the grid and should learn separate intermediate embeddings. As mentioned earlier, the grid input

to the explorer has an extra bit of information providing the current location of the agent.

The reward structure warrants additional discussion. The explorer receives a reward if the

discriminator reaches a confidence level that exceeds a preset threshold and thus terminates the

exploration. However, the reward for the explorer is not conditioned on the correctness of the

prediction. This is in keeping with our tenet of separating the exploration from decision making:

the explorer is not aware of prediction correctness and it is rewarded as long as the discriminator

is confident enough to make a prediction.

3.2.4 Co-training

While our architecture is constructed around separate discriminator and explorer modules, we

find that the interplay and inter-dependencies between the two components make independent

training infeasible and suggest a co-training framework. On one hand, training the discrimina-

tor requires a labeled dataset with partial observations of object geometry, but the distribution of

partial observability highly depends on the exploration policy. On the other hand, training the ex-
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plorer needs termination signals provided by the discriminator. This termination signal can highly

affect the explorer’s learning efficiency. Co-training is also important because any pre-trained dis-

criminator will not generalize well as the explorer evolves and implicitly changes the distribution

of the data presented to the discriminator. To handle this shift, the discriminator needs to co-evolve

with the explorer.

Our co-training process is shown in Alg. 1. Initially, both discriminator and explorer are ini-

tialized randomly. We collect an initial data buffer of labeled samples for the discriminator with a

randomly initialized explorer. In the co-training loop, we first train the discriminator using the data

buffer. Then we fix the discriminator, train the explorer, and, at the same time, push the partially

observed occupancy grids collected by the explorer along with their ground truth identities into the

data buffer. The updated data buffer is used for discriminator training in the next iteration.

Algorithm 1: Co-training Discriminator and Explorer
1 Initialize discriminator randomly;
2 Initialize explorer randomly;
3 Collect an initial data buffer D using the explorer;
4 while steps < maximum step do
5 Train the discriminator for 𝑁𝑑 epochs;
6 Fix the discriminator, train the explorer for 𝑁𝑒 steps, and push all occupancy grids

(with object identity labels) collected by the explorer into data buffer D;
7 end

In this process, the discriminator affects episode termination and the explorer affects partial ob-

servability of the labeled training data. The explorer is rewarded when the discriminator becomes

certain and terminates the episode; thus, it learns to make the discriminator confident as quickly as

possible. Batch training of the discriminator with samples collected by the explorer also facilitates

data reuse and efficiency. Every time one component gets improved, the other component adapts

to the distributional shift. Because updates happen with each iteration, this shift is manageable. As

a result, the discriminator and the explorer co-evolve, gradually pushing the other to improve and

eventually converge.
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3.3 Experiments

In this section, we describe our experimental setup, in both simulation and the real world1.

Our method is trained entirely in simulation; it can then be tested either in simulation or on a real

robot. We present an extensive set of comparisons against a number of baselines in simulation,

then validate the performance of our method on real hardware.

3.3.1 Setup

Our experiments assume a tactile finger that moves on a 30cm by 30cm plane and is always

perpendicular to the plane (Fig. 3.1). The target object is placed roughly at the center of the

workspace in any random orientation. The object is fixed and does not move after interaction with

the finger. At each time step 𝑡, the robot can execute an action 𝑎𝑡 ∈ A = {up, right, down, left}

which corresponds to a 5mm translation in the 4 directions on the plane. After each action, the

robot receives a binary collision signal 𝑠𝑡 ∈ {0, 1}, where 0 indicates collision and 1 indicates

collision-free. As described above, this information is encoded in an occupancy grid with a 5mm

cell size.

In real-world experiments, we use the DISCO finger [124] as our tactile sensor (Fig. 3.1), but

discard additional tactile information (such as contact force magnitude) and only rely on touch/no-

touch data. We mount the finger on a UR5 robot arm. For simulation, we use the PyBullet engine

and assume a floating finger with similar tactile capabilities.

Sensor noise is an important consideration since most real-world tactile sensors exhibit some

level of noise in their readings, and ours is no exception. It is important for any tactile-based

methods to be able to handle erroneous readings without compromising efficiency or accuracy. In

particular, we found through empirical observations of our sensors that the chance of an incorrect

touch signal being reported is around 0.3% - 0.5%. We thus compared all the methods presented

below for relevant levels of tactile sensor noise. For learning-based methods, we also have the

1For real-world video demonstrations or more information, please visit our project website at https://jxu.
ai/tandem.
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option of simulating noise during the training process in order to increase robustness; in our case,

we simulate a 0.5% sensor failure rate in the co-training process for our method.

We generate 10 polygons with random shapes as our test objects, as shown in Fig. 3.1. These

polygons are generated by walking around the circle, taking a random angular step each time,

and at each step putting a point at a random radius. The maximum number of edges is 8 and the

maximum radius for each sampled point is 10cm. We 3D-print these polygons for real-world ex-

periments or use their triangular meshes for the simulated versions. For simulation, we decompose

each polygon into a set of convex parts for collision checking.

Each episode is terminated when the confidence of the discriminator is greater than the preset

threshold of 0.98 or the number of actions has exceeded 2,000. At termination, the prediction of

the discriminator is compared to the ground truth identification of that object to check success.

3.3.2 Baselines

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of our learned exploration policy on the tactile object

recognition task, we choose to compare our approach to learned all-in-one (without separating

exploration and discrimination) and non-learned (heuristic-based) baselines. The metrics that we

are most interested in are the number of actions and the success rate in accurately identifying the

objects. The methods we evaluate are as follows:

• Random-walk. This method generates a random move at each step. A discriminator is trained

with this exploration policy for object identification and terminating exploration. We apply

a 0.5% sensor failure rate during training.

• Not-go-back. Similar to Random-walk, except that the random move generated at each time

step is always to an unexplored neighboring pixel.

• Info-gain. This method uses the info-gain heuristics: it also picks an action that leads to an

unexplored pixel, but, unlike Not-go-back which picks it randomly, it picks the action that

provides the most salient information. At time step 𝑡, let p denote the probability distribution
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over 10 objects predicted by the discriminator on the current grid. Let pw and pb denote the

new probability distributions if the newly explored pixel turns out to be white and black

respectively, after applying a particular action. Then the action 𝑎𝑡 is chosen by:

𝑎𝑡 = argmax
𝑎∈A

{
H(p) −

(
1
2
H(pw) +

1
2
H(pb)

) }
where H denotes the entropy of a probability distribution. It uses entropy as a measure of

uncertainty and picks an action that provides the most information gain (reduces the most

uncertainty). A discriminator is trained and we apply a 0.5% sensor failure rate during

training.

• Edge-follower. This method uses the popular contour-following heuristic as the exploration

policy. A discriminator is trained in this method but we do not apply sensor noise dur-

ing training. We notice that when applying sensor noise during training, the performance

of the Edge-follower drops significantly. This is because Edge-follower can sometimes get

trapped at locations where a collision-free pixel is identified as collision and starts circling

that pixel. In such a case, unlike other methods such as Random and Not-go-back, the Edge-

follower can not keep exploring with random actions. Thus, the discriminator trained in

Edge-follower becomes unnecessarily cautious but its exploration policy is not able to in-

crease its confidence. Edge-ICP. This method uses the same exploration policy as Edge-

follower. However, instead of training a learning-based discriminator, it uses the Iterative

Closest Point (ICP) algorithm. The occupancy grid is converted to a point cloud using the

center location of each pixel. The discriminator runs ICP to match the point cloud to each

object using 36 different initial orientations evenly spaced between [0°, 360°]. For each ob-

ject, the minimum error among all orientations represents the matching quality. If the error

is smaller than 0.0025cm then the object is marked as a match. The output probability dis-

tribution assigns equal probabilities to the matched objects and zeroes to not-matched ones.

There is no training required for this method.
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Methods 0.1% Sensor Failure 0.5% Sensor Failure
#Actions #Explored Pixels Success Rate #Actions #Explored Pixels Success Rate

Random-walk 1427 ± 654.8 354.8 ± 148.9 0.31 1350 ± 667.4 338.3 ± 148.5 0.27
Not-go-back 684.5 ± 565.9 466.6 ± 320.4 0.49 621.4 ± 524.7 427.9 ± 293.8 0.43

Info-gain 435.1 ± 397.5 341.7 ± 250.3 0.45 365.1 ± 360.6 291.2 ± 232.2 0.42
Edge-follower 60.05 ± 218.6 33.01 ± 15.95 0.91 95.24 ± 282.5 32.48 ± 32.81 0.75

Edge-ICP 136.1 ± 339.1 72.29 ± 16.78 0.94 400.6 ± 719.4 75.63 ± 41.35 0.81
PPO-ICP 921.2 ± 679.1 286.2 ± 189.6 0.35 860.4 ± 698.3 231.7 ± 172.4 0.31
All-in-one 28.63 ± 207.8 3.827 ± 6.735 0.23 66.05 ± 328.0 6.229 ± 15.15 0.22

TANDEM (ours) 54.97 ± 106.5 44.74 ± 37.32 0.96 64.76 ± 109.3 49.71 ± 36.27 0.95

Table 3.1: Comparative performance of various methods in simulation under 0.1% and 0.5% sensor
failure rate. For each method, we present the number of actions taken (#Actions) and the number
of pixels explored (#Explored Pixels) before making a prediction, as well as the success rate in
identifying the correct object (Success Rate). Mean and standard deviation over 1,000 trials are
shown. A detailed description of each method can be found in Sec. 4.3.3.

• PPO-ICP. This method trains a PPO explorer using the ICP discriminator as in Edge-ICP.

A 0.5% sensor failure rate is applied during training.

• All-in-one. This method does not separate explorer and discriminator. It has the same struc-

ture as the PPO explorer proposed in our approach except that the action space has been

expanded to 14 actions. The first 4 actions correspond to a move and the remaining 10 ac-

tions correspond to a prediction. If a prediction is made, the episode is terminated. A reward

of 1 is given only when the episode is terminated and the prediction is correct. A 0.5% sensor

failure rate is applied during training. TANDEM. This is our proposed method.

3.4 Results and Discussion

3.4.1 Comparative Performance Analysis

We compare all methods described above over a large set of simulated experiments, as shown

in Table 4.4.

For both sensor noise levels we consider, TANDEM outperforms the baselines in terms of both

success rate and the number of actions required. Only All-in-one uses fewer actions at 0.1% sensor

noise but at the price of an extremely low success rate.
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Figure 3.3: (a) Performance of TANDEM and Edge-follower as the sensor failure rate increases
from 0.6% to 2.5%. For #Actions, ± 0.1 standard deviation is shaded. For Effective Action Rate,
± 0.2 standard deviation is shaded. With higher sensor noise, both methods need more actions.
However, TANDEM retains a high success rate and action efficiency while those of Edge-follower
deteriorate continuously. (b) Exploration behavior of TANDEM and Edge-follower when sensor
failure happens. The location of the sensor failure is circled in red (in the simulation we can ensure
it occurs at the same location for both methods). (i)(iii) show a sensor failure after contacting object
1, and (ii)(iv) show a sensor failure before contacting object 5. For these two examples, Edge-
follower makes the wrong prediction with 39 and 6 actions while TANDEM correctly identifies the
objects with 38 and 79 actions respectively.

We attribute this gap in performance to multiple factors. For example, while Random-walk

or Not-go-back are clearly inefficient exploration strategies, Info-gain is a popular heuristic-based

method and has been shown to be efficient in other contexts by previous works. However, we

found it to not work well in conjunction with a CNN discriminator. Compared to other methods,

the Info-gain explorer is more dependent on the discriminator because the discriminator affects
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Figure 3.4: 10 examples of our method on real robot experiments. The top row shows the object
poses, the medium row shows the occupancy grids at termination, and the last row shows the results
for each trial. The first 9 examples are successful and the last one is a failure case. While sensor
noise can happen anywhere in a trial, it is easier to identify when it occurs before the contact. We
highlight in red circles such sensor noise for objects 3 and 8. Our method is able to bypass the
noisy pixel, continue exploring and make the correct prediction.

not only the termination of each episode but also the action selection at each time step. For the

Info-gain explorer to be effective, it likely requires a discriminator with high accuracy to begin

with, which our method does not. The All-in-one method, which is not equipped with a dedicated

discriminator, cannot train decision-making directly using the labeled samples collected by the

explorer, leading to inefficient training and much worse performance if given the same amount of

training time as TANDEM.

Edge-following, unsurprisingly, is an efficient exploration heuristics for our task, given its 2D

nature. Edge-follower and Edge-ICP have the best performance among all baselines. However,

they are shown to be very sensitive to sensor noise, in terms of both accuracy and efficiency. To

further investigate this aspect, we compared TANDEM and Edge-follower for sensor failure chance

further increased up to 2.5%. As shown in Fig. 3.3, despite being trained with a fixed 0.5% sensor

noise, TANDEM maintains a high success rate even in the presence of more noise. We also report

the Effective Action Rate (EAR) in this experiment, where EAR is computed as #Explored Pixels /

#Actions per episode, a metric reflecting the effectiveness of the move in exploring new locations.

We can see that the actions generated by our method maintain high exploration efficiency as shown

by the EAR plot. In comparison, both EAR and success rate drop as the sensor failure rate increases

for Edge-follower. Both methods need longer episode lengths to handle larger sensor noise. Two
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Method #Actions #Explored Pixels Success Rate

TANDEM 67.33 ± 23.47 53.95 ± 18.16 0.90 (27/30)

Table 3.2: Real robot experiment results (mean and standard deviation over 30 trials).

examples of exploration behavior under noise are shown in Fig. 3.3. Edge-follower makes the

wrong prediction for both examples while TANDEM successfully handles both. This is due to

Edge-follower’s discrimination policy overfitting to the edge-following behavior and not being

able to explore further after being trapped at an incorrect collision signal.

Unlike Edge-ICP, PPO-ICP struggles to achieve similar performance. ICP needs a sufficient

number of points to achieve decent recognition accuracy and terminate the exploration because it is

not able to utilize non-collision pixels. While the edge-following policy is good at collecting points

through constantly touching the object, the PPO explorer struggles at learning similar behavior

because of the extremely sparse termination reward provided by ICP.

3.4.2 Real-World Performance

We validate the performance of TANDEM on a real robot. We run 3 trials for each of 10 objects

with random orientations (30 trials total), with results shown in Table 4.4.1.

Our method still achieves a high identification accuracy, even if slightly lower when compared

to simulation results at a 0.5% sensor failure rate. Exploration efficiency, as illustrated by the

number of actions, is at similar levels. We attribute the sim-to-real gap to imperfections in our

noise models, shape printing, and robot control.

Fig. 4.4 shows ten examples of TANDEM in operation, one for each object in a random ori-

entation, also showing the occupancy grid at the moment that a decision is made. This decision

is correct 90% of the time despite the limited nature of the information collected by that point.

We also note that our method is robust enough to handle sensor noise, even before making first

contact (objects 3 and 8). We also show a failure case where our method incorrectly recognizes

object 9 as object 7: both these polygons have a large opening triangle, which makes them hard

to distinguish when this area is under contact. Our learned exploration policy is often similar to
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edge-following, but has the added ability to handle sensor noise, and also learns to take shortcuts

when appropriate and take advantage of non-collision pixels for discrimination: the discriminator

terminates the episode at a non-collision location for object 0.

3.5 Chapter Summary

In this work, we address the data sparsity problem through methodically choosing the next

action to guide tactile exploration. We co-train such an exploration policy in conjunction with a

decision-making policy, and we demonstrate this framework on tactile object identification tasks.

Through co-training, both components affect each other, improve each other, co-evolve, and even-

tually converge.

Identifying objects through poking, with sparse tactile data such as sparse contact locations, is

challenging even for humans, when visual input is not provided at all. It provides a great platform

to study the fundamental challenge of data sparsity in tactile manipulation. With the proposed

co-training framework, the exploration policy trained entirely in simulation can zero-shot transfer

to the real robot and can identify objects with very few actions.
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Chapter 4: Extending the Co-training Framework to 3D Objects

In this chapter, we discuss TANDEM3D that extends the co-training framework proposed in

TANDEM to 3D object recognition.

4.1 Motivation

While TANDEM co-learns an exploration policy with decision making for recognizing 2D ob-

jects and is shown to be able to outperform state-of-the-art baselines despite the local and sparse

tactile signals, it does not scale to 3D problems. Firstly, TANDEM uses binary collision signals,

rearranges them into an occupancy grid, and then encodes the grid with convolutional neural net-

works (CNNs). The direct extension to 3D would be voxel grids and 3D convolution; however,

the size of voxel grids grows cubically with the size of the workspace, which is not memory effi-

cient. Secondly, the tactile sensor moves in a 2D horizontal plane, limiting the ability of the robotic

manipulators to move flexibly and freely on a 3D surface.

In this work, we focus on learning an active exploration policy for the tactile recognition of 3D

objects. We show that a co-training approach can be used for 3D object recognition, where it out-

performs state-of-the-art alternatives. To achieve this performance level, we rely on the following

advances: (1) We design our policies to make use of a richer action space by enabling 6 degrees of

freedom (DOF) movements of the tactile sensor. With 6DOF movements, critical discriminative

points can be obtained through small-angle adjustments, especially for our multi-curved tactile fin-

ger with all-around sensing coverage. (2) We use a richer representation of contact, going beyond

binary cell occupancy. In particular, we use contact locations and surface normals, which provide

important information about 3D shapes while still being simple enough to simulate, which enables

a large amount of training in simulation and zero-shot transfer onto real robots. (3) We propose a
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Figure 4.1: Tactile recognition of 3D objects. (a) Real-world setup. Our tactile finger is mounted
on a robot arm. The object is placed on a flat surface with its Z-axis facing up, but the exact
position on the horizontal plane and the orientation around the vertical axis are all unknown. (b)
A known set of 10 YCB objects, selected to cover a variety of concave and convex 3D shapes and
sizes. (c) Using our method, the robot actively collects data and quickly recognizes this object
(mustard bottle). It first moves down the vertical edge and makes an initial hypothesis between
objects 4 (mustard bottle) and 5 (pitcher base). It then moves up to obtain a final contact on a
distinguishable geometry before making the correct identification.

more advanced, learning-based encoding of the tactile sensor data. We store tactile points into an

unordered point set and encode them with PointNet++ [125]. We show that this method provides

effective representation for discrimination and exploration, and allows us to scale from binary 2D

grids to 3D shape representation.

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to co-train a 6DOF exploration and decision-

making strategy for 3D object tactile recognition, a method that we dub TANDEM3D. We show

that TANDEM3D outperforms a variety of baselines for recognizing a set of 3D objects placed un-
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Figure 4.2: An overview of our co-training architecture. Our proposed encoder encodes a sequence
of tactile signals into 3D object representation using PointNet++. The parameters of the set ab-
straction (SA) module are the sampling ratio of the sampling layer and the grouping radius of the
grouping layer. The multilayer perceptron (MLP) networks are highlighted in yellow rectangles
and their parameters are the number of nodes in each fully-connected layer.

der partially unknown positions and orientations. Our baselines include a learning-based all-in-one

policy that does not distinguish between discriminator and explorer, heuristic-based exploration

policies (such as info-gain, contour following, etc.), and an ICP discrimination policy. Compared

to these methods, TANDEM3D recognizes objects with a higher success rate and is also more

robust to different types and amounts of sensor noise. We also validate our method on real robot

experiments using a subset of the YCB objects [126].

4.2 Method

Our method builds on the co-training framework that we previously introduced and validated

for 2D environments [18]. Referred to as TANDEM, it jointly learns exploration and decision mak-

ing: an exploration policy (i.e., explorer) determines the next action to collect more information,

while a decision-making component (i.e., discriminator) outputs a prediction for object identity

along with a confidence value. If the confidence is high enough, it terminates the exploration.

A third component, the encoder, encodes the sparse and local tactile signals into a global object
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representation that is used by the explorer and discriminator.

While TANDEM is effective for recognizing 2D polygons, it does not scale to 3D problems.

Reducing tactile data to occupancy grids discards valuable information that could be used to dis-

criminate between complex surfaces. Furthermore, the grid representation increases exponentially

in size with the number of dimensions, which prevents learning. Finally, the limited action set is

unable to quickly collect discriminative data on 3D geometry. We address these aspects below.

4.2.1 6DOF Action Space

In order to efficiently explore the complex geometry of 3D objects, we allow the finger to

move in 6DOF action space A. Using the top of the fingertip hemisphere as the reference point,

we discretize the 6DOF action into small translation (x, y, z) and rotation (roll, pitch, yaw) steps,

all with respect to the workspace frame. The robot picks one of x, y, z, roll, pitch, yaw, and can

either increase or decrease for a small step (1cm for translation and 15 degrees for rotation). Thus,

there are 2 × 6 = 12 actions in total. Within these small movements, the tactile finger constantly

checks collision and produces contact locations and normals when collision.

4.2.2 3D Object Representation

TANDEM uses binary collision signals and consequently rearranges them into an occupancy

grid. They encode occupancy grids with CNNs. A straightforward extension into 3D space is

voxel grids and 3D convolution. However, we use point clouds to store contact information for

two reasons. (1) Contact locations and normals provide richer information for a single contact

about the 3D object and yet are still simple enough to simulate. (2) The object is allowed to

be anywhere in the workspace as long as the workspace center is occupied, resulting in a large

workspace. Voxel grids are voluminous and scale cubically with the size of the workspace, taking

up an unnecessarily large amount of memory.

