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ABSTRACT

Motivated by the vast success of deep convolutional networks, there is a great interest in
generalizing convolutions to non-Euclidean manifolds. A major complication in compar-
ison to flat spaces is that it is unclear in which alignment a convolution kernel should be
applied on a manifold. The underlying reason for this ambiguity is that general manifolds
do not come with a canonical choice of reference frames (gauge). Kernels and features
therefore have to be expressed relative to arbitrary coordinates. We argue that the par-
ticular choice of coordinatization should not affect a network’s inference — it should be
coordinate independent. A simultaneous demand for coordinate independence and weight
sharing is shown to result in a requirement on the network to be equivariant under local
gauge transformations (changes of local reference frames). The ambiguity of reference
frames depends thereby on the G-structure of the manifold, such that the necessary level
of gauge equivariance is prescribed by the corresponding structure group G. Coordinate
independent convolutions are proven to be equivariant w.r.t. those isometries that are sym-
metries of the G-structure. The resulting theory is formulated in a coordinate free fashion
in terms of fiber bundles. To exemplify the design of coordinate independent convolutions,
we implement a convolutional network on the Mébius strip. The generality of our differ-
ential geometric formulation of convolutional networks is demonstrated by an extensive
literature review which explains a large number of Euclidean CNNs, spherical CNNs and
CNNs on general surfaces as specific instances of coordinate independent convolutions.
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Coordinate Independent Convolutional Networks

Figure 1: Different observers A and B may perceive a pattern of features from a different “viewpoint”. The satellites in
our application are convolution kernels which summarize their local field of view around p into a feature vector at p. Their
“viewpoint” is a choice of local reference frame (gauge) at p, along which the kernel is aligned. Since the observations
from both viewpoints represent the same pattern, the kernel responses should contain equivalent information, that is,
the inference should be coordinate independent. This constrains the convolution kernels to be equivariant under local
gauge transformations, i.e. changes of reference frames. The level of gauge equivariance is determined by the structure
group G, which depends both on the manifold and the application.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International |license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

1 Introduction

In recent years, deep neural networks have become the models of choice for a wide range of tasks in machine
learning. The success of deep models is often rooted in a task-specific design, reflecting the mathematical
structure of the data to process. A prominent example are convolutional neural networks (CNNs), which
exploit the spatial structure of the data via a local connectivity and spatial weight sharing. As the same kernel
is applied at each point in space, convolutional networks are translation equivariant, which means that they
generalize learned patterns automatically over spatial positions. Given the considerable empirical success of
Euclidean CNN, there is a big interest in extending convolutional models to process signals on more general
domains and to make them equivariant under larger symmetry groups.

This work investigates the generalization of convolutional networks to Riemannian manifolds. A major com-
plication in generalizing convolutional networks from Euclidean spaces R? to general Riemannian manifolds
is that manifolds do not come with a preferred choice of reference direction, along which a convolution kernel
could be aligned to measure features. Since no reference direction is preferred, the kernel needs to be aligned
arbitrarily on the manifold. The central theme of this work is to regulate this arbitrariness by making the
networks’ inference independent from the specific alignment of convolution kernels. It turns out that this
requires kernels to be gauge equivariant, i.e. equivariant under transformations of the kernel alignment. The
response of a gauge equivariant kernel transforms predictably when its alignment is changed — the extracted
information content is therefore guaranteed to be the same for any (arbitrary) choice of alignment.

We formalize the alignment of a kernel at some point p of a manifold M as a choice of local reference frame
— or gauge — of the corresponding tangent space T, M. Gauge transformations are therefore transformations
between choices of reference frames. Fig. [d]visualizes the concept of aligning kernels along reference frames.
Aligning the kernel relative to the canonical (uniquely preferred) frame field of the Euclidean plane R2, as
shown in the top, results in the usual kernel field of Euclidean CNNs. A different frame field, as shown in the
bottom, implies an alternative kernel field and thus network. As stated above, on most manifolds the choice
of frames is inherently ambiguous such that no specific kernel alignment is preferred. Fig.[I] visualizes this
issue for the sphere S2, where frames are only unique up to rotations.
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Figure 2: The choice of reference frames of a
tangent space 1, M is not always unique. The
geometric structure (G-structure) of a manifold
¢ implies a preferred subset of reference frames

such that gauge transformations between these

)G = fe b G = R 0) G =S0(2 DG =38 frames lie in the structure group G < GL(d).

@ {e} ®) © @ Figs. and [2d] show such subsets of

frames for the trivial group G = {e}, reflection group G = R, rotation group G = SO(2) and scaling group G = §,

respectively. Features encode measurements relative to any of the distinguished frames. Their numerical coefficients
relative to different frames are related by the action of some group representation p of G.

The level of ambiguity in the choice of reference frames depends on the geometric structure of the manifold.
Such structure often allows to disambiguate reference frames up to certain symmetry transformations (gauge
transformations); see Fig.[2] This statement is best explained with a few examples:

= a naked smooth manifold does not come with any preference in the choice of frames. Gauge trans-
formations between general frames are arbitrary invertible linear maps, that is, they take values in
the general linear group G = GL(d).

= an orientation of the manifold allows to distinguish left-handed from right-handed frames. Gauge
transformations between frames of either handedness are orientation preserving, i.e. they are ele-
ments of G = GL™(d) (invertible linear maps with positive determinant).

= a volume form allows to distinguish unit volume frames. Gauge transformations are then volume
preserving, that is, they take values in the special linear group G = SL(d).

= the metric structure of a Riemannian manifold allows to measure distances and angles in the tangent
spaces and therefore allows to distinguish orthonormal frames. Gauge transformations between
orthonormal frames are rotations and reflections in the orthogonal group G = O(d).

= together, an orientation and metric imply oriented orthonormal frames. Gauge transformations are
then only rotations in the special orthogonal group G = SO(d).

a frame field on the manifold consists of a unique frame at every point of the manifold. Gauge
transformations are in this case trivial, which is described by the trivial group G = {e}.

All of these geometric structures have in common that they define a preferred subset (subbundle) of frames
such that gauge transformations take values in some structure group G < GL(d). To emphasize the central
role of the structure group G, such structures are denoted as G-structures GM. Visual examples of G-
structures for different structure groups G and manifolds M are given in Fig.[5]

As the choice of reference frames is inherently ambiguous, any geometric quantity and network operation
should be equally well representable relative to arbitrary frames of the G-structure GM, that is, they should
be GM-coordinate independent. Feature vectors are therefore associated with some group representation
(linear group action) p of the structure group G, which determines their transformation law under gauge
transformations (G-valued transitions between reference frames). The particular choice of group represen-
tation determines the geometric type of a feature vector field. Typical examples are scalar, vector or tensor
fields, however, more general field types are used in practice as well. Fig. [[3] visualizes the coordinate inde-
pendence of geometric quantities at the well known example of tangent vectors.

Any network layer is required to respect the transformation laws of features, that is, it needs to guarantee
that its outputs transform as expected. Specifically for convolutions, GM -coordinate independence demands
that applying the shared kernel relative to different frames of the G-structure at some point p € M should
evoke the same response up to a gauge transformation. We show that this requires the G-steerability (gauge
equivariance, Eq. (86)) of convolution kernels. Intuitively, one may think of G-steerable kernels as measur-
ing features relative to reference frames, which is necessary since no choice of frame, i.e. absolute kernel
alignment, is to be preferredm Examples of G-steerable kernels for the reflection group G = (R are shown
in Fig.[6] Fig.[7]visualizes the sharing of such kernels relative to different frames of some (R-structure. The

'Note the similarity to Einstein’s principle of special relativity, which relies on the equivalence of inertial frames
instead of frames of the G-structure.
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R-steerability constraint enforces some symmetry on the kernels, such that the different alignments will in-
deed result in responses that differ exactly by gauge transformations p(g). We abbreviate GM -coordinate
independent convolutions in the following as GM -convolutions.

Besides applying gauge equivariant kernels, GM -convolutions may be isometry equivariant, which means
that they commute with the action of isometries on feature fields as illustrated in Fig.[8} Let ¢ € Isom (M)
be some isometry (symmetry) of the manifold M. A neural network is exactly then equivariant w.r.t. the
action of this isometry, if patterns at any point p € M are processed in the same way as patterns at ¢(p). The
isometry equivariance of a network is therefore in one-to-one correspondence with the isometry invariance
of its neural connectivity (kernel field); see Fig.[9] Since our convolutions apply kernels relative to (arbitrary)
frames of the G-structure GM, the symmetries of the kernel field coincide with those of the G-structure.
Denoting the (distance preserving) symmetries of a G-structure GM as Isomgys < Isom (M), this implies
that our convolutions are exactly Isomgy-equivariant. Fig.[10] visualizes the fact that G-structures and the
corresponding kernel fields share the same symmetries. The reader is encouraged to review the G-structures in
Fig. [5] with regard to their symmetries and the implied equivariance properties of the corresponding GM -
convolutions.

The design of GM-coordinate independent convolutional networks on Riemannian manifolds requires a
choice of G-structure, which depends on multiple considerations. Firstly, the choice of structure group G
determines the local gauge equivariance of the convolution: a G-steerable kernel will automatically gen-
eralize learned patterns over all G-related poses of patterns; see Fig. Secondly, the specific choice of
G-structure determines the global isometry equivariance of the convolution. In medical imaging applica-
tions, patterns occur often in arbitrary rotations, reflections and positions — one should therefore choose an
Isomgys = E(d)-invariant O(d)-structure on R?, similar to the SO(2)-structure that is shown in Fig.
Images like portrait photos have a distinguished vertical axis, however, reflections over this axis leave the
image statistics invariant — this calls for a R-structure as in Fig. Besides such symmetry considerations, it
is important to note that not any manifold (topology) admits smooth G-structures for any choice of structure
group GG. An example is the Mobius strip, whose twisted topology (non-orientability) prevents a smoothly
varying assignment of frame orientations. A smooth coordinate independent convolution operation on the
Mobius strip thus necessarily relies on reflection-steerable kernels.

This work includes an extensive literature review on convolutional networks, which demonstrates the gener-
ality of our theory. It covers different types of CNNs on Euclidean spaces, spherical CNNs and convolutions
on general surfaces (e.g. surface meshes). We identify the specific choices of G-structures that were implic-
itly made by the authors by analyzing the global and local equivariance properties of their models. Table [6]
gives an overview on the resulting taxonomy of GM -coordinate independent convolutional networks.

To give a detailed example on how to instantiate our theory in practice, we discuss an implementation of
GM -convolutions on the Mobius strip for G = R. This includes a derivation of reflection-steerable kernels
for different field types (group representations) and an empirical evaluation of the theoretically predicted
isometry equivariance. As expected, GM -coordinate independent convolutions outperform a naive coordinate
dependent implementation. The code is available athttps://github. com/mauriceweiler/MobiusCNNs.

A coordinate free formulation of our theory is devised in the language of fiber bundles. G-structures GM
are principal G-subbundles of the frame bundle F'M over M. Feature fields are sections of G-associated
feature vector bundles. Gauges are local bundle trivialization, while gauge transformations are transition
maps between such trivializations. The isometries w.r.t. which a GM -convolution is equivariant are principal
bundle automorphisms of the G-structure.

Our coordinate independent CNNs are generalizations of steerable CNNs (34 1235] 234} 137, [128]] from Eu-
clidean (or homogeneous) spaces to Riemannian manifolds. While steerable CNNs focus on active, global
transformations of feature fields, coordinate independent CNNs consider passive, local transformations be-
tween reference framesE] We proposed early versions of the theory of coordinate independent CNNs (“gauge
equivariant CNNs”) in previous work [38, 48]. In contrast to these publications, the present work develops
the theory in much greater detail, formulates it in terms of fiber bundles, proves the equivariance under the
action of isometries and provides a literature review.

2This resembles the shift of focus from global Lorentz covariance in special relativity to local Lorentz covariance in
general relativity.
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This work is organized into an introduction, three main parts and an appendix.

Part[[|attempts to introduce coordinate independent neural networks in an easily accessible language. Feature
fields and network layers are expressed relative to local coordinates (bundle trivializations). The demanded
coordinate independence requires features to be associated with some transformation law. Network layers
are required to guarantee the correct transformation behavior of features.

Part[[Tformalizes the theory of coordinate independent neural networks in terms of fiber bundles. This allows
for a global, coordinate free formulation, which is particularly useful when investigating the networks’ isom-
etry equivariance. The definitions from Part |I| are recovered when expressing the coordinate free operations
in local bundle trivializations (coordinates).

Part[[TTlembeds our theory in related work. It provides detailed reviews of convolutional network architectures
on various geometries and reformulates them as coordinate independent CNNs. To facilitate the development
of new network architectures, we discuss relevant characteristics of the specific geometries before reviewing
the networks that operate on them.

The reader may skip Part[[at a first pass — the formulation from Part[l]is fully sufficient to read the literature
review in Part [[IIl

An overview of the main concepts and results of our work is provided in the following Section 2} This
overview avoids equations and builds on geometric intuition in terms of visualizations. We hope that this
Sections allows a non-technical audience to get an idea about the content of our work.

Detailed Overview

Part[l The goal of Section[3]is to devise coordinate independent feature spaces. Specifically, Section [3.1]
introduces gauges, gauge transformations and G-structures. Gauges are a formal way to express (coordinate
free) tangent vectors and functions on the tangent spaces relative to reference frames. Gauge transformations
translate between such coordinate expressions in different gauges. Section [3.2]introduces coordinate inde-
pendent feature vector fields. As in the case of tangent vectors, the numerical coefficients of feature vectors
transform when transitioning between reference frames. The transformation laws of feature vectors deter-
mine in particular their parallel transport and their pushforward when being acted on by isometries, which
are described in Sections [3.3]and[3.4} respectively.

Section ] develops neural networks that map between feature fields. Pointwise operations, like bias summa-
tion, 1x1-convolutions and nonlinearities, are discussed in Section[4.1] Section [.2] focuses on convolutions
with spatially extended kernels. Each of these operations is initially introduced without the weight sharing
assumption, that is, allowing for instance for a different kernel at each point of the manifold. These kernels (or
biases or nonlinearities) are not constrained in any way. However, when requiring spatial weight sharing, they
become constrained to be gauge equivariant since only equivariant quantities can be shared in a coordinate
independent manner. Section[4.3] gives a concise proof of the isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions in
terms of local coordinate expressions. The key idea here is that isometries can be viewed as inducing gauge
transformations (passive interpretation), which are explained away by the kernels’ gauge equivariance.
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Section [5] describes an implementation of orientation independent convolutions on the Mobius strip. After
reviewing the geometry of the Mobius strip in Section 5.1} multiple types of feature fields are defined in
Section[5.2} The following Section[5.3|describes orientation independent CNNs analytically. In particular, we
derive gauge equivariant convolution kernels, biases and nonlinearities for each of the field types. Section[5.4]
closes with a numerical implementation and evaluation of the corresponding models.

