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Abstract— The rapid development of collaborative robotics
has provided a new possibility of helping the elderly who has
difficulties in daily life, allowing robots to operate according to
specific intentions. However, efficient human-robot cooperation
requires natural, accurate and reliable intention recognition
in shared environments. The current paramount challenge for
this is reducing the uncertainty of multimodal fused intention
to be recognized and reasoning adaptively a more reliable result
despite current interactive condition. In this work we propose
a novel learning-based multimodal fusion framework Batch
Multimodal Confidence Learning for Opinion Pool (BMCLOP).
Our approach combines Bayesian multimodal fusion method
and batch confidence learning algorithm to improve accuracy,
uncertainty reduction and success rate given the interactive
condition. In particular, the generic and practical multimodal
intention recognition framework can be easily extended fur-
ther. Our desired assistive scenarios consider three modalities
gestures, speech and gaze, all of which produce categorical
distributions over all the finite intentions. The proposed method
is validated with a six-DoF robot through extensive experiments
and exhibits high performance compared to baselines.

Index Terms— Multimodal confidence learning for Opinion
Pool, multimodal perception for HRI, human factors and
human-in-the-loop

I. INTRODUCTION

An increased interest and effort in recent years has been
paid to human-robot collaboration, most of which is used
to support elderly people or assist in space experiments [1],
[2]. In such situations, humans are physically incapacitated
and in urgent need for robot assistance. Realizing natural
and reliable human-robot interaction (HRI) is a crucial
part of human-robot collaboration. Numerous modalities
were used to realize natural interaction, including gestures,
speech, gaze, electromyography (EMG), electroencephalo-
gram (EEG), human skeleton and so on. However, unimodal
interaction only conveys limited information, making it dif-
ficult to fully express the intention. To guarantee the quality
of HRI, it is effective to take advantage of multimodal fusion
to attain a better intention. One of the challenges is reducing
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the uncertainty of fused intentions and reliably reasoning an
optimal recognition result given current interactive condition.

From the signal processing point of view, the mainstream
approach of multimodal fusion for intention recognition
consists of two paradigms [3]: feature level and decision
level. In the feature-level approach, the features extracted
from raw data of multiple modalities are first fused and then
sent to a common recognition module to perform intention
prediction or estimation. In this way, the modalities are
tightly coupled, which is more suitable for channels that are
continuous and synchronized over time, e.g., human skeleton
and gestures [4], hand positions and object features [5],
skeleton series and environmental features [6]. The practical
model to fuse feature vectors is neural network, such as Long
Short-Term Memory (LSTM) [6], [7], Graph Convolutional
Network (GCN) [8], Multimodal Attention Mechanism [9],
[10] etc. Reducing uncertainty and increasing adaptability
for such methods is just equivalent to improving the fusion
module. In most cases, this requires substantial data to train,
which is difficult to acquire in HRI.

In contrast to the previous methods, the decision-level
multimodal fusion paradigm is more time-independent, serv-
ing to fuse the initial decision results from different modali-
ties. More importantly, unlike the end-to-end fusion models
above, the decision-level fusion does not need to be retrained
from scratch when modifying modalities. Recent research
has also made great progress. Some works [11], [12] model
the system’s knowledge as a Partially Observable Markov
Decision Process (POMDP) where the human intention is
the unobservable state. These studies integrate either gaze
and joystick using a basic product to attain joint probabil-
ity distributions or the verbal communication and joystick
through question-asking with hindsight optimization. Zhou
et al. [13] capture the multimodal distributions of EMG,
EEG and joint positions to predict turn-taking of robot nurse
through Dempster–Shafer theory. Moreover, weighted linear
combination of modalities [14] is also widely used.