Our point cloud contains contact positions with contact normals as extra features. Compared to

regular input data formats such as 3D voxels, point cloud data are unordered and can contain a vari-
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able length of points. We choose PointNet++ as our network architecture to encode point clouds

due to its permutation invariance of points and ability to handle variable input length. PointNet++

is a hierarchical extension of PointNet [127] and uses PointNet as its basic building block for local

pattern learning.

In our encoder, there is a separate PointNet++ for both the discriminator and the explorer.

Weights are not shared because they need to encode different aspects of the contact information,

which leads to better performance. The two PointNet++’s have similar architecture but different

inputs, as shown in Fig. 7.3. For the discriminator, each point has a dimension of 3 (contact loca-

tions) + 3 (contact normals). For the explorer, the point cloud includes one extra point representing

the current finger pose and each point has an extra bit of binary information indicating whether

the point is the current finger pose or a regular contact pose. Without the important information

about the current finger pose, the finger frequently gets stuck at workspace corners and is not able

to navigate back toward the object.

The PointNet++ in our method has 2 set abstraction (SA) modules and 1 global SA module.

Each SA module contains a sampling layer, a grouping layer, and a PointNet layer. In the sampling

layer, a ratio of points is chosen as the centroid using the farthest point sampling (FPS) algorithm.

In the grouping layer, points are grouped using the centroids with respect to a radius. In the

PointNet layer, the local region of each group is abstracted by its centroid and local feature that

encodes the centroid’s neighborhood. The global SA module only has one PointNet layer that

consumes the final abstracted centroids and their features.

Our 3D object representation is a feature vector of dimension 1024 produced by PointNet++. In

the discriminator, the feature is passed through another MLP to generate the probability distribution

over the 10 objects. The object with the highest probability is our prediction and the probability

becomes the confidence. In the explorer, the feature is passed to the actor MLP to generate the

action distribution and also the critic MLP to generate the state value for PPO training.
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4.3 Experiments

In this section, we describe our experimental setup in both simulation and the real world1. Our

method is trained entirely in simulation and can be evaluated in simulation or with real hardware.

We compare our method with a comprehensive set of baselines and then validate its performance

on the real robot with a tactile sensor.

4.3.1 Experimental Setup

We pick 10 objects from the YCB dataset as shown in Fig. 8.1. These objects are chosen

to cover both convex and concave shapes and a variety of sizes intentionally. In simulation, we

decompose each object into a set of convex parts using V-HACD [128] for collision checking.

The object is placed on a horizontal surface with its Z-axis pointing up. However, the rotation

of the object around the vertical axis, as well as its translation along the axes of the horizontal

plane are all unknown and randomized inside a 30cm by 30cm workspace. The only constraint is

that some part of the object must occupy the center of the workspace so that the robot can make

initial contact. In order to compensate for the calibration error in the real-world experiments, we

also add a 2cm translation variance on the height of the objects during training in simulation.

Real-world tactile sensors inevitably apply some level of force to the object before the contact

is detected; for sensors with low sensitivity or light objects, the sensing act itself can thus induce

movement. Handling such object movement during exploration is beyond the scope of this work,

and we thus assume a sensor that can detect contact before causing movement. While such behavior

is easy to simulate, in order to also achieve it in real life, we attach the object to the surface

using Velcro. However, as can be seen in our accompanying video, some level of object tilt is

inevitable after finger poking. Nevertheless, our algorithm is robust enough to such changes in

object orientation.

In real-world experiments, we use the DISCO [124] finger (Fig. 8.1) to provide contact loca-

1For real-world experiment videos or more information, please visit our project website at https://jxu.ai/
tandem3d
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tions and normals. This multi-curved tactile finger has sensing abilities covering the hemisphere

top and cylinder. We only keep contact information with a force magnitude larger than 0.5N and

discard the rest because weaker contacts tend to have larger noise. We mount this finger on a UR5

robot arm to achieve 6DOF finger movement. In simulation, we use PyBullet to simulate a floating

finger with the same tactile sensing capabilities.

Each episode is terminated if the number of steps surpasses 2,000 or the discriminator has

a confidence value greater than the preset threshold of 0.98. When the episode is terminated,

the prediction from the discriminator is compared to the true identity of the object to determine

success.

4.3.2 Sensor Noise

Being able to handle erroneous tactile readings without compromising efficiency and accuracy

is critical for tactile-based applications. There are two types of sensor noise observed on our tactile

finger.

• Contact Noise. This is the noise when a fake contact is reported when there is no contact.

When it occurs, the output contact location can be anywhere on the finger surface. We

quantify this noise as the percentage of time steps where the finger reports a non-existing

contact. For our real sensors, we have empirically observed this to be approximately 0.1%.

• Localization Noise. This is the error of the predicted contact location when a real contact

happens. When contact occurs, both the contact locations and the contact normals deduced

from them can be noisy. We quantify this as the distance in mm between the real contact

location and the reported one. For our DISCO finger, the reported level for this noise is

between 1 and 2 mm on average.

In our simulation experiments, we test all methods described below under two noise conditions.

The first one is intended to emulate our real sensor: 0.1% contact noise and 2 mm localization
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noise. The second condition attempts to emulate a better sensor, assuming future advances in sens-

ing technology: 0.025% contact noise and 0.5 mm localization noise. All real-world experiments

are obviously subject to the noise level of the real tactile finger.

An important advantage of learning-based methods is that noise can be introduced during the

training process, enabling the method to adapt. Thus, for both noise conditions described above,

all the learning-based methods discussed below are trained under the respective noise conditions.

4.3.3 Baselines

We compare our approach to a variety of learning-based and heuristic-based baselines ex-

plained below. The metrics that we are most interested in are the number of actions and the success

rate in accurately identifying the objects.

• Not-go-back. This exploration policy picks a random move that leads to an unexplored finger

pose at each step. A discriminator is trained with this exploration policy.

• Info-gain. This method uses the info-gain heuristic. It chooses an action that provides the

most salient information and leads to an unexplored finger pose. At the current time step 𝑡,

let p denote the probability distribution over 10 objects produced by the discriminator. Let

pc and pn denote the new probability distributions after applying a particular action when a

new contact happens or not respectively. Clearly, pn = p because the predicted distribution

does not change without new contacts. When computing pc, we assume the new contact

location is on the top of the fingertip hemisphere. The action 𝑎𝑡 is chosen by:

𝑎𝑡 = argmax
𝑎∈A

{
H(p) −

(
1
2
H(pc) +

1
2
H(pn)

) }
= argmax

𝑎∈A
{H (p) − H (pc)}

where H denotes the entropy of a probability distribution. It uses entropy as a measure of

uncertainty and picks the action that reduces the most uncertainty. A discriminator is trained

along with the explorer.
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• Edge-follower. This method uses the contour-following heuristic. However, contour-following

on a 3D object is not well-defined. At any point on a 3D surface, there is an infinite number

of candidate edges to follow. In this implementation, the finger starts following a horizontal

edge parallel to the workspace plane at the initial contact height. The finger angle is adjusted

to avoid collision between the finger bottom and the object. We also implement a variant that

follows the vertical edge parallel to the workspace XZ-plane but it performs much worse than

our horizontal version. The reason is that depending on the initial position of the object and

the initial contact location, the intersection of the object with the vertical edge plane can

vary, potentially leading to a very small contour. Such a contour contains little information

and can result in recognition failure. Edge-follower is the only baseline that is not trained

with contact noise. The performance drops significantly when applying contact noise during

training because Edge-follower can get trapped at fake contact locations and starts circling

that location. In such a case, it can not continue exploring and the discriminator becomes

unnecessarily cautious but the exploration policy is not able to increase its confidence.

• Edge-ICP. This method uses the same edge-following exploration heuristic but instead of

training a discriminator, it uses the Iterative Closest Point (ICP) algorithm for recognition.

We randomly sample 1,000 points on object mesh surfaces that are approximately evenly

spaced as the ground truth point clouds. The discriminator uses ICP to match the point cloud

with 36 different initial orientations linearly spaced between [0°, 360°]. For each object, the

minimum error among all orientations represents the overall matching error. If the error is

smaller than a threshold, it is marked as a match. Our threshold decays linearly from 5𝑒−3

with 5𝑒−5 step size. The output probability distribution assigns equal probabilities to the

matched objects and zeroes to not-matched ones. This method requires no training.

• PPO-ICP. This method trains a PPO explorer as in ours with the ICP discriminator as in

Edge-ICP.

• All-in-one This method does not separate explorer and discriminator. It has the same struc-
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Method 0.025% Contact Noise, 0.5mm Localization Noise 0.1% Contact Noise, 2mm Localization Noise
#Actions #Points Success Rate #Actions #Points Success Rate

Not-go-back 360.6 ± 315.9 4.666 ± 2.847 0.68 294.2 ± 289.9 4.677 ± 2.579 0.52
Info-gain 678.2 ± 318.1 2.486 ± 1.725 0.29 536.7 ± 336.2 2.988 ± 1.875 0.23

Edge-follower 57.80 ± 133.4 12.21 ± 27.10 0.89 59.22 ± 142.2 10.43 ± 20.56 0.83
Edge-ICP 85.30 ± 126.7 20.92 ± 16.75 0.26 93.77 ± 162.2 19.84 ± 14.52 0.26
PPO-ICP 117.4 ± 141.8 16.95 ± 11.09 0.13 109.0 ± 126.4 16.29 ± 9.550 0.14
All-in-one 118.3 ± 268.8 6.613 ± 2.277 0.13 94.65 ± 162.9 6.669 ± 2.114 0.12

TANDEM3D (ours) 45.73 ± 96.88 9.416 ± 9.831 0.98 43.02 ± 71.08 9.806 ± 10.61 0.93

Table 4.1: Comparative performance of various methods in simulation. Methods are trained and
evaluated under two noise conditions. For each method, we present the number of actions taken
(#Actions) and the number of points explored (#Points) at termination, as well as the success rate
in identifying the correct object (Success Rate). Mean and standard deviation over 1,000 trials are
shown. A detailed description of each method can be found in Sec. 4.3.3.
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Figure 4.3: Robustness and generalization to larger sensor noise. Despite being trained on lower
noise levels, TANDEM3D retains a high success rate as the contact noise increases to 2.4% or the
localization noise increases to 10mm, while Edge-follower’s performance worsens more signifi-
cantly.

ture as the PPO explorer in our method but the action space is expanded to 24 actions. The

first 12 actions indicate a move and the remaining 10 actions indicate a prediction. If the

explorer picks a prediction instead of a move, the episode is terminated. A reward of 1 is

given when an accurate prediction is made.

• TANDEM3D. This is our proposed method. Training takes 120 hours for the high-noise

condition on an Nvidia RTX 3090 GPU and an Intel i9-12900K CPU.

4.4 Results and Discussion

We evaluate all methods with 1,000 simulated trials and the results are shown in Table 4.4.

TANDEM3D outperforms all other baselines. It learns an exploration behavior that combines
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#Actions: 42
#Points: 8

#Actions: 9
#Points: 7

#Actions: 69
#Points: 35

#Actions: 28
#Points: 7

#Actions: 5
#Points: 5

#Actions: 37
#Points: 16

#Actions: 9
#Points: 6

#Actions: 41
#Points: 14

#Actions: 11
#Points: 4

#Actions: 21
#Points: 4

Figure 4.4: 10 successful examples of our method in real robot experiments. The top row shows
the object poses and the final finger poses. The medium row shows the collected contact positions
and normals at termination. The last row shows the results for each trial. Our method reacts to pre-
vious observations along the trajectory and gradually moves to the most distinguishable areas for
efficient recognition. Each example is accompanied by a real-world video on our project website
at https://jxu.ai/tandem3d.

following approximate vertical edges (either upwards or downwards) and swinging finger by ad-

justing angles, as illustrated in the real-world examples in Fig. 4.4. The angle adjustment enables

the robot to collect contacts diverging from the vertical trajectory quickly which can provide critical

information about object geometry. The swing motion also suits very well with our multi-curved

tactile finger which has large sensing coverage.

Edge-follower has the closest performance to ours. However, without the flexible swing mo-

tions, it has to follow a large portion of the edge in order to gather the same amount of information.

In addition, Edge-follower is much more sensitive to both contact noise and localization noise.

With contact noise, the finger can get stuck in following a fake contact. With larger localization

noise, the points diverge from the contour trajectory which Edge-follower overfits to, leading to a

poor success rate.

To further compare the robustness and generalization of TANDEM3D and Edge-follower to

larger sensor noise than what they are trained on, we evaluate both methods with contact noise

up to 2.4% and localization noise up to 10mm. Note that, in this condition, noise levels are only

increased for testing, and not for training. As shown in Fig. 5.8, the success rate of Edge-follower

deteriorates more dramatically as sensor noise increases beyond the levels seen in training.

Despite being proven to be a useful exploration heuristic in many previous works, Info-gain
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performs surprisingly badly. We attribute its unsatisfying performance to the fact that we are

training a discriminator along with it from scratch. Unlike other explorers, the Info-gain explorer

relies on the output from the discriminator at each time step. It needs a good discriminator to

start with. We also notice that the finger tends to leave the object instead of approaching it during

exploration. We think that the Info-gain explorer attempts to make a contact that is far from the

center as those points tend to provide the most salient information for discrimination.

The methods with classic ICP recognition also demonstrate low accuracy due to the limited

number of points in the partial point clouds. Taking Edge-ICP as an example, even with a complete

horizontal edge-following trajectory, the point clouds gathered for each object are mostly circles

and ellipses with a few points. It is difficult for the ICP algorithm to match such simple shapes

to a full 3D point cloud with 1,000 points. The All-in-one baseline does not have a dedicated

discriminator that can be co-trained with batches of labeled samples collected by the explorer,

leading to inefficient training and low performance.

4.4.1 Real-world Performance

We test the performance of TANDEM3D in real-world experiments. For each object, we run

2 trials with the object randomly placed on the support in its upright orientation. The results are

shown in Table 4.4.1. Our method still achieves a high success rate (although slightly lower than in

simulation), thanks to its ability to generalize in the presence of noise. The sim-to-real gap when

transferring our trained models to the real robot is largely due to workspace calibration, change of

object pose under contact, mesh discrepancy caused by convex decomposition, etc. For example,

real object 2 (cracker box) has distorted faces which introduce a large mismatch. We select one

successful example per object from our real-world experiments and visualize the object poses, final

finger poses, collected contact positions, and contact normals before a final prediction is made in

Fig. 4.4.

As we can see, TANDEM3D reacts to previous observations and takes moves to the most dis-

criminative areas. For example, on object 0 (bleach cleanser), the finger moves to the back of the
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Method #Actions #Points Success Rate

TANDEM3D 38.21 ± 25.16 10.31 ± 10.93 0.85 (17/20)

Table 4.2: Real robot experiment results (mean and standard deviation over 20 trials).

object and contacts the recess, which is a distinguishable geometry special to object 0. On object 5

(pitcher base), the finger moves up towards the pitcher handle and then makes a decision by mak-

ing a small angle adjustment to contact the handle using the side of the finger. On object 7 (power

drill), the finger swings up to contact from beneath the drill and immediately makes the correct

prediction. Please see our accompanying video for a better demonstration of these behaviors.

4.5 Chapter Summary

The data sparsity problem is even more pronounced in 3D environments, where objects present

more complicated geometry, and we need a better encoder to compute 3D representations from

a sequence of sparse tactile data. Built on top of the co-training framework, TANDEM3D fur-

ther addresses the data sparsity challenge by enabling 6DOF movements of the tactile sensor and

is able to discover discriminative points through small-angle adjustments, taking advantage of a

tactile finger with all-around sensing coverage. It is based on an encoder that is co-learned with

the discriminator and explorer, and builds the 3D object representation from the contact positions

and surface normals acquired via tactile sensing. Compared to state-of-the-art alternatives, TAN-

DEM3D can correctly identify 3D objects with fewer actions and a higher success rate. It also

demonstrates better generalization ability to different types and amounts of sensor noise.
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Chapter 5: Tactile Object Retrieval from Granular Media

In this chapter, we discuss GEOTACT, the first robotic system that can retrieve unseen objects

buried completely under granular media using only tactile sensing.

5.1 Motivation

While TANDEM [18] and TANDEM3D [19] can recognize objects with very few actions, a

step towards human dexterity with tactile sensors, it operates in an open-air and tabletop environ-

ment. In GEOTACT, we want to push the limit further by moving into granular media, a highly

sensor-deprived environment where vision is completely occluded. Interacting with granular me-

dia, for example, in order to retrieve buried objects, is a foundational skill for numerous important

robotics applications. Examples include mining and demining, search and rescue, excavation and

construction, archaeology, and exploration of terrestrial, seabed, and even extraterrestrial environ-

ments, all requiring robots that can extract valuable minerals, metals, or other geological materials

from the ground. Humans are experts at performing such tasks, for example, using tactile sens-

ing to compensate when visual feedback is absent; however, transferring such behaviors to robots

poses multiple challenges.

First, uncertainty and sensing noise greatly affect operation inside sensor-deprived environ-

ments such as granular media. With vision unavailable, touch becomes the prominent sensing

modality. However, all tactile sensors exhibit some level of noise in their readings, which is typ-

ically exacerbated when submerged under granular media. Tactile sensing is fundamentally an

active sensing modality, needing an intelligent exploration policy to guide movement and compen-

sate for the sparse nature of the data.

Second, manipulation within granular media places specific requirements on the hardware. In
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Figure 5.1: Retrieving buried object from granular media. In this task, an object is buried under
granular beads. We mount a parallel gripper with two tactile fingers on a robot arm to retrieve the
buried object using only tactile feedback. Our learned policy uses a series of pushing actions to
funnel the buried object into a stable grasp and then successfully retrieve the target object.

a granular environment, contacts come from every angle and direction, thus requiring extensive

sensing coverage. Despite many breakthroughs [89, 129, 90, 130, 131, 132] in sensor develop-

ments, many sensors are either flat or do not have sensing coverage around edges and corners.

In addition, we want an intruder shape that can render low resistance and smooth movement in-

side granular media. For example, circular and elliptical shapes typically experience slightly less

resistance during horizontal dragging and significantly less resistance during vertical lifting com-

pared to rectangular shapes [133]. Due to such compounding limitations, robotic manipulation in

granular media remains poorly explored compared to tactile-based work with objects in open-air

environments.

In this work, we propose GEOTACT (Granular Environment Object Tracing and ACquisition

via Touch), a novel method for retrieving objects buried under granular media. GEOTACT relies

exclusively on tactile sensing, as we assume the object can be completely hidden from any vision

sensors. In particular, we use the DISCO tactile finger [124], which provides both the streamlined
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shape and sensing coverage needed to enable the task.

Still, sensor noise remains a significant challenge in addressing our proposed task. To address

this, we take a multi-pronged approach. GEOTACT is learning-based, trained with reinforcement

learning entirely in simulation, and then zero-shot transferred onto the real hardware. Our method

is trained end-to-end, without separating perception and control policies, and is model-free, making

no assumptions about the shapes or dynamics of objects. Compared to heuristics-based methods,

which are more sensitive to sensor noise, we find that learning-based methods can incorporate

noise into the training process and thus become more robust to the considerable amount of noise

in granular media.

Critically, GEOTACT relies on a pushing behavior which further reduces uncertainty and in-

creases robustness against noisy tactile readings. Despite pushing having been shown in the liter-

ature to be a key element of many manipulator operations [54, 55, 56, 57], no previous work has

utilized pushing action to grasp objects within granular media. The GEOTACT formulation of the

learning problem action space leads to the emergence of a series of pushing behaviors that funnels

the target object into a stable grasp.

To enable this learning process, we propose a curriculum strategy that enables learning in

simulation, followed by zero-shot transfer to real hardware. We first pre-train our policy in an

open-air environment and then fine-tune it inside simulated granular media. Despite the recent

effort from the community to improve granular material simulation accuracy and efficiency [134,

67, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141], granular media simulation are still significantly slower than

open-air simulation. However, our curriculum strategy helps to bootstrap this training process,

allowing us to reach a better policy within a shorter training time by transferring the skills learned

from the open air to granular media.

In summary, GEOTACT’s contributions are as follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to demonstrate robotic grasping of objects

buried under a specific type of granular media using only touch sensing.

• In order to handle the tactile noise inherent to this problem, we use a learning-based method
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trained end-to-end in the presence of noise, and introduce a curriculum that enables training

in simulation and zero-shot transfer to real hardware for this task.

• We show that our formulation leads to the emergence of pushing behaviors that reduce un-

certainty and enable robust performance in real scenarios.

Our quantitative real-robot experiments show that GEOTACT achieves success rates of 54%

and 63% on its training set (seven objects) and testing set (six additional objects not seen during

training), respectively. In additional testing, we also show promising early results on an extended

set of 22 objects, including rigid, deformable, and articulated objects with various complex shapes.

Our extensive experiments in both simulation and on the real robot show that our method is more

robust to sensor noise and achieves a higher success rate compared to baselines.

5.2 Method

We formulate our problem as follows. A robotic manipulator is presented with a workspace

filled with granular media. An object is buried completely under the granular media, placed with

unknown orientation or exact position, such that the object is in the way of the gripper and a contact

is guaranteed if the gripper moves straight forward. The goal of the manipulator is to retrieve the

buried object, by lifting it clear of the granular environment. We assume that the object can start

out fully buried with no part visible from the surface. Our goal is to perform the task without

relying on vision and using only touch sensing.