Part[[I: Section[6|mirrors the content of Section 3] however, globally and in terms of fiber bundles. A gen-
eral introduction to fiber bundles is given in Section Sections and introduce the tangent bundle
TM, the frame bundle F'M, G-structures GM and G-associated feature vector bundles A. Feature fields are
globally defined as sections of feature vector bundles. Local bundle trivializations (gauges), which are dis-
cussed in Section[6.4] express these bundles in coordinates, thereby recovering our definitions from Section[3]
We demonstrate in particular how local trivializations of the different bundles induce each other, such that
their gauge transformations (transition maps) are synchronized. Section [6.5]discusses parallel transporters
on G-bundles.

Section [/| reformulates the coordinate independent networks from Section |4] in terms of fiber bundles.
1x1-convolutions are in Section described as specific vector bundle M -morphisms. Alternatively, they
may be viewed as sections of a homomorphism bundle. Section introduces coordinate free kernel fields
and kernel field transforms. These operations are similar to GM -convolutions but are not required to share
weights, i.e. may apply a different kernel at each spatial location. A GM -convolutional kernel field is con-
structed by sharing a single G-steerable (gauge equivariant) kernel over the whole manifold. Coordinate free
GM -convolutions are then defined as kernel field transforms with GM -convolutional kernel fields. When
expressing the coordinate free formulation of GM -convolutions relative to local trivializations (gauges), we
recover the coordinate expressions of GM -convolutions from Section[4.2]

The isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions is investigated in Section [§] After introducing isometries,
Section [8.1] discusses their pushforward action on the fiber bundles. These action may again be expressed in
local trivializations, resulting in the formulation from Section[3.4} Section[8.2]defines the action of isometries
on kernel fields and proves that the isometry equivariance of a kernel field transform implies the isometry
invariance of its kernel field and vice versa. GM-convolutions are proven to be equivariant under the action
of those isometries which are bundle automorphisms (symmetries) of the G-structure GM. Section
investigates isometry invariant kernel fields in greater detail and proves that they are equivalent to kernel
fields on quotient spaces of the isometry action — intuitively speaking, isometry invariant kernel fields are
required to share kernels over the isometry orbits. This result implies in particular that isometry equivariant
kernel field transforms on homogeneous spaces are necessarily GM -convolutions.

Part[[Ill; The third part of this work demonstrates that a vast number of convolutional networks from the
literature can be interpreted as applying GM -convolutions for some choice of G-structure and field types. It
starts with a general discussion about the design choices of coordinate independent CNNs. Table [6] gives an
overview and classification of the models that are reviewed. The reader is invited to have a look at the G-
structures that are visualized in Part[[Tl|as these give an intuitive idea about the properties of the corresponding
GM -convolutions.

Euclidean CNNs that are not only isometry equivariant but more generally equivariant under the action of
affine groups are reviewed in Section 0] These models are essentially equivalent to steerable CNNs on Eu-
clidean vector spaces R< 34}, 235] 234]]. Section reviews steerable CNNs and discusses their relation
to GM-convolutions. This approach is somewhat unsatisfactory since R? comes with a canonical frame
field ({e}-structure), which is implicitly ignored by equivariant models. Section takes a more princi-
pled approach, defining Euclidean affine spaces E; which are equipped with precisely those G-structures that
result in Aff(G)-equivariant GM -convolutions. The actual GM -convolutions are defined in Section Sec-
tion[9.4|reviews affine equivariant Euclidean CNNs found in the literature. They differ mainly in the assumed
choices of structure groups and group representations.

Section [10| covers CNNs on punctured Euclidean spaces E4\{0}, whose origin {0} was removed. These
models are rotation equivariant around the origin, however, they are not translation equivariant. They are
based on G-structures that correspond to polar coordinates, log-polar coordinates or spherical coordinates.
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Spherical CNNs are covered in Section [T1] Section [TT.T] discusses the geometry of the (embedded) 2-
sphere S2. Interpreting the tangent spaces as two-dimensional subspaces of an embedding space R3, we
derive closed form expressions of exponential and logarithm maps, frames, gauges, transporters and isome-
try actions. Section reviews SO(3) and O(3)-equivariant spherical CNNs. We prove in particular that
our theory includes the general formulation of spherical convolutions by Cohen et al. [37] as a special case.
Spherical CNNss that are merely SO(2) rotation equivariant around a fixed axis are described in Section
Section[TT.4]reviews icosahedral CNNs. The icosahedron approximates the sphere but consists of locally flat
faces which allow for an efficient implementation of convolution operations.

A survey of convolutional networks on general two-dimensional surfaces is found in Section[I2] Section[12.1]
provides a brief introduction to the classical differential geometry of embedded surfaces and their discretiza-
tion in terms of triangle meshes. The surface convolutions in the literature are categorized in two classes:
The first class, covered in Section @[, is based on G = SO(2)-steerable kernels. These models are indepen-
dent from the specific choice of right-handed, orthonormal frame. Section[I2.3]reviews the second category
of models, which are based on {e}-steerable, i.e. non-equivariant kernels. These models rely explicitly on
a choice of frame field. They differ therefore mainly in the heuristics that are used to determine reference
frames. Note that such models are necessarily discontinuous on non-parallelizable manifolds like for instance
topological spheres.

Appendix: The appendix covers some additional information and long proofs.

Gauges formalize an immediate assignment of reference frames to tangent spaces but refer to points on the
manifold in a coordinate free manner. A popular alternative is to choose coordinate charts, which induce so
called coordinate bases (holonomic bases) of the tangent spaces. Appendix [A] gives an introduction to the
chart formalism and puts it in relation to the more general gauge formalism.

Appendix [B|comments on the coordinate independence of kernels and weight sharing along reference frames.
A GM -coordinate independent sharing of weights is only possible for GG-steerable kernels.

GM -convolutions are computed by expressing feature fields in geodesic normal coordinates, where they are
matched with G-steerable convolution kernels. This process involves an integration over the tangent spaces
which is described in Appendix

Kondor and Trivedi [121]], Cohen et al. [37] and Bekkers [7] proposed quite general theories of convolutions
on homogeneous spaces. As these models share weights via the action of some symmetry group, they are very
similar to our isometry equivariant kernel field transforms from Sections [8.2]and [§.3] Appendix [D]reviews
these models and explains how they relate to our GM -convolutions.

Appendix proves that isometry invariant kernel fields on the manifold are equivalent to kernel fields
on quotient spaces of the isometry action. The special case of homogeneous spaces, on which isometry
equivariant kernel field transforms are equivalent to GM-convolutions, is covered in Appendix [E.2]

The spherical convolutions of Cohen et al. [37] are in Appendix[F|proven to be a special case of our spherical
GM -convolutions — any spherical CNN that is covered by their theory is therefore explained by our theory as
well.

Appendix [G]asserts that our kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions are well defined if the kernel field
is smooth and consists of compactly supported kernels. Well-definedness means here that the integrals exist
and that the resulting feature fields are smooth.

Finally, Appendix [H| argues that feature fields that transform according to the regular representation of the
structure group G are equivalent to scalar fields on the G-structure. This is relevant since some models,
specifically group convolutions, take this viewpoint.
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Figure 3: An intuition on the inherent ambiguity of weight sharing on manifolds. Left: A common interpretation of
weight sharing on the plane is to shift a kernel over the whole space. Since parallel transport is path independent on flat
spaces, this is unambiguous. Middle: On curved spaces, like the sphere, parallel transport is path dependent. Different
paths result in kernels that are rotated relative to each other.  Right: The Mobius strip is a non-orientable manifold.
Different paths can therefore result in kernels that are reflected relative to each other. Bottom: We formalize different
kernel alignments by different choices of local reference frames of the corresponding tangent spaces. It is well known that
no choice of reference frames (gauge) is preferred on general manifolds. Different coordinatizations are related by gauge
transformations, which take values in the structure group G of the manifold (the trivial group G = {e} for the plane,
rotation group G = SO(2) for the sphere and reflection group G = R for the Mébius strip). Coordinate independent
CNNs address the ambiguity of reference frames by applying G-steerable (gauge equivariant) convolution kernels.

2 Overview and visual intuition

The algebraic formulation of coordinate independent CNNs requires some familiarity with group theory,
representation theory and differential geometry which might pose an obstacle for a non-technical audience.
However, most of our constructions and results are geometrically very intuitive and can be explained with
a few visual examples. This section attempts to give an overview and visual intuition about coordinate
independent CNNs.

The following Section introduces GM -coordinate independent convolutions on Riemannian manifolds.
Their equivariance under the action of isometries is discussed in Section[2.2] Section [2.3]comments on the
factors that influence the choice of G-structure in the design of coordinate independent CNNs.

2.1 G-structures and GM-coordinate independent convolutions

Since convolutions are essentially characterized by their weight sharing property, a central question in this
work is:
How should convolution kernels be shared over Riemannian manifolds?ﬂ

3This question applies more generally to any local template function, for instance biases or pointwise nonlinearities.
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Figure 4: A key property of convolu-
L L L @ @ @ tions is that they share weights over the
manifold. We identify the alignment

— of a kernel at p € M with a choice

L L L @ of reference frame — or gauge — of
the corresponding tangent space 1), M.

Different frame fields imply therefore
different (convolutional) kernel fields.

The choice of frames is often not

\/v -.f unique. The ambiguity in this choice is
) @ @ formalized by G-structures; see Fig.[5]

To account for the arbitrariness of

frames, the kernels are then required to
X/ \/ A @ be G-steerable (equivariant) as visual-

ized in Figs.[fand[7]

A common approach is to share weights via the action of a symmetry group of the underlying space [33}[121]].
For instance, conventional CNNs share weights by translating kernels over the plane, while spherical CNNs
share weights by rotating kernels over the sphere. In order to share a kernel over the whole space, the action of
the symmetry group needs to be transitive. As this is in general not the case for the isometries of Riemannian
manifolds, this strategy is ruled out for our purpose.

The weight sharing on Euclidean spaces is often thought of as “shifting” a kernel over the space. Since on
flat spaces parallel transport is independent from the chosen path, this leads to an unambiguous alignment
of kernels; see Fig. [3] (left). However, on curved or non-orientable spaces parallel transport becomes path
dependent and thus unsuitable for sharing weights. Fig. 3] (middle and right) exemplifies this issue for the
sphere and the Mobius strip, where different paths lead to a different kernel alignment.

As the concept of “kernel alignments” is somewhat vague we first need to make it mathematically precise:

We formalize the choice of kernel alignment at a point p € M
as a choice of local reference frame (gauge) of the corresponding tangent space T, M.

A reference frame at p € M is an ordered tuple [eq, ..., eq] of d := dim(M) linearly independent tangent
vectors e; € T, M, denoted as frame axes. Since different frames at p are related by linear transformations,
different choices of frames correspond to linear kernel deformations. Fig. @] shows two different choices of
frame fields on M/ = R2. Sharing some convolution kernel along these frame fields results in the correspond-
ing (convolutional) kernel fields.

The identification of kernel alignments with reference frames raises the question:
To which extent is the choice of local reference frames on a (Riemannian) manifold ambiguous?

As elaborated in the following, the ambiguity of reference frames is determined by a GG-structure with which
the manifold is endowed.

2.1.1 G-structures

The space of all possible frames of 7, M is denoted as F;, M. Taken together, the frames of all tangent spaces
form the frame bundle F'M; see Fig.[32] No specific choice of frames in F'M is on a “naked” smooth manifold
(without further geometric structure) preferred over each other, leaving the alignment of kernels maximally
ambiguous. In order to disambiguate frames and kernel alignments, the manifold needs to be equipped with
additional geometric structure.

A Riemannian manifold is equipped with a metric structure. Providing an inner product (Riemannian metric)
on the tangent spaces, this structure allows to single out those specific frames whose axes are orthonormal to
each other. Gauge transformations, i.e. transformations between choices of reference frames (see Figs. [T1]
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(left) and , take then values in the orthogonal group O(d). On Riemannian manifolds the alignment of
kernels is therefore always disambiguated up to rotations and reflections.

Euclidean CNNs align convolution kernels (and thus frames) parallel to each other as visualized in Fig.
(top). Spherical CNNs disambiguate kernel alignments usually up to rotations, that is, they assume a preferre
handedness of reference frames. The metric structure alone is insufficient to describe these settings, which
suggests that these manifolds are equipped with further geometric structure besides the metric structure. We
propose that the suitable mathematical framework is that of G-structures and postulate:

The ambiguity in choosing reference frames (and thus kernel alignments)
on a manifold M is formalized by its G-structure GM.

G-structures GM are bundles of distinguished reference frames on M such that the gauge transformations
between frames of the same tangent space take values in the structure group G < GL(d). Intuitively, one may
think about the set G}, M of frames of T, M as “looking like” GG, however, without a distinguished origin

The frame bundle F'M is itself a G-structure with G = GL(d), while the bundle of orthonormal frames OM
is a G-structure (metric structure) with G = O(d). Conventional Euclidean CNNs rely on the canonical
frame field on R? shown in Fig. which is a G-structure for the trivial group G = {e}. Fig. Visualizes

G-structures for further manifolds and structure groups. An overview of common structure groups is found
in Table[Tin Section 3.1.3

We will in the following always assume the Riemannian manifolds to be equipped with an additional G-
structure next to its metric structureE] The particular choice of G-structure determines the properties of the
neural network; we will comment on this choice in Section [2.3]below.

2.1.2 GM-coordinate independent networks

Our goal is to design neural networks on Riemannian manifolds with an additional G-structure. If the struc-
ture group G is non-trivial, no canonical choice of reference frames (gauge) exists by definition. However, in
order to perform numerical computations, some gauge, relative to which kernels and features are expressed,
needs to be chosen. Since this choice is inherently arbitrary we demand that the networks’ inference should
ultimately not depend on it, that is, we require:

Neural networks on a Riemannian manifold with G-structure GM
should be based on “GM -coordinate independent” operations.

“GM -coordinate independence” means hereby that all geometric quantities and functions between them
should be equally well expressible in any gauge, i.e. relative to any choice of reference frames of the G-
structure. The specific case of tangent vector coefficients and gauge transformations between them is visual-
ized in Fig.[T3] Fig.[3.1.2]shows an example of a linear map and its coordinate independent representation in
terms of matrices relative to different frames.