While several different algorithms in decision level have
been proposed, the general consensus to reduce uncertainty is
that Bayesian-based method Independent Opinion Pool (IOP)
is so far more effective, especially for discrete intention,
predicting more accurate and reliable fused results for advan-
tages of reinforcement and mitigation [15]–[17]. The IOP-
based fusion method [15] combines four modalities speech,
gestures, gaze directions and scene objects for intention
recognition, proving a good experimental result in uncer-
tainty reduction. Other works [16], [17] integrate the IOP
fusion for multiple modalities into Interactive Reinforcement
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Fig. 1. Block diagram of the proposed multimodal fusion framework BMCLOP. When the interactive condition is changed, batch learning with constraints
is used to learn the confidence from HRI experiences, in which the deterministic feedback advice as ground truth is given in addition. The object intention
is our main focus. Gestures: The dashed lines before Leap Motion divide the area into five direction intervals. The bring and place gestures implicitly
specify the direction. Gaze: We obtain the gaze point in the detected surfaces from Pupil Core and utilize Gaussian distribution to model gaze object
distribution. Confidence Constraints: We visualize the original and experimental confidence spaces Ω of IOP, LogOP and EIOP respectively.

Learning by incorporating human advice to accelerate the
convergence of reward learning to some extent. However,
most methods in decision level implicitly suppose all modal-
ities have the same confidence, i.e., all recognized intentions
have the same influence on the fused results. In fact, the
modalities have different confidence vectors under different
interactive conditions, which is also mentioned in [11], [15]
for further regulation only in discussions. The sources of
uncertainty are not only relevant to the inherent classification
algorithm, but also related to modality limitation, external
scenarios, task attributes and so on. While IOP-based meth-
ods can reinforce the effect of more certain base distributions,
it is inherently subject to fixed fusion confidence. Thus,
the development of a framework to quantify modalities’
confidence in interactions and guarantee more reliable fusion
despite cluttered scenarios is still an open challenge.

To this end, we develop Batch Multimodal Confidence
Learning for Opinion Pool (BMCLOP), a learning approach
for multimodal fusion, which combines the advantages of
Opinion Pool and adaptability to the current interactive
condition through constrained optimization. We perform con-
fidence learning when a certain number of interactions are
reached. Once the interactive modalities and environment are
determined, our approach can ensure the quality of multi-
modal fusion for intention recognition to be near optimal. It’s
critical for robot to execute subsequent actions accurately and
robustly. Moreover, solving batch learning with constraints
is no longer straightforward. Our method is inspired by
the work presented by [18] in reinforcement learning. Note
that our work emphasizes multimodal intention recognition
instead of prediction. To the best of our knowledge, the study
of multimodal confidence learning in HRI is novel.

The contributions of this letter are as follows. With the
aim of maximizing the intention recognition performance,
we developed a batch learning framework for multimodal
fusion based on past experiences in HRI with additionally
feedback advice provided by human partner.

• We present a fusion framework which learns modali-
ties’ confidence from interactions with only additional
human advice. With approximately 32−64 interactions
for batch learning, the approach can learn confidence
for adaptive to current interactive condition.

• We consider the sources of uncertainty from multi-
modal human-robot interaction more comprehensively.
In addition to uncertainty from base classifiers, we
also consider the uncertainty of limited information
introduced by the reference of base modalities.

• We provide extensive experimental evaluations in
robotic kitchen tasks.

The rest of the letter is as follows: Section II presents the
proposed approach. In Section III, we describe in detail the
modalities used to verify the fusion effect. The multimodal
fusion framework is evaluated through experiments in desired
human-robot interactive scenarios in Section IV. Finally,
Section V concludes the letter and discusses future research
directions.

II. PROPOSED METHOD

Our goal is to leverage confidence learned from the past
interactions to regulate multimodal fusion process adaptively.
Therefore, a learning pipeline for multimodal intention fu-
sion BMCLOP was developed as described by Fig. 1.

Given a natural human-robot interaction task, the uncer-
tainty of intention recognition comprises two key facets.
Primarily, the recognition algorithm of each base classifier
is inherently influenced by uncertainty. Meanwhile, there is
the second source of uncertainty introduced by the limited
reference of single modality, which is not considered by pre-
vious works [15]–[17]. For instance, speech alone indicating
the category of a desired object may be ambiguous when
multiple objects of the same category are present. Similarly, a
gesture indicating the general direction lacks precision when
pointing to a specific object. Combining multiple modalities,
the uncertainty of intention can be reduced significantly.