Tactile sensing in granular media requires the ability to distinguish between readings due to

ubiquitous contacts with the granules themselves, and readings indicating contact with the target

object. As explained later in this section, we use a simple filtering technique to make this distinc-

tion. However, the nature of operation in such environments increases the noise inherent in any

tactile sensor. We thus need an exploration policy that is well-suited for handling tactile noise and

spurious or erroneous readings.

Rather than attempting to handle sensor noise via heuristics or further signal processing, we
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achieve a high level of robustness by formulating the object retrieval task as a learning problem,

trained in the presence of noise. We describe this formulation next, and show how it leads to the

natural emergence of a pushing behavior that has the role of reducing uncertainty before a grasp is

attempted. Finally, we will discuss our training curriculum, which enables training of this policy

in simulation followed by zero-shot transfer to hardware.

5.2.1 Action Space Definition and Pushing Behavior

We formulate our problem as a model-free reinforcement learning task. Object exploration

and retrieval are achieved through a series of discrete translation/rotation actions of the gripper,

where the translation action is two-dimensional on a 2D 𝑥𝑦 plane, and the rotation action is one-

dimensional along the 𝑧 axis. At each step, our policy takes in a sequence of contact locations and

forces from the past steps and then outputs the next action for the gripper to take for exploration.

Our policy also determines when to stop pushing and execute the grasp.

In defining the action space of our learning task, we build on the extensive body of work

(reviewed earlier) showing that a planar-pushing primitive can be used to reduce uncertainty and

funnel an object into a state that lends itself to robust grasping. However, a heuristic-based pushing

primitive is difficult to implement in very noisy conditions. Instead, we aim to formulate the

learning problem such that the agent naturally learns to make use of pushing in the context of

end-to-end task learning.

Specifically, our action primitives consist of a planar pushing action and a grasping action.

The gripper moves in a 2D plane and is always perpendicular to the table, as shown in Fig. 8.1.

Given the current gripper pose (position [𝑥, 𝑦] and rotation 𝜃), the action is a 4-dimensional vector

[𝑑𝑥, 𝑑𝑦, 𝑑𝜃, 𝐺]. A value of 𝐺 = 0 indicates a pushing action, in which case 𝑑𝑥, 𝑑𝑦, 𝑑𝜃 indicate the

change to 𝑥, 𝑦, and 𝜃, respectively. For 𝑥, 𝑦, the change is 1cm and for 𝜃, the change is 15◦; namely,

𝑑𝑥, 𝑑𝑦 ∈ {−1cm, 0,+1cm} and 𝑑𝜃 ∈ {−15◦, 0,+15◦}. Notice that in this action space formulation,

it is possible to change 𝑥, 𝑦, and 𝜃 simultaneously in one action, by setting the corresponding

elements at the same time. 𝐺 = 1 corresponds to a grasping action. In this case, the values of
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Tactile Finger

Buried Object
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Figure 5.2: Two types of contact inside granular media: ubiquitous contact and pushing contact.
Ubiquitous contacts are between the finger and the granular media, but pushing contacts are sensed
only when the finger has started pushing the buried object.
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Figure 5.3: Curriculum training strategy. The numbering of the frames corresponds to their order
within a single episode. We first pre-train our policy on a tabletop environment and then fine-tune
it inside granular media. We then zero-shot deploy our policy on the real hardware for evaluation.
This curriculum allows the policy to converge to a higher performance within a shorter training
time.

𝑑𝑥, 𝑑𝑦, 𝑑𝜃 are ignored, the gripper is closed, and the object is lifted. The episode is terminated

when a grasping action is executed or a predefined maximum number of steps is reached.

As discussed in the results section, this formulation results in the learned policy effectively

making use of sequences of pushing behaviors of various lengths. However, a critical aspect of

learning such behaviors is training in the presence of noise, which we discuss later in Sec. 5.3.3.

5.2.2 Observation Space and Tactile Data Processing

At each time step 𝑡, the observation of our policy is a sequence of contact locations 𝑝𝑡 , 𝑝𝑡−1, . . . ,

𝑝𝑡−ℎ, net forces 𝑓𝑡 , 𝑓𝑡−1, . . . , 𝑓𝑡−ℎ, and previous actions 𝑎𝑡−1, 𝑎𝑡−2, . . . , 𝑎𝑡−ℎ−1 from the last ℎ = 10
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steps. Observations from both fingers are concatenated to form the final observation of the policy.

Both the contact location 𝑝𝑡 and the net force 𝑓𝑡 are 3-dimensional vectors under the finger’s frame

of reference (using the center of the finger base as the origin). The previous action 𝑎𝑡−1 is a 4-

dimensional vector, as discussed in Sec. 5.2.1. When there is no contact recorded after a particular

step, we simply fill in zeros in the location and force vectors. Compared to high-dimensional or

multimodal tactile data, contact locations and forces are easy to simulate, enabling a large amount

of training in simulation and zero-shot transfer to real-world experiments.

Unlike open-air environments, where the contacts are simply between the tactile finger and

the target object, inside the granular media there are two types of contacts our policy needs to

distinguish between: ubiquitous contact and pushing contact (Fig. 5.2). Ubiquitous contact is the

contact with the granular media, and the contact forces are small whether the finger is moving

inside the granular media or not. Pushing contact is the contact sensed by the finger when the

object has started moving due to the pushing, and because of the larger dimensions of the target

object compared with granular media, the contact forces are much larger. We assume only pushing

contacts carry important information for our policy, and we want to discard ubiquitous contacts

with granular media. We thus use a force filter to keep only the contact positions with a force

magnitude larger than a threshold. The net force vector is the combined force applied to our finger,

which also contains the direction of the force.

Tactile observation in granular media is much more noisy compared to open air. First, there

might not be direct contact between the finger and the target object when pushing contacts are

detected. Instead, there could be a layer of granules between the finger and the target object.

This layer can potentially introduce more noise to the force directions. Second, for small and

light objects, pushing contact can be hard to distinguish from ubiquitous contacts, and, depending

on how fast the finger accelerates and moves inside the medium, pushing contacts can be falsely

reported even though the finger has not started pushing the target object.

Ideally, object- and granular media-specific force filtering thresholds might be needed for better

filtering accuracy. However, in this work, the filtering threshold only differs between simulation

51



and real hardware but remains the same for all objects, and we observe that our policy learns

to be robust to spurious pushing contacts. The filtering threshold is found experimentally through

calibration. During the calibration phase, we drag the submerged finger through the granular media

without any buried objects. The dragging follows a predefined trajectory with multiple changes in

direction. We record the maximum force sensed during the whole trajectory. We then find the

minimum integer value larger than the maximum force to be the chosen force threshold. We do the

calibration process separately in simulation and on the real hardware, giving us different filtering

thresholds.

5.2.3 Reward Design and Policy Architecture

The reward to our policy is a hybrid of dense and sparse rewards. We constantly reward the

policy when the center of the gripper gets closer to the center of the object, and we provide a

large sparse reward when the policy decides to grasp and successfully lift the target object from

the granular materials. At step 𝑡, let 𝑑𝑡 denote the Euclidean distance between the gripper center

position (𝑥𝑔, 𝑦𝑔) and the object center position (𝑥𝑜, 𝑦𝑜), then the reward at each step 𝑡 is computed

as

𝑟𝑡 = 𝑟
𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑒
𝑡 + 𝑟 𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑠𝑒𝑡

𝑟𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑒𝑡 = 𝛼 × ( 1
𝑑𝑡 + 0.1

− 1
𝑑𝑡−1 + 0.1

)

𝑟
𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑠𝑒
𝑡 =


𝛽, if successfully retrieves the object

0, otherwise

where 𝛼 and 𝛽 are hyperparameters used to balance the dense reward versus the sparse reward. In

our experiments, we set 𝛼 = 20 and 𝛽 = 800.

Our policy has one actor network and one critic network, trained with PPO [123]. Both net-

works are a 5-layer multilayer perceptron (MLP), and each hidden layer has 256 neurons. Since

our task is not image-based, the actor and critic networks do not share any weights or layers,
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which is a common practice and shown to have better performance for control tasks [142]. We use

arctan as our activation function between layers. Notice that we also tried a Transformer [32]

and an LSTM [143] encoder to learn the relationship among observations from different steps in

our history buffer; however, we found that the fully connected MLP learns faster and converges to

a higher reward.

5.2.4 Curriculum Training Strategy

We train our policy completely in a simulated environment, then attempt zero-shot transfer to

real hardware. However, this approach raises the important issue of simulating granular media,

which, as noted earlier, is still an active research problem. Current methods for simulating gran-

ular media are still slow compared to open-air simulation, sometimes even slower than real-time.

However, training inside simulated granular media is still necessary for us due to the gap between

the open-air environment and the granular media environment. Apart from extra sensor noise, the

object motion differs significantly between the two environments. First, the object can be perturbed

by forces propagated through granular media even though the gripper is still some distance away

from the object. Second, the object can move in 6DOF in granular media rather than in a 2D plane

when sitting on a surface in open air. As a result, policy trained purely in the open-air environment

will transfer badly to a granular media environment.

To not only bridge the gap from open-air to granular media but also train fast, our method

uses a curriculum training strategy, as shown in Fig. 5.3. We first train a policy on an open-air

tabletop environment and then fine-tune the tabletop policy inside a granular media environment.

The tabletop task follows the same RL formulation except that the object sits on a tabletop in the

open air. With this curriculum, we are able to bootstrap the training inside granular media by

transferring skills learned from the tabletop environments. This curriculum helps our method to

converge to a better performance within a shorter training time.

In order to increase the simulation speed in granular media further, we sacrifice some sim-

ulation accuracy for speed. Compared to the pony beads that we use in the real world, we use
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Figure 5.4: Parallel gripper with multi-curved tactile fingers. Our gripper is effective at exploring
under granular media due to the DISCO tactile fingers’ streamlined shapes and all-around sensing
coverage.

spheres to approximate their shape. We also make the particles larger in size and then simulate a

smaller number of them compared to the real world. Despite the mismatch in the simulated par-

ticles, fine-tuning still helps to adapt the tabletop policy to the granular media environments and,

consequently, a better sim-to-real transfer.

5.3 Experimental Setup

5.3.1 Real-world Setup

We use a WSG50 parallel gripper with two DISCO [124] tactile fingers, as shown in Fig. 5.4.

We mount this gripper to a UR5 robotic arm to control its movement. This setup is effective for

interacting with objects under granular materials, as the hemispherical top allows easy penetration

into granular media and the cylindrical shape allows smooth movement with small drag. This

multi-curved tactile finger has sensing abilities covering the hemisphere top and cylinder. This

all-around sensing coverage allows it to sense contact from many directions, which is essential for

exploration under granular media. When fully opened, the distance between the two finger centers

is 143mm.

The DISCO finger returns a single contact containing the contact location vector and force
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7 Training Objects

6 Unseen Objects

22 Additional Unseen Objects with Limited Testing

cube 
(52g)

long cuboid 
(75g)

pentagram
(17g)

L-shape
(98g)

tomato soup
can (335g)

potted meat
can (365g)

ball
(37g)
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(36g)

toy banana
(15g)

screw driver
(95g)

chocolate box
(20g)

coconut water
can (67g)

utility knife
(217g)

Figure 5.5: 35 objects used in our real-robot experiments. Our method is trained on a set of 7
objects. It is then evaluated quantitatively (10 attempts on each object) on both the set of 7 training
objects and a set of 6 previously unseen objects. In additional testing, we also show that our
method can work on an extended set of 22 unseen objects with at most three attempts per object.
The images of training and unseen objects do not correctly reflect their relative sizes. See the
demonstration videos for each object on our website for accurate size information.

vector. The tactile finger uses a pre-trained machine learning model to predict a single contact from

the high-dimensional raw signals. When there are multiple contacts, the output contact location

roughly matches the location of the contact with the largest force, and the output force roughly

matches the combined net force from all contact forces.

To filter out ubiquitous contacts with the granular media and keep only the pushing contacts

with the target object, we discard those contacts with a force magnitude smaller than 4N. We fill in

zeros into the location and force vectors to our policy when there are no pushing contacts detected
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at a particular step. We find the 4N filtering threshold empirically through calibration, and we use

the same 4N threshold for all objects. The optimal filtering threshold should vary across different

objects and different types of granular media. But our policy learns to be robust to spurious pushing

contacts so we do not need object and granular media-specific calibration. The granular media in

our experiments are pony beads with a diameter of 9mm. Our gripper with DISCO fingers is able

to move smoothly within such media without jamming.

In our real-world experiments, we evaluate our method on 35 objects in total, as shown in

Fig. 5.5. Our object set covers a variety of complex shapes, including rigid, deformable, and

articulated objects. The object weight in our set also varies a lot, with the lightest object (pen)

being 4.5g and the heaviest object (sugar box) being 470g. We evaluate quantitatively on 13

objects with 10 trials each and among them, 7 objects are used for training in simulation and 6

objects are unseen. We then qualitatively show that our method can work on another 22 unseen

objects randomly selected from our lab. We quickly go through this set of objects, and we move

on to the next object as soon as a successful trial is achieved on the current object.

The gripper starts initially in the air, and it follows a predefined heuristic trajectory to move

into the granular media, makes a shaking motion to shake off jammed beads, and then moves

straight forward until the first pushing contact. We start applying force filtering after the finger

starts moving forward inside the granular media to filter out ubiquitous contacts, and the learned

policy only takes over after the first pushing contact is obtained.

We bury the object so that part of the object occupies the initial forward trajectory of the finger.

This is to guarantee an initial first contact as the finger moves forward. Between each trial, we

randomize the location of the object, alternate the location of the object in front of the left and

right fingers, and we also rotate the object to cover a diverse set of orientations. The episode starts

with the first pushing contact and then ends when the maximum steps of 100 are reached or the

policy executes a grasp.
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5.3.2 Simulation Setup

Different from the real-world experiments where we only evaluate inside granular media, we

have two different setups for the curriculum training strategy in simulation: tabletop and granular

media. We build the two environments using the IsaacGym physics simulator [144]. For both

environments, we simulate a floating parallel gripper that moves in a 2D plane, according to its

real hardware dimensions.

Despite the fact that we attempt to bury the object such that its center is in front of one of

the fingers, it is very hard to guarantee it in practice on the real setup. As a result, in order to

be robust to the object location variance, we add more randomization on the object location and

orientation during training in simulation. In each episode in the simulation, the object is loaded at

a fixed distance away from the gripper. The exact distance does not matter since the finger always

moves straight forward until the first contact. However, we vary the location of the object along

the direction perpendicular to the gripper’s approaching direction by ±2cm. We also randomize

the orientation of the object. It is possible that for small objects like pentagrams, the finger can

pass the object without making contact under the location randomization, in which case we simply

move on to the next episode.

For simulating granular media, we use spheres with a diameter of 14mm as our particles, and

we simulate 4000 particles in total. These spheres do not match the shape of the pony beads in real-

world experiments and their sizes are much larger. However, simulating the exact shape and size

makes the granular media simulation extremely slow and impractical for training. Despite such

a mismatch, fine-tuning in simulated granular media still helps a lot in transferring the tabletop

policy to the real robot.

Unlike the real DISCO finger, which reports a single contact, in simulation we can obtain the

contact between the finger and any other object, including the granular beads. We then use a force

filter of 3N to discard the ubiquitous contacts. Since there can be multiple pushing contacts even

after applying the force filter, we feed the contact with the largest force magnitude into our policy.
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5.3.3 Sensor Noise

Real-world tactile sensors all show some level of erroneous readings, especially inside granular

media. One advantage of the learning-based method is that we can incorporate noise into our

training process in simulation for more robust transfer onto the real robot. For a single contact on

our DISCO finger, the reported level for the contact location noise is between 1mm and 2mm on

average, and the reported level for the contact force noise is 0.1N on average for a force level of

3 ∼ 4N. As a result, due to increased noise level in granular media, we apply a larger location

noise uniformly distributed from [−1cm, 1cm] and a larger force noise uniformly distributed from

[−0.2N, 0.2N] to each element in the contact location and net force vectors during training in

simulation for all learning-based baselines.

5.3.4 Experimental Conditions and Baselines

We perform an extensive evaluation of GEOTACT on the object sets introduced earlier, in both

simulation and on real hardware. Since the task we are tackling here has not been previously

demonstrated in the literature, we do not have a direct state-of-art method to compare against.

However, we compare against a number of alternative approaches and ablations aiming to quantify

the importance of each component of our approach. We present all experimental conditions below:

Align-to-grasp (A2G). This method rotates the gripper to align with the direction of the contact

force after the first pushing contact is detected. This is a heuristics-based method and does not

require training, intended to evaluate the importance of a learning-based method that trains in the

presence of noise.

A2G-push. This variant of A2G starts rotating and aligning only after five consecutive contacts

on the same finger have been detected. This is intended to filter out spurious pushing contacts

in granular media, and to evaluate the performance of pushing alone as a heuristic for reducing

uncertainty.

GEOTACT-tabletop. This is the policy from the first stage of our curriculum training pipeline,
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Method
Training Objects

Average
Cube

Long
Cuboid Ball Pentagram L-shape

Tomato
Soup Can

Potted
Meat Can

A2G 3/10 3/10 0/10 2/10 4/10 1/10 4/10 0.24
GEOTACT 7/10 8/10 1/10 6/10 6/10 3/10 7/10 0.54

Table 5.1: Real-world experiment results on 7 training objects. We show the number of successes
out of 10 trials.

Method
Unseen Objects

Average
Clamp

Toy
Banana

Utility
Knife

Screw
Driver

Chocolate
Box

Coconut
Water Can

A2G 3/10 3/10 3/10 2/10 4/10 4/10 0.32
GEOTACT 8/10 6/10 6/10 5/10 7/10 6/10 0.63

Table 5.2: Real-world experiment results on 6 unseen objects. We show the number of successes
out of 10 trials.

trained on the open-air tabletop environment.

GEOTACT-granular. This is the policy defined in our method, but trained exclusively in granular

media, thus bypassing our proposed curriculum.

GEOTACT. This is our full proposed method, combining all the aspects discussed in this study.

5.4 Results and Discussion

In this section, we present and discuss the results of our real-robot and simulation experiments.

Visit our project website at https://jxu.ai/geotact for video demonstrations and addi-

tional information.

5.4.1 Real-robot Results

We evaluate two representative methods on the real robot — our method, GEOTACT, which is

learning-based and uses pushing, and A2G, which is heuristics-based and does not use pushing. We

first evaluate both methods on the training set (seven objects) and unseen set (six objects) shown

in Fig. 5.5, performing ten trials on each object. The results on the training set and the unseen set
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(5) Chocolate box

(4) Screw driver

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

(1) Clamp

(2) Toy banana

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

(6) Coconut water can

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4
(3) Utility knife

Figure 5.6: GEOTACT successful demonstrations on the real robot. We show one example each
for the six unseen objects evaluated quantitatively. The first image in each example outlines the
initial position of the buried object. In the second and third images, our policy interacts with the
object using the emergent pushing actions. We visualize the contact locations and normals on the
rendered fingers. Our policy moves the object to a graspable location, and in the fourth image, the
objects are successfully retrieved. Video demonstrations can be found on our project website at
https://jxu.ai/geotact

.
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Method
Training Objects

AverageCube Long
Cuboid Ball Pentagram L-shape Tomato

Soup Can
Potted

Meat Can

A2G 0.61 0.53 0.86 0.46 0.45 0.90 0.77 0.65
GEOTACT-tabletop 0.96 0.80 1.00 0.96 0.89 0.97 0.77 0.91

Table 5.3: Simulation experiment results on the tabletop. Each success rate is computed over 1000
trials.

are shown in Table 5.1 and Table 5.2, respectively.

GEOTACT achieves success rates of 54% and 63% on the training set and unseen set, respec-

tively, demonstrating strong generalization to unseen objects without any performance drop. It

outperforms A2G, which suffers from the significant amount of sensor noise introduced by granu-

lar media. In comparison, GEOTACT is more robust to sensing noise by continuously interacting

with the object through emergent pushing actions and reacting to new contact observations. In

addition, fine-tuned in granular media, GEOTACT is more adapted to the object motion discrep-

ancy between tabletop and granular media. We also notice that the success rates of GEOTACT on

two predominantly rounded shapes (ball and tomato soup can) are significantly lower compared to

other objects. We discuss these failure cases, along with failure cases of A2G, later in Sec. 5.4.3.

An example of GEOTACT’s noise-robustness behavior can be seen in the chocolate box demon-

stration in Fig. 5.6. There is a spurious pushing contact reading from the right (red) tactile finger

even though the object is still some distance away. As our policy reacts to that spurious reading,

the left (green) finger obtains a true contact. Our policy then pushes the object for a successful

grasp.

In additional testing on an extensive set of objects, we test our method on the set of 22 novel

objects (not used in training) shown in Fig. 5.5. For each object, we try GEOTACT until we obtain

a successful retrieval. All 22 objects are successfully retrieved within at most three attempts.

5.4.2 Simulation Results

We present more extensive experiments and ablations to analyze our method and the baselines

in simulation, which lends itself to experiments and analysis on a larger scale.
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Method
Training Objects

AverageCube Long
Cuboid Ball Pentagram L-shape Tomato

Soup Can
Potted

Meat Can

A2G 0.22 0.54 0.49 0.21 0.45 0.48 0.35 0.39
A2G-push 0.50 0.60 0.48 0.19 0.51 0.44 0.36 0.44

GEOTACT-tabletop 0.18 0.41 0.13 0.08 0.73 0.06 0.33 0.27
GEOTACT-granular 0.73 0.74 0.67 0.56 0.77 0.43 0.31 0.60

GEOTACT 0.79 0.84 0.73 0.60 0.71 0.53 0.50 0.67

Table 5.4: Simulation experiment results inside granular materials. Each success rate is computed
over 1000 trials.