Note that the requirement for GM -coordinate independence is quite flexible: for G = GL(d) one has
GM = FM and therefore the maximal level of coordinate independence. At the other end of the spectrum
of structure groups one has G = {e}, for which GM is a fixed frame field and GM -coordinate independence
reduces to an explicit coordinate dependence. The freedom of choosing arbitrary G-structures allows for a
precise control over the networks’ coordinate independence, which varies in practice widely; see for instance
Table[6]in Part

Our networks process feature vector fields on the manifold. Feature vectors are coordinate free geometric
quantities like e.g. tangent vectors. Relative to a chosen frame (gauge) they may be represented by numerical
coefficient vectors. The demand for GM-coordinate independence requires the numerical coefficients in
different gauges to encode the same information content. This is naturally achieved by associating the features

*G,M is a principal homogeneous space of G (or G-torsor).

>The G-structure needs to be compatible with the metric structure in that the distinguished frames in GM are a subset
of the orthonormal frames in OM when G < O(d). Specifically for G = O(d), the G-structure GM coincides with the
metric structure OM and adds no additional geometric information.
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Figure 5: Exemplary G-structures GM for different structure groups GG and on different manifolds M. The structure group G signals
which values gauge transformations can take, and therefore how “big” the subset of distinguished frames at each point p is. Fig.[53]
shows the canonical {e}-structure (frame field) of R?, which corresponds to conventional Euclidean CNNs. The G-structures in
Figs. and are constructed by adding reflected (G = (R), rotated (G = SO(2)) and scaled (G = &) frames, respectively.
The corresponding GM -convolutions are not only translation equivariant but equivariant under the action of affine groups Aff(G).
G-structures are usually not unique. Figs. and show alternative G-structures on R? (corresponding to an alternative metric rel-
ative to which their frames are orthonormal). They might not be practically relevant but demonstrate the flexibility of our framework.
The {e}-structure in Fig.corresponds to polar coordinates. As G-structures are required to be continuous, we removed the origin 0
where polar coordinates are singular. One can once again define an (R-structure by adding reflected frames as shown in Fig.|5f] These
G-structures model convolutions on R?\ {0} which are SO(2) and O(2)-equivariant but not translation equivariant. Fig. [Sh|shows
the usual SO(2)-structure on the embedded 2-sphere 52, which is underlying SO(3)-equivariant spherical CNNs. Another popular
choice is the {e}-structure in Fig. @ which is induced by spherical coordinates. Note that this {e}-structure would be singular at
the poles, which are therefore cut out. Continuous (i.e. non-singular) reductions of the structure group beyond SO(2) are on the
sphere topologically obstructed. G-steerable kernels with G > SO(2) are therefore strictly necessary for continuous convolutions on
topological spheres like the mesh in Fig. Fig. shows an (R-structure on the Mobius strip. As the Mbius strip is non-orientable,
it does not admit a continuous reduction of the structure group beyond the reflection group G = R.
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Figure 6: Exemplary G-steerable kernels for the group G = R of reflections along
the first frame axis (parity transformations). The kernels’ equivariance constraints
depend on the field types p, and p,, of the convolution input and output. Scalar
and pseudoscalar fields are described by the trivial representation and the sign-flip
representation of (R, respectively. Steerable kernels which map between such fields
are constrained to be symmetric or antisymmetric.

Note that steerable kernels are in general not scalar-valued but cou X cin-matrix val-
ued, where cou and ci, are the dimensionalities of the output and input feature vec-

scalar scalar tors, respectively. A derivation and more examples for other (higher-dimensional)
) ) field types of G = (R are found in Section [5.3.3] and Table 3| Steerable kernels
scalar pseudoscalar  for G = SO(2) or G = SO(3) are constructed from circular [234} 244, 236] or

spherical [235]224] harmonics. If G is compact, G-steerable kernels are described
by a generalization of the Wigner-Eckart theorem [128].

with a group representation p of the structure group G which determines their coefficients’ transformation
behavior under gauge transformations:

Feature vector fields are associated with a G-representation p which specifies
the transformation law of their numerical coefficients when transforming between reference frames.

Technically speaking, feature fields are sections of G-associated feature vector bundles.

Typical examples are scalar fields, tangent vector fields or other tensor fields, however, any transformation
law is admissible and can be chosen by the user. Other common choices for p in the deep learning context
are irreducible or regular representations; more examples are listed in Table [6]in Part|ITI}

We want to emphasize that the requirement for GM -coordinate independence is a mere consistency condi-
tion, guaranteeing that different observers (frames) agree on the same coordinate free geometric observation.
It does not constrain the set of admissible functions in any way, but only how their expressions relative
to different frames relate. In particular, GM -coordinate independent neural networks are in general not
required to be gauge equivariant. A requirement for gauge equivariance follows when simultaneously de-
manding weight sharing and coordinate independence, that is, GM -coordinate independent convolutions rely
on gauge equivariant kernels.

2.1.3 GM-coordinate independent convolutions

We come back to our initial question about how to share a convolution kernel given that its alignment is
inherently ambiguous when the structure group G is non-trivial. As the convolution operation should be
GM -coordinate independent, the underlying weight sharing procedure needs to be independent from arbi-
trary choices of reference frames as well. Aligning the kernel along different frames of the G-structure at
some point p should therefore always yield equivalent results. We demonstrate that the GM -coordinate in-
dependence of the weight sharing process imposes a gauge equivariance constraint (“G-steerability”’) on the
convolution kernels:

GM-coordinate independence

}—> G-steerability (gauge equivariance)

weight sharing

Fig. [ and Table 3] show examples of reflection steerable kernels. The equivariance (steerability) constraint
enforces some type of G-symmetry which ensures that the kernel responses transform predictably under
gauge transformations. An intuitive demonstration of how G-steerable kernels resolve the ambiguity of
reference frames is given in Fig.[7]

GM -coordinate independent convolutions (or GM -convolutions in short) are defined as convolutions with
G-steerable kernels:

A GM -convolution with a G-steerable kernel K processes features by applying this
kernel at each point p € M relative to an arbitrary choice of reference frame in GpM.
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Figure 7: Sharing an R-steerable kernel according to a given R-structure RM over a manifold M = R?. There
are two continuous gauges (red and green) along which the kernel could be shared. Due to its R-equivariance, the
particular choice is ultimately irrelevant. The visualized kernel is antisymmetric and maps therefore between scalar and
pseudoscalar fields. It is easily verified that this is indeed the case: the numerical coefficients of a scalar input field
stay invariant under gauge transformations but the kernels are reflected. As they are antisymmetric, their responses will
negate — which is the transformation law of the numerical coefficients of a pseudoscalar field. A similar reasoning holds
for mappings from pseudoscalars to scalars. How could we have mapped from scalars to scalars? In this case both the
input and the output should be gauge invariant, requiring the kernel to be symmetric instead of antisymmetric. Symmetric
kernels map furthermore between pseudoscalar fields.

1w

|

The arbitrariness of the chosen gauge is thereby ensured by the kernel’s G-steerability. While being con-
structed in local coordinates, GM -convolutions correspond to well defined coordinate free convolution oper-
ation on the manifold.

Not only convolution kernels but any shared template function is required to be gauge equivariant in or-
der to preserve GM-coordinate independence. Section [.1] derives the equivariance constraints on shared
biases, 1x1-convolution kernels and nonlinearities. Note that the equivariance constraints on shared tem-
plate functions can be viewed as a form of weight sharing over G-related reference frames — the ambiguity
of sharing weights over the manifold M is therefore resolved by extending weight sharing over the whole
G-structure GM.

2.2 Equivariance under global symmetries of the manifold

Convolution operations are often designed to be equivariant w.r.t. the symmetries of the underlying space
[33L[121]]. The symmetries of a Riemannian manifold form its isometry group Isom (M), which is the group
of all distance preserving maps ¢ : M — M. Isometries act naturally on geometric quantities like feature
vectors by “moving them along” with the isometry action (pushforward); see Fig. [TT] (middle). Despite only
being designed to be equivariant under local gauge transformations, GM -convolutions are equivariant w.r.t.
the action of specific isometry subgroups Isomgns < Isom(M) on feature fields. These subgroups Isomgny
contain those isometries which are symmetries of the G-structure. The design of isometry equivariant GM -
convolutions is therefore linked to the design of invariant G-structures. Fig. [§] visualizes the idea of an
isometry equivariant GM -convolution graphically.

We will in the following briefly discuss symmetry constraints which the requirement of isometry equivariance
imposes on kernel fields, i.e. on the neural connectivity. These conditions on the kernel fields correspond
to symmetry constraints on the G-structures along which convolution kernels are shared. We will finally
comment on why GM -convolutions are only isometry equivariant and are in general not equivariant w.r.t.
more general diffeomorphisms.
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Figure 8: Visualization of an isometry equiv-
ariant GM-convolution. An isometry ¢ acts
via pushforward on feature fields. The GM-
convolution K% with a G-steerable kernel K is
said to be equivariant w.r.t. this isometry when
the convolution response of a transformed input
(—,]) agrees with the pushforward of the un-
transformed input’s response ({., —).

GM -convolutions are equivariant w.r.t. the
(sub)group Isomeans of isometries that are sym-
metries of the G-structure. The visualized az-
imuthal rotation equivariance requires therefore
a G-structure that is invariant under rotations
around the polar axis — this condition is for
instance met by the analogue of the spherical
G-structures in Figs. [5h] and PK on the egg.
The isometry group of the egg-shaped mani-
fold contains not only rotations but also reflec-
tions. To achieve reflection equivariance, the G-
structures would additionally have to contain re-
flected frames and the GM -convolution would
have to apply reflection steerable kernels.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0

International [license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

2.2.1 Isometry invariant kernel fields

The equivariance properties of a neural network depend ultimately on symmetries in its neural connectiv-
ity [180]. For convolutional networks this amounts to symmetry constraints on the kernel field. To study
these constraints in full generality, we do not require the kernel fields to be convolutional, i.e. determined by
a single shared kernel, but assume general kernel fields which may apply a different kernel at each point in
space. We denote the corresponding network layers as “kernel field transforms”

“Kernel field transforms” are similar to GM -convolutions but may apply a different kernel at every point.
They are therefore parameterized by general kernel fields.

GM -convolutions are specific kernel field transforms with GM-convolutional kernel fields. The general
results for isometry equivariant kernel field transforms translate therefore immediately to GM -convolutions.

Theorem |8.8|proves that the invariance of a kernel field under the isometry action and the equivariance of the
corresponding kernel field transform imply each other:

isometry invariant kernel field <=  isometry equivariant kernel field transform

Invariant kernel fields are constrained in two qualitatively different ways: Firstly, kernels need to be shared
over the isometry orbits. Secondly, the shared kernels are themselves constrained by the stabilizer subgroup
of the corresponding orbit. Note that the full, symmetric kernel field can be recovered from a single repre-
sentative kernel for each orbit — Theorems [8.12] and [8:13] formalize this statement by proving isomorphisms
between invariant kernel fields on the manifold and kernel fields on quotient spaces under the isometry action.

Figs. and exemplify these results for an egg-shaped manifold, whose isometries are rotations and
reflections around the vertical axis. A general kernel field transform could apply any kernel field. If only
SO(2) isometry equivariance is required (no reflections), the orbits are rings around the egg and the stabilizer
subgroup of the SO(2)-action on these orbits is trivial; see Fig. 9al’| The isometry invariant kernel field is
therefore sharing unconstrained kernels over these orbits. Fig.|[9b[shows an O(2)-invariant kernel field. The
orbits, and therefore the spatial weight sharing pattern, are here the same as in the previous case. However,

Kernel field transforms are in the computer vision literature sometimes called “locally connected networks”.
"We are for brevity ignoring the poles, where the stabilizer subgroup is SO(2) in Fig. @and O(2) in Fig.
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Figure 9: Kernel field transforms are similar to GM -

convolutions but may apply a different kernel at each

point. Theorem [8:8] proves that isometry equivariant

@ ® Q kernel field transforms are in one-to-one correspon-
dence with isometry invariant kernel fields. This im-

plies 1) weight sharing over the isometry orbits (col-

@ @ @ ored rings) and 2) a constraint on the kernels to be

steerable w.r.t. the stabilizer subgroup of their re-

0 spective orbit. Fig.|9a|shows an SO(2)-invariant ker-

m nel field on an egg-shaped manifold. Different or-
\u bits are free to use different kernels without compro-
mising SO(2)-equivariance. The kernels themselves
are unconstrained since the stabilizer subgroups of the
SO(2) action on the orbits are trivial (except for at the
poles). Fig.visualizes the case of an O(2)-invariant
kernel field. The orbits are the same, however, the
stabilizer subgroups impose a reflectional equivariance constraint. Note that the notion of invariance depends on
the group action on the kernel, Def. [8.6] which depends in turn on the chosen feature field representations. The
antisymmetric kernels are in this sense invariant under reflections.

(a) SO(2)-invariant (b) O(2)-invariant
kernel field kernel field

the stabilizer subgroup of the O(2)-action on the orbits is the reflection group. The kernels are therefore
constrained to be reflection steerable, with the exact constraint depending on the types p, and p,, of the input
and output feature field.

An interesting special case is that of manifolds which are homogeneous spaces of their isometry group. In
this case there is only one single orbit, such that an invariant kernel field is determined by a single shared
(convolution) kernel. Theorem [8.14] proves:

Isometry equivariant kernel field transforms on homogeneous spaces are necessarily convolutions.

The kernels are again required to be steerable w.r.t. the stabilizer subgroup of the isometry action. This
recovers the results of Kondor and Trivedi [121]], Cohen et al. [37] and Bekkers [7]], who investigated group
equivariant CNNs on homogeneous spaces; see Appendix [D|for an in-depth comparison.

2.2.2 Isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions

Isometry invariant G-structures: GJM -convolutions are specific kernel field transforms which rely on
GM -convolutional kernel fields. They are therefore isometry equivariant if the GM -convolutional kernel
field is invariant under the isometry action. Recall that GM -convolutional kernel fields are defined by sharing
some G-steerable kernel along (arbitrary) frames of the G-structure. Their symmetries (isometries) coincide
therefore with those of the G-structure.

We define Isomgys < Isom(M) as the subgroup of those isometries which are
symmetries of the G-structure GM (principal bundle automorphisms).
It follows that

GM -convolutional kernel fields are Isomgys-invariant.

As a consequence, which is proven rigorously in Theorem 8.9] we find:

GM -convolutions are Isomgys-equivariant.