A. Opinion Pool

Suppose there are K interactive modalities mi (i =
1, ...,K), each of which provides a categorical distribution
P (a|mi) for all finite possible intentions a ∈ A. For Opinion
Pool, we have a paradigm, which combines the multimodal
distributions of intentions, given by

P (a|m1, ...,mK) = α(ω)

K∏
i=1

P (a|mi)
ωi (1)

where α(ω) is the normalization constant. By defining the
weight vector ω = (ω1, ..., ωK) ∈ RK satisfying non-
negative, the approach can be used to measure the overall
confidence of each modality. The fused distribution using
Opinion Pool preserves the multimodal or unimodal nature
of the individual base distributions [19]. The most inspiring
strength is that not only Opinion Pool fusion is Bayesian, but
the influence of each modality on the fused decision can also
be adjusted adaptively by changing the confidence vector.

However, due to the multiplicative nature of Opinion Pool,
each interactive modality has veto power [19]. Therefore,
we enforce the following assumption in case of the above
unexpected condition.

Assumption. (Nonzero Probability Property) In this work,
all categorical distributions of base modalities are strictly
positive each item in the desired intention set A. [19], [20]

The commonly used Opinion Pool algorithms contain In-
dependent Opinion Pool (IOP) [15] and Logarithmic Opinion
Pool (LogOP) [19], [21], [22]. They all have the same fusion
structure as (1), but there are different constraints:

IOP: ω1 = ... = ωK = 1, (2)

LogOP:
∑K

i=1
ωi = 1, ω ⪰ 0. (3)

Considering that IOP is fixed, combined with the adaptive
advantages of LogOP, we formulate an extended version of
IOP (EIOP) as ∑K

i=1
ωi = K, ω ⪰ 0. (4)

Clearly, IOP is a special case of EIOP where the modalities’
weights are equal. Moreover, it’s worth mentioning that the
revised opinion pool is still Bayesian.

B. Batch Confidence Learning with Constraints

Under the Assumption above, let P (a) denotes the de-
terministic advice for ground truth. The commonly used
divergence measure is the Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence,
which measures the degree of similarity between two distri-
butions. The loss function can be defined by

L(ω) = Ex∼D DKL(P (a) ∥ P (a|m1, ...,mK))

= Ex∼D (−H(P (a)) +H(P (a), P (a|m1, ...,mK)))

where x ≜ (P (a|m1), ..., P (a|mK), P (a)) is the recorded
human-robot interactive experience sampled from dataset D.
We omit P (a|m1, ...,mK)’s dependency on weights ω only
in notation for the sake of clarity. Here, using the forward

KL divergence with respect to ω ensures that the learned
model is mode-covering [23]. Considering the expression of
the KL divergence, we expand the loss function as the sum
of an entropy term −H(P (a)), which does not depend on
ω, and a cross entropy term H(P (a), P (a|m1, ...,mK)).

Thus, we reformulate the learning task as the following
optimization problem under constraints

min
ω
L(ω) = Ex∼D H(P (a), P (a|m1, ...,mK)), (5a)

s.t. G(ω) ⪯ 0, (5b)
H(ω) = 0, (5c)

where G(·) = [g1(·), ..., gs(·)]T and s is the number of
inequality constraints, while H(·) = [h1(·), ..., hr(·)]T and r
is the number of equality constraints. The constraints differ
depending on the specific Opinion Pool used above.

Proposition 1. Let Ω be a convex set of confidence. There
is only one fused distribution P (a|m1, ...,mK) to minimize
the loss L(ω).

A brief proof is presented in Appendix. From Proposition
1 and the proof, we know that the loss function is convex.
Thus, there exists one or more optimal confidence that
performs best in fusing intention recognition.

Generally, we can form an equivalence between the
constrained learning and regularized learning through La-
grangian duality, which given by Proposition 2 below.

Proposition 2. Consider the regularized optimization task

min
ω

L(ω,λ,µ) = L(ω) + λTG(ω) + µTH(ω) (6)

Since the strong duality holds in the constrained optimization
(5), then ∀λ ⪰ 0 such that these two optimization problems
share the same optimal solutions.