First, in an open-air tabletop environment, we evaluate A2G and GEOTACT-tabletop using the

same amount of noise as used in training (shown in Table 5.3). Note that we do not evaluate A2G-

push on the tabletop, as A2G-push is designed to be robust to spurious contact readings, which do

not happen in an open-air environment. Without the extra sensor noise and complex object motion

introduced by granular media, GEOTACT-tabletop is achieving over 90% success rate. A2G also

has a higher success rate (65%) compared to its evaluation in granular media on the real robot.

However, A2G struggles with a few objects, such as L-shape, long cuboid, and pentagram, even in

the tabletop environment, and we discuss these failure cases in detail in the next section.

Inside granular media simulation, we evaluate all five methods using the same amount of tactile

noise as training (Table 5.4). Working within granular media is much more challenging than the

tabletop setup. As a result, the performance of both GEOTACT-tabletop and A2G drops signif-

icantly compared to tabletop simulation, from 91% to 27% and from 65% to 39%, respectively.

A2G-push performs slightly better (44%) than A2G, showing that adding heuristic push can reduce

uncertainty and increase robustness.

The importance of fine-tuning inside simulated granular media can be shown by the perfor-

mance improvement from GEOTACT-tabletop (27%) to GEOTACT (67%). Fine-tuning helps our

policy adapt to the larger sensor noise and object motion discrepancy in granular media.

The performance gap between GEOTACT (67%) and GEOTACT-granular (60%) demonstrates

the necessity of the proposed curriculum training strategy. Without pre-training on the tabletop,

GEOTACT-granular performs worse than GEOTACT. We further show in Fig. 5.7 the training
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Figure 5.7: Training plots of the curriculum strategy vs no-curriculum baseline. We show the run-
ning success rate (mean ± standard deviation) of the past 1,000 episodes during training, generated
over five random seeds. Despite the initial performance drop when GEOTACT-tabletop is loaded
into the granular media environment (indicated by the dashed line), GEOTACT quickly surpasses
GEOTACT-granular and converges to a better performance.

plots of GEOTACT and GEOTACT-granular. After the initial performance drop when the table-

top policy is loaded into the granular media, the success rate of GEOTACT quickly surpasses

GEOTACT-granular and eventually converges to higher performance. This experiment shows that

pre-training on the tabletop is able to boost the training speed and improve the final performance

of our policy.

Finally, we then evaluate the noise robustness of GEOTACT, and compare it against A2G when

faced with sensor noises larger than seen in training. We gradually increase the force noise range

up to [-3N, 3N], and the success rate is shown in Fig. 5.8. At a force noise level of [-3N, 3N], the

success rate of A2G drops to 3% while GEOTACT remains over 50%. As an open-loop policy,

A2G relies heavily on an accurate first contact. However, when the previous contact information is

largely incorrect, GEOTACT is reactive and can continue interacting with the target object through

emergent pushing behaviors.

5.4.3 Failure Cases and Discussion

We notice that our method often fails on rounded shapes (e.g., ball, tomato soup can) when

deployed on the real robot, despite a high success rate on the same objects in simulation. A
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Figure 5.8: Noise robustness analysis in granular media simulation. When evaluated on force noise
larger than training, GEOTACT maintains above 50% success rate even with 3N force noise, while
A2G’s performance drops to 3%.

successful grasp of these two objects is extremely sensitive to sensor error, due to their rounded

shape. On the real robot, our policy locates both objects well, but the gripper simply often squeezes

them out during closing, as shown in Fig. 5.9(2). A very precise grasp (centered on the object) is

necessary, which is easier to achieve in a simulated environment with perfect control and low

sensor noise. This is also partly an inherent limitation of a parallel gripper with cylindrical fingers

attempting to grasp a round object. A multi-fingered hand might work better for such objects, and

we leave it for future work.

The two objects, ball and tomato soup can, is exactly the reason why our method has a higher

success rate on unseen objects than training objects. Despite the fact that these two objects are

seen during training, they are inherently hard to grasp due to the limitation of the parallel gripper

with cylindrical fingers. If we exclude these two objects, the remaining objects in the training set

actually have a higher average success rate than unseen objects. Most of our unseen objects have

irregular shapes and are not cylindrical or spherical, which is not challenging from a hardware

perspective. The coconut water can was originally cylindrical, but it was squeezed and lost its

perfect cylindrical shape.

Another common failure case of our policy on the real robot is due to a thin layer of granules

stuck between the target object and the finger, as shown in Fig. 5.9(1). When this happens, due to

64



(1) Granular media stuck between the finger and the object

(2) Spherical object squeezed out during grasping

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

Figure 5.9: GEOTACT failure case demonstrations on the real robot. (1) There is a thin layer of
granular beads (circled in blue) stuck between the finger and the object during grasping. Both the
plastic surface and the beads are slippery, so the grasp fails. (2) Spherical and cylindrical objects
are very hard to grasp with our parallel gripper with cylindrical fingers. They are always squeezed
out even though a good grasp is formed. The location of the sphere is marked in red circles. The
movement of the fingers and the sphere is marked with dashed lines with arrowheads.

the low friction coefficient with the granules, the object will slip out of the formed grasp. Again,

this is partly a limitation of our parallel gripper, and a multi-fingered gripper might be able to

relieve this problem. We will leave this to future work.

A2G also fails for the same two reasons above, but in addition, it fails in another four cases, as

shown in Fig. 5.10. (1) Large Object: For large objects such as L-shape or long cuboid, because

the maximum length of the object exceeds the span of the gripper, the gripper can only grasp

successfully along the short dimension. Simply aligning the gripper with the contact normal is

likely to push the object away. (2) Noisy Normal: The contact normal can be noisy, especially

when contacting a pointy/sharp edge of an object, such as that of the pentagram, making the aligned

grasp unstable. This failure case happens much more often in granular media than on the tabletop.

(3) Rotation Around CoM: During the grasping phase of A2G, the finger contacting the object will

start pushing the object, and then the object will start rotating around its center of mass. This

rotation can result in the object sliding outside the grasping closure. (4) False Pushing Contact:

When there is a spurious pushing contact being reported by the finger, A2G does not have any

recovery behavior and will align to the force direction of the false contact, leading to an improper

grasp. This failure case is specific to granular media since there is no ubiquitous contact to filter
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Figure 5.10: Bird’s-eye view of four failure scenarios for A2G. A2G consists of three stages: ob-
taining the first contact, aligning the gripper with the contact normal, and then closing the gripper.
See Sec. 5.4.3 for a detailed explanation of these failure cases.

on the tabletop.

In comparison, GEOTACT is resilient to all these failure types. We attribute this to the com-

bination of its reactive nature, obtained via end-to-end training in the presence of noise, and the

emergent pushing actions that reduce the uncertainty of the object location and funnel the object

into a stable grasp.
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5.5 Chapter Summary

Compared to tactile object identification, object retrieval from granular media is undoubtedly

a more challenging task, and granular media is such a sensor-deprived environment that vision

is completely occluded. In addition to the data sparsity problem that is fundamental to tactile

manipulation, this task presents additional challenges such as large uncertainty and significant

sensor noise, introduced by the ubiquitous contacts inside granular media.

GEOTACT formulates this task as a model-free reinforcement learning problem and trains it

end-to-end in simulation with a curriculum strategy. Our formulation of the learning task action

space leads to emergent pushing behaviors that efficiently explore under granular media with sparse

tactile signals and help reduce uncertainty. Compared to heuristic-based methods, our learned pol-

icy can incorporate simulated sensor noise during training and is thus more robust to spurious and

noisy tactile readings. Despite being trained only on 7 objects with simple shapes in simulation,

we show that our method can zero-shot transfer to the real hardware and successfully pick up 28

unseen objects, including rigid, deformable, and articulated objects with various complex shapes.
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Part II

Addressing Data Scarcity in Rehabilitation

Robots
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In the second part of this thesis (Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9), we switch gears and discuss our effort in

addressing data scarcity in rehabilitation robots. While the data sparsity challenge (as discussed in

Part I) focuses on the quality (representation) of data, highlighting the challenge from the empty

space or non-relevant information presented in robotic signals, data scarcity focuses on the quantity

of the data. The data scarcity challenge is about the limited amount of data we can collect from

physical hardware and humans. The rehabilitation robot domain is a great platform to study the

data scarcity problem, as among all applications that require data collection, collecting data from

people with disabilities is the most difficult.

We specifically focus on the application of intent inferral for stroke in the rehabilitation robot

domain, as an effective intent inferral mechanism is considered to be an intuitive way to control an

assistive and rehabilitative device. Our first work SemiEMG (Chapter 6) explores semi-supervised

learning that exploits unlabeled data. It is an effective way to reduce the amount of labeled data

needed and adapt to intrasession concept drift. In order to also handle intersession drift, we propose

MetaEMG (Chapter 7), and it models the intent inferral problem as a multi-task learning problem

and uses meta-learning to train a classifier that adapts fast to a new session or subject.

We then realized that intent inferral should be bi-directional — the intent classifier should

learn from the patient, and the patient should also adapt to the classifier to generate higher-quality

control signals. Thus, we propose reciprocal learning (Chapter 8). Last but not least, we want to

take advantage of the power of high-capacity models such as Transformers, which heavily rely on

large training sets, so we propose ChatEMG (Chapter 9). ChatEMG mediates the data scarcity

challenge by generating context-specific synthetic data, which can work with any type of classifier

and is particularly beneficial to large-capacity models.
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Chapter 6: Semi-supervised Learning for Utilizing Unlabeled Data

In this chapter, we discuss SemiEMG, which adopts semi-supervised learning to address the

data scarcity problem in intent inferral by learning from unlabeled data.

6.1 Motivation

Data scarcity presents a fundamental challenge in inferring intent in stroke patients, and this

issue is further compounded by the presence of concept drift, i.e., the phenomenon where the mea-

sured biosignals change over time. Concept drift can occur between different sessions (intersession

drift) or gradually within a single session (intrasession drift). In healthy subjects and amputees,

concept drift is caused by fatigue and repositioning of the sensors, among other factors [96]. In

stroke subjects, concept drift is additionally aggravated by abnormal muscle coactivation [105] and

by the interaction of the hand and the robotic device (Figure 6.1).

While we have found concept drift to be a significant problem for the stroke population, it is

also rarely addressed in the literature. Supervised learners compensate for concept drift by using a

training set that incorporates data with as much signal variation as possible. In our own previous

work cited above, we trained with data for many arm poses and orthosis states. However, such

training comes at a high cost, since it is manually labeled, requiring the user to generate motions

and labels specifically for training. This places a substantial burden on the user, especially in the

case of stroke subjects, who fatigue quickly [145]. As a result, concept drift exacerbates the issue

of data scarcity.

This paper focuses specifically on the intrasession drift with semi-supervised learning. Semi-

supervised learning provides a potential solution, as it uses a small labeled dataset and then exploits

additional unlabeled data to improve classifier performance. When intrasession drift happens,
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Figure 6.1: Top: hand orthosis with multimodal sensing suite. Bottom: stroke subject performing
an assisted grasp. Due to abnormal synergies, muscle activation signals change significantly com-
pared to collected training data, a type of concept drift that must be accounted for during intent
inferral.

semi-supervised learners can adapt themselves to the changes in the input data. We hypothesize

that these controls will require less training data than supervised controls, while maintaining high

accuracies.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows. We propose a disagreement-based semi-

supervised learning algorithm to help our orthosis adapt to intrasession concept drift when the

device migrates, the subject gets fatigued or changes their arm poses, etc. To the best of our

knowledge, we are the first to propose a semi-supervised control for a hand orthosis and validate

its feasibility with functional tasks. We evaluate the performance of our algorithm on data col-

lected from five stroke subjects using multimodal sensing. We show that semi-supervised controls

can adapt to intrasession drift with new unlabeled data and reduce the burden placed on the sub-

ject during training for ipsilateral hand controls. In the functional task experiments, two subjects

successfully picked up and handed over a block multiple times in a minute with our proposed

algorithm.
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6.2 Method

In this section, we discuss how to use a semi-supervised learning algorithm to improve our

intent detection accuracies. Semi-supervised learning exploits unlabeled data to update the intent

detection classifier. We hypothesize that this can make the intent detection robust to intrasession

concept drift caused by fatigue, arm movement, device migration, etc., by constantly updating

itself with new information.

For any semi-supervised algorithm, we require an oracle. The oracle determines which new

data sample should be used to update the classifier and labels the data. The data samples labeled

by the oracle assemble into a training dataset. Since we use an ensemble classifier, we generate

a training dataset 𝑋 𝑖 for every base learner 𝑖 in the ensemble. When the aggregated dataset 𝑋 =⋃𝜂

𝑖=1 𝑋𝑖 contains a prespecified amount of data, we use the training data and labels from the oracle

to update the classifier.

We would like our semi-supervised learning algorithm to address intrasession concept drift.

Intrasession concept drift can be a sudden and large redistribution of the data in feature space

(principally caused by subjects moving the arm to an unseen pose during training). It can also be

a gradual shift in the data over time (primarily caused by device migration or subject fatigue). The

proposed semi-supervised learning algorithm needs to be robust to these scenarios.

6.2.1 Disagreement-based Oracle

The semi-supervised learning algorithm presented here uses a disagreement-based oracle. When

intrasession concept drift occurs, we hypothesize that the oracle can leverage the disagreement be-

tween multiple learners. Some of the base learners with a particular set of modalities will be more

robust to changes in the data during the drift and will remain confident. Other learners which are

not robust to the drift are corrected by the confident learners.

Our proposed disagreement-based semi-supervision is enacted as follows. At time 𝑇 , we cal-
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culate the entropy 𝐸 𝑖
𝑇

of each base learner 𝑖:

𝐸 𝑖𝑇 = −𝚽̂𝑖

𝑇

⊤
𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑘 (𝚽̂

𝑖

𝑇 ) (6.1)

where 𝑘 = 3 is the number of possible intent classes. We use entropy as a measure of the learner’s

confidence. Lower entropy indicates higher confidence.

Confident base learners are used to correct less confident learners. We define confident learn-

ers as those whose 𝐸 𝑖
𝑇
< 0.2. Learners which are not confident have 𝐸 𝑖

𝑇
> 0.8. We select our

confidence thresholds empirically.

If all confident learners agree on the subject’s intent (i.e., if argmax(𝚽̂𝑖

𝑇 ) is the same for all

confident learners), for each unconfident learner 𝑖, we add 𝒇 𝑖𝑇 to 𝑋 𝑖, along with the intent label

agreed upon by the confident learners.

Once the combined number of training samples across all 𝑋 𝑖s is a sufficiently large value (we

choose 200 as the threshold), the data and labels are used to update the classifier, the supervision

process starts, and all 𝑋 𝑖s are reset.

Oracles can also correct the classifier prediction (before the base learners are updated). With

disagreement-based semi-supervision, we only want confident learners to contribute to the final

output of the ensemble. However, only including confident learners whose 𝐸 𝑖
𝑇
< 0.2 is too restric-

tive, so we have an additional empirically-selected threshold for the correction. We calculate the

final probability for the ensemble as an average of all the probabilities from learners whose entropy

is less than 0.6:

𝚽̄
𝑒𝑛𝑠

𝑇 =
1
𝜂
×

𝜂∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐸 𝑖
𝑇
<0.6

𝚽̂
𝑖

𝑇 (6.2)

If there are no base learners whose 𝐸 𝑖
𝑇
< 0.6, then 𝚽̄

𝑒𝑛𝑠

𝑇 is calculated using all base learners in the

ensemble.

We are the first to use disagreement-based semi-supervision for an assistive robot. We can suc-

cessfully leverage this paradigm for a novel application because our orthosis includes a multimodal
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sensing suite with independent sensing modalities [146]. Disagreement-based semi-supervision

works best if the base learners include multiple independent views [147], or include a large num-

ber of base learners [148]. Therefore, we use ensembles with at least five base learners whose

features are sampled randomly from all the sensors in the multimodal sensing suite.

6.2.2 Updating the Classifier

Once the aggregated dataset 𝑋 across all 𝑋 𝑖s has a sufficient number of data samples, we

update our classifier. We use linear discriminant analysis (LDA) for our base learners because it

does not need past training data for updates. An LDA base learner 𝑖 with 𝑘 classes has the following

parameters: a mean vector for each class 𝝁𝑖
𝑘

and a covariance matrix 𝚺𝑖 (LDA assumes that the

covariance matrices are identical across all classes).

To update our ensemble, we update each base learner 𝑖 independently using the dataset 𝑋 𝑖

collected for that learner. To update the parameters of an LDA base learner 𝑖, let 𝒛𝑘 be a sample

from 𝑋 𝑖 whose label is class 𝑘 . The updated mean vector for class 𝑘 , namely 𝝁̃𝑖𝑘 , and the updated

covariance matrix 𝚺
𝑖

for the learner are calculated as follows:

𝝁̃𝑖𝑘 =
𝑛𝑖
𝑘
× 𝝁𝑖

𝑘
+ 𝒛𝑘

𝑛𝑖
𝑘
+ 1

(6.3)

𝚺
𝑖
=

𝑁 𝑖

𝑁 𝑖 + 1
𝚺𝑖 + 1

𝑁 𝑖 + 1
×

𝑛𝑖
𝑘

𝑛𝑖
𝑘
+ 1
(𝒛𝑘 − 𝝁𝑖𝑘 ) (𝒛𝑘 − 𝝁𝑖𝑘 )

⊤ (6.4)

where 𝑁 𝑖 is the number of training samples for the base learner 𝑖 so far, and 𝑛𝑖
𝑘

is the number of

training samples for the base learner 𝑖, labeled as class 𝑘 so far.

6.3 Experiments

6.3.1 Data Collection

We have two data collection protocols: a complete protocol and an abbreviated protocol. For

the complete protocol, we collect data for all three intents under different conditions: 1) with the
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Device State Subject Instruction
Open Relax Close

Tendon extended O R C
Tendon retracting O C
Tendon retracted O R C

Table 6.1: Training protocol: for each combination of instruction and exotendon state, the table
shows the assigned label. We begin with the tendon extended and the subject relaxing (top row,
middle column) and proceed counter-clockwise.

arm resting on a table and the orthosis motor off {arm on table motor off }, 2) with the arm raised

above the table and the orthosis motor off {arm off table motor off }, and 3) with the arm raised

above the table and the orthosis motor on, actively moving the hand {arm off table motor on}.

Specifically for the third case, Table 6.1 shows the commands given to the subject and the ground

truth intent collected while the motor retracts and extends the tendons. In the abbreviated protocol,

we only collect data from condition three in the complete protocol. For each condition, we ask the

subject to open and close their hand three to four times.

During data collection, the experimenter collects the true subject intent, or ground truth, while

providing verbal commands to the subject. For conditions where the motor is on, we move the

motor approximately one second after the verbal command is given.

6.3.2 Baselines

In our experiments, we test whether a classifier can be trained using less data and still achieve

high accuracies during intent detection. We collect one dataset using the abbreviated protocol. We

collect four datasets using the complete protocol — one trains the SE-full baseline control, and the

others are testing datasets. Specifically, we evaluate four methods:

• Supervised EMG, full training data (SE-full). The only classifier trained on labeled data from

the complete collection protocol, including data from all three conditions. Classifiers trained

under the same conditions as the test data are expected to have high accuracies. We consider

this classifier as a baseline, as the assumption of labeled data from the complete protocol

is impractical due to high burden on the patient. 𝜂 = 1 and 𝒇 = [𝑒1, ..., 𝑒8]⊤. Classifier
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Controls Subject S1
Female, 83

Subject S2
Male, 71

Subject S3
Female, 51

Subject S4
Male, 29

Subject S5
Male, 51 Average 𝑝-value w/

DSSM-partial

SE-full 72.8 ± 8.1 85.6 ± 4.6 63.1 ± 8.05 69.8 ± 0.81 73.8 ± 3.05 73.0 3e−4
SE-partial 72.1 ± 4.6 81.9 ± 10.3 62.9 ± 7.92 69.8 ± 7.82 70.7 ± 5.08 71.5 1e−4
SM-partial 72.7 ± 5.7 80.3 ± 5.4 71.0 ± 3.76 68.3 ± 0.35 73.4 ± 2.23 73.2 6e−4

DSSM-partial 79.2 ± 4.4 85.8 ± 4.0 71.8 ± 4.10 76.5 ± 2.65 82.9 ± 1.34 79.3 —

Table 6.2: Classification accuracy and standard deviation in percentage (%) for 5 stroke subjects.
For each subject, we also provide their genders and ages. We also report the average accuracy
across all subjects. The best result is in bold-text. We perform a one-sided Wilcoxon rank sum
test on the aggregated results from all subjects and show the computed 𝑝-values for pairwise dif-
ferences between DSSM-partial and the other methods.

parameters do not change after training.

• Supervised EMG, partial training data (SE-partial). Trained on the abbreviated protocol.

𝜂 = 1, and 𝒇 = [𝑒1, ..., 𝑒8]⊤. Classifier parameters do not change.