The design of isometry equivariant GM -convolutions is therefore reduced to the design of isometry invariant
G-structures. Fig.[T0|shows two examples of G-structures GM and corresponding GM -convolutional kernel
fields, which share the same symmetries. For more examples we refer back to the G-structures in Fig. [5]
Note that Isomgps contains for G = O(d) (or supergroups of it) all possible isometries, implying that the
corresponding GM -convolutions are fully Isom (M )-equivariant. A similar statement holds for G = SO(d)
and orientation preserving isometries.
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Figure 10: GM-convolutional kernel

v \/ \/ @ @ @ fields are constructed by sharing some
G-steerable kernel along (arbitrary)

— frames of the G-structure GM. The

L L L symmetries of the kernel fields agree
therefore with those of the G-structure,

i.e. with Isomgas. The {e}-structure
that is visualized at the top corresponds
thus to a GM-convolution which is
equivariant w.r.t. translations in hori-
—IL ‘_IL JL zontal direction but not in vertical di-
rection. As the R-structure that is visu-

— alized at the bottom is invariant under

JL JL JL arbitrary translations and horizontal re-
flections, the implied GM -convolution

is translation and reflection equivariant.

Isometry induced gauge transformations: The argumentation in terms of invariant kernel fields and in-
variant G-structures did not rely on any choice of gauge but was formulated in a purely geometric, coordinate
free setting. An alternative viewpoint explains the isometry equivariance of GM -convolutions in coordinates,
where isometries act via induced gauge transformations. These gauge transformations are explained away by
the kernel’s G-steerability, which provides a link between the concepts of gauge equivariance and isometry
equivariance. We elaborate in the following concisely on this alternative viewpoint.

When being expressed relative to local reference frames, isometries can be thought of as acting via induced
gauge transformations on feature vector coefficients. Fig. [TT] (right) visualizes this concept: assume that we
picked reference frames at some point p and at its image ¢(p) under the action of an isometry ¢. The isometry
pushes a feature from p to ¢(p). As the Riemannian geometries around p and ¢(p) are indistinguishable, the
only thing that changed from the viewpoint of the feature vector is with respect to which reference frame it is
being expressed. This change of frames is the isometry induced gauge transformation.

Recall that GM -convolutions apply the same G-steerable kernel at each point of the manifold. The kernel’s
G-equivariance accounts for any G-valued (induced) gauge transformation, such that:

If an isometry induces gauge transformations that take values in the structure group G,
then any GM -convolution is equivariant w.r.t. this isometry.

The induced gauge transformations for general isometries might not take values in the chosen structure
group (. For instance, the G-structures in Figs. |5a and |5d| have structure groups G = {e} and G = R,
respectively, but rotations of M = R? induce SO(2)- or O(2)-valued gauge transformations. However, if
an isometry is a symmetry of the G-structure, i.e. an element of Isomg,, it maps frames in GM to frames
in GM. Since frames in GM are related by GG-valued gauge transformations it follows that:

Isometries in Isomg)s induce gauge transformations that take values in the structure group G.

This implies that GM -convolutions are Isomgas-equivariant, as already found in the coordinate free setting.
While this alternative viewpoint is less geometrically intuitive, it emphasizes the role of the kernels’ G-
steerability in the networks’ isometry equivariance.

2.2.3 Diffeomorphisms, isometries and affine transformations:

Most of the arguments in the previous paragraphs would not only hold for isometries, but also for diffeo-
morphisms. This raises the question whether GM -convolutions are equivariant w.r.t. more general dif-
feomorphism groups. In some settings this is indeed the case, however, GM -convolutions rely in general
(additionally) on the manifolds’ metric structure, which is only preserved by isometries.

Further above, we described GM -convolutions as “applying a G-steerable kernel relative to frames of the G-
structure”. More precisely, the kernel is applied in geodesic normal coordinates. This means that the feature
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Figure 11: Gauge transformations, isometries and their mutual relation. Left: A gauge is a choice of local reference
frames (a frame field), relative to which geometric quantities may be expressed. If the manifold’s structure group G is
non-trivial, the choice of gauge is not unique but many equivalent choices exist. Different choices of gauges (red or green)
are related by gauge transformations (blue) which are by definition taking values in the structure group G. Visualized are
orthonormal, right-handed frames, for which the gauge transformations are G = SO(2)-valued. Middle: Isometries are
the symmetries of Riemannian manifolds. They are defined as distance preserving functions ¢ : M — M, mapping the
manifold to itself. Isometries act via pushforward on tangent vectors, reference frames and feature vectors. While gauge
transformations are passive coordinate transformations, isometries are actively moving points and geometric quantities
over the manifold. Right: When being expressed relative to local reference frames, the action of isometries can be
thought of as inducing gauge transformations. Assume frames at p (red) and ¢(p) (green) to be given. A geometric
quantity at p (orange) is by the isometry pushed to ¢(p) (purple). Since ¢ is an isometry, the Riemannian geometry
around p and ¢(p) is indistinguishable, however, the pushforward of the geometric quantity is expressed relative to a new
reference frame (green instead of red). One can therefore view isometries as inducing gauge transformations. If these
induced gauge transformations take values in the structure group G, they are explained away by the G-steerability (gauge
equivariance) of convolution kernels — GM -convolutions are then isometry equivariant. This condition is always met for
G > 0O(a).

field is at each point p € M via the Riemannian exponential map exp,, pulled back to the tangent space 7, M,
where it is matched with the kernel; see Fig. @ While the kernel field would itself be invariant under those
diffeomorphisms Diff 5, < Diff (M) that are symmetries of the G-structure, the exponential map depends
explicitly on the metric structure. GM-convolutions with spatially extended kernels can therefore in general
only be isometry equivariant.

Any network layer that shares weights and does not rely on the manifolds’ metric structure can be diffeo-
morphism equivariant. Important examples of Diff ;ps-equivariant layers are pointwise operations like bias
summation, nonlinearities and 1x1-convolutions, which are introduced in Section@ It should be possible
to generalize our theory to neural PDEs on smooth manifolds which replace the non-local interactions of
GM -convolutions with local interactions in terms of learnable G-steerable differential operators. Note that
GM -convolutions are in practice often using compactly supported kernels and are therefore quasi-local [225]).
The Diff gas-equivariance of such GM -convolutions with small kernels should hold approximately.

A special case is that of GM -convolutions on Euclidean spaces. The exponential map is on Euclidean spaces
not only preserved by isometries, but by any affine transformation. Theorem[9.8| proves that Euclidean GM -
convolutions are indeed equivariant under the action of affine groups Aff(G) (Eq. (364)) if affine invariant
G-structures as in the first column of Fig. |5| are chosen. This includes the isometries E(d) of Euclidean
spaces, but also e.g. scale equivariant CNNs.

2.3 On the choice of G-structures

A point that was so far left open is the choice of G-structure. In general, a Riemannian manifold comes with
a metric structure, i.e. an O(d)-structure. The reduction of the structure group to subgroups G < O(d) might
be obstructed by the topology of the manifold — smooth (or continuous) G-structures do not exist if this is the
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Figure 12: Typical patterns in signals appear commonly in
different geometric poses. GM-convolutions generalize
over all poses that are related by the action of the cho-
sen structure group G. While a conventional CNN on
M = R? would have to learn to detect all lizards indi-
vidually, a GM -coordinate independent CNN would for
G = SO(2) generalize between the left and bottom lizard
and for G = (R generalize between the left and right
lizard. For G = O(2), it would be guaranteed to en-
code all three lizards as the same feature in different poses.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International

license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

case. Except from this constraint, the choice of G-structure is mainly an engineering question, depending for
instance on the desired equivariance properties.

In most applications it is sensible to demand that the prediction of the neural network varies smoothly over
the manifold. As GM -convolutions share kernels relative to frames of some G-structure, the convolution
response is only then guaranteed to be smooth when the G-structure is smooth. It is a well known fact that
the topology of a manifold obstructs the (smooth) reduction of its structure group beyond a certain level. This
implies that a minimum level of gauge equivariance is strictly necessary for a smooth convolution operation.
We prove in Theorem [7.7)that our GM -convolutions are indeed preserving the smoothness of feature fields.

An intuitive example of such a topological obstruction is the non-orientability of the Mdbius strip from Fig.[5T}
a reduction of the structure group to the trivial group {e} would correspond to some choice of smooth frame
field on the strip. However, due to the twist of the strip, this reduction would necessarily lead to a discontinuity
in form of a frame reflection at some point — a reduction to G = {e} is therefore topologically obstructed and
(R-steerable kernels are inevitable on the Mobius strip. Another example is the 2-sphere S?, which does not
admit a reduction beyond G = SO(2).

It is in the deep learning literature not uncommon to ignore such topological obstructions and to implement
discontinuous networks. An example are spherical CNNs which rely on the {e}-structure in Fig. see
Section [I1.3]for a detailed review of such models. Note that a removal of the poles, where the frame field is
singular, turns the spherical topology into a cylindrical topology, where a smooth reduction to G = {e} is
possible. Section[T2.3]discusses further discontinuous GM -convolutions which apply non-steerable kernels
relative to heuristically (algorithmically) fixed {e}-structures.

It is important to understand that many different G-structures GM exist for a given structure group G and
manifold M. Figs.|5aland [5b|show different choices of {e}-structures on M = R? while Figs. |[5d| and
show different (R-structures. Different O(d)-structures on M correspond to different Riemannian metrics.
While the structure group G implies a kernel’s G-steerability, the G-structure determines how exactly this
kernel is to be shared.

Within the topological constraints, the structure group GG and G-structure may be freely chosen by the user. If
the manifold comes with a non-trivial isometry group Isom(M), the G-structure GM is often designed such
that the corresponding GM -convolution is equivariant w.r.t. some subgroup Isomgys of isometries. Examples
are given in Fig. 5] and throughout our literature review in Part [T} Even if the manifold is asymmetric, local
patterns of features appear often in multiple different geometric poses. The choice of structure group G
provides a powerful tool to exploit such symmetries in the learning task: GM -convolutions generalize learned
patterns automatically over any G-related pose; see Fig. [I2] The optimal choice of structure group might
thereby vary with the length scale (field of view) and thus with the depth in the network [234]]. For example,
even though natural images are aligned on a global scale, local patterns like edges and corners usually appear
in several directions, such that local gauge equivariance still proves to be useful.
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Part1

An introduction to coordinate independent CNNs

Convolutional networks extract a hierarchy of feature fields from an input signal on a manifold. Features
are thereby computed via kernels, optimized to detect characteristic spatial patterns in lower level features.
We demand that this inference process should be solely based on the relative arrangement of features but
independent from the particular choice of coordinatization. Features are therefore required to be coordinate
independent geometric quantities, similar to scalars, vectors or tensors. While such geometric quantities exist
independently of coordinates, a (non-symbolic) computer implementation requires them to be expressed in
terms of numerical coefficients in some gauge, i.e. relative to some choice of reference frame. The specific
choice of coordinates is irrelevant — it represents just one of multiple equivalent descriptions. The appropriate
mathematical framework to regulate such redundant degrees of freedom are gauge theories. A gauge theory
accounts for the equivalence of different gauges by consistently relating them to each other via gauge trans-
formations. Fields of coordinate independent features are therefore associated with a certain transformation
law, i.e. a group action of the structure group which describes how features transform under gauge transfor-
mations. Any neural network layer processing such feature fields is required to respect their transformation
laws in order to preserve their coordinate independence.

The aim of this first part of our work is to introduces coordinate independent CNNs in an easily accessible
language. Geometric intuition and visualizations are therefore favored over mathematical formalism. A more
formal exposition of the presented definitions and results is provided in Part[I]

3 Coordinate independent feature fields
3.1 Gauges, gauge transformations and G-structures . . . . . . . . . ... ... .o 22]
3.2 Coordinate independent feature vector fields . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... 30l
3.3 Parallel transport of feature vectors . . . . . . . . .. L. Lo e B4
3.4 Isometry actions and induced gauge transformations . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ...
4 Coordinate independent networks and GM-convolutions 40)
4.1 Pointwise gauge equivariant Operations . . . . . . . . .. ... e e 28]
4.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . .. ... .. ... ... 45|
4.3 Tsometry equivarianCe . . . . . . . . . o vt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e B4
5 Toy model: reflection equivariant Mobius convolutions
5.1 Geometry of the MObius Strip . . . . . . . . . . . o e e 58]
5.2 Orientation independent feature fields . . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... 0 ... 60|
5.3 Orientation independent convolutional networks . . . . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... .. 61]
5.4 Numerical implementation and evaluation of Mobius convolutions . . . . . . ... ... .. 66)

Section [3| introduces gauges and gauge transformations, based on which fields of coordinate independent
feature vectors are defined. Neural networks that map between such feature fields are developed in Section[4]
Section [5 presents an exemplary instantiation of feature fields and network layers on the Mdbius strip.
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3 Coordinate independent feature fields

The feature spaces of coordinate independent neural networks are spaces of feature vector fields. The goal of
this section is to define such feature fields and their geometric properties.

3.1 Gauges, gauge transformations and G-structures . . . . . . . . . ... ..o 22
3.1.1 Tangent spaces and reference frames . . . . . . . . ... ... ... 0L 22
3.1.2 Coordinate independent functions on tangent spaces . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 26|
3.1.3  Structure groups, G-structures and G-atlases . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. .. 28
3.2 Coordinate independent feature vector fields . . . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... 30)
3.2.1 Individual feature vector fields . . . . . . . . . ... Lo oL 301
3.2.2 Stacked feature fields and coordinate independent feature spaces . . . . . . ... .. 33
3.3 Parallel transport of feature vectors . . . . . . ... ... oL o
3.3.1 Tangent vector tranSporters . . . . . . . . . . . ... i e B4
3.3.2 Feature vector tranSporters . . . . . . . . . . ... ..o i e 36l
3.3.3 Compatibility of connections and G-structures . . . . . . . ... ... ... .... 36l
3.4 Isometry actions and induced gauge transformations . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. .. 37
3.4.1 Pushforward of tangent vectors . . . . . . . . . . . ... R
3.4.2 Pushforward of reference frames and symmetries of the G-structure . . . . . . . ..
3.4.3 Pushforward of feature vectors . . . . . . . . . ... Lo 39

Feature vectors are in practice represented relative to some reference frame and are characterized by their
transformation laws when transitioning between different frames. Section [3.1] begins therefore with a dis-
cussion of the coordinatization of tangent spaces. In particular, Section introduces gauges and gauge
transformations of the tangent spaces as a formal way of describing choices of local reference frames and
transformations between them. Section [3.1.2]explains how functions on tangent spaces are represented rela-
tive to different coordinatizations — this introduces the idea of coordinate independent mappings, which we
use later to define coordinate independent network layers. Section defines G-structures and G-atlases.
Coordinate independent feature fields and their gauge transformations are introduced in Section [3.2] While
Section@]deseribes the construction of individual feature fields, Section@]deﬁnes full feature spaces,
consisting of multiple independent feature fields. Parallel transporters of feature vectors and their representa-
tion relative to different coordinatizations are introduced in Section[3.3] Section[3.4]discusses isometries and
their action on geometric quantities like tangent vectors and feature vectors.