The Proposition 2 can be derived from Lagrangian duality
theory [24]. Obviously, we can learn the current interactive
confidence adaptively via solving the optimization problem
without constraints. For the reminder of this section, we will
describe how BMCLOP performs learning on the limited and
small-scale data batch B in HRI.

Obviously, the problem (6) is equivalent to the min-max
problem for Lagrangian, which gives by

min
ω

max
λ⪰0,µ

L(ω,λ,µ). (7)

Since the Lagrangian is convex, strong duality also holds
[24]. In practice, equality constraints can be satisfied implic-
itly by projection in optimization. Thus, we rewrite (7) as

min
ω

max
λ⪰0

L(ω,λ), (8)

where
L(ω,λ) = L(ω) + λTG(ω). (9)

To solve this, we analyze the optimization task from the
game-theoretic perspective. Our task is finding the equilib-
rium between two sides, one side is ω−player, and the other
side is λ−player. In every cycle of the game, the ω−player



Algorithm 1 BMCLOP.
Input: Initial multimodal confidence ω0. Batch B =
{P (a|m1), ..., P (a|mK), P (a)}Ni=1 ⊂ D. OGD l1 norm
bound B, learning rate η. SGD learning rate ρ

Output: Learned confidence ω
1: Initialize λ1 = ( B

s+1 , ...,
B

s+1 ) ∈ Rs+1

2: for each round t do
3: Learn ωt ← SGD(L(ω,λt),B, ρ,ω0)
4: Compute L̂(ωt), Ĝ(ωt)
5: ω̂t ← 1

t

∑t
t′=1 ωt′

6: L̂(ω̂t)← 1
t

∑t
t′=1 L̂(ωt′), Ĝ(ω̂t)← 1

t

∑t
t′=1 Ĝ(ωt′)

7: λ̂t ← 1
t

∑t
t′=1 λt′

8: Learn ω̃ ← SGD(L(ω, λ̂t),B, ρ,ω0)
9: Compute L̂(ω̃), Ĝ(ω̃)

10: L̂max = max
∥λ∥1=B

(
L̂(ω̂t) + λT[Ĝ(ω̂t)

T, 0]T
)

11: L̂min = L̂(ω̃) + λ̂T
t Ĝ(ω̃)

12: if L̂max − L̂min ≤ ε then
13: return ω̂t

14: end if
15: λt+1 ← EG(λt, Ĝ(ωt), η, B)
16: end for

minimizes L(ω,λ) given the current λ, the λ−player max-
imize the Lagrangian given the current ω conversely.

At each iteration, BMCLOP first apply the optimization
for ω with regard to L(ω)+λT

t G(ω) given λt. To achieve a
more approximate result to the optimal confidence according
to the current batch, a nonlinear minimization procedure
should be used to solve the problem, such as Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD). We start from the given initial value
ω

(0)
t using

ω
(j+1)
t = PΩ

(
ω

(j)
t − ρ∇L(ω(j)

t ,λt)
)

(10)

where PΩ(·) is the projection of updated confidence onto the
confidence space Ω, ρ is the learning rate of SGD, and stop
when either the change ∥ω(j+1)

t − ω
(j)
t ∥∞ is small enough

or a certain number of iterations are exceed.
Next, the λ−player employs online learning approach,

which can be any no-regret algorithm that satisfied∑
t

L(ωt,λt) ≥ max
λ

∑
t

L(ωt,λ)− o(T ). (11)

The most suitable choice is Exponentiated Gradient (EG)
algorithm [25]. Gradient-based methods generally require
boundary values to be set. Thus, we introduce hyper-
parameters B as the bound of λ in l1 norm. We also augment
λ into (m + 1)-dimensional vectors with some abuse of
notation. As such, the update step of λ is given by

λt+1[i] = B
λt[i]e

−ηzt[i]∑
j λt[j]e−ηzt[j]

(12)

where η is the learning rate of EG, λ[i] is the i-th element of

the vector λ, and zt =
[
Ĝ(ωt)

T, 0
]T

. In the learning process,

we optimize the model with two kinds of estimates. The cur-
rent terms are used to estimate the L̂max while the expected
terms are used to compute L̂min. After several iterations, the
algorithm terminates while the estimated primal-dual gap is
less than a given threshold ε.