• Supervised Multimodal, partial training data (SM-partial). Trained on the abbreviated pro-

tocol but uses multimodal sensing. 𝜂 is a random number between 5 and 10. The features

for each base learner are selected randomly from 𝒙. The parameters of this classifier do not

change.

• Disagreement Semi-Supervised Multimodal, partial training data (DSSM-partial). This is

our approach, only requiring labels on the abbreviated protocol. Initially, this classifier is the

same as SM-partial. However, as new data arrives, it is labeled by the disagreement-based

oracle and used to update the classifier.

We use the above classifiers to predict the subjects’ intent for the three testing datasets collected

with the complete protocol. We select the multimodal features randomly, but in our experience,

this does not notably affect performance.

6.4 Results and Discussion

For each subject and method, we report the results as mean and standard deviation across the

three testing datasets. We report the resulting motor-command accuracy: the number of time points
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at which the command to the motor is correct, divided by the number of total time points. We report

motor-command accuracy instead of global accuracy (how often the classifier gets each intent class

correct) because we care less about the correct intent than about moving the orthosis as the subject

intends.

As shown in Table 6.3.2, our proposed method outperforms all other methods, even over the

baseline classifier using complete protocol data. This suggests that semi-supervised learning could

make our control more robust to intrasession drift while reducing the training burden. To examine

the statistical significance in the difference between our proposed method and the other methods,

we perform a one-sided Wilcoxon rank-sum test [149] on the results aggregated across all subjects,

using a hypothesis threshold 𝛼 = 0.01. We choose a non-parametric statistical test because we

do not assume an underlying normal distribution. Table 6.3.2 shows the computed 𝑝-values for

pairwise differences between our proposed method and the other methods. We find all 𝑝-values

to be < 0.01; thus, we conclude that the difference between DSSM-partial and others indicates a

statistically significant improvement in prediction accuracy.

In the experiments, contrary to our expectations, SE-full is not drastically better than SE-partial.

This is particularly true for subjects S1, S3, and S4. For some stroke subjects, even though we

collect datasets following the same protocol, there could be some drift between datasets, caused by

subject fatigue, device migration, etc. Given a large drift, the benefit of having more training data

is limited. SE-full is trained with complete protocol on three conditions ({arm on table motor off },

{arm off table motor off }, and {arm off table motor on}), and the SE-partial is trained with only

{arm off table motor on}. It is possible that SE-partial is generalizing well enough, even without

data from the other two conditions.

The comparison of SM-partial and SE-partial, which are both trained on a dataset collected

with abbreviated protocol, highlights the importance of multimodal sensing and ensemble meth-

ods. Ensemble methods have been shown to improve the robustness of machine learning algo-

rithms when large uncertainty is presented and having multiple sensing modalities makes its ad-

vantages more pronounced. Even without the disagreement-based updates, the classifier accuracy
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Figure 6.2: Example of subject S5 performing pick-and-handover functional task. (a) The subject
is instructed to pick up the wooden block and hand it over to an experimenter. We also provide
a button for emergency override of classifier control. The orthosis tendon retracts (hand opens)
when the button is pressed and the tendon extends (hand closes) when the button is released. (b)
An open signal is detected, the tendon retracts and the subject tries to reach the target object. (c)
A close signal is detected, the tendon extends and the subject grasps the block. (d) The subject
moves the hand carrying the block to the experimenter. (e) An open signal is detected, the tendon
retracts and the subject places the block.

is improved with multimodal data and an ensemble of base learners. The comparison of DSSM-

partial and SM-partial demonstrates the importance of disagreement-based semi-supervised up-

dates. Despite being trained on partial data, DSSM-partial learns from new unlabeled data using

semi-supervision and further improves its performance.

Overall, our experiments show that semi-supervised learning has the potential to reduce the

burden placed on users by controls that require an extensive labeled dataset to detect intent. Our

proposed algorithm provides an improvement in accuracy when the classifier is trained on a more

limited dataset and even outperforms the classifier trained on a larger dataset.

6.4.1 Functional Tasks

We conducted a pick-and-handover functional task with subjects S4 and S5 to validate the

feasibility of using our proposed algorithm in real time on the hand orthosis. With the orthosis

running the disagreement-based semi-supervised algorithm, we instructed each subject to reach

and lift a wooden block, then hand over the block to an experimenter who replaced the block back

on the table. We continuously repeated this task until one minute elapsed. Both subjects were able

to use the orthosis to pick up and hand over the block seven times in a minute. A demonstration of

the functional task is shown in Figure 6.2, and a recording of this experiment can be found in the
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accompanying video1. In the case of subject S4, we observe a number of stops and starts for the

first several grasping motions, but this issue is soon alleviated and the control becomes smoother in

the later grasping motions, possibly due to adaptive updates. In informal feedback, both subjects

found the control to be intuitive and responsive, although we have not quantified this impression

using a standardized questionnaire.

6.5 Chapter Summary

Concept drift exacerbates the data scarcity problem in intent inferral, as it requires the training

set to incorporate labeled data with as much signal variation as possible. Such data collection

comes at a high cost since it is manually labeled, putting a lot of burden on the stroke subjects.

SemiEMG addresses intrasession concept drift through exploiting unlabeled data. We propose a

disagreement-based semi-supervised algorithm that automatically labels a stream of new unlabeled

data in an online fashion. To our knowledge, this is the first time a semi-supervised learning

algorithm has been proposed and used for a hand orthosis based on multimodal ipsilateral sensing.

We are also the first to use the proposed algorithm for functional tasks.

Our experiment results show that semi-supervised learning is a promising avenue of explo-

ration for orthotic hand controls. They also indicate areas of future research, including handling

intersession concept drift that happens between two different sessions, which we will discuss in

the next chapter.

1The video and more information can be found at https://roamlab.github.io/dssm
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Chapter 7: Meta-learning for Rapidly Adaptable Representations

In this chapter, we discuss MetaEMG, a novel paradigm in which we model intent inferral as

a multitask-learning problem and we treat each session/subject as a single task. We use meta-

learning to learn an intermediate representation that can adapt to a new task with limited training

data and epochs.

7.1 Motivation

In the last chapter, we discussed our work that utilizes unlabeled data through semi-supervised

learning. While semi-supervised learning can help adapt to concept drift within the same session,

the heuristics to label incoming unlabeled data will generally fail for a new session. In order to

address the data scarcity problem by quickly adapting to not only the intrasession but also the

intersession drift, we propose a meta-learning (or learning to learn) approach to training intent

inferral models on a robotic orthosis. With this approach, a model can be explicitly optimized to

adapt to new environments and tasks when labeled training examples are limited. In the context

of rehabilitation robots, this means training intent inferral models that can quickly adapt to new

subjects and new sessions with as little subject- or session-specific data as possible. Our directional

goal is to train models that are as effective as possible in making use of the limited data available

for any new patient or session.

Specifically, we leverage real clinical data collected from different subjects and different or-

thosis use conditions in order to train a base model for intent inferral using Model-Agnostic Meta-

Learning (MAML) [150]. The MAML algorithm explicitly rewards a base model that is easily

adaptable when presented with new data. When the intent inferral model must be used for a new

patient or on a new day, we only need a small set of new, session-specific training data to fine-
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Figure 7.1: MetaEMG for fast adaptation on three subjects with different EMG patterns. Our
method trains EMG-based intent inferral models that can quickly and efficiently adapt to new
subjects in the context of a wearable robotic orthosis. Shown are EMG signal recordings of three
different stroke survivors, and each colored series in the plots represents the reading of one of the
eight EMG electrodes. Training models on new stroke subjects is difficult due to the large subject-
to-subject variation in EMG signaling.

tune the base model to the new condition. We find that our method, which we dub MetaEMG, is

particularly effective at learning good intent classifiers with only a few training epochs, and that

classifiers trained via MetaEMG are better at adapting to new subjects. In summary, our main

contributions are as follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to formulate intent inferral on stroke subjects

as a meta-learning problem. Our proposed method, MetaEMG, achieves fast adaptation to a

new session or subject with only a few training samples and epochs.

• We evaluate the performance of our method on data collected from five stroke subjects. We

show that our method outperforms baselines whose models are not meta-learned or are only

trained on the session or subject-specific data.
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Figure 7.2: Task visualization in EMG intent inferral. We define an EMG task as a single uninter-
rupted recording with the 8-channel EMG armband. During each recording, users close and open
their hands three times. The first open-relax-close motion (outlined in blue) is the support set. The
third and second open-relax-close motions (outlined in red) consist of the query set. The ground-
truth intent (verbal cues) is shaded in blue, green, and pink for relax, open, and close, respectively.

7.2 Method

7.2.1 Intent Inferral Formulation

We formalize intent inferral as the forecasting problem of predicting the intended user move-

ment (in our case, hand opening, closing, or relaxing) from a stream of biosignals collected by

a wearable robot (in our case, EMG data collected by an armband). Specifically, our goal is to

determine intent from a data vector 𝑥𝑡 where at every time 𝑡, 𝑥𝑡 stores a 2-second window of EMG

data 𝑒𝑖 across all 8 channels of our sensor:

𝑥𝑡 = [𝑒1
𝑡 , 𝑒

2
𝑡 ...𝑒

8
𝑡 ]𝑇

Here, we specifically aim to predict which movement out of {𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑛, 𝑐𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑒, 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥} the subject in-

tends to perform with their hand, and we achieve this by calculating a vector of intent probabilities:

𝑦𝑡 = [𝑝𝑅𝑡 , 𝑝𝑂𝑡 , 𝑝𝐶𝑡 ]𝑇

where 𝑝𝑅𝑡 , 𝑝𝑂𝑡 , and 𝑝𝐶𝑡 represent the probabilities that the user’s intent is to relax (i.e. maintain

current posture), open and close their hand, respectively.

We consider a base intent inferral model as a neural network parameterized by parameters 𝜃
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Figure 7.3: MetaEMG for EMG intent inferral. Our method uses previously collected data from
our orthosis to meta-learn models that adapt to new sessions or subjects more quickly and with less
data.

whose output is used to derive the three intent probabilities, or 𝑝𝑅𝑡 , 𝑝𝑂𝑡 , and 𝑝𝐶𝑡 . Traditionally,

such a model would be trained on a dataset of labeled data collected by the experimenter at the

beginning of each patient session. However, our goal is to reduce the burden of data collection

and training for every session of use, so that we can more easily onboard new subjects and new

therapeutic activities with our device.

7.2.2 Intent Inferral as a Meta-Learning Problem

Meta-learning is characterized by the use of meta-training and meta-testing tasks to guide the

learning process toward representations best suited for fast adaptation. Meta-training tasks refer to

the tasks that are used in the meta-learning procedure to find a good base model initialization, and

meta-testing tasks are unseen holdout tasks to evaluate the adaptation ability of the meta-learned

base model. A task is defined by a tuple T = (D𝑠,D𝑞) composed of a support set D𝑠 and a query

set D𝑞, where D𝑠 is much smaller in size than D𝑞 and contains only a small number of labeled

data points. The objective of meta-learning in the context of supervised learning is to minimize the

cross-entropy loss L of the meta-learned base model on the query sets of the meta-testing tasks.
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In EMG intent inferral, we define a task as a continuous uninterrupted recording of EMG

sensor data. For each recording, we instruct the subjects to open and close their hands three times

by giving verbal cues of open, close, and relax. Each verbal cue lasts for 5 seconds and there is

a relax cue between each open and close cue. The recording contains the EMG signals and their

corresponding cues as the ground truth intent labels. We define each completion of the opening

and closing hand as one open-relax-close motion. We define the support set D𝑠 to be the EMG

signals of the first motion. In contrast, the query set D𝑞 contains the second and third rounds of

open-relax-close motions. In other words, each EMG task is given by T = (D𝑠,D𝑞) such that

D𝑠 = {(𝑥𝑡 , 𝑦𝑡)}𝑘𝑡=1 and D𝑞 = {(𝑥𝑡 , 𝑦𝑡)}𝑛𝑡=𝑘+1, where 𝑘 denotes the end of the first open-relax-close

motion and 𝑛 denotes the end of the entire recording. An example of our intent inferral task is

shown in Fig. 7.2.

With this task structure, the meta-objective can be interpreted as follows. We seek to train a

base model using the complete support set D𝑠 and query set D𝑞 over a number of meta-training

tasks. Then, when presented with a new meta-testing task (e.g., an unseen task), this model should

be quickly fine-tuned using only the support setD𝑠 of the new task, meaning just a single round of

open-relax-close motion.

7.2.3 MetaEMG

Under our task formulation, the proposed MetaEMG is an application of the Model-Agnostic

Meta-Learning (MAML) [150] algorithm to EMG intent inferral. MAML is a meta learning al-

gorithm that focuses on developing models with enhanced adaptability. Rather than optimizing a

model for a specific task, MAML aims to create a model that can quickly adapt to new tasks with

minimal additional training essentially training the model to be an efficient learner. By doing so,

this algorithm can produce models that perform well across a diverse range of tasks, even when

provided with only a small number of examples for each new task [150].

MetaEMG aims to find the optimal initial model parameters for adapting a base model to a

new session or subject from a limited dataset in only a few fine-tuning epochs. In MetaEMG,
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two nested optimization loops are used to fine-tune a base model for different tasks using small

amounts of data, as shown in Fig. 7.3 and Alg. 2.

Algorithm 2: MAML for EMG intent inferral
Input: 𝑇 : collection of 𝑁 tasks 𝜏𝑖, where each 𝜏𝑖 is a single session recording
Input: 𝛼, 𝛽: learning rates for inner and outer optimization loops
Input: 𝑀 , 𝐾: epochs for inner and outer optimization loops

1 Initialize base model parameters 𝜃 randomly;
2 𝑘, 𝑚 ← 0;
3 while 𝑘 ≤ 𝐾 do

// outer loop
4 for each task 𝜏𝑖 do
5 𝜃𝑖 ← 𝜃;
6 Extract support and query sets D𝑖

𝑠 and D𝑖
𝑞;

7 while 𝑚 ≤ 𝑀 do
// inner loop

8 𝜃𝑖 ← 𝜃𝑖 − 𝛼∇𝜃𝑖LD𝑖
𝑠
( 𝑓𝜃𝑖 );

9 end
10 Evaluate query loss LD𝑖

𝑞
( 𝑓𝜃𝑖 );

11 Evaluate and store gradients ∇𝜃LD𝑖
𝑞
( 𝑓𝜃𝑖 );

12 end
13 Update 𝜃 ← 𝜃 − 𝛽∇𝜃

∑𝑁
𝑖=0 LD𝑖

𝑞
( 𝑓𝜃𝑖 );

14 end

One of the advantages of formulating intent inferral in the meta learning framework is that

it allows us to train models in a way that directly mirrors their use case. In the inner loop of

MetaEMG, a base model is fine-tuned on the support set D𝑠 of a training task, and that base

model’s ability to adapt to the task is measured through the query loss LD𝑞
of that task (Alg. 2,

steps 7 - 10). The query loss is simply the cross-entropy loss for the query set of the task computed

between the predictions and ground-truth labels. This process simulates the real-life use case of

fine-tuning an intent classifier on a small amount of demonstration data and using that model for

real-time inference in a session with the device.

Moreover, the base model update is performed once per iteration of the outer optimization loop.

The query loss is used to accumulate the gradients on the base model parameters across all of the

training tasks until a backward step is performed once all of those training tasks have been seen
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(Alg. 2, steps 11 - 13).

Importantly, the fine-tuning in the inner loop is performed via gradient descent on LD𝑠
(taken

with respect to the latest parameter set 𝜃𝑖), while the base model update of the outer loop is per-

formed via gradient descent on LD𝑞
(taken with respect to the base model parameter set 𝜃) which

requires backpropagation through the inner optimization and thus higher-order gradients. By up-

dating the base model using LD𝑞
, the training process favors base model updates that allow it to on

average generalize to both the supportD𝑠 and queryD𝑠 sets of the training tasks despite only being

fine-tuned on the support sets. For EMG intent inferral, we hypothesize that this training structure

can produce intent classifiers that are less likely to overfit when fine-tuned to small amounts of

demonstration data.

Models are trained on a collection of meta-training tasks and then evaluated on a collection

of meta-testing tasks, and the specific allotment of session recordings in each collection depends

on the individual use case for the model that we describe in the experimental setup. Generally,

larger diverse meta-training task collections are favored, and in this paper, we select recordings to

simulate realistic use cases to evaluate our meta-learning framework’s fast adaptation ability.

7.3 Data Collection and Session Conditions

All data used in this study was collected using MyHand, a robotic exotendon device comprised

of a system of motors and linkages which assist the user in opening and closing their hand, as

shown in Fig. 7.1. The device rests on the user’s forearm and through a series of tendons connected

to the user’s fingertips assists the hand in opening and closing a grasp. EMG sensor data is recorded

from an 8-electrode armband (Myo, Thalmic Labs). Once a command is issued to either open or

close the hand (for example, by an intent inferral model as the one that is the focus of this study),

the orthosis engages the motor and either retracts or extends the exotendons on the dorsal side

of the finger. Finger extension is actively assisted by the device through tendon retraction, while

finger flexion is allowed unimpeded via the subject’s own strength. Additional hardware details

can be found in our previous studies [27, 28].
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7.3.1 Data

Critically, the fact that we collect our data using a complete, functional assistive device means

that our collection protocol can span the conditions that are meaningful for real-life operations. Our

previous work [21, 22] has shown that, in our patient population, EMG signals display significant

differences when collected in isolation (i.e. using just an armband and no other hardware) vs. when

collected in conjunction with an active orthosis assisting finger movement. Thus, in our method,

we collect data in four different experimental conditions as follows:

1. Arm on table, motor off: the assisted arm of the subject rests on the table, and the motors

of the MyHand are disengaged, providing no physical assistance to the subject.

2. Arm on table, motor on: the assisted arm of the subject rests on the table, and the motors of

the MyHand are engaged, allowing the device to provide active grasp assistance to the user.

3. Arm off table, motor off: the subject keeps their arm raised to shoulder level for the duration

of the session, and the motors are disengaged, providing no physical assistance to the subject.

4. Arm off table, motor on: the subject keeps their arm raised to shoulder level for the duration

of the session, and the motors of the MyHand are engaged, allowing the device to provide

active grasp assistance to the user.

7.3.2 Pre-processing

The raw output of the EMG sensor is an 8-channel time-series signal (shown in Fig. 7.1) sam-

pled at 100 Hz which is pre-processed before going into our intent inferral model. The labels at-

tached to each sample are the verbal cues given to the subject during the session, and in a 2-second

time interval, there are 200, 8-channel samples. During pre-processing, the 8-channel EMG signal

is clipped to the range [0, 1000] to discard any outliers, and each channel is re-scaled to the range

[−1, 1]. Finally, the scaled 8-channel signal is binned into 2 second-long 8-channel data windows,

following a sliding window stride length of 10ms. While muscle activation is known to occur in
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Subject ID Age Gender FM-UE

S1 46 Male 27
S2 48 Male 26
S3 53 Female 26
S4 31 Male 50
S5 53 Male 47

Table 7.1: Subject information.

a much smaller time window, we hypothesize that 2 seconds encapsulates the total reaction time

from interpreting the verbal command to actual movement exertion.

7.4 Experimental Setup

We evaluate MetaEMG in a series of experiments conducted on data collected using the My-

Hand orthosis and involving five chronic stroke survivors of moderate muscle tone (MAS ≤ 2) and

varying degrees of arm impairment (FM-UE scores listed in Table 8.1) in sessions approved by the

Columbia University Institutional Review Board (IRB-AAAS8104). Subjects are generally able

to actively close their hands but not open them, which is one of the motivating factors in both the

robotic orthosis design as well as the intent inferral structure.

In each single session, the subjects are asked to follow verbal cues asking them to either relax,

close, or open their hand. Each cue lasts a duration of five seconds, and this procedure is followed

across the four experimental conditions outlined in Sec. 7.3. Each recording contains three rounds

of open-relax-close motions. In total, 14 recordings were gathered for each subject over the course

of two separate days, where 8 of those recordings came from the first day of data collection and 6

came from the second day. In order to study intersession concept drift, the two days are at least a

week apart, providing enough time for the drift caused by the chronic change in muscle condition

to happen. For consistency with our method’s terminology, we refer to individual recordings as

tasks such that the first open-relax-close motion of that recording is encapsulated in its support set

D𝑠 and the remainder of the recording in the query set D𝑞.
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7.4.1 Assessment Scenarios

All of the experiments are conducted using this same dataset of five subjects. In each ex-

periment, models are first pretrained on the meta-learning task collection and then evaluated on

the meta-testing tasks. For both meta-learning and meta-testing tasks, D𝑠 is always used to fine-

tune a base model to a task. The distinction is that during the pretraining phase, the fine-tuned

model’s prediction error on D𝑞 is used to guide the optimization of the base model, whereas in

the evaluation phase, the classification accuracy on the task’s D𝑞 is used as our primary metric of

model performance. We evaluate the performance of our method under two assessment scenarios

as follows.

• Session adaptation. This scenario pertains to intersession concept drift, and it seeks to

simulate using the orthosis on a subject seen previously in a different session on a different

day. A session is defined as a single-use between donning and doffing the device. We run

a single experiment, and our meta-learning and meta-training tasks are simply grouped by

day. Specifically, the meta-learning task collection contains recordings of all five subjects

across all 4 data collection conditions, but it only contains those recordings collected on the

first day of data collection. The meta-testing task collection is comprised of the recordings

from only the second day of data collection, but it also includes all five subjects and all data

collection conditions.