3.1 Gauges, gauge transformations and G-structures
3.1.1 Tangent spaces and reference frames

A d-dimensional (smooth) manifold M has a tangent space T,M = R? attached to each point p € M. The
tangent spaces are d-dimensional vector spaces, however, in contrast to R? they do in general not come with
any preferred choice of reference frame. A tangent vector v € T,M is a coordinate free object and is thus
not immediately represented numerically by a coordinate tuple (v1,...,v4) € R% More abstractly stated,
each tangent space T;,M is isomorphic to R? but in general no canonical isomorphism between them is given.
Both spaces are therefore structurally equivalent but are not identified with each other in any preferred way.
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Figure 13: Identification of T, M =RR? with R? via different gauges. A (coordinate free) tangent vector v € T, M (orange)
can be represented numerically by a coordinate tuple v = LZ);? (v) = (1, 1) T relative to gauge 7/)}4 (red) or, equivalently,
by v¥ = ¢f(v) = (V2,0)7 relative to gauge 1) (green). A choice of gauge corresponds to a choice [ef', e3'] or
[P, eZ] of reference frame. On a general manifold no choice of gauge or coordinatization is preferred a priori. Different
gauges, and thus reference frames, are related by gauge transformations gf A= 1/;5 o (1/;;‘)_1 (blue) which take values
in the thus defined structure group G. This figure is a graphical interpretation of the commutative diagrams in Eq. (8) and
Fig.[33a] Note that gauges are immediately assigning coordinates to tangent spaces. Fig.[#8]in Section[0.2]shows a similar
diagram for (affine) charts, which assign coordinates to the manifold, thereby inducing gauges (“coordinate bases”).

A gauge (local trivialization of the tangent bundle) on U4 C M is defined as a smoothly position dependent
collection of invertible linear maps

v T,M — R, peU?, (1)

specifying the missing vector space isomorphisms between 7, M and R?. As visualized in Fig. they
coordinatize the tangent spaces by assigning a coefficient vector

v = Yt (v) €R 2)

to each coordinate free tangent vector v € T, M. An inversion of this relation yields

o= ()Y = ) (X eta) = 3 ot ) @) = Y et )

where we denoted by {e1, ..., ¢4} the standard basis of R? and made use of the linearity of the gauge to pull
out the summation. This shows that the gauge can be thought of as endowing each tangent space T,M with
a reference frame

et o ved] = [ e, s () )] @

defined as that d-tuple of linearly independent tangent vectors which results when mapping the standard frame
of R¥ back through the inverse gauge map. For brevity, we will in the following use the shorthand notation

d . . . .
left]_, for frames [ef', ..., eZ]. The coefficients v are the coordinates of v relative to this frame. The

collection of frames induced by the 1%4 on U4 is called (smooth) frame field; see Fig|14|for a visualization.

Gauges ¥ coordinatize tangent spaces only on local neighborhoods UX C M, and can due to topological
obstructions in general not be extended to the whole manifold without violating the smoothness assumption.
One therefore considers an atlas

A = {05 ©)
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consisting of smooth gauges on a set of neighborhoods UX covering the manifold, that is, satisfying
Uxex U X = M, where X is an index set On the overlaps U4 N UP # & of neighborhoods, differ-

ent gauges 7,/};,4 and wff are stitched together by smooth transition functions
-1
g"t UANUP - GL(d), prglt=vlo(¥)}) . (6)

Here we assume the codomain (for now) to be given by the general linear group GL(d), consisting of all in-
vertible matrices in R**?, which explain the relation between any pair of vector space isomorphisms (gauges)
or reference frames. The action of such a transition function on a given gauge defines a gauge transformation

vy = gyt ™)

In terms of a commutative diagram, the relation between different gauges is visualized asﬂ

L , ]

Y (2

R +—F— M ——F—— R? (8)

[ J

gP= (g

BA
9p

Compare this diagram to its graphical interpretation in Fig[I3]

A gauge transformation alters the coordinatization of the tangent spaces such that the same coordinate free
tangent vector v is represented by a different component vector

B = gf ApA . )
Since a gauge corresponds to a choice of frame field, a gauge transformation corresponds to a transformation
between frame fields. Specifically, a frame [ef‘] :l:1 = [e‘f‘, ceey ez?] at p € M transforms to another frame
- _ d
(ef]jzl = (¢f) 1 (61)( 4 (gauge induced frame, Eq. )
i=
- _ d
= (ng . 1/}1‘74 ' (ez)( - (gauge trafo, Eq. @))
- _ _ d
= (y;;‘) ! ((ng) ! EZ)} (expanded inverse)
L =1
[/ Aay—1 Ay—1 d . S
= »(¢p ) (Z] €j'5jT (95 ) 61)} . (1nserted identity 1 = Zj ejejT )
r d
= ()™ ( BA*) identified matrix el £ (gP") "
_(1/Jp ) (Z] €j (gp ) ﬂ)( . (1 entified matrix elements of (g;, ") )
r d
[ e e (@), (incarity of 7))
= 7ili=1
r d
= Z _ 634 ((ng) B ) ( (gauge induced frame, Eq. (@) )
L7 Jtli=1
d -1
= [el]in < (") (10)

8 An atlas of gauges is very similar to usual atlases of charts of a manifold (Appendix . The difference is that the
here considered atlases directly assign coordinates to the tangent bundle 7'M instead of to the manifold M.
° Diagrams give a visual overview of functions and the spaces between which they map. For instance, the diagram
X — f— Y  implies that there are functions f : X =Y, g:Y — Zand h : X — Z. If the compositions
1 g of functions along all paths with the same start and endpoint agree, the diagram is said to be
h Z  commutative. Our example diagram is commutative if (and only if) A = g o f holds.
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Figure 14: Each point p of a Riemannian man-
ifold M has a tangent space 1,M attached. A

smooth gauge wA on a suitably chosen subset

> U# C M (red) coordinatizes all tangent spaces

T,M for p in U* as shown in Fig. It is

equivalent to a choice of smooth frame field on

v " M B U*. Since it is in general not possible to extend a
UicM urcM /\ gauge globally over the whole manifold, it is nec-

essary to consider a G-atlas, consisting of gauges
which cover M. Different coordinatizations 1)*

on U# (red) and ® on U® (green) are patched
together via gauge transformations (or transition

> maps) g®4 : U4 NUP — G which are defined

on the overlap U4 N U® (striped) and take values
in the structure group G < GL(d).

via the thus defined right action
d

@t (el 9) = felly g = [ 9] (1)

i=1
of group elements on frames. Note that the inverse in this action in Eq. (I0) is due to the definition of Eq. (7)
without inversem One usually refers to the transformation behavior of reference frames as covariant transfor-

mation while the transformation of gauges and vector coefficients is denoted as contravariant transformation;
see Appendix [A]

Since the transformation behavior of the coefficients in Eq. (9) and the basis in Eq. are inverse to each
other they compensate, that is, they leave the tangent vector v = Y, viet = Y, vPeP invariant:

v = Zi vPel = Zl vP Zj est ((ng)il)ji |
X, (. (7))

A_A
— AgA 12
E jvjej 12)

This construction ensures that any calculation is ultimately independent of the chosen gauge, which is usually
denoted as coordinate independence. In general, any coordinate representation of a coordinate free object or
function is for consistency reasons required to be coordinate independent.

For completeness we want to mention that the here presented formalism defines general bases of the tangent
spaces, sometimes referred to as non-coordinate bases (non-holonomic bases), in terms of local gauges.
A very popular but less general alternative are coordinate bases (holonomic bases)

0 0
EA—] ) 0
which are induced by coordinate charts
U4 5 VA CRY (14)
of the manifold [[162]]. The corresponding gauges are given by the the chart differentials, that is,
Wi = dad = (da),.., dedy) " M 5 RY (15)

1%Other conventions might flip the choice of inverses in 1/Z = gZ444 and [eP]2_; = [ef]L, < (g ' An inverse

in either of the two equations is necessary to make the left action - on gauges and right action <1 on frames compatible.

BA)*
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VA CR?

Figure 15: A chart A UA > vA assigns coordinates yA - R? to regions U4 C M of the manifold. It induces
coordinate bases [ﬁ |p’ RN % |p] and corresponding gauges 1/’{74 = dac;1 of the tangent spaces 1, M over U 4 We
will mostly not work with charts but rather refer to points p € M in a coordinate free manner. Gauges (frames) are then
directly assigned to the tangent spaces instead of being induced.

Gauge transformations coincide in this setting with the Jacobians

oxB

BA

9 = A € GL(d) (16)
0% |24 )

of chart transition maps. An exemplary chart and its induced coordinate bases are visualized in Fig. [I5]

Appendix [A]discusses the relationship between both formalisms in detail; an overview is given in Table

In the remainder of this paper we will mainly work in the gauge formalism, which assigns reference frames
immediately to the tangent spaces instead of inducing them from charts. Exceptions are the Mobius convolu-
tions in Section 5] Euclidean CNN in Section [0} log-polar coordinates in Section[T0]and icosahedral CNNs
in Section [TT:4] In all of these cases the manifolds are locally flat and the charts are isometric, such that
they induce orthonormal frames. GM-convolutions on U can then be computed in an efficient manner by
running Euclidean convolutions with G-steerable kernels on the charts’ codomains V4.

3.1.2 Coordinate independent functions on tangent spaces

Just as the vectors v € T, M, functions on the tangent spaces are coordinate free, that is, they are defined
without referring to any reference frame. A chosen gauge allows to represent such coordinate free mappings
by functions which operate on coefficient vectors in R, Similar to the coefficient vectors, coordinatizations
of functions need to transform in a specific way under gauge transformations in order to be consistently
defined, i.e. to respect coordinate independence. We will later apply the here presented concept of expressing
coordinate free mappings in terms of local coordinates to define GM -coordinate independent convolutions.

As a simple example for a coordinate free operation, let us consider the case of a linear map
MM — T,M . 17)

Let v, € T, M be a tangent vector which is by M being mapped to voy; = My, € T, M. Linear maps are in
numerical implementations usually modeled by coefficient matrices which map between coefficient vectors
relative to some choice of reference frame. To make this precise, assume some gauge wz‘? to be given such
that the coordinate free vectors vj, and vy in T, M are represented by coefficient vectors v @/}If‘ (vin) and

in —
v = w;‘(vout) in R?. The linear map M is in this gauge represented by the matrix

MA = gho Mo (ph) " e RIXd (18)
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gBA gBA

<

¥
\4

Figure 16: Graphical interpretation of the commutative diagram in Eq. Z3). A coordinate free map M : T,M — T,M
can be equivalently represented by functions M* : R — R? or MZ: R? — R relative to different gauges w;‘ or 1/}5 ,
respectively. These coordinatizations of M are defined by a pre- and postcomposition with gauges in the domain and
codomain, for instance, following the arrows, M4 := w;f oMo (wz’?)fl. As a consequence, gauge transformations

ME = gf ApmA (gf,3 A) ~! between coordinatizations are given by a pre- and postcomposition with transition maps gf A
in the domain and codomain. A/l quantities and mappings in this work will either be coordinate free (like M) or will be
expressed in a coordinate independent way in different gauges (like M and M?). We will therefore need to define (or

derive) transformation laws for any quantity and function.

whose definition is visualized by the commutative diagram below:

d 1/];)4 M 1/);:)4 d
R T,M T,M R (19)

y J

MA

The matrix is consistent with the coordinate free mapping since both imply each other:
-1
MAvfg = [z/;;‘ oMo (¢;74) ] o [’g[}?(vin)]
= vy (Mun)
= 1#;‘ (Uout)
= vl (20)

Of course one could have represented M relative to any other choice of gauge 1/15 . We know from Eq. (9)

that coefficient vectors in different gauges are related by v = g:f ApA, Similarly, MP relates to M# by the
gauge transformation

MP = vho Mo (vF)™!
= P o () To Moyt o (vF)
= gPAMA(gPN T 1)

-1
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which acts here both on the domain and codomain['T| This transformation law is again seen to be consistent
by the mutual transformations canceling out:

MByB = [gEAMA@IJ)aA)*l] {ngAviﬁ]
= gy M
= ngAvé)?][
= vl (22)

out

The derived gauge transformations therefore assert that all coordinatized computations are ultimately coordi-
nate independent. The relations between the coordinate free mapping and its coordinatizations is summarized
by the following commutative diagram

RA M R¢
s ™ ¥y
g T,M —=—— T,M B4, (23)
v vy
d d
MB

which is graphically interpreted in Fig.[I6

In practice one can not instantiate the coordinate free linear map M numerically without referring to a choice
of coordinatization. However, its existence is implied if (and only if) its coordinatizations relate to each other
as specified by Eq. (ZI)), which ensures that the correct transformation behavior of the input and output vector
coefficients in Eq. (9) is preserved.

3.1.3 Structure groups, G-structures and G-atlases

We will later on require neural networks to operate in a coordinate independent manner, that is, we demand
their inference to be independent from arbitrary choices of reference frames. This raises the question to which
extent the choice of reference frames on a manifold is arbitrary. In the previous Sections[3.1.T|and[3.1.2] we al-
lowed for any possible choice of gauge or reference frame, which were thus related by general GL(d)-valued
gauge transformations. In many applications the manifold does, however, come with additional structure
which allows to distinguish a preferred subset of reference frames or gauges, whose transition functions take
values in a reduced structure group G < GL(d). Such geometric structures — or rather the subsets of preferred
reference frames themselves, which encode equivalent information — are denoted as G-structures.

G-structures are best understood by considering some specific examples. The following list gives such ex-
amples, classified by their structure group G < GL(d):

O(d): Consider the metric structure of a Riemannian manifold, which allows to measure distances
and angels, and therefore to distinguish orthonormal frames, that is, those frames that satisfy

n(e;,ej) = d;; for any 4,5 = 1,...,d. Correspondingly, a Riemannian metric allows to talk
about isometric gauges 1}, which identify the metric of R? with that of 1,M, i.e. which satisfy
n(v,w) = <1/);,4(v), '(/);?(’UJ)>R¢1 for any v,w € T,M. Since orthonormal frames and isometric

gauges are defined up to rotations and reflections, any gauge transformation between them will
take values in the orthogonal group O(d), which is that subgroup of GL(d) that preserves angles
and distances.