Alg. 1 presents a pseudo-code of how to learn multimodal
confidence from previous interactions. The convergence and
close-optimality is guaranteed, which is similar to the de-
tailed analysis in supplementary materials of [18].

C. Multimodal Interaction and Learning Procedure

The multimodal learning process alternates a certain num-
ber of interactions with a batch confidence learning proce-
dure, see Fig. 1. The human partner expresses intentions
through multiple modalities, which can be recognized by
base classifiers. After a data batch is collected, we perform
BMCLOP according to Alg. 1. When a certain number of
batch learning is executed or the convergence of confidence is
achieved, subsequent interactions will not require additional
deterministic advice. To make full use of multiple modalities,
we consider the lower bound of confidence ω ⪰ 0.11K×1

in experiments (see Fig. 1), while learning to strength the
effect of better-behaved base distributions.

III. CONSIDERED MODALITIES

In this study, our primary focus lies on recognizing object
intention in complex scenarios, although we also consider
two simple actions for experimental completeness. Therefore,
we still employ the basic method IOP for action fusion
while mainly investigating the effect of our fusion method
for object intention. Ambiguity in object reference is infre-
quent in human-human interactions, largely owing to the
innate adaptive multimodal fusion mechanism in humans.
For intention recognition in human-robot collaboration, the
combination of speech and gestures by indicating a general
direction is widely used. In addition, an implicit gaze is used
to track the fixation position for inferring object intention.
The specific objects are not clear in real-world scenarios, thus
we design modalities more generally. The base modalities
can be easily replaced by alternative ones. Once this happens,
the model confidence should be relearned by Alg. 1.

A. Speech

For speech recognition, we adopt iFLYTEK, an offline
speech recognition wrapped library, which is appropriate
for modality reasoning. The user-defined syntax file has to
be written to override the recognition range before it can
be used. We define several speech patterns, including two
necessary actions (give, place) and five intended object cate-
gories (apple, banana, orange, bowl and yogurt). In addition,
another words, such as “the” or “me”, which are likely to
be used to formulate the speech as a sentence, are also
considered. For example, the expression ”Give me the apple.”
is concise but lacks specificity, leading to confusion while
there are multiple apples in the scenario. When the speech is
recognized, the confidence of each parsed word corresponds
to its recognition probability. Assuming uniform probabilities



for the remaining words disregarding subtle distinctions, we
normalize the output distribution. When there are multiple
objects of the same category, probabilities are assigned to
the same. Subsequently, the distribution is renormalized, and
the uncertainty will significantly increase.

B. Gestures

In our task, we mainly consider two actions, i.e., bring
and place. As for the kitchen scene, the gestures “bring” or
“place” mean that the human partner asks a robot for help in
retrieving the object being pointed at or putting it back. The
gestures are illustrated in Fig. 1. To determine the direction of
intended object, we also consider directions simultaneously.

We used Leap Motion to recognize gestures and directions.
To simplify the task, we divided the area of bring and place
gestures into 5 intervals spanning from 0◦ to 180◦, with
each representing a general direction. This division was made
to mitigate tracking performance issues that arise when the
hand is biased towards the edge. It was proved that finger-
tips angle, fingertips distance and fingertips elevation can
effectively extract the hand’s features [26]. Additionally, the
pointing angle (the angle between the projection of direction
vector of each finger in the XOZ plane and X-axis) and
the component of X-axis for palm coordinate were selected
to form a 21-D gesture feature. Since the Support Vector
Machine (SVM) can estimate the distribution without prior,
we employed multiclass SVM to provide the base distribution
of intention. For training, gestures were recorded from 4
human participants, with each direction being repeated 30
times. To make the model more accurate, C-SVM and RBF
kernel were used. The optimal penalty factor and other
parameters were determined through traversal to maximize
accuracy. When multiple objects were positioned in the same
direction, equal probabilities were assigned to them before
renormalizing distribution of all objects.