• Subject adaptation. This scenario seeks to address the challenge of onboarding new sub-

jects onto our robotic orthosis. To simulate this scenario, we conduct five separate experi-

ments, each one simulating the onboarding of one held-out subject given that we have seen

the other four. In each experiment, all 14 recordings of the held-out subject are used as the

meta-testing tasks, and the meta-training tasks are comprised of all of the session recordings

from the other four subjects.
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7.4.2 Model Architecture

The base architecture for our models is a simple 3-layer fully connected neural network of

512, 128, and 3 neurons at each layer, respectively. During inference, the final layer output of our

network is passed through a softmax activation function to obtain a vector of intent probabilities.

Our models and datasets are developed in PyTorch and trained on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090

GPU for 50 epochs on a learning rate scheduler, reducing the outer learning rate by 0.9 every 10

epochs. We use Adam as the optimizer for both optimization loops, and we find the combination

of 0.0005 outer learning rate and 0.0001 inner learning rate to yield the most stable training.

7.4.3 Baselines

In order to evaluate MetaEMG as an adaptation method, we compare it to several baselines

without pretraining or with vanilla pretraining. The fast adaptability of MetaEMG allows it to be

used as a base model for continuous and lifelong online learning with higher-capacity models. We

are mostly interested in the performance comparison under limited training epochs as our main

goal is to achieve fast adaptation to a new subject or session. However, we also include baselines

that are trained to convergence, which normally takes much longer training time. These converged

baselines are not suitable to be used as base models for online updates but we still include them

for the completeness of results.

All of our baselines have the same base intent inferral model neural network architecture, and

the evaluation metric used across the board is the average classification accuracy on the D𝑞 of the

meta-testing tasks. The methods that we evaluate are as follows.

No-pretraining (3 epochs)

This baseline does not pretrain on any of the offline corpus of data from the meta-training

tasks. We initialize the weights of the model randomly, train it directly on the support set D𝑠 of

the meta-testing tasks for 3 epochs, and evaluate its classification accuracy on the query set D𝑞

of those same tasks. This helps us distinguish whether the pretraining process (meta-learning or
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vanilla pretraining) is indeed helping our models learn more effectively or if the training on the

limited one open-close-relax motion from the new subject or session suffices to produce a good

classifier.

No-pretraining (converged)

This is the same as the previous baseline, except it is trained to convergence during the fine-

tuning process on the support sets of meta-testing tasks, which takes 50 epochs.

Conventional-pretraining (3 epochs)

This baseline aggregates both the support sets and the query sets of all meta-training tasks into

a single dataset and treats them all as a single support set. The model is trained on the entirety of

this lumped dataset, and it is fine-tuned to the support sets of the meta-testing tasks.

Conventional-pretraining (converged)

This is the same as the previous baseline, but it is fine-tuned to convergence on the support sets

of the meta-testing tasks for 3 epochs.

MetaEMG

This is our proposed method, only fine-tuned for 3 epochs on the meta-testing tasks. We note

that 3 epochs is convergence for models trained via MetaEMG.

7.5 Results & Discussion

Through the experimental results from two realistic adaptation scenarios, we aim to demon-

strate the fast adaptation ability of MetaEMG from two perspectives: (1) MetaEMG adapts better

with very limited subject- or session-specific data, and (2) MetaEMG adapts better with only a few

fine-tuning epochs.
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Method S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Average
No-pretraining (3 epochs) 52.9 ± 1.2% 41.1 ± 5.5% 53.1 ± 8.5% 55.8 ± 0.9% 57.1 ± 2.5% 52.06%

No-pretraining (converged) 67.5 ± 0.6% 62.2 ± 0.7% 73.7 ± 1.7% 79.6 ± 0.2% 66.0 ± 2.2% 69.85%
Conventional-pretraining (3 epochs) 70.2 ± 2.8% 63.3 ± 2.6% 76.3 ± 2.9% 71.6 ± 1.3% 71.3 ± 2.4% 70.59%

Conventional-pretraining (converged) 70.3 ± 2.0% 64.7 ± 1.6% 79.5 ± 2.1% 75.8 ± 0.8% 70.4 ± 2.9% 72.19%
MetaEMG 74.5 ± 2.5% 63.6 ± 0.9% 80.5 ± 1.0% 78.6 ± 1.3% 74.4 ± 0.3% 74.37%

Table 7.2: Session adaptation results. Classification accuracy and standard deviation across 5
stroke subjects. Results are averaged across 3 separate randomly generated training seeds. The
best results for each subject are reported in bold.

Method S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Average
No-pretraining (3 epochs) 54.6 ± 1.5% 55.3 ± 1.6% 51.6 ± 5.1% 54.8 ± 2.9% 53.9 ± 1.0% 54.1%

No-pretraining (converged) 60.1 ± 0.3% 66.8 ± 1.3% 68.3 ± 0.7% 74.7 ± 0.5% 69.4 ± 0.4% 67.9%
Conventional-pretraining (3 epochs) 60.9 ± 0.9% 68.8 ± 1.0% 73.7 ± 0.7% 75.4 ± 1.7% 64.7 ± 1.4% 68.7%

Conventional-pretraining (converged) 62.9 ± 0.7% 71.3 ± 0.4% 74.2 ± 0.1% 78.3 ± 0.6% 66.6 ± 1.3% 70.6%
MetaEMG 63.8 ± 0.8% 69.0 ± 1.1% 74.1 ± 0.5% 80.5 ± 1.1% 70.0 ± 0.5% 71.5%

Table 7.3: Subject adaptation results. Classification accuracy and standard deviation across 5
stroke subjects. Results are averaged across 3 separate randomly generated training seeds. The
best results for each subject are reported in bold.
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Figure 7.4: Classification accuracy with fewer session-specific data. In the session adaptation
experiments, we further reduce the amount of session-specific fine-tuning data to 0.75, 0.5, and
0.25 of the original amount.
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Figure 7.5: Classification accuracy with different number of pretraining subjects. Models are
pretrained on 1, 2, 3, and 4 subjects before being fine-tuned on a subject not seen in pretraining.
For each number of pretraining subjects, we run experiments with all possible partitions of the
meta-training and meta-testing subjects and report the average classification accuracy.

Both perspectives are critical in intent inferral with EMG signals for stroke. Fast adaptation

with less data relieves the burden of data collection for a new subject or session. Fast adaptation

with fewer training epochs reduces the overhead time for using the device, and more importantly,

it has the potential to be used as a base model for on-device online learning, which requires fast

continuous model updates.

7.5.1 Session Adaptation

MetaEMG outperforms all baselines on the average intent inferral accuracy in the session adap-

tation experiments, as shown in Table 7.2. We simulate the scenario of the same subject returning

for another use session of our device after at least a week. Only one open-relax-close motion of

EMG signals is provided as the support set for the meta-testing tasks.

Without pretraining on any of the offline corpus of data from previous subjects or sessions, No-

pretraining baselines perform worse than Conventional-pretraining baselines. This shows that our
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high-capacity neural network classifier benefits from pretraining on a larger corpus of offline EMG

data. However, Conventional-pretraining baselines still perform worse than MetaEMG. This is due

to the intersession concept drift after donning and doffing the device, which is caused by chronic

hand function changes and device position discrepancies on the forearm. Through meta-learning,

MetaEMG adapts more efficiently to these drifts in EMG signals, achieving a higher classification

accuracy (74.37%) compared to Conventional-pretraining (3 epochs) (70.59%).

We further investigate if MetaEMG adapts better with even smaller fine-tuning datasets. We

downsample the support set of each meta-testing task to 25%, 50%, and 75%, and we compare the

average classification accuracies across all subjects (shown in Fig. 7.4). We find that MetaEMG

is most resilient to the support set reduction, maintaining a classification accuracy above 66%,

while other baselines’ performance deteriorates more dramatically. This suggests that meta-learned

models are potentially also better at learning from smaller session-specific datasets.

Apart from adapting better with limited session-specific data, another major advantage of

MetaEMG is that it can adapt effectively with very few epochs. MetaEMG shows a large improve-

ment in classification accuracy over the baselines when limited to only 3 epochs of fine-tuning for

the meta-testing tasks. While at convergence, the difference between the baselines and MetaEMG

is small. We note that on our hardware, it takes 50 epochs for both baselines to converge when

fine-tuning on the session-specific data of the meta-testing tasks. The training time for convergence

of the baselines is a magnitude longer than training MetaEMG for 3 epochs, yet MetaEMG still

outperforms the converged baselines. Being able to adapt fast with a few epochs is beneficial for

two reasons. (1) It is essential for continuous online updates, and the meta-learned base model

has the potential to enable on-device life-long learning. (2) It enables the use of higher capacity

models where each training epoch can take a significant amount of time.

7.5.2 Subject Adaptation

Table 7.3 shows the subject adaptation results and MetaEMG is on average better than all of the

baselines, suggesting that meta-learning yields benefits in subject adaptation over the other meth-
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ods. Subject adaptation is generally a harder problem compared to session adaptation because

the distributional shift across subjects is larger than that across different sessions from the same

subject. This is shown by the performance drop of all methods from the session adaptation ex-

periments except for No-pretraining (3 epochs). However, meta-learning is still able to produce a

base model that adapts better with limited subject-specific data and very few epochs by transferring

knowledge across similar subjects.

In order to further understand if different pretraining methods would improve as we add more

subjects and data diversity to our database, we conduct another ablation experiment where we

vary the number of pretraining subjects presented in the meta-training task collection, as shown

in Fig. 7.5. We compare Conventional-pretraining (3 epochs) and MetaEMG with only 1, 2, 3,

and 4 subjects in our meta-training tasks and with the rest of the subjects in the meta-testing tasks.

MetaEMG shows a more significant improvement in intent inferral accuracy when the number of

pretraining subjects increases, and we believe this indicates that with more subjects added to our

corpus of offline data, the advantage of MetaEMG will become even more pronounced.

7.6 Chapter Summary

Different from SemiEMG as discussed in the last chapter, which utilizes unlabeled data, MetaEMG

treats each session/subject as a single task, enabling fast adaptation to a new session/subject

through meta-learning. This naturally and effectively handles intersession drift, which is a lim-

itation of SemiEMG. MetaEMG further reduces the training burden on the stroke patients, and

mediates the challenge of data scarcity of intent inferral. To our knowledge, this is the first time

meta-learning has been explored as a way to improve intent inferral in stroke survivors, and we

hope that it inspires other health domains where large-scale data collection is difficult.

For all the learning paradigms discussed so far, the learning happens unidirectionally, meaning

the classifier is learning from the subject. In the next chapter, we will discuss a new paradigm that

enables bi-directional learning.
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Chapter 8: Reciprocal Learning for Bi-directional Adaptation Between

Patients and Device

In this section, we propose an entirely new paradigm, dubbed reciprocal learning. Different

from works discussed before, reciprocal learning enables bi-drectional learning between patients

and devices.

8.1 Motivation

Up till now, we have explored multiple learning paradigms to address the challenge of data

scarcity in rehabilitation robots, specifically, intent inferral to control a hand orthosis for stroke.

However, for all these learning paradigms, the learning is unidirectional, meaning that the models

learn from the subjects through collected biosignals. In this reciprocal learning work, we aim to

bridge the gap and enable the opposite learning direction. We achieve this through augmented

visual feedback added on top of our device, providing intuition on the states of the classifier, such

that the subjects can adapt to the behaviors of the models, and then generate higher-quality data.

In this way, we effectively handle the challenge of data scarcity through bi-directional adaptation

and generating more distinguishable data samples.

Typical intent inferral methods take in user intents as unidirectional ground truths, but wear-

able interfaces are inherently bidirectional systems. Humans modify their control inputs in re-

sponse to sensory feedback of device behavior, such as whether the device moves according to

expectations [151]. Device developers have sought to provide augmented feedback, or feedback

in addition to intrinsic human sensing, to communicate information about biosignals that are not

directly observable in order to aid human adaptation. Augmented feedback can compensate for re-

duced proprioception associated with sensory impairments after stroke [152], and when applied to
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Figure 8.1: Reciprocal learning with robotic hand orthosis and augmented visual feedback. Our
hand orthosis assists stroke survivors in opening the hand when an open intent is detected from
EMG signals, and allows the hand to close when it detects the close intent. Augmented feedback
consists of LED display bars corresponding to the predicted probabilities of open and close from
the intent classifier running on the orthosis. Subjects use visual feedback to adapt to the intent
inferral model during reciprocal learning practice. The bottom row shows a stroke survivor using
our device with augmented feedback for a functional pick-and-place task.

EMG signals can offer insights into muscle coactivations [153]. Multiple groups [154, 155] have

suggested augmented feedback of biosignals as a potential modality to mediate co-adaptive learn-

ing and enable personalized control, such as human and device simultaneously adjusting control

parameters in response to the other agent’s behavior. However, co-adaptation in practical deploy-

ments such as physically assistive devices or rehabilitative interventions has yet to be realized for

non-able-bodied users.

Reciprocal learning uses bidirectional intent inferral on a robotic device to dynamically en-

courage greater separability of control input patterns by stroke-impaired users, instead of solely
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relying on static thresholding of physiological or kinematic signals [156]. Furthermore, we can

immediately deploy this approach for robot-assisted movement. We treat the human as a dynamic

co-learner alongside the classifier algorithm, prompting each to update their understanding of the

other’s behavior. The combination of an adaptive classification algorithm and augmented feedback

can increase the coherence of sensory input and action output, which in turn helps users develop

greater automaticity when controlling the hand. In reciprocal learning, the user learns to generate

better biosignals for ML models while practicing actively using the hand. In summary, our main

contributions are as follows:

• We introduce a novel paradigm for training EMG-based intent inferral, consisting of in-

terwoven sessions that alternate between updating ML models based on human biosignal

generation and encouraging human exploration and adaptation to models with the use of

augmented feedback.

• As far as we know, this bidirectional training system is a completely unexplored area in the

context of upper-limb rehabilitation after stroke. We are the first to use augmented feedback

to communicate the inner state of the learning model running on a wearable robotic orthosis

as it assists hand movement.

• Our results demonstrate that reciprocal learning leads to better predictions for intent inferral

on a subset of stroke subjects by aiding in the generation of more separable muscle activation

patterns and biosignals.

8.2 Reciprocal Learning Paradigm

The ultimate goal of this work is to develop algorithms that can infer discrete intent (one of

{open, relax, close}) from EMG signals generated by stroke-impaired users attempting to move

their hands, so that our robotic device can provide appropriate assistance. If the predicted intent

is open, the robot extends the user’s fingers to open the hand; if the predicted intent is close, the
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EMG signals collected from real subjects; separability data from real stroke subjects will be shown
in Fig. 8.4.
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Figure 8.3: Reciprocal learning paradigm. An iteration consists of data collection, classifier train-
ing, performance evaluation, and reciprocal learning practice.

robot releases to allow the user to use their own strength to close the hand; if the predicted intent

is relax, the robot simply maintains the previous state.

The classical way to train intent inferral algorithms is completely unidirectional. A researcher

would issue cues to open, close, or relax the hand to a user wearing the device, then would record

the real-time EMG signals and label the data using the provided cues as ground truth intent. In

this unidirectional process, ML models learn personalized patterns through the labeled dataset and

generate predictions. Although the user can observe the robot opening or closing, they do not have

knowledge about the underlying ML predictions or EMG signals that led to the robot taking action.

Our approach aims for a different bidirectional paradigm, dubbed reciprocal learning. We

99



hypothesize that by providing insights about the internal state of the model in an intuitive and

self-explanatory way, a user can adapt to the behavior of the classifier and reproduce more distin-

guishable control inputs. This idea is illustrated conceptually in Fig. 8.2.

Reciprocal learning is an iterative process and can have a potentially unlimited number of

iterations (shown in Fig. 8.3). Each iteration consists of multiple stages, listed below:

• Stage 1: Data Collection. We collect a labeled dataset from a subject by providing verbal

cues of open, relax and close while simultaneously recording EMG signals.

• Stage 2: Classifier Training. We train an intent inferral classifier using the collected dataset.

This is where one direction of the learning happens—the ML model learns from the subject

through the labeled dataset.

• Optional: Performance Evaluation. The purpose of this optional stage is to use any metric

of our choice to track the performance of the trained intent inferral classifiers across itera-

tions.

• Stage 3: Reciprocal Learning Practice. We run the learned intent inferral classifiers on

the orthosis and provide the augmented visual feedback to communicate the inner state of

the ML model that is not directly observable. The subject practices to generate distinguish-

able biosignals for open and close intents, using augmented feedback as guidance. This is

where the opposite direction of learning happens—the subject explores and adapts to the ML

model.

• Repeat... We continue to the next iteration, and collect a new batch of data from the subject

who has supposedly learned to produce more distinguishable EMG signals.

8.3 Methods and Implementation

Having described our general concept and approach, we now expand on the method and imple-

mentation of each stage.
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8.3.1 Data Collection

In the data collection stage of each iteration, we collect a labeled dataset by providing verbal

cues for subjects to open, close, and relax the hand. We simultaneously record the EMG signals

and the given verbal cues as ground truth labels. The EMG armband (Myo, Thalmic Labs) has

eight electrodes encircling the forearm. It streams filtered and rectified 8-channel surface EMG

signals at 50Hz.

Note that the arm conditions under which the data is collected differ between the first iteration

and the following iterations. A condition is a particular combination of hand position and whether

the orthosis is actively providing assistance. In the initial iteration, the orthosis has no existing

classifiers to run and thus no augmented visual feedback (see Sec. 8.3.3 for details on the feedback

mechanism) to provide. The subject has not done any reciprocal learning practice and thus has not

found any muscle activations that consistently generate distinguishable EMG signals. As a result,

we collect data from a diverse set of predefined arm conditions in the hope that this set provides

enough diversity of muscle activation patterns such that one of them or interpolation between them

is easily reproducible and separable.

The four different arm conditions of the initial iteration are as follows. (1) Arm on table, motor

off : the assisted arm of the subject rests on the table, and the motor of the orthosis is disengaged,

providing no physical assistance to the subject. (2) Arm on table, motor on: the assisted arm of the

subject rests on the table, and the motor of the orthosis is engaged, allowing the device to provide

active grasp assistance to the user. (3) Arm off table, motor off : the subject keeps their arm raised

to shoulder level for the duration of data collection, and the motor is disengaged, providing no

physical assistance to the subject. (4) Arm off table, motor on: the subject keeps their arm raised to

shoulder level for the duration of data collection, and the motor of the orthosis is engaged, allowing

the device to provide active hand-opening assistance.

For each condition, we collect two recordings, one for training and the other one held out for

testing. A recording is defined to be a continuous and uninterrupted recorded sequence of EMG

signals. For each recording, we instruct the subject to open and close their hand 3 times. Each
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verbal cue lasts for 5 seconds, with a relax cue between each open and close cue. As we have

not yet trained a user orthosis controller, to collect data for active-motor conditions we manually

command the orthosis to move approximately 1 second after the verbal cue.

In the data collection stage of the following iterations, there are no more predefined arm con-

ditions. The orthosis runs the trained classifier, providing both active assistance and augmented

visual feedback at a 5 Hz operational rate. The subject’s goal is to reproduce the muscle activa-

tion patterns learned in the reciprocal learning practice of the previous iteration. We collect four

recordings: two for training and the other two for testing.

8.3.2 Classifier Training

In each classifier training stage, we train a Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) classifier. We

choose LDA because it is fast, trackable, and widely used in biomedical research [21, 22, 23, 24].

In the optional performance evaluation stage, we evaluate the performance of the classifiers both

qualitatively and quantitatively (see Sec. 8.5 for details).

The classifiers take in a single time step of an 8-channel, 50Hz EMG signal. We clip the signal

to [0, 1000] and then normalize it to [−1, 1]. Prediction on a single step is noisy, so during online

inference we apply a median filter of window size 20 to the predicted probabilities of relax, open,

and close over time. This median filter reduces unwanted oscillations in predictions when changing

intents.

8.3.3 Reciprocal Learning Practice

Our augmented visual feedback consists of two progress-bar displays mounted on the dorsal

side of the hand orthosis so that the subject can observe them comfortably during reciprocal learn-

ing, as shown in Fig. 8.1. The relative heights of the green and red LED bars correspond to the

model’s predicted probabilities for open and close intents, respectively.

In the reciprocal learning practice stage, we ask the subject to practice opening and closing

their hands guided by the augmented visual feedback. We run the trained classifier on the device
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to provide appropriate assistance. In this stage, we instruct the subject to trigger different device

states (open and close) by maximizing the respective green or red LED bars.

This is the exploration stage, where the subject adapts to the behavior of the device, and tries to

discover and reinforce the muscle activation pattern that is easily reproducible and distinguishable.

In this stage, the subject uses augmented visual feedback to learn to generate more separable EMG

signals for each intent. This idea is conceptually illustrated in Fig. 8.2. Reciprocal learning practice

essentially helps the subject locate the EMG subspace that is both reproducible and separable (i.e.,

far from the decision boundary learned by the classifier of the previous iteration). Then, in the next

iteration, the subject can reproduce data in these more separable regions, leading to new retrained

classifiers that can more accurately predict user intent.

8.4 Experimental Setup

We tested reciprocal learning in single-session experiments with five stroke subjects, and com-

pared intent inferral accuracies from two iterations. Reciprocal learning supports multiple itera-

tions; however, here we only complete two iterations due to session time constraints. We leave the

study of reciprocal learning with more iterations as future work.