"The transformation of the matrix coefficients via the left and right multiplication with g4 and (gB A) 71, respec-
tively, identify the linear map as a tensor of type (1,1).
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GL™(d): Similarly, an orientation of the manifold distinguishes left-handed from right-handed frames and
orientation preserving gauges from orientation reversing gauges. Gauge transformations between
frames of a given handedness take values in GL " (d), that is, that subgroup of GL(d) which pre-
serves orientations.

SO(d): Together, a given metric and orientation specify orthonormal frames of a certain handedness.
Gauge transformations between such frames are guaranteed to lie in the subgroup SO(d) of GL(d).

{e}: A globally smooth frame field defines an {e}-structure on M. In this case there is only one sin-
gle distinguished frame at each position, such that gauge transformations lie in the trivial group

{e} < GL(d).

GL(d): If no additional structure is imposed, any reference frame of the tangent spaces is equally valid.
Gauge transformations are in this case general invertible liner maps in GL(d) and the correspond-
ing G-structure is just the frame bundle F'M.

The common theme in those motivating examples is that they are all defined by

1. a (spatially smoothly varying) subset of distinguished reference frames,
2. a corresponding subset of preferred gauges and

3. asubgroup G < GL(d) of gauge transformations which preserve the distinguished notion of
frames and gauges.

Such smoothly varying subsets of reference frames are denoted as G-structures GM on M and the group G
is denoted as (reduced) structure group — see Section for a more rigorous deﬁnition The process
of specifying a G-structure is known as a reduction of the structure group from GL(d) to G. An atlas
AC = {(UX X )} Xex is denoted as G-atlas if all of its transition functions
-1
9"t UANUP - G, p gl =l o (u)) (24)

lie in a reduced structure group G < GL(d) (cf. Eq. (6)). The relation between reference frames and gauges
in Eq. @) implies that any G-atlas encodes a corresponding G-structure.

Multiple choices of G-structures may exist for a given structure group G. To connect to the examples above:
different Riemannian metrics specify different subsets of reference frames as being orthonormal, that is,
they correspond to different O(d)-structures OM. A choice of metric is therefore equivalent to a choice
of O(d)-structure. Similarly, different choices of orientations of an orientable manifold specify a different
set of frames as being right-handed. The two possible choices of orientations therefore correspond to two
possible choices of GL T (d)-structures GLTM. SO(d)-structures SOM may differ in both the choice of
orientation and metric. A further example are {e}-structure {¢}M. They do not allow for (non-trivial) gauge
transformations and therefore correspond to choices of smooth, global frame fields on M. Table[I]gives more
examples of structure groups G and the corresponding G-structures.

A reduction of the structure group to G, i.e. the existence of a G-structure, might be obstructed by the
topology of the manifold. This implies that there is an “irreducible” structure group beyond which the
ambiguity of reference frames can not be resolved without violating the smoothness (or even continuity)
assumption of the G-structure. For example, the Mdbius strip in is non-orientable, which means that it
does not admit a globally consistent, smooth definition of frame handedness and thus {e}-structure (globally
smooth frame field). As visualized in Fig. a G-atlas of gauges covering the Mobius strip will unavoidably
require a reflection in one of the transition maps, implying an irreducible structure group G = R. Coordinate
independent CNNs on the Mobius strip is therefore required to be at least reflection equivariant. Similarly,
the structure group of the sphere can not be reduced further than G = SO(2). Smooth spherical CNNs are
thus necessarily based on locally rotation equivariant kernels.

Note that any (differentiable) manifold comes with some G-structure. For instance, a raw differentiable
manifold has a GL(d)-structure (containing any possible frame), a Riemannian manifold an O(d)-structure
and R? is canonically equipped with an {e}-structure, visualized in Fig. We will therefore without loss of

"2Formally, GM is defined as a principal G-subbundle of frame bundle FM, which is a principal GL(d)-bundle.
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structure group G < GL(d)  G-structure GM equivalent structure on M

GL*(d) positively oriented frames orientation of M

SL(d) unit volume frames volume form

CO(d) conformal frames —
Sp(d) symplectic frames —
O(d) orthonormal frames Riemannian metric

O(d—mn, n) pseudo-orthonormal frames pseudo-Riemannian metric
SO(d) positively oriented orthonormal frames ~ Riemannian metric + orientation
{e} parallelization (global frame field) —

Table 1: Examples of G-structures GM on M and their corresponding, reduced structure groups G < GL(d) [L18].
A G-structure is defined as a smoothly varying subset of reference frames (a principal G-subbundle of the frame bundle
F'M), where the frames of any tangent space are mutually related by G-valued gauge transformations. While this is a
quite abstract definition, it allows to view many geometric structures on M in a unified way. For instance, a Riemannian
metric on M allows to distinguish orthonormal frames. Conversely, a specification of orthonormality uniquely implies a
metric. A Riemannian metric and an orthonormal structure are thus equivalent to each other. Similarly, there is a one-
to-one correspondence between volume forms and unit volume frames. Note that a choice of structure group G does not
uniquely specify a G-structure. For example, different Riemannian metrics could be chosen as O(d)-structure, different
volume forms as SL(d)-structure or different global frame fields as {e}-structure. Coordinate independent CNNs are
designed to respect a given G-structure — which particular structure this is depends on the learning task.

generality refine the term “coordinate independence” to GM -coordinate independence, i.e. the independence
w.r.t. choices of reference frames in the G-structure given on M. Throughout this work we will assume that
gauges are part of some G-atlas

ﬂG _ {(UX,'Q/JX)

corresponding to the given G-structure. Any quantity or function can be expressed relative to any gauge
from this atla and the coordinatizations in different gauges relate uniquely by some G-valued gauge
transformation. Guaranteeing the coordinate independence of all constructions, they will always correspond
to some coordinate-free counterparts, in terms of which we will formulate the global theory in Sections [6]
and[8

}xex suchthat gP%eG forany v, ¢) € A9, peUAnUP, (25)

3.2 Coordinate independent feature vector fields

The feature spaces of coordinate independent CNNs are spaces of feature vector fields. Similar to the case
of tangent vectors coefficients, the numerical coefficients of feature vectors are required to transform con-
sistently under gauge transformations. The specific transformation law (group representation) of a feature
field does hereby specify its field type — common examples are scalar fields, tangent vector fields, general
tensor fields, regular feature fields or irrep fields. Section[3.2.T]introduces such feature fields and their trans-
formation laws. In Section we briefly define coordinate independent feature spaces. Similar to the
definition of the feature spaces of conventional CNNs as stacks of multiple feature maps, the feature spaces
of coordinate independent CNNs consist of multiple independent feature fields.

3.2.1 Individual feature vector fields

Convolutional feature fields assign a feature vector, encoding information inferred from a local neighborhood
of the input signal, to each point of the manifold. The spatial accumulation of information is performed by a

"3This is a non-trivial statement since not any quantity can be expressed relative to arbitrary GL(d)-related reference
frames. For instance, the feature fields, introduced in Section [3.2] will only admit G-valued gauge transformations and
are therefore only defined relative to the preferred frames in GM. As an intuitive example, consider the feature vectors
of a conventional (non-equivariant) CNN on R¢, which are extracted relative to the canonical {e}-structure of R? and do
not carry information about the kernel responses relative to other reference frames.
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Figure 17: The numerical responses f*(p) € R® and fZ(p) € R of kernels that are oriented according to different
frames do in general not coincide. In order to represent numerical coefficients of the same coordinate independent feature
vector relative to the chosen gauge, they are required to be related by gauge transformations p( gf A) if the gauges are
related by gf 4. As derived in Section this requirement imposes a gauge equivariance constraint on the convolution
kernels.

convolutional kernel which is measuring feature fields in its surrounding relative to its local reference frame.
We are thus assuming a gauge 1 which specifies the kernel alignments on a neighborhood U#. Relative to
this gauge the kernel will yield a smooth local field of responses (observations)

AU SR, (26)

given by a c-dimensional numerical feature vector f*(p) at each position p € U#. Assume a second response
field f2 : UP — R, inferred relative to gauge 1" on UPZ, to be given. Since the response of a kernel
depends in general on its alignment, it is to be expected that f# and fZ do not agree on the overlap U4 NUB.
Without further restrictions the responses of a convolution kernel will be arbitrarily gauge dependent.

The principle of covariance, proposed by Albert Einstein [58| [57], states that:

“Universal laws of nature are to be expressed by equations which hold good for all systems
of coordinates, that is, are covariant with respect to any substitutions whatever.”

We believe that a similar principle should hold in geometric deep learning as well, that is, the inference should
be independent from any arbitrariness in the choice of reference frames. Given that this arbitrariness in co-
ordinatizations is precisely captured by the given G-structure GM, this requires in particular that features
should be GM -coordinate independent geometric objectsE We thus design convolution kernels such that
their responses f“ and f? encode fields of feature vector coefficients which represent a coordinate free fea-
ture vector field f locally in different gauges. A collection of such numerical coefficient fields ¥, expressed
relative to a G-atlas of gauges ¥ on neighborhoods UX covering M, is equivalent to the global, coordinate
free feature field f on M.

In order for this coordinate free feature field to be well defined, i.e. GM -coordinate independent, the local
coefficient fields (or kernel responses) are required to be consistently stitched together via G-valued transition
maps. They must therefore transform in a principled manner under gauge transformations. Since we are
dealing with feature vector spaces, these transformations are typically taken to be linear, that is, they are

"“In this point we deviate from Einstein’s general covariance, which always considers GL(d)-valued gauge trans-
formations (corresponding to diffeomorphism covariance). His setting is in our formulation included for G = GL(d),
however, we keep the assumed structure group flexible since most applications will assume a reduced structure group.
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covector field coefficients
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Figure 18: Examples of feature coefficient fields on M = R? from classical image processing. Top: For simplicity we
assume a “parallel” frame field and consider the same gauge transformation, a rotation by /2, at each point p € M.
Middle: The intensity values of a grayscale image are independent from the choice of reference frames. They are
therefore modeled by scalar fields, characterized by the trivial representation p(g) = 1 Vg € G. Bottom: The two
coefficient channels of a gradient image are calculated from a scalar image by taking the derivatives along the frame axes
— they are therefore gauge dependent. Gradient images w.r.t. different gauges are related by the group representation
p(g9) = (¢g7*) " and are therefore identified as covector fields (tensor fields of type (0, 1) or 1-forms). For the visualized
rotation by 7 /2 this leads to a new first channel (9/022) equivalent to the old second channel (9/524) and a new second
channel (2/a2£) equivalent to the negative old first channel (9/a=4). Relative to their respective reference frames, both
coefficient fields encode the same (coordinate free) gradient field. The description is therefore automatically coordinate
independent.

modeled by linear group representations
p:G— GL(c) 27

of the structure group G < GL(c), which operates on R¢ and satisfies p(gh) = p(g)p(h) ¥ g,h € GEl
Similar to the transformation of tangent vector coefficients in Eq. (9), the feature vector coefficients are then

defined to transform under a G-valued gauge transformation gf 4 = 1/1;73 o (1%4) ! like

f2w) = p(gP*) (), (28)

where p € UANUB; see Fig. for a visualization. Being constructed to transform synchronously, the spaces
of reference frames, tangent vector coefficients and feature vector coefficients are said to be G-associated
to each other. Note that the construction via a G-representation p does in general not describe GL(d)-
valued gauge transformations, i.e. fully coordinate independent features. The extracted feature vectors will
therefore only have a well defined expression relative to the frames in the considered G-structure GM , which
is captured by the term “GM -coordinate independence”.

Different choices of representations p; yield different rypes of feature fields as exemplified in Fig. [I8] For
instance, the trivial representation, p(g) = 1 Vg € G, describes the transformation behavior of scalar fields
s4(p) — sB(p) := 1-s*(p), whose numerical coefficients are invariant under gauge transformations.
Example of scalar fields are grayscale images, temperature fields, pressure fields or probability distributions

15 This condition ensures that representations are group homomorphisms, i.e. maps which respect the group structure
of G. The actions of the structure group on the tangent space and feature vector coefficient spaces are thus compatible.
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on M. The coefficients of tangent vector fields transform like v (p) — vZ(p) = g¢P4v*(p) and cor-

respond therefore to the group representation p(g) = g. Examples for vector fields include optical flow or
wind velocity fields. More general tensor fields of type (r, s) are described by tensor product representations

p(g) = ®° (gfl)T ®" g. They model for instance diffusion tensor images, electromagnetic field tensors or
stress tensors. A common choice for discrete structure groups are regular representations which realize the
finite set of group operations by permutation matrices. Regular representations arise as exact symmetries
of crystal lattices, spin lattices or pixel grids [33, 193] 241}, 242} [38]]. In addition, they are commonly used
as discrete approximation of continuous structure groups, e.g. cyclic groups Cy < SO(2) to approximate
continuous rotations [236} [8, 234} [7, [144]. They are of great practical relevance since they describe the
transformation of the features of group convolutional networks [33]. Feature fields which transform under
irreducible representations (irreps) were investigated in [244} 235 224 120, 12, 234, IOSJE] A more de-
tailed overview and an extensive benchmark of different field types or representations in deep learning was
presented in [234]).

For completeness we want to mention that coordinate free feature vector fields are formally defined as smooth

sections f € I'(A) of a feature vector bundle A T4 M which is associated to the G-structure GM and has
the feature vector coefficient spaces R¢ as typical fibers. The coefficient vectors f(p) and fZ(p) in R¢
are local trivializations of a coordinate free feature vector f(p) € A, = R®, and are similarly defined as
the coefficients v = 1/)2)4(11) and v® = [ (v) of a tangent vector v € T,M. Note that, while being
isomorphic, the feature spaces A, = A, at different points p # ¢ of M are distinct from each other, such
that their elements can not be summed together. The parallel transporters, discussed in Sections [3.3]and [6.3]
provide isomorphisms between different feature vector spaces, which allows the summation of features (after
transporting them into the same vector space). Since these definitions are quite technical, we skip their details
for now and refer the interested reader to Section

3.2.2 Stacked feature fields and coordinate independent feature spaces

The feature spaces of conventional CNNs consist of multiple fea-
ture maps. In analogy, we define the feature spaces of coordinate
independent CNNs to comprise multiple feature fields f; of po-
tentially different types p; and dimensionalities c¢;. A full field of
activations of a feature space of a coordinate independent CNN is
therefore defined as the direct suni"|

f= @ i (29)  Figure 19: The three color channels of an
RGB image are identified as scalar fields,

of the individual fields. Every feature map of a conventional CNN
encodes the position of a particular feature and transforms inde- ~ 1© full feature space therefore transforms
pendently when the network’s input is shifted. The individual fea- according to p(g) = (1) & (1) & (1)-
ture fields f; of GM-coordinate independent CNNs encode both the position and the G-pose of a feature.
In contrast to conventional feature maps, their coefficient fields, for instance fiA, are additionally guar-
anteed to transform independently from each other under gauge transformations as specified by their type
pi : G — GL(c;). A local numerical representation f#4 = @@, f{* of the full feature field in Eq. (29) trans-
forms therefore according to the direct sum of the individual representations, that is,

p= B (30)

The independent transformation of individual fields under p, visualized in Fig.[20] is clear by construction:
p(9) [ = (Biri(9) (D) = Bilpilo) f7) 31

16 By the Peter-Weyl Theorem, any unitary representation of a compact group can via a change of basis be decomposed
into a direct sum of irreps. This implies that any linear neural network operation between general representations can
(after a change of basis) be understood in terms of operations between irreps [[234,[128]]. In contrast, the specific choice
of representation, i.e. the change of basis relative to the irreps contained in it, does matter for any non-linear network
layer.