C. Gaze

As an implicit modality, gaze can provide more precise
object distribution in most cases. However, due to the lack of
action distribution, we only fused the previous two modalities
for action recognition. We utilized head-mounted glasses of
Pupil Labs to track 2D gaze fixation on the surface specified
by markers. After collecting gaze data from Pupil glasses
with a rate of 5Hz for 5s, the median and average filtering
was adopted to enhance the precision of fixation points.
By combining object detection and visual positioning, we
transformed the coordinates of fixation and objects into the
same coordinate frame. We applied Gaussian distribution
x ∼ N (µ,Σ) to model the gaze distribution, where µ is the
filtered fixation point. Since the fixation is more accurate in
the horizontal direction, we emphasized the change in the
direction. By our experiments, we set the covariance matrix

as Σ =

[
0.01 0
0 0.1

]
.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND EVALUATIONS

In this section, the accuracy, uncertainty reduction and
regulation to multimodal confidence of our approach are
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Fig. 2. Two robotic kitchen scenarios. We want to prepare some fruit
salad, but the objects are all hard to reach. To recognize human’s intention,
a microphone (A) and Leap Motion (B) are placed on the workspace with
head-mounted Pupil glasses (C). Six or ten target objects on the table are
object intentions, with each direction colored differently. The touch screen
is used for advice input and visual feedback of transparent HRI.

evaluated experimentally in kitchen scenarios. A human
partner prepares a fruit salad for dinner with the help of a
robot manipulator. We need the robot to acquire the human
intention through multimodal fusion in order to help bring or
place objects, in which the intention is difficult to recognize
through base modality. Since the fusion of actions does not
involve the second kind of uncertainty we mainly cared
about, we only learned and evaluated the multimodal object
intentions.

A. Experimental Setup

The intended objects in experiments include 6 objects in
the simple scenario and 10 objects in the cluttered scenario.
The specific settings are shown in Fig. 2. The scenarios take
full account of two kinds of uncertainty mentioned earlier.
The robot deployed in the kitchen scene is a UR5 manipu-
lator equipped with a Barrett Hand as the end-effector.

For all three modalities, the learning process presented
in Alg. 1 has been implemented in C++ using automatic
differentiation library autodiff [27]. The manipulator decom-
posed collaborative intentions into simple atomic actions to
execute, while the robot control and planning were achieved
via ROS and MoveIt interface. The classification for gestures
was implemented through libSVM [28]. We used a depth
camera Intel Realsense D435i for robotic vision. The object
detection algorithm YOLOv7 [29] was used to detect the
scene objects and extract the coordinates of keypoints to
grasp. The direction of each object was also determined by
visual perception module. We learned our fusion model using
Alg. 1 with parameters ε = 0.5, batch size |B| = 32, OGD
learning rate η = 0.1 and bound of lagarange B = 30. The
initial confidence vectors of LogOP and EIOP were set to
1
K1K×1 and 1K×1 respectively. The SGD learning rate was
set to ρ = 0.01 for LogOP, while it was set to 0.1 for EIOP.

To evaluate the fusion method, several objective measures
are chosen to quantify the accuracy and uncertainty of
different distribution, i.e., accuracy, Shannon entropy and
score difference [15]. In addition, success rate is also used to
assess the overall quality of intention recognition during the
past several interactions. It affects the efficiency of human-
robot collaboration to a large extent. If the fusion result is
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always wrong, the efficiency of human-robot collaboration
will be greatly reduced.

B. Multi-Scenarios Evaluation for Multimodal Fusion

We set up two distinct scenarios for comparison: the
simple scenario, denoted as Scenario 1, and the cluttered one
namely Scenario 2 (Fig. 2). We used all three modalities to
express intentions. After each interaction, multiple modalities
as well as advice input were recorded. In both interactions,
we performed interactive learning every interactive batch.
The primal-dual gap and confidence curves of the initial
batch learning for BMCLOP in Scenario 2 are depicted in
Fig. 5. The main objective is to confirm the adaptive per-
formance of our fusion framework across different scenarios
using the same modalities. In contrast, subsequent ablation
experiments will allow for the evaluation combining different
modalities in the same environment.