8.4.1 Subjects

We recruited stroke survivors who presented with chronic hemiparesis and moderate muscle

tone defined as Modified Ashworth Scale (MAS) scores ≤ 2 in the upper extremity. Our subjects

can fully close their hands but are unable to completely extend their fingers without assistance.

Subject ID Age Gender FM-UE

S1 46 Male 27
S2 48 Male 26
S3 53 Female 26
S4 31 Male 50
S5 53 Male 47

Table 8.1: Subject information.
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Subject S1 S2 S3 S4 S5

Iteration 1 0.61 0.69 0.70 0.86 0.82
Iteration 2 0.88 0.71 0.68 0.94 0.80

Table 8.2: Mean intent inferral accuracy.

The passive range of motion in the fingers is within functional limits. Testing was approved by the

Columbia University Institutional Review Board (IRB-AAAS8104) and was performed under the

clinical supervision of an occupational therapist. See Table 8.1 for details on subjects.

Our subjects have different degrees of hand impairment severity, as measured on the Fugl-

Meyer scale for upper extremity (FM-UE). Subjects S1, S2, and S3 have no active finger extension

(minimal observable movement) and lower corresponding FM-UE scores (27, 26, 26, respectively),

whereas S4 and S5 have some residual active finger extension capacity (limited observable move-

ment) and higher corresponding FM-UE scores (50, 47, respectively).

8.4.2 Hardware

Our hand orthosis [27, 28] is a robotic exotendon device with a forearm EMG armband and

LED visual displays, as shown in Fig. 8.1. The device assists hand opening by extending all digits

simultaneously. It does not directly assist finger flexion and relies on human strength for hand

closing.

When operating under user control, the device acts on streaming open and close predictions

at approximately 5 Hz to move to preset hand poses. The user is able to countermand the device

mid-motion by generating an opposing intent input. Relax predictions do not change device state.

8.5 Results and Discussion

8.5.1 Intent Inferral Accuracy

During the performance evaluation stage of each iteration, we use the test set to compute the

classifier’s per-timestep intent inferral accuracy against the ground truth labels. Table 8.2 reports
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the mean accuracies across samples. While the intent inferral accuracies for S2, S3, and S5 remain

similar across the first two iterations, we observe an accuracy improvement for S1 and S4, from

0.61 to 0.88 and from 0.86 to 0.94, respectively. Augmented visual feedback during reciprocal

learning practice may have helped S1 and S4 generate more consistent and distinguishable muscle

activation patterns, creating more separable intent signals. As a result, the data collected after the

first reciprocal learning practice become easier to classify. We note that S1 has more limited hand

movement capacity compared to S4 (also reflected by their intent inferral accuracy). This suggests

that whether reciprocal learning can improve intent inferral accuracy may not depend on stroke

subjects’ residual hand function.

One possibility for why reciprocal learning does not improve performance across all subjects

is the randomness of exploration in the practice stage. Although the prescribed arm conditions

during the data collection stage of the first iteration provide data variance, due to the variation of

impairment across stroke subjects, it is not guaranteed that the initial dataset is diverse enough

to contain reproducible and distinguishable muscle activation patterns for all intents. In addition,

even though the initial dataset collected with predefined arm conditions contains many activation

patterns, due to randomness of exploration, it is not guaranteed for a subject to successfully locate

or reproduce a specific pattern.

While advancing the proposed paradigm to have a positive effect on most participants is ob-

viously desirable and is the focus of our future work, we believe that an approach that improves

performance on a subset of participants without hindering performance on the others can also have

practical usefulness. Furthermore, a detailed study of the differences between cases showing suc-

cesses versus more limited effects can suggest future areas of exploration.

8.5.2 Data Separability

We further investigate the data of subjects S1 and S4 to show how reciprocal learning may

lead to biosignals with more discriminative information for classifying intent. We visualize 1000

randomly sampled 8D EMG signals for each intent before and after the reciprocal learning practice
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Subject S1 Subject S4

Iteration 1 Iteration 2 Iteration 1 Iteration 2

Figure 8.4: Reciprocal learning results on two stroke subjects. Top: comparing data separabil-
ity. After reciprocal learning, clusters associated with each intent become more easily separable.
Bottom: LDA classifier weights visualization indicating a specific EMG electrode (0 through 7) is
negatively (blue) or positively (red) associated with a specific intent. Reciprocal learning strength-
ens such associations, which helps separability.

Subject S1 S2 S3 S4 S5

Iteration 1 7.8e−6 1.0e−4 8.8e−4 1.1e−4 1.0e−4
Iteration 2 2.5e−4 4.6e−4 1.2e−3 2.8e−4 2.0e−4

Table 8.3: Variance of LDA weights for the open intent.

in 3D space using t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (t-SNE) [157], as shown in Fig. 8.4.

Each data point is labeled using its ground truth label, which is only available during training.

After reciprocal learning, the data clusters associated with each intent improve in separability,

which could explain the increased classification accuracy and lend support to the hypothesis that

reciprocal learning may help some subjects generate signals that are more easily interpretable by

intent inferral algorithms.

We also visualize the LDA weights associated with each EMG electrode in Fig 8.4 to show

the spatial distribution of predicted intents on the forearm. Positive values (red) mean that muscle

activity under that particular electrode is positively associated with a specific intent, while negative

values (blue) mean that muscle activity contributes negatively to that intent. We notice that after

reciprocal learning practice, the weights (especially for the open intent) become more diverse,

meaning that the positive weights are more positive, and the negative weights are more negative.

In fact, the variance of the 8D weights for the open intent increases consistently for all subjects,

106



as shown in Table 8.3. These results suggest that subjects have stronger muscle activation patterns

after reciprocal learning practice and explain improvements in intent inferral accuracy from another

angle.

8.6 Chapter Summary

Different from SemiEMG and MetaEMG, which propose machine learning algorithms that

work with limited labeled data, reciprocal learning addresses the data scarcity challenge by en-

abling a brand new learning direction, making subjects adapt to the behavior of the intent clas-

sifiers. This addresses the data scarcity challenge by generating higher-quality training data and

reinforcing more distinguishable movement patterns, giving the classifier an easier time to learn.

In the next chapter, instead of generating higher-quality training data from stroke subjects, we

discuss how to dream up synthetic data. These data encourage the use of high-capacity models

such as Transformers in our classifier, which has not yet been exploited in this thesis, due to the

data-hungry nature of such large models.
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Chapter 9: Generative AI for Expanding Datasets with Synthetic Data

In this chapter, we discuss ChatEMG, an autoregressive generative model that can produce

synthetic EMG samples to address the challenge of data scarcity.

9.1 Motivation

Many of the learning paradigms that we have discussed so far (semi-supervised learning, meta-

learning, reciprocal learning) still rely on mid-capacity or low-capacity models such as MLP, LDA,

or SVM. While larger capacity models such as deep neural networks and Transformers have rev-

olutionized the computer vision and natural language processing fields, they require a lot of data

to realize their full potential, which is difficult to get in the domain of rehabilitation robots. Low-

capacity models are preferable when data is scarce, as they offer greater traceability. In order to

bring the advantages of the latest and greatest high-capacity model advances into our application

of intent inferral, we propose ChatEMG, which can generate synthetic samples to expand the lim-

ited training dataset. With the addition of extra synthetic samples, intent classifiers, especially the

higher-capacity models, can achieve higher intent inferral accuracy.

Like many applications in the assistive and rehabilitation devices domain, a fundamental chal-

lenge in intent inferral for stroke is the difficulty of collecting training data. The variation in

EMG signals across conditions, sessions, and subjects makes the challenge even more pronounced.

Firstly, EMG signal presents different patterns across subjects for the same intent due to variations

in neuromuscular control impairments [158, 159]. In addition, defining a use session as a sin-

gle use of the device between donning and doffing, even for the same subject, the muscle tone

and spasticity can vary across different sessions [23]. Furthermore, the signals are non-stationary

and could change over time within a single session, depending on the use conditions, such as
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Subject S3 Subject S4 Subject S5

Prompt Synthetic Prompt Synthetic Prompt Synthetic

Figure 9.1: Approach overview. Our hand orthosis (top row) collects EMG data from a forearm
armband and uses this data to infer the patient’s intent. ChatEMG models trained on a large corpus
of offline data can generate synthetic data (middle row) for a new patient conditioned on a prompt
from a small dataset of the new patient, and specific to an intended arm movement. The synthetic
and real data are then used to jointly train an intent classifier, which, in the course of the same
session, enables functional pick-and-place tasks (bottom row) with the orthosis.

the hand position and whether the motor is engaged and providing active grasping assistance [21,

22]. Due to such variation, intent classifiers trained for a specific condition/session/subject, do not

generalize well, and classical solutions often require tedious data collection on every new condi-

tion/session/subject, introducing a significant burden on the participants.

In ChatEMG, we aim to reduce the burden of data collection from stroke subjects by gener-

ating synthetic data. We propose ChatEMG, an autoregressive generative model that understands

the broad behavior of forearm EMG signals from a corpus of offline data across different stroke

subjects and then can generate personalized (i.e., condition-, session-, and subject-specific) syn-

thetic samples conditioned on prompts (i.e., a given sequence of EMG signals) sampled from a

very limited dataset of a new condition, session, or subject.

ChatEMG is Transformer-based, trained autoregressively, and temporal in its generative nature,

meaning that each block of generated signals is conditioned on the previous blocks. The ability
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of ChatEMG to condition on a given sequence of EMG signals to generate synthetic signals of

unlimited length is crucial to our application. Due to the significant variations of the EMG signals,

the synthetic samples have to be personalized in order to be useful. As a result, ChatEMG lever-

ages experience from previous data and produces synthetic samples conditioned on new data. In

summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose ChatEMG, an approach for producing synthetic EMG data via generative train-

ing on data also collected from stroke patients. Unlike previous models, ChatEMG can be

conditioned on limited data from a new condition/session/subject in order to generate per-

sonalized synthetic sequences of arbitrary lengths.

• We show that data generated by ChatEMG improves intent inferral performance for a broad

range of intent classifiers. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that synthetic

data has been shown to improve intent inferral performance when using real data from stroke

patients.

• Our complete new patient protocol (collecting limited new data, using ChatEMG to generate

personalized synthetic data, and then training an intent classifier), can be integrated into a

single patient session. This increases the applicability of our method for functional tasks

with real-world patients. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that an intent

classifier trained partially on synthetic data has been deployed for functional orthosis control

by a stroke patient.

9.2 Overview

The ultimate goal of this project is to develop intent inferral classifiers that can predict stroke

subjects’ intent, so that our orthosis can provide meaningful functional assistance. Specifically,

based on EMG data, we aim to predict which movement out of {𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑛, 𝑐𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑒, 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑥} the subject

intends to perform with their hand. If the classifier predicts that the user intends to open, the

device retracts the tendon, extending the fingers. If the user intends to close, the device extends the
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Subjects 

Condition 1: arm on table, motor off

Condition 2: arm on table, motor on

Condition 3: arm off table, motor off

Condition 4: arm off table, motor on

Sessions

1 ,2 , . . . , N

1 ,2 , . . . , M

Stage 1: ChatEMG Training 

ChatEMG

Stage 2: Synthetic Data Generation
A single open-relax-close motion  

from a new condition, session, or subject

Sample prompts

+

Generative 
training

Train Any classifiers

Stage 3: Classifier Training 
and Intent Inferral

…

Intent inferral 
on the orthosis

Autoregressive  
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Open

Close

Relax
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…

Figure 9.2: ChatEMG overview. Stage 1: ChatEMG is trained on large offline data from different
conditions, sessions, and subjects. We visualize the EMG recordings from different conditions of
the same subject in a single session. As shown here, there is a drastic variation in EMG signals for
different conditions. Stage 2: we only need a very limited labeled dataset from a new condition,
session, and subject, and we use ChatEMG to expand this limited dataset with synthetic sam-
ples. These synthetic samples are conditioned on prompts from the new condition/session/subject.
Stage 3: we train intent inferral classifiers using both the synthetic samples and the original lim-
ited dataset. Running the classifier, our orthosis can then provide active assistance for the stroke
subjects in functional tasks.

tendon, allowing the user to use their own grip strength to close their hand. If the predicted intent

is to relax, the device maintains its previous state.

The most direct way to achieve this goal is to collect a set of training data (EMG signals)

labeled with ground truth intent. This can be done by instructing the patient to attempt one of the

three hand movements of interest, while simultaneously recording EMG data and labeling it with

the prescribed intent. Once enough labeled data is collected for each of the three possible intent

classes, we can train a classifier to distinguish between them.

However, this traditional approach suffers from two key limitations: (1) The process of collect-

ing labeled training data is burdensome and time-consuming for both the patient and the experi-

menter. It uses up precious session time and also fatigues the patients, leading to increased muscle

tone and spasticity. (2) EMG signals exhibit significant variations between different conditions,
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sessions, and subjects. Training data collected in one condition/session/subject is unlikely to apply

to a different one, leading to very poor generalization performance of the classifier.

Our approach aims for a different paradigm. Its goal is to quickly adapt to a new condition,

session or subject, using only a very small amount of newly collected, labeled training data. To

achieve that, it relies on synthetic data from a generative model trained on a very large corpus of

previously collected labeled data from a variety of conditions, sessions, and subjects. Concretely,

our approach consists of three stages, illustrated in Fig. 9.2 and described below:

ChatEMG Generative Training on Large Offline Data

In the first stage, a number of generative ChatEMG models are trained on a large corpus of

offline data Doffline collected from different stroke subjects, which includes various conditions and

sessions. One ChatEMG model is trained for each intent (open/close/relax). Once trained, each

such model is able to generate synthetic data matching its respective intent.

Synthetic Data Generation Conditioned on Small Prompts

When a new condition/session/subject is started, we collect a very small labeled dataset Dorig
new

in the new setting. We then use the ChatEMG models to extend this dataset through synthetic data

generation. Concretely, for each possible intent, we use its respective model to generate additional

synthetic data, referred to as Dsynth
new .

Critically, Dsynth
new is generated by models trained on Doffline, but prompted with data sampled

from Dorig
new . The autoregressive nature of ChatEMG enables it to generate synthetic data of unlim-

ited length conditioned on an existing piece of EMG sequence, which we call prompts. The ability

to condition on prompts means that our synthetic data is based on knowledge mined from a large

repository of previous data but applied in the context of the current condition, session, or subject.

This is the essence of ChatEMG: it can leverage a vast repository of previous data via generative

training while still remaining condition-, session- and subject-specific via prompting.
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Classifier Training and Intent Inferral

Once the personalized synthetic data has been generated, we are ready to train an intent inferral

classifier for the current situation. We train this classifier on both Dorig
new and Dsynth

new . We can then

use this classifier for live intent inferral on our orthosis.

It is worth noting that our approach is agnostic to the type of classifier used here. As we will

show in the results section, this approach can be used with a variety of classifier architectures and

generally improves their performance.

9.3 ChatEMG Generative Models

The role of a ChatEMG model is to take in a sequence of EMG signals as input and predict

the next EMG signal as output, where one signal consists of the 8-channel data from our EMG

armband. We use the Myo armband from the Thalmic Labs, which has 8 electrodes covering the

forearm and collects signals at 100Hz. Such a model can then be used autoregressively to generate

synthetic data of arbitrary length, all conditioned on the given prompt. We note that this approach is

similar in concept to language models such as ChatGPT [1], capable of generating text in response

to a text prompt. However, ChatEMG operates on the “language” of EMG data, hence its chosen

moniker.

We train one ChatEMG model on data corresponding to each user intent. The goal is then for

each of these models to generate synthetic data corresponding to the intent on which it has been

trained. While each of these models is trained on different data, their architecture is the same.

9.3.1 Architecture

Each ChatEMG model is a Transformer-based decoder-only model with only self-attention

mechanisms, similar to ChatGPT, as shown in Fig. 9.3. The input to this model consists of a

time sequence of EMG signals. The attention mechanism of Transformers allows the input to be

arbitrary length. Given an input sequence of length 𝑡, the output is a vector, also of length 𝑡, which
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Figure 9.3: ChatEMG model architecture. ChatEMG has two branches: the self branch that takes
in the first channel (C1) and the context branch that takes in all 8-channel EMG signals.
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the input signals 7 times such that all other channels will become the first channel once.
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contains the predicted next values for all 𝑡 steps in the first channel. ChatEMG only predicts the

EMG value of the first channel such that the output value follows a discrete vocabulary of limited

size, which we discuss later in this section. The 𝑖th element of this output vector is the predicted

(𝑖 + 1)th element of the first channel, with attention up to the 𝑖th signals in the input sequence.

Details of the attention mechanism can be found in Vaswani et al. [32].

During training, the whole output vector is compared with the ground truth next values to com-

pute the loss. During synthetic data generation, we only use the last prediction of this output vector.

In order to generate the next complete 8-channel EMG signal, we rotate the input EMG signals 7

times (one channel per time) so that each of the other 7 channels can become the first channel of the

input EMG signals. We then append this newly generated signal to the input signals and continue

the generation process, as shown in Fig. 9.4. The autoregressive nature of this architecture allows

us to generate an output sequence of arbitrary length.

One key consideration for designing the ChatEMG architecture is its ability to generate diverse

output given the same input signals. As a result, the output of the model is sampled from a prob-

ability distribution over a discrete vocabulary, and during training, we compute the cross-entropy

loss between the predicted distribution and the one-hot label. Furthermore, we can generate an ar-

bitrary number of “likely” next signals simply by repeating the sampling process. Each sequence

can then be continued in an autoregressive fashion. This means that one generative model can use

a single prompt to generate an arbitrary number of likely next sequences, each of arbitrary length.

This is an important feature of our model, given that we will need large amounts of synthetic data

in order to train downstream classifiers1.

However, this architecture requires a discrete vocabulary of finite size, which is challenging

given that our raw data consists of an 8-channel EMG signal. For preprocessing, we smooth out

the data using a median filter of size 9 and then bin and clip each channel of the EMG signal to be

an integer between 0 and 1000. Under this range, if we model the whole 8-channel signal as one

1As an alternative, we also tried a variational regression setup that predicts a mean and variance for the next signal,
and used the reparameterization trick to backpropagate the loss, which also allows sampling an arbitrary number of
completions for a single prompt. However, we found empirically that the balance between the KL (Kullback-Leibler)
loss and the reconstruction loss is hard to tune, and its generated signals are not as good as the classification version.
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“token” in our vocabulary, then our vocabulary size becomes 10008, which is too large to predict

a probability distribution and sample from. As a result, ChatEMG always predicts the next EMG

value for only the first channel, making the vocabulary size 1000.

9.3.2 Modelling Inter-channel Relationship

Although our model predicts one channel at a time, it still considers the interchannel relation-

ship. Our EMG armband has 8 electrodes surrounding the forearm, and each electrode covers a

particular area of the forearm muscle. The interchannel relationship across different electrodes can

be useful information to leverage for understanding user intent.

The model of ChatEMG has two branches: the self branch, which takes in the first channel

for which we are predicting the next EMG value, and the context branch, which takes in all 8-

channel EMG signals (shown in Fig. 9.3). We use an embedding size of 𝑁𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑑 = 256. The self

branch uses both token and position embedding layers to compute the embedding. The context

embedding block consists of 8 separate token embedding layers for each channel and one shared

positional embedding layer. The channel-specific token embeddings are then summed with the

shared positional embedding to create the final embedding of the context branch. Each branch has

12 attention blocks, and each block uses an 8-head attention mechanism. The output from both

branches is concatenated to pass through another 3-layer fully connected network (FC).

Our model is trained with EMG sequences of length 𝑡 = 256 (2.56 seconds at 100Hz). The

dimension of the model output is 256 × 1, and they are the 256 predicted EMG values for the next

time step of the first channel. During training, we also augment the input signals by rotating the

channels seven times to simulate the rotation of the electrodes. This data augmentation strategy

enables ChatEMG to be invariant with channel rotation. During data generation, we sample EMG

prompts of length 150 (corresponding to 1.5s) from the very limited dataset of the new condition,

session, or subject and use ChatEMG to autoregressively complete the rest of the signal to a length

of 256, which is the time-series length that our classification algorithms take.
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9.4 Experimental Setup

The ultimate goal of orthosis is to provide meaningful functional assistance for stroke sub-

jects, enabled by intent inferral. Thus, we examine whether the generated synthetic samples by

ChatEMG can improve intent inferral accuracy.

9.4.1 Subjects

We performed experiments with 5 chronic stroke survivors having hemiparesis and moderate

muscle tone: Modified Ashworth Scale (MAS) scores ≤ 2 in the upper extremity. Our MAS cri-

teria exclude subjects whose fingers are difficult to move passively — fingers with more severe

spasticity cannot be quickly extended with external forces without increasing muscle tone and

risking damage to the joints. Our participants can fully close their hands but are unable to com-

pletely extend their fingers without assistance. The passive range of motion in the fingers is within

functional limits. Testing was approved by the Columbia University Institutional Review Board

(IRB-AAAS8104) and was performed under the clinical supervision of an occupational therapist.

Our subjects have different hand impairments, and their Fugl-Meyer scores for upper extremity

(FM-UE) vary. Subjects S1, S2, and S3 have no active finger extension (lower functioning) and

have a corresponding low FM-UE score (27, 26, 26, respectively), whereas S4 and S5 have some

residual active finger extension ability (higher-functioning) with a higher FM-UE score (50, 47,

respectively).