"The direct sum @ of vectors f;(p) can be thought of as “stacking” these into a concatenated vector. Consistently
with this, the direct sum of representations p; can be thought of as building a block diagonal matrix containing the p; as

blocks; see Figs.[T9)and 20}
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Figure 20: A full feature space comprlses multiple individual feature fields f; of potentially different types p; and
dimensionalities ¢;. Via a gauge ¢, it is locally represented by coefﬁment ﬁelds f& : U* — R%. The coefficient
fields in another gauge 15 are related via a gauge transformation fZ = p;(g ( ) 1A The coefficients of each individual
field transform independently, the representation modeling the whole feature space is thus given by the direct sum, here
PD.pi =p1 @ p2® p3 ® pa.
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As a practical example of a coordinate independent feature space consisting of multiple fields consider an
RGB image as depicted in Fig.[T9} Like the grayscale image in Fig.[T8] the individual color channels encode
intensity values which are invariant under gauge transformations. The full RGB image is therefore to be
identified with three scalar fields, each of which “transforms” independently under the trivial representation.
Not all individual feature fields need to be of the same type p;. For instance, in a weather forecasting appli-
cation the input signal might consist of scalar fields encoding features like temperature or pressure and vector
fields like wind speeds. A description as p; fields of corresponding types ensures the geometrically correct
processing of such data. While the field types p; of a network’s input and output are typically given by the
learning task, the field types used in hidden layers are chosen by the user as a hyperparameter similar to the
choice of channels for a conventional CNN.

3.3 Parallel transport of feature vectors

The kernels of convolutional networks accumulate features from all points ¢ in a neighborhood around each
point p of the manifold. Since features at different points live in different feature vector spaces and are
expressed relative to different gauges, they need to be parallel transported along some path ~ from ¢ to p
before they can be processed further. We first discuss the transport of tangent vectors, which is formalized by
a parallel transport map

Py T,M — T,M. (32)

This transporter is often computed from the canonical Levi-Civita connection of the manifold, however, it
might in some applications correspond to an alternative (G-compatible) connection, as further discussed
below and in our literature review in Part A transporter of (G-associated) feature vectors follows from
that of the tangent vectors if the transport is G-compatible.

3.3.1 Tangent vector transporters

It is didactically reasonable to start with the specific case of Levi-Civita transporters on Euclidean spaces,
depicted in Fig. 2Ta] before proceeding to more general transporters and manifolds. In this case the parallel
transport is independent from the chosen path v and keeps the transported vector parallel in the usual sense
on Euclidean spaces. Note that the transporter P., is mapping between the tangent spaces 1;M and T, M
and is therefore coordinate free. It can, however, be expressed relative to coordinates, then operating on
numerical coefficient vectors instead of tangent vectors. An intuition is given in Fig.[2Ta] where the frames

at ¢ and p are not paralle such that the coefficients (1,1)T at ¢ and (\/57 0)T at p differ even though
the corresponding (coordinate free) tangent vectors are parallel to each other. To make this more precise,

consider gauges 1;' and 12! to be given on neighborhoods U of ¢ (red) and U# of p (green). Let a vector

"®In contrast to general manifolds, R% comes with a canonical notion of parallelism of reference frames.
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ol
(a) Parallel transport and its coordinatization on a flat space. (b) Parallel transport on the 2-sphere S2.

Figure 21: Parallel transport of tangent vectors v € Ty M at g to P,v € T, M at p. Fig. visualizes the special case
of Levi-Civita transporters on flat Euclidean spaces M = E,. Independently from the chosen path ~, the Levi-Civita
transport keeps the vector (orange) parallel in the usual sense in Euclidean spaces. Gauges w,’f (red) and 1/);,4 (green)

allow to express the coordinate free transporter by a group element g:;‘A = w;‘ oPyo (1/);4) e GL(d) which accounts
for the change of vector coefficients if the target frame does not agree with the transported source frame. Fig. @shows
the Levi-Civita transport on the 2-sphere S, Eq. ({@38). The transporters P, and P, along different paths v; and
72 disagree in general. As before, the coordinate free transporters can be expressed by group elements that operate on
coefficients relative to the coordinate frames at ¢ and p.

v = (z/;;}) _l(vg) € 1, M be given by its coefficients vA € R?. The coefficients of the transported vector
P.v at p are then given by ¢ o P, (v) = 7t o Py o (17}) ~!(v4). It follows that the coordinate expression
of a transporter is relative to gauges Aand A expressed as

i iy—1
gy = Yy oPyo(vf) € GL(d) (33)
The group element g;“g accounts for non-parallel choices of reference frames at ¢ and p. On R?, one typically

assumes all frames to be parallel such that all coordinatizations of Levi-Civita transporters become trivialm

As the transporter in Eq. (33) is coordinate dependent, we are interested in its gauge transformations. Denote
by 1/){13 and wf two alternative gauges on neighborhoods of ¢ and p. From the commutative diagram

AA
Rd el R4
o r'(/)f\ P wl?
gBa. WM ———— T,M gBA. 34
y vy
R _ R
BB
9y

lgg:?‘Z takes values in GL(d) if we assume arbitrary (gl(d)-valued) connections and general structure groups G <

GL(d). For the so(d)-valued Levi-Civita connection and orthonormal frames, i.e. G = O(d), one has g:;“z € O(d).
»Conventional CNNs on R? implicitly make this assumption of parallel frames (Fig. ) and trivial transporters.
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one can then read off that the transporters in the different gauges are related by
5 i/ BAy-1
97" = 9" 97" (97") (35)
Note the similarity of this transformation law and commutative diagram to those in Egs. (ZI)) and (23)). The

difference between both is that the transporter has a different domain 7; M and codomain T,M, which are
trivialized by different, independent gauges and transform therefore independently.

In general, the parallel transport of tangent vectors is determined by some choice of connection, for instance
(but not necessarily) by the canonical Levi-Civita connection of a Riemannian manifold. A connection can be
seen as a collection of infinitesimal transporters between adjacent tangent spaces, such that the full transporter
P, is given by integrating the connection along the path . The transporters along different paths y; and -y,
from ¢ to p need not agree, which is in Fig. exemplified by Levi-Civita transporters on the 2-sphere 52,
cf. Eq. @38). As for flat spaces, the coordinate free transporters can by Eq. (33) be expressed relative to
gauges. The gauge transformations of such coordinatized transporters are again given by Eq. (33). The
transporters on a given manifold can in principle be calculated analytically from the connection [73} [162]
and can sometimes be expressed in closed form, for instance for the sphere 52, Eq. #38). Several numerical
algorithms exist to compute parallel transporters on meshes; see Section [I2.1.2] We will not go into more
details on how to compute tangent vector transporters ., but simply assume them to be given.

3.3.2 Feature vector transporters

Eq. defines the transformation law of feature vector coefficients by their field type p. Their parallel

transporter, expressed relative to gauges w;;‘ and 92, is analogously given by wrapping the tangent vector
coefficient transporter into this field representation, that is, by

p(g3h) . (36)
Note that — since p : G — GL(c) is a G-representation — this construction is only then well defined when

all transporters g:;‘A (for arbitrary paths ~ and frames A, A) are actually taking values in the chosen structure
group GG. Whether this is the case depends both on the particular choice of G-structure (or G-atlas) and the
transporters (or connection) considered — they need to be compatible [237]).

All convolutional networks accumulate (thus transport) feature vectors in one way or the other, and assume
therefore some choice of connection and G-structure. If the chosen G-structure is incompatible with the
Levi-Civita connection, this implies that these models are — often implicitly — assuming an alternative, G-
compatible connection to accumulate features. The reader should for now not worry about the specific choices
of connections, which will become more clear in our literature review in Part In the remainder of this
section, we will elaborate more on the GG-compatibility of connections and G-structures. Assuming that
feature transporters will in the following always be well defined, this part can be safely ignored at a first
reading.

A more rigorous, coordinate free discussion of transporters on the associated feature vector bundles can be
found in Section

3.3.3 Compatibility of connections and G-structures

A connection is said to be G-compatible with a G-structure GM if the coordinate expressions g4 of its

transporters P. relative to any frames A, A of GM take values in the structure group G [237]F'| A G-
compatible connection gives rise to transporters of G-associated feature vectors.

To illuminate this somewhat abstract compatibility condition, we discuss a few specific examples. A simple
example is that of the Levi-Civita connection on R?, Fig. Consider the two {e}-structures on R? that

2'Equivalently, the connection 1-form of the connection, expressed relative to frames of GM, is required to be g-
valued, where g denotes the Lie algebra of G. More abstractly, we are interested in principal Ehresmann connections on
the principal G-bundle GM.
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are shown in Figs. and Here G = {e}, which means that the field type p : {e} — GL(c) is a
{e}-representation, such that the parallel transport of feature vectors can only be defined if the coordinate

expressions gf;‘A take values in {e}, i.e. are trivial. As the {e}-structure in Fig. consists of “parallel”
frames, this is indeed the case — the Levi-Civita connection is thus compatible with this {e}-structure. In
contrast, the frames of the {e}-structure in Fig. are “rotated” relative to each other, resulting in non-

trivial coordinate expressions g;“A that take values in SO(2) (visualized in Fig. . Since the field type
p : {e} = GL(c) does not handle rotations, it is not possible to define the Levi-Civita transport of features
associated to this {e}-structure — they are incompatible. As a second example, consider the Levi-Civita
connection on S2, shown in Fig. The transport will in this case always be path dependent and lead to

differently rotated vectors, implying that g:;‘A will take values in SO(2). Feature vectors to be transported
according to Levi-Civita connection need therefore to be of some type p : SO(2) — GL(c) that is an SO(2)-
representations. This requires at least the SO(2)-structure on S? that is shown in Fig. The {e}-structure
on S? from Fig. is incompatible with the Levi-Civita connection.

Since the Levi-Civita connection is a metric connection, it preserves lengths of and angles between tangent
vectors, and thus transports orthonormal frames to orthonormal frames. It follows that the Levi-Civita con-

nection is always compatible with the O(d)-structure of orthonormal frames, relative to which ng takes
values in O(d). If the manifold is orientable, the frame-handedness is preserved by Levi-Civita transporters,
which means that they are guaranteed to be compatible with SO(d)-structures of orthonormal, right-handed
frames on M. All of the convolutional networks in our literature review in Part that are based on SO(d)-
structures accumulate features via Levi-Civita transporters.

If a given G-structure is incompatible with the Levi-Civita connection, one needs to define an alternative,
G-compatible connection to transport the feature vectors. The most prominent example in our literature
review is that of trivial connections on {e}-structures. A trivial connection is characterized by the property
that its transport is path independent [43]. Any {e}-structure implies a unique trivial connection, which
transports tangent vectors such that they keep the same angle to the reference frames of the {e}-structure.

This implies ng‘A = e, i.e. they transport coefficient vectors in R¢ (relative to frames of the {e}-structure)
without transforming their numerical values. Such transporters are used in convolutional networks that do not
explicitly model non-trivial transporters — which applies to all networks with G = {e} in Table@ specifically
those in Sections[TT.3]and[I2.3] Note that the trivial connection is the only connection that is compatible with
an {e}-structure.

As stated above, any convolutional network assumes some choice of compatible G-structure and connection,
most often Levi-Civita connections or trivial connections.

Section|6.5]elaborates on the compatibility of transporters and G-structures from a coordinate free viewpoint.

3.4 Isometry actions and induced gauge transformations

Until now our discussion focused exclusively on the local gauge symmetries in the coordinatization of tangent
spaces. A manifold might, however, come with non-trivial symmetries itself, which are in the case of a
Riemannian manifold M forming its isometry group Isom(M). This section discusses isometries and their
action on manifolds, tangent vectors, reference frames and feature fields in a nutshell, summarizing results
which are more rigorously derived in Section[8.1} We will thereby highlight the equivalence of active isometry
actions and their passive interpretation in terms of isometry induced gauge transformations. This equivalence
will later on allow us to describe the isometry equivariance of GM -convolutions.

Isometries are defined as the symmetries of Riemannian manifolds, that is, those maps (diffeomorphisms)
¢: M — M, (37)

that preserve the metric and thus distances on M. The set of all isometries of a Riemannian manifold M
forms its isometry group, which we denote as Isom(M). For instance, the Euclidean group E(d) is the
isometry group of Euclidean spaces E;. It consists of translations, rotations and reflections, all of which
preserve the standard metric of E;. The isometry group of the 2-sphere S? is given by the orthogonal group
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Figure 22: Visualization of the coordinate free pushforward of tangent
vectors and its coordinate expression relative to given reference frames
¢*|p(v) at the source and target location. The coordinate free pushforward
¢xlp : TpM — T,y M moves tangent vectors v € T,M to ¢«|p(v) €

TypyM (orange). Let ;Z;;,q be the gauge at p that corresponds to the red

reference frame and ¢$(p) the gauge at ¢(p) that corresponds to the green
reference frame. They explain the vectors before and after the pushfor-

ward by numerical coefficients ¢; (v) = (1,1)" and ¢£(p) (¢4]p(v)) =
¢(p ) (O, —\/i)T. This transformation of vector coefficients is described by
\ the isometry induced gauge transformation g;f‘g(p) € GL(d), that is,
Vo (D<1p(v)) = 95" (p) - ¥y (v). The coefficients of feature vectors
transform analogously according to p(g;;‘g(p)) if g;;‘g(p) €aq.

O(3), consisting of rotations and reflections. Fig. 22| shows an egg-shaped manifold, whose isometries are
rotations and reflections in O(2) around the vertical axis.

3.4.1 Pushforward of tangent vectors

Any isometry ¢ € Isom (M) acts via its pushforward (or differential)
Gulp + TyM — Ty M, (38)

naturally on tangent vectors. As visualized in Fig.[TT](middle), the pushforward can intuitively be thought of
as carrying tangent vectors along with the action of the isometry on the underlying manifold M. A formal
definition of the pushforward on T'M is given in Appendix [A-2] however, the given intuition is sufficient for
our purpose. Since the pushforward is a coordinate free, linear map between tangent spaces, its action is

in coordinates represented by some d X d matrix. Assuming gauges 7,/1;34 and ¢£(p) at the source and target
location, respectively, this matrix is given by

9l (p) = i, 0 dulpo (W) € GL(d). (39)

It explains the transformation from the numerical coefficients of an original vector v € T,M in the source

-1

gauge and its pushforward ¢.[,(v) € Ty, M in the target gauge, that is, 15, (6«],(v)) = gj)‘g(p) ~w§(v).
The commutative diagram

Rd g;‘A(p) Rd
(;K\ O %
L «|p
g% LM — s Ty M ol 40
wf ¢dj>3(p)
Rd — Rd
95" (p)-

which is conceptually similar to that in Eq. (34), visualizes the definition of the tangent vector pushforward’s
coordinate expression. It furthermore implies that the gauge transformations between different coordinatiza-
tions are given by

BB BA _AA( BA\—1
957 = 9on 95 (95 ") (41)

which is the conceptual analog to Eq. (33).
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3.4.2 Pushforward of reference frames and symmetries of the G-structure

Since reference frames are just d-tuples of linearly independent frame vectors, the pushforward of tangent
vectors induces a pushforward of reference frames by pushing the individual frame axes forward. Specifically,

the pushforward of a frame [e;]_; at p is defined as the frame [¢. |, (e;)] j=1 at (p).

This pushforward of frames is always well defined, however, it might not be compatible with the G-structure,
that is, there is in general no guarantee that frames in GM remain in GM when being pushed forward.
Take for instance the {e}-structure in Fig.|10|(top left), which is preserved by horizontal translations but not
by vertical translations or any other isometry of R2. Similarly, the R-structure in Fig. [10| (bottom left) is
preserved by translations and horizontal reflections, but not by rotations. We consider therefore the subgroup

Isomgys = {¢ € Isom(M) ‘ [(ﬁ*(ei)]j:l €GM Vel € GM} < Isom(M) (42)

of isometries which are symmetries of the G-structure, i.e. which are guaranteed to map any frame in GM to
another frame that is also contained in GM FE] Note that Isomys depends in general on the specific choice of
G-structure GM, not only on the structure group G. For the special case that G > O(d), it is guaranteed that
Isomgys = Isom(M) coincide since isometries are guaranteed to map orthonormal frames to orthonormal
frames. We are interested in the subgroup Isomgps since only those isometries will induce a well defined
pushforward of GM -coordinate independent feature vectors, as discussed further in the following section.

Before proceeding to the isometry action on feature vectors, we discuss what we call isometry induced gauge
. . ind
transformations. For this purpose, let [e;“] ,—, be that frame at p that corresponds to some source gauge

1/)5 and let [e;“]jzl be that frame at ¢(p) that corresponds to some target gauge ¢$(p)7 as shown in Fig.

in red (left) and green (right), respectively. The pushforward [¢*|p(e;4)]j:1 of the source frame from p

to ¢(p) (translucent red, right) does in general not coincide with the target frame. However, as proven in
Section[8.1.3] the two frames are related by the isometry induced gauge transformation
Nk Apd A4
[6ulp(eN]_, = e, <98 ), 43)

where gg‘“‘ (p) is the group element from Eq. (39) and < is the right action from Eq. (IT). The term “isometry
induced gauge transformation” makes in so far sense that the geometries around p and ¢(p) are indistin-
guishable since ¢ is an isometry, i.e. a symmetry of M. Identifying the two points with each other, one can
therefore reinterpret the active action of ¢ on a geometric quantity as a passive gauge transformation, i.e. an
induced change from the source to the target frame.

Theorem 8.3in Section [8.1] asserts that G-structure preserving isometries in Isomeys and G-valued induced
gauge transformations imply each other, that is,

¢ € Isomgy <— gj;’z(p) €eG VpeM (44)

holds for arbitrary gauges wg and z/J(’;‘(p) of the G-atlas. The reader should verify these claims at our examples

in Fig. [I0]
3.4.3 Pushforward of feature vectors

If (and only if) an isometry is a symmetry of the G-structure, it gives rise to a pushforward of feature vectors.
Intuitively, this pushforward moves feature vectors from points p to ¢(p). When being expressed relative to
the two reference frames at p and ¢(p), it is given by the induced gauge transformation

(954 (p)) - (45)

Note that this transformation is well defined for any ¢ € Isomgay, since the induced gauge transformations
g(‘;‘A (p) will in this case take values in G and p is a G-representation. In contrast, if ¢ is not a symmetry of

2More formally stated, such isometries are (or induce) principal bundle automorphisms of the G-structure.
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the G-structure, it is impossible to define a corresponding feature vector pushforward. This statement relates
to the fact that the features of conventional CNNs have no specified transformation behavior under rotations
or reflections in the Euclidean group E(d).

The pushforward of individual feature vectors implies an action on the whole feature field f, which we denote
by ¢ > f. Relative to coordinates, this action is expressed as

(61 1] (@) = p(92%(p)) 1A (). (46)

We will later prove that coordinate independent CNNs are equivariant w.r.t. the action of isometries in
Isomg)s on feature fields; see Fig. This property relies on the fact that the active isometry action on
feature fields can by Eq. (#6) be understood as a mere passive gauge transformation of feature vector coeffi-
cients.

4 Coordinate independent networks and GM-convolutions

Neural networks process data by applying a series of parameterized mappings (layers) to an input signal
— in our case to a set of feature fields on a Riemannian manifold. The principle of covariance requires
thereby that the individual network layers should be GM -coordinate independent operations. The coordinate
representations of such layers will therefore have to transform such that they respect the transformation
laws of their input- and output feature field. Except form this consistency requirement, general coordinate
independent layers remain unconstrained.

A common design principle of neural networks which operate on spatial signals (feature fields) is that they
are in some generalized sense convolutional. The main characteristic which most generalizations of the con-
volution operation share is that their inference is position independent. This is achieved by sharing template
functions, for instance convolution kernels or biases, between different locations. Whenever the structure
group G is non-trivial, the weight sharing process is ambiguous since template functions could be shared rel-
ative to different reference frames. As we will argue in the following, this ambiguity is resolved by designing
the shared template functions to be equivariant under G-valued gauge transformations. Gauge equivariant
template functions will be indifferent to the specific reference frame in which they are applied and therefore
allow for a coordinate independent weight sharing.

4.1 Pointwise gauge equivariant Operations . . . . . . . . . . ... e v e e e e e e e e 41
4.1.1 Gauge equivariant 1x1-convolutions . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ......... 28]
4.1.2 Gauge equivariant bias summation . . . . . . . ... ... 43
4.1.3 Gauge equivariant nonlinearities . . . . . . . . . . . .. ..o 44
4.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . . . .. ... L 45
4.2.1 Alocal observer’s view on feature fields . . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... 45|
4.2.2  Coordinate independent kernels and kernel field transforms . . . . . . ... ... ..
423 GM-convolutions and G-steerable kernels . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. 50)
4.3 Tsometry eqUIVATIANCE . . . . v . o v it e e e e e e e 54

In this section we will consider network layers which take fields fi, of type p, as input and produce field fou
of type p,,, as output. Section[d.T|discusses the specific case of layers which operate pointwise, that is, whose
output fou(p) at any p € M depends only on the single input feature vector f;,(p) at the same location. The
practically relevant examples considered here are gauge equivariant 1x1-convolutions in Section d.1.1] bias
summation in Section #.1.2] and nonlinearities in Section [4.1.3] The more complicated case of convolutions
with spatially extended kernels is treated in Section As a preparation, Section discusses feature
fields as seen from the viewpoints of local observers (reference frames), relative to which the (convolution)
kernels will be applied. Such observations are formalized as a pullback of the feature field to an observer’s
tangent space; see Fig.[23] Sectiond.2.2introduces so called kernel field transforms, which are similar to con-
volutions but do not assume spatial weight sharing and are therefore parameterized by a (smoothly varying)
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kernel field on M. The actual GM-convolutions are in Section £.2.3| defined as those kernel field transforms
that are parameterized by a single, shared template kernel. In order to ensure the coordinate independence
of the weight sharing process, the convolution kernels are required to be G-steerable, i.e. to satisfy a gauge
equivariance constraint. Section [.3]shows that GM -convolutions are automatically equivariant under those
isometries that are symmetries of the G-structure (Isomgys-equivariant). This means that GM -convolutions
commute with the action of isometries on feature fields as visualized in Fig.[26]

4.1 Pointwise gauge equivariant operations

To begin with, we consider some neural network operations for which the constraints coming from the re-
quired coordinate independence and weight sharing are particularly easy to derive. All of these operations
have in common that they act pointwise on feature vectors, that is, they compute output feature vectors fou(p)
at p € M solely based on the input feature vectors f;,(p) at the same location. In order to satisfy the principle
of covariance, the coordinatizations of these operations are all required to transform according to a precompo-
sition with p, and a postcomposition with p . When demanding that the operations are determined in terms
of shared weights, these transformation laws imply a requirement for the gauge equivariance (or invariance)
of the operations.

The derivations for the different pointwise operations in the following Sections [.1.1] #.1.2] and [£.1.3] are in
the first steps mostly analogous and lead to essentially the same covariance and equivariance constraints on
the template functions. They could therefore be treated together, keeping the particular operation (or tem-
plate function) abstract. However, since the implications of the resulting constraints differ for the particular
instantiations, and since we want to keep the discussion close to the application, we will omit such an abstract
formulation and directly consider particular instantiations.

4.1.1 Gauge equivariant 1x1-convolutions

As a first example of pointwise operations, we consider the action of a family of linear maps C,,, which send
the input feature vector fi,(p) at each p € M to an output feature vector

fou(p) == Cp fin(p) - 47)

If we add the assumption of spatial weight sharing, the linear maps C,, and C, at different locations p and ¢
will be coupled, and the operation can be seen as a convolution with a linear operator-valued Dirac delta
kernel. This operation is quite common in computer vision, where it is usually denoted as 1 x 1 -convolution,
since the spatial discretization of a linear Dirac kernel which operates on two-dimensional images is given by
a (matrix-valued) kernel with a spatial extent of 1x 1 pixels. We will in the following derive that the demand
for spatial weight sharing will result in a constraint, which forces the matrix-valued template kernels to be
intertwiners, that is, gauge equivariant matrices.

Prior to the assumption of weight sharing, the coordinate expressions of the linear maps C, and the gauge
transformations between them behave very similar to those of the linear maps on 7;,M, which we discussed in
Section[3.1.2] Since the input and output feature vectors are in coordinates represented by coefficient vectors

i(p) € R and fm (p) € R, the linear map is naturally represented by that matrix C;' € R that
satisfies

fan(p) =€ fid (). (48)
This relation does of course hold for arbitrary coordinatizations, such that we have f. (p) = Cf - fB(p) for

any other gauge, labeled by B. The transformation law which relates Cf to C;‘ follows by the principle of
covariance from the transformation laws of the input and output features. Since these are given by mB (p) =

P95 ) fidd (0) and [ (p) = pou(95) Joti (). one has

) = ¢l B
S pulgl?) fine) = CF o (a8) fi(p)
& AD) = po(954) 71 C8 p (924) 12 (). (49)
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A comparison with Eq. (8) implies that the two coordinate expressions of C,, are necessarily related by

¢y = palop™) € (o) (50)
if they should respect the transformation laws of the feature vectors. As usual, these considerations are
concisely captured by a commutative diagram:

A.
Rén — P | RCu

Pa (95’4)'[ me (g84)- D

Rcm 3 S Rcom
P
The important practical implication of this result so far is that the linear map C,, is not restricted in any way.
Differently formulated: as long as the coordinate expressions in different gauges are related by Eq. (50), one
is free to parameterize C, in an arbitrary, fixed gauge A by an unconstrained matrix C;f‘. As we will see, the

situation changes when requiring the linear maps to share weights.

Consider now the case where the linear maps C,, and C, share weights. This means that we assume them to
be parameterized by a shared set of parameters, given by a 1x1-convolution template kernel Kj,; € R €in,
The open question is how exactly the coordinate free maps should be parameterized in terms of this template
kernel. Our requirement for GM-coordinate independence demands that we do not prefer any particular
reference frame in the weight sharing process, that is, that we treat all coordinatizations in the same manner.
It is therefore necessary to share the template kernel with all coordinatizations at the same time, that is, to set

C;( = Ky forany gauge (U™, ™) € AC with p e UX, (52)

where A€ is the (maximal) G-atlas corresponding to the considered G-structure; see Eq. (3). As the
covariance constraint in Eq. (30) needs to hold for arbitrary G-related gauges, and the coordinatizations
C;,q = Cf = K, of the linear maps do all coincide, the joint demand for weight sharing and GM -coordinate
independence is seen to imply a constraint

Kia = pul9) Kiap,(9)™"  VgedG (53)
on the template kernel. The corresponding adaptation of the commutative diagram in Eq. (51)) with weight
sharing is given by:

Ré¢in Kia- s RCou

pu(92™) [ [pom (957)- 54

RCin s R Cout
Kl)(l :

The conclusion of this analysis is that the template kernels which can be unambiguously shared are exactly
those which are invariant under the gauge action. The vector space of such gauge invariant 1x1-convolution
kernels is simply the space of intertwining maps between the representations p, and p,,,, that is,

Home (. o) = {Ka € R | Ky = pou(9) Kixi p,(9) ™" Vg € G} C RO (55)

Note that, according to Schur’s Lemma [[15]], the requirement on [, to be an intertwiner prevents a mapping
between fields that transform under non-isomorphic irreducible representations via 1x1-convolutions. This
severe restriction is unavoidable with 1x1-convolution kernels but will be resolved later when allowing for
spatially extended kernels.

At this point we want to mention that we use the terms “gauge equivariant template function” and “gauge
invariant template function” interchangeably. This is justified by the observation that the invariance constraint
in Eq. (53) can be written as an equivariance constraint Kixq p, (9) = pou(9) Kixa Vg € G. Itis in general
possible to view functions which are equivariant w.r.t. some group action in their domain and codomain as the
invariants of the corresponding action on the function itself. In our application, the equivariance viewpoint
highlights that a transformation of the input field will lead to a corresponding transformation of the output
field, which ensures that all involved quantities