See Fig. 3 for object entropy and EIOP confidence
variation throughout the interaction procedure. Notably, the
learned confidence vectors exhibit variations across different
scenarios. Considering the differing levels of uncertainty in
each scenario, the learning procedure was performed once for
Scenario 1 and twice for the cluttered Scenario 2. As learning
goes on, the confidence of gaze increases in both scenarios,
whereas the speech and gestures exhibit contrasting trends,
i.e. ωO3 > ωO1 > ωO2 in Scenario 1, ωO3 > ωO2 > ωO1

in Scenario 2. In the cluttered scenario, the uncertainty of
reference greatly impacts recognition results of speech and
gestures. However, due to the inherent characteristics, the
referential uncertainty has the greater effect on speech, while

the impact on gesture is relatively small. This explains the
relative changes in confidence observed after batch learning
in both scenarios.

For uncertain reduction evaluations, we present the object
entropy of considered modalities, as well as three multimodal
fusion results during online interaction and learning cases.
Each case encompasses six or ten interactions in making
salads. Among three modalities, the uncertainty of speech
is the highest for multiple objects of the same category.
Similarly, when several objects are in the same direction, the
uncertainty of gesture also tends to be high. For instance,
when pointing to object 4 and 5 in Scenario 1, gestures
modality often cause confusion. This is more common in
cluttered Scenario 2. Throughout the whole interactions,
the reduction in uncertainty achieved via IOP and EIOP is
remarkable. Although the decision uncertainty of EIOP is
marginally lower than that of IOP in most cases, it indicates
the effectiveness of our learning framework in ensuring the
uncertainty reduction while maintaining adaptability. How-
ever, the uncertainty reduction in LogOP is not even as
substantial as that achieved in IOP. This suggests that LogOP
lacks the ability of reinforcement. From a mathematical
perspective, it is evident that the exponent plays a significant
role in OP fusion. To this end, the performance of EIOP after
batch learning, under equal exponential sum as IOP, has been
shown superior uncertainty reduction to varying conditions.

While the enhancement in uncertainty reduction may be
somewhat modest compared to IOP, the fusion results of
EIOP are more reliable, which guarantees correct recognition
results despite extreme conflicting cases, e.g. Fig. 4. By



TABLE I
ABLATION STUDY RESULTS OF DIFFERENT MULTIMODAL OBJECT INTENTION FUSION IN SCENARIO 2. MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION)

Modality Fusion Method Metrics
Accuracy ↑ Entropy ↓ Score Difference ↑ Success Rate (%) ↑ Learned Confidence

Speech 0.255 (0.107) 1.856 (0.452) 0.0286 (0.119) 46.67 –

Gesture 0.310 (0.158) 1.477 (0.317) 0.0641 (0.175) 33.33 –

Gaze 0.508 (0.105) 1.118 (0.207) 0.195 (0.172) 88.00 –

Speech + Gesture IOP 0.466 (0.201) 1.160 (0.370) 0.233 (0.266) 56.00 –

EIOP 0.465 (0.203) 1.156 (0.368) 0.235 (0.268) 56.00 0.969 1.031

Speech + Gaze IOP 0.606 (0.150) 0.884 (0.290) 0.311 (0.256) 90.67 –

EIOP 0.618 (0.149) 0.856 (0.268) 0.327 (0.261) 90.67 0.902 1.098

Gesture + Gaze IOP 0.621 (0.186) 0.808 (0.266) 0.369 (0.265) 86.67 –

EIOP 0.627 (0.183) 0.799 (0.262) 0.374 (0.265) 90.67 0.956 1.044

Speech + Gesture + Gaze IOP 0.687 (0.195) 0.680 (0.303) 0.461 (0.303) 90.67 –

EIOP 0.715 (0.181) 0.630 (0.285) 0.499 (0.290) 97.33 0.725 0.905 1.370
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Fig. 5. The learning curves of EIOP with the first interactive batch in
Scenario 2. Averaged confidence and primal-dual gap across 30 runs are
presented over different random seeds. Shadow: 95% confidence interval.

learning from interactions, our proposed approach could
disambiguate among base conflicts and make right decisions
(Fig. 3).

C. Confidence Learning Analysis

For in-depth confidence learning analysis of Alg. 1, we
evaluated the learning process in Scenario 2. The algorithm
was run for 30 repetitions with a default iterations of 1000
until the gap fell below the threshold ε. We used the first
batch of interactive experiences with equal initial confidence.