9.4.2 Data Collection Protocol

For each stroke subject, we collect data from two sessions on two different days using the

following protocol. A session is defined to be a single use of the device between donning and

doffing the device. We intentionally keep the two sessions for each subject at least one week apart

to better study the variation of the EMG signals across different days. For each session, we collect

data under four different conditions: 1) with the arm resting on a table and the orthosis motor off
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{arm on table, motor off }, 2) with the arm resting on a table and the orthosis motor on, providing

active grasp assistance {arm on table, motor on}, 3) with the arm raised above the table and the

orthosis motor off {arm off table, motor off }, and 4) with the arm raised above the table and the

orthosis motor on {arm off table, motor on}.

We collect two continuous, uninterrupted recordings for each condition, and for each recording,

we instruct the subjects to open and close their hands three times by giving verbal cues of open,

close, and relax. We simultaneously record the EMG signals and verbal cues as ground truth intent

labels. Each verbal cue lasts for 5 seconds, and there is a relax cue between each open and close

cue. For conditions where the motor is on, we move the motor approximately one second after the

verbal cue is given using a dedicated button. We define each opening and closing hand completion

as one round of open-relax-close motion. Each recording then contains three open-relax-close

motions. We note that this protocol is at the maximum capacity that stroke subjects can follow

during a 90-minute session, and we can observe increased spasticity and fatigue at the end.

9.4.3 Assessment Scenarios

We create different assessment scenarios (listed below) that simulate different use cases of

ChatEMG, by selecting different training recordings (recordings used to train ChatEMG) and in-

tent inferral recordings (recordings used to perform intent inferral evaluation). These scenarios

evaluate how well ChatEMG generalizes and adapts to new conditions/sessions/subjects not seen

in its training recordings.

Condition Adaptation

This scenario studies whether ChatEMG can generalize to a new condition. The training

recordings are of condition {arm on table, motor off } from all five subjects (including both ses-

sions), and the intent inferral recordings are of condition {arm off table, motor off }. We note that

{arm on table, motor off } is the most effortless condition for us to collect data in, while {arm off

table, motor off } is the closest condition to an ongoing functional pick-and-place task. Thus, this
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simulates a scenario where ChatEMG is trained on data collected in the effortless condition and

used to generate synthetic samples for a drastically different but realistic condition.

Session Adaptation

This scenario pertains to the signal variation across different use sessions, and it seeks to sim-

ulate using the orthosis on a subject seen previously in a different session on a different day.

ChatEMG is trained on recordings of the first session from all subjects, and the intent inferral

recordings are those of the second session.

Subject Adaptation

This scenario simulates onboarding new subjects. We conduct five separate experiments, each

one simulating the onboarding of one holdout subject, given that we have seen the other four. In

each experiment, we train ChatEMG using all the recordings from the other subjects (including

both sessions), and the intent inferral recordings are those of the holdout subject. When adapting

to a new subject, it is also implicitly adapting to a new session. However, in our session adaption

experiments, we assume it is a different session of a previously seen subject.

We use a subset of the training recordings (around 314K samples of size 256 by 8) to train

ChatEMG, and we use the remaining training recordings (around 204K samples) as the validation

set. We early stop the generative training before the validation loss increases to avoid overfitting.

9.4.4 Intent Inferral Classifiers

ChatEMG is classifier-agnostic, and the generated synthetic samples can be integrated with

the training set of any classifiers. We study three types of classifiers: linear discriminant analysis

(LDA), random forests (RF), and Transformer. They are popular in the biomedical literature and

cover both classic machine-learning algorithms and high-capacity neural networks. We feed into

each classifier a time series of length 256 (2.56s), in the shape of 256 by 8. The EMG signals are

flattened into a single vector for LDA and RF. We use a single 4-head attention block followed
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by a 3-layer multilayer perception (MLP) for the Transformer classifier. We perform the same

preprocessing techniques as training the ChatEMG model, and as an additional step, we normalize

the EMG signals into the range of [−1, 1].

9.4.5 Baselines

The intent inferral evaluation is done on individual intent inferral recordings. For each record-

ing, we assume only a small support set (i.e., the first open-relax-close motion of the recording) is

available for training the classifier. The support set simulates the limited new training samples from

a new condition, session, or subject, denoted by Dsynth
new in Sec. 9.2. We then test the classifier’s

accuracy using the query set (i.e., the second and third open-relax-close motions).

Self

This method trains the intent inferral classifier using only the support set of the intent inferral

recordings.

Fine-tune

This method pre-trains the classifier using all the training recordings of ChatEMG and then

fine-tunes on the support set of the intent inferral recordings. This baseline ensures the training

data for ChatEMG is also accessible for a fair comparison.

ChatEMG

This is our proposed method. We repetitively sample prompts of size 150 (1.5s) from the

small support set and leverage ChatEMG models to expand the prompts to size 256 (2.56s). These

synthetic samples are then combined with the original support set to train intent classifiers. For

each intent, we add 1000 synthetic samples.
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S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Average 𝑝-value w/
ChatEMG

LDA
Self 0.37 ± 0.15 0.54 ± 0.07 0.46 ± 0.10 0.64 ± 0.22 0.36 ± 0.07 0.48 3e−4

Fine-tune 0.34 ± 0.12 0.64 ± 0.10 0.54 ± 0.05 0.71 ± 0.05 0.48 ± 0.15 0.54 4e−4
ChatEMG 0.45 ± 0.06 0.69 ± 0.02 0.70 ± 0.09 0.90 ± 0.04 0.68 ± 0.04 0.68 —

RF
Self 0.52 ± 0.07 0.72 ± 0.08 0.64 ± 0.10 0.90 ± 0.08 0.77 ± 0.06 0.71 1e−1

Fine-tune 0.53 ± 0.11 0.68 ± 0.06 0.63 ± 0.04 0.89 ± 0.08 0.64 ± 0.17 0.67 5e−2
ChatEMG 0.53 ± 0.14 0.70 ± 0.11 0.71 ± 0.11 0.92 ± 0.04 0.77 ± 0.05 0.73 —

Transformer
Self 0.55 ± 0.05 0.64 ± 0.05 0.58 ± 0.10 0.84 ± 0.06 0.73 ± 0.07 0.67 3e−2

Fine-tune 0.57 ± 0.06 0.64 ± 0.05 0.70 ± 0.03 0.88 ± 0.04 0.68 ± 0.06 0.69 2e−1
ChatEMG 0.60 ± 0.15 0.72 ± 0.08 0.65 ± 0.01 0.86 ± 0.04 0.78 ± 0.04 0.72 —

Table 9.1: Condition adaptation experiment results.

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Average 𝑝-value w/
ChatEMG

LDA
Self 0.40 ± 0.16 0.50 ± 0.09 0.52 ± 0.07 0.50 ± 0.13 0.81 ± 0.05 0.54 6e−5

Fine-tune 0.64 ± 0.04 0.49 ± 0.07 0.65 ± 0.05 0.65 ± 0.02 0.64 ± 0.13 0.61 1e−2
ChatEMG 0.54 ± 0.07 0.55 ± 0.05 0.64 ± 0.07 0.77 ± 0.08 0.83 ± 0.08 0.67 —

RF
Self 0.55 ± 0.08 0.57 ± 0.07 0.77 ± 0.11 0.82 ± 0.13 0.77 ± 0.06 0.69 1e−1

Fine-tune 0.58 ± 0.06 0.62 ± 0.02 0.74 ± 0.16 0.72 ± 0.16 0.78 ± 0.05 0.69 2e−1
ChatEMG 0.57 ± 0.07 0.66 ± 0.03 0.72 ± 0.15 0.82 ± 0.13 0.79 ± 0.07 0.71 —

Transformer
Self 0.66 ± 0.06 0.53 ± 0.05 0.77 ± 0.09 0.67 ± 0.15 0.72 ± 0.15 0.67 2e−2

Fine-tune 0.72 ± 0.06 0.57 ± 0.12 0.78 ± 0.12 0.79 ± 0.09 0.79 ± 0.08 0.73 5e−1
ChatEMG 0.64 ± 0.12 0.67 ± 0.05 0.77 ± 0.14 0.79 ± 0.04 0.77 ± 0.12 0.73 —

Table 9.2: Session adaptation experiment results.

9.5 Results and Discussion

In this section, we first discuss the intent inferral accuracy and then analyze the synthetic

samples. Finally, we show that ChatEMG can help improve the performance of functional pick-

and-place tasks in real-world hospital testing. Visit our project website at https://jxu.ai/

chatemg for hospital testing demonstrations and additional information.

9.5.1 Intent Inferral Performance

The results are shown in Table 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3. For each subject, we evaluate three intent

inferral recordings, and we present the average accuracy and one standard deviation. ChatEMG is

able to improve the average intent inferral accuracy across five subjects for all classifiers under all

assessment scenarios. This shows that ChatEMG can successfully generalize to a new condition,

session, or subject despite not seeing them in its training recordings.

Despite that the improvement in intent inferral accuracy is consistent across 17/18 comparisons
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S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Average 𝑝-value w/
ChatEMG

LDA
Self 0.33 ± 0.06 0.61 ± 0.11 0.51 ± 0.11 0.52 ± 0.26 0.65 ± 0.18 0.51 1e−2

Fine-tune 0.60 ± 0.08 0.62 ± 0.10 0.49 ± 0.06 0.74 ± 0.03 0.40 ± 0.17 0.56 3e−1
ChatEMG 0.37 ± 0.18 0.63 ± 0.11 0.56 ± 0.16 0.68 ± 0.15 0.70 ± 0.14 0.58 —

RF
Self 0.60 ± 0.01 0.64 ± 0.02 0.59 ± 0.02 0.80 ± 0.08 0.71 ± 0.07 0.66 3e−1

Fine-tune 0.54 ± 0.02 0.65 ± 0.02 0.55 ± 0.12 0.78 ± 0.07 0.75 ± 0.13 0.65 5e−2
ChatEMG 0.52 ± 0.01 0.65 ± 0.06 0.55 ± 0.12 0.86 ± 0.06 0.80 ± 0.08 0.67 —

Transformer
Self 0.57 ± 0.05 0.63 ± 0.03 0.63 ± 0.06 0.72 ± 0.04 0.65 ± 0.16 0.64 1e−2

Fine-tune 0.56 ± 0.08 0.64 ± 0.02 0.60 ± 0.10 0.68 ± 0.08 0.69 ± 0.04 0.64 4e−2
ChatEMG 0.58 ± 0.13 0.64 ± 0.07 0.67 ± 0.06 0.76 ± 0.03 0.74 ± 0.14 0.68 —

Table 9.3: Subject adaptation experiment results.

between ChatEMG and Fine-tune/Self, we further investigate the statistical significance of such

improvement by performing a one-sided Wilcoxon rank-sum test on the results aggregated across

all subjects (three intent inferral recordings per subject). We choose a non-parametric statistical

test because we do not assume an underlying normal distribution. We report the computed 𝑝-

values for pairwise differences between our ChatEMG and the other methods. With a commonly

used hypothesis threshold of 𝛼 = 5e−2, 11/17 improvements (𝑝-values in bold) are statistically

significant.

We notice that if trained only on the small support set (Self), RF tends to have the highest

performance, while when the classifier has access to larger datasets (Fine-tune or ChatEMG),

Transformer tends to perform better. This matches our intuition that larger-capacity models can

realize their potential only when given enough data, and ChatEMG achieves that through synthetic

data generation.

Subject adaptation is the most difficult scenario with the lowest intent inferral accuracy. It

simulates the scenarios of onboarding a new stroke subject, and we only collect one round of

open-relax-close motion from this new subject as our support set. It is the most tricky scenario

because variation in EMG signals is larger among different subjects than among different condi-

tions or sessions of the same subject. However, ChatEMG can still understand the broad signal

patterns of different intents from past subjects and apply that knowledge by generating synthetic

samples conditioned on prompts from the new subject. S4 and S5 tend to have higher intent infer-

ral accuracy than S1, S2, and S3, which matches the hand-functionality measured by the FM-UE
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Figure 9.5: Comparison between the real and synthetic samples on open and close intents of sub-
jects S1, S2, and S3. The vertical line indicates the switch from the provided prompt to the gener-
ated synthetic sequence. These samples also demonstrate the significant variations in EMG signals
across different stroke subjects.

scores.

9.5.2 Synthetic Sample Visualization and Analysis

We show generated samples for lower-functioning subjects S1, S2, and S3 in Fig. 9.5. The

first 150 steps (1.5s) are the sampled prompts from the limited dataset and are identical between

real and synthetic data. For the synthetic samples, ChatEMG generates the last 106 steps (1.06s).

When presented with both plots in parallel, without knowing in advance, it is very challenging to

Figure 9.6: t-SNE visualization. We compare the t-SNE embedding space of the first 2 EMG
channels between the synthetic samples and real samples from the same recording of subject S4.
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identify the synthetic one. There is no significant transition at 1.5s when the sequence switches

from real to synthetic. This shows that ChatEMG can capture the characteristics of EMG signals,

such as the amplitude, frequency, fluctuation pattern, etc. ChatEMG can also maintain the relative

position of different channels very well. We compute the normalized root mean squared error

(NRMSE) between the synthetic and real samples across all subjects and intents. The NRMSE for

close, open, and relax intents across all subjects are 6%, 5%, and 3%, respectively.

More importantly, ChatEMG not only learns to babble EMG signals by following the previous

trends, but it also learns to reproduce common trends that do not show up in the prompt at all. For

example, in the prompt of S1’s open sample, there is no indication of the green channel (emg2)

going up, but the generated sequence shows such a trend, which turns out to be correct.

We further visualize the generated samples of subject S4 in a low-dimensional space using

t-SNE [157], shown in Fig. 9.6. For each class, we generate 1000 synthetic samples using the

support set and then randomly select 100 samples from the query set of the same recording. We

embed each channel of the 256-step EMG sequence separately into a 2D space, and visualize that

of the first two channels. We observe that: (1) The synthetic samples of different intents are very

separable from each other, meaning that ChatEMG captures distinct patterns of different intents.

(2) The embedding space of the generated samples almost always covers the real samples from the

query set. This shows that ChatEMG captures the distribution of the test samples correctly. Thus,

adding these synthetic samples to the limited support set can improve the intent inferral accuracy

on the query set.

9.5.3 Integration in Complete Subject Protocol

We deploy ChatEMG to help an unseen stroke subject complete a functional pick-and-place

task using a robotic hand orthosis, as shown in Fig. 9.1. We integrate the pipeline of collecting

a limited support set, using ChatEMG to generate synthetic samples, and training Tranformer

classifiers within a single hospital session. Visit our project website for video demonstrations.

This preliminary experiment uses the ChatEMG models trained with data from S1, S2, S4, and S5,
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and excludes data from the test subject S3. Without adding the synthetic data, classifiers trained

with only one open-close-relax motion cannot predict the open intent at all. However, when the

classifier is trained with synthetic sample augmentation, S3 can complete multiple rounds of pick-

and-place tasks. These qualitative results suggest that the improvement in classification accuracy

can translate to the improvement of meaningful daily functional tasks.

9.6 Chapter Summary

ChatEMG addresses the data scarcity issue through synthetic data generation. It allows us

to collect only a very small dataset from the new condition/session/subject and expand it with

synthetic samples. ChatEMG learns the broad behavior of forearm EMG signals from a vast corpus

of previous data while remaining context-specific via prompting. We show that these synthetic

samples are classifier-agnostic and can improve the intent inferral accuracy of different types of

classifiers. We are the first to deploy an intent classifier trained partially on synthetic data on a

hand orthosis to help an unseen stroke subject complete pick-and-place tasks, showing that the

improvement in classification accuracy can lead to improvement in meaningful functional tasks.
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Conclusion

Data is at the center of any AI breakthroughs, and robotics is certainly no exception.

While robot learning starts to revolutionize how we develop generalist robots that work for hu-

mans, with humans, and are part of humans, data will continue to be the foundation for such

advancements. Unfortunately, unlike text, images, or videos that are abundant on the Internet,

high-quality robotics data remains sparse and scarce. This thesis is an attempt to address the data

sparsity and scarcity issues in robot learning, focusing on two representative domains: tactile ma-

nipulation (Part I) and rehabilitation robots (Part II).

In tactile manipulation, inspired by humans’ ability to use tactile sensing under the com-

plete absence of vision, such as effortlessly retrieving a small object from our pockets, we study the

data sparsity problem by exploring two tasks, tactile object identification and tactile object retrieval

from granular media. In tactile object identification, touch signals such as contact locations and

normals are so sparse and local, but we address this challenge by methodically choosing the next

action to take that collects the most useful information. We co-train this intelligent and efficient

exploration policy with a decision-making policy, and they work together to recognize objects us-

ing so few touches that even humans might struggle to do so with the same limited information.

We name this co-training framework TANDEM [18] (Chapter 3).

We then extend this co-training framework to 3D environments where the data sparsity

problem is even more pronounced. 3D objects present more complicated geometry, and we need

a better encoder to compute 3D representations from a sequence of sparse tactile data. Built on

top of the co-training framework, we propose TANDEM3D [19] (Chapter 4). TANDEM3D further
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addresses the data sparsity challenge by enabling 6DOF movements of the tactile sensor and is able

to discover discriminative points through small-angle adjustments, taking advantage of the tactile

finger with all-around sensing coverage. It jointly learns an encoder with the decision-making

and exploration policies, which builds the 3D object representation from the contact positions and

surface normals acquired via tactile sensing.

Compared to tactile object identification, object retrieval from granular media is un-

doubtedly a more challenging task, and granular media is such a sensor-deprived environment that

vision is completely occluded. In addition to the data sparsity problem that is fundamental to tac-

tile manipulation, this task presents additional challenges such as large uncertainty and significant

sensor noise, introduced by the ubiquitous contacts inside granular media. GEOTACT [20] (Chap-

ter 5) formulates this task as a model-free reinforcement learning problem and trains it end-to-end

in simulation with a curriculum strategy. Our formulation of the learning task action space leads

to emergent pushing behaviors that efficiently explore under granular media with sparse tactile

signals and help reduce uncertainty. GEOTACT is the first robotic system that can retrieve novel

objects completely inside granular media using only touch sensing.

While data sparsity is a challenge from the angle of the data quality/representation,

data scarcity focuses on data quantity, meaning that the sheer amount of data we can collect from

physical hardware and humans is very limited. In the second part of the thesis, we switch gears

and address the data scarcity issue in rehabilitation robots, which is arguably the most impacted by

this challenge, due to the extreme difficulty in collecting biosignals from people with disabilities.

Specifically, we study intent inferral for stroke. Widely considered to be a key problem in assistive

and rehabilitative robotics, an effective intent inferral mechanism can be an intuitive way to control

a robotic device.

Concept drift exacerbates the data scarcity problem in intent inferral, as it requires the

training set to incorporate labeled data with as much signal variation as possible. Such data collec-

tion comes at a high cost since it is manually labeled, putting a lot of burden on the stroke subjects.

SemiEMG [8] (Chapter 6) addresses intrasession concept drift through exploiting unlabeled data.
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It is a disagreement-based semi-supervised algorithm that automatically labels a stream of new

unlabeled data in an online fashion. To our knowledge, this is the first time a semi-supervised

learning algorithm has been proposed and used for a hand orthosis based on multimodal ipsilateral

sensing.

While SemiEMG can help adapt to concept drift within the same session, the heuristics

to label incoming unlabeled data will generally fail for a new session. In order to address the data

scarcity problem by quickly adapting to not only the intrasession but also the intersession drift,

we propose MetaEMG [23] (Chapter 7), a meta-learning (or learning to learn) approach that treats

intent inferral as a multitask learning problem with each session or patient being a task. MetaEMG

naturally and effectively handles intersession drift, further reduces the training burden on the stroke

patients, and mediates the challenge of data scarcity.

Different from both SemiEMG and MetaEMG, which propose machine learning algo-

rithms that work with limited labeled data, reciprocal learning [31] (Chapter 8) addresses the data

scarcity challenge by enabling bi-directional learning. This novel paradigm consists of iterative,

interwoven stages that alternate between updating machine learning models and guiding human

adaptation with the use of augmented visual feedback. It addresses the data scarcity challenge by

generating higher-quality training data and reinforcing more distinguishable movement patterns,

giving the classifier an easier time to learn.

All the learning paradigms discussed above either try to find a smart workaround with

limited data (SemiEMG, MetaEMG) or improve the quality of the limited data (reciprocal learn-

ing); however, ChatEMG [24] (Chapter 9) addresses the data scarcity issue by dreaming up syn-

thetic data. It allows us to collect only a very small dataset from the new condition/session/subject

and expand it with synthetic samples. ChatEMG learns the broad behavior of forearm EMG sig-

nals from a vast corpus of previous data while remaining context-specific via prompting. We show

that these synthetic samples are classifier-agnostic and can improve the intent inferral accuracy

of different types of classifiers. We are the first to deploy an intent classifier trained partially on

synthetic data on a hand orthosis to help an unseen stroke subject complete pick-and-place tasks,
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showing that the improvement in classification accuracy can lead to improvement in meaningful

functional tasks.

We believe the insights gained in this thesis extend beyond the two domains and are

applicable to a broad range of robotics applications facing the fundamental challenges of data

sparsity and scarcity. I hope this thesis can contribute meaningfully to the advancement of robotics

research, and the advent of truly cognitively and physically intelligent generalist robots.
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