Results are in Fig. 5. During the initial iterations, confi-
dence values oscillate before stabilizing into more gradual
changes. The decline in speech confidence ωO1 contrasts
with the heightened confidence of gaze ωO3, indicating that
the performance of speech diminishes in Scenario 2 due to
the uncertainty introduced by multiple candidates. Instead,
the referential uncertainty of gaze does not exhibit a sharp
increase with the addition of more objects. The gap converges
through BMCLOP, highlighting the adaptive nature of EIOP
in adjusting interactive conditions based on past interactions.

D. Online Human-Robot Interaction and Ablation Study

In our online experiments, we performed multimodal
intention recognition following several preceding learning
iterations in Scenario 2. Notably, no additional advice was
required during human-robot interactions. We enlisted three

participants to complete the salad-making task 25 times
for each person. Ablation experiments were conducted to
compare fusion performances across different modalities and
fusion strategies.

As reported in Table I, we found that all metrics with IOP
and EIOP fusion for three modalities surpassed those from
single or dual modality fusion results. Although speech and
gestures are less ideal in terms of accuracy and entropy indi-
vidually, their importance in multimodal fusion stems from
the provision of valuable referential information. Following
the fusion of speech with gaze or gesture with gaze, the
improvements in accuracy, uncertainty reduction and success
rate were observed. The sole exception, where a lower
success rate was observed, is the combination of gesture
and gaze using IOP. The discrepancy is attributed to the
high uncertainty of gesture in cluttered scenarios, where the
benefit of information supplement failed to adequately offset
the increased uncertainty. As can be seen, the performance of
BMCLOP achieves a satisfactory fusion behavior in all mea-
sures. Compared to baseline IOP, the fusion results demon-
strate an enhancement for accuracy of intention recognition
while concurrently decreasing the uncertainty of distribution.
The success rate of BMCLOP reaches 97.33%, marking
a significant improvement compared with IOP. The result
shows the proposed method exhibits a notable enhancement
in success rate for intention fusion, which is particularly
important to improve the efficiency of HRI. In simple in-
teractive scenarios, IOP proves to be more convenient and
achieves comparable performance to EIOP without requiring
additional advice. However, in cluttered scenarios with high
uncertainty, IOP or LogOP may fail to recognize the correct
intention in certain ambiguous cases. In such instances, EIOP
with learned confidence is an indispensable choice.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we presented a learning-based fusion ap-
proach in the decision level for multimodal intention recog-
nition that works in more complex real-world scenarios
with multiple uncertainties. We showed that our method



can achieve a better performance in terms of accuracy and
uncertainty reduction. To our satisfaction, the success rate is
highly increased through batch learning of confidence.

One limitation is that our approach is more suitable for
the long-horizon human-robot interactions. Although this
work provides an insight for learning multimodal confidence
in HRI, it still suffers from the matter that can not fine
tune online when encountering potential disturbances. In the
future, we plan to design a more flexible online learning
mechanism. We will also apply our method to multimodal
teleoperation to reduce the referential uncertainty in shared
manipulations. Moreover, the application of our method to
fuse policy and control prior in deploying robotic hybrid
control strategy [30] would be interesting.

APPENDIX

From (1), the optimization task (5) is equivalent to:

min
ω

Ex∼D

(
−logα(ω)−

K∑
i=1

ωiEP (a)P (a|mi)

)
(13)

where

−logα(ω) = log

(∑
a

K∏
i=1

P (a|mi)
ωi

)
.

To prove the convexity of the first term, for all λ ∈ [0, 1],
we assume that there exist ω1 and ω2 such that
− logα(λω1 + (1− λ)ω2)

= log

∑
a

(
K∏
i=1

P (a|mi)
ω1

i

)λ( K∏
i=1

P (a|mi)
ω2

i

)1−λ
 .

Considering the Hölder’s inequality, we have

−logα(λω1+(1−λ)ω2) ≤ −(λlogα(ω1)+(1−λ)α(ω2)).

Since the second linear term is also convex, the function (13)
is convex and has a minimum value.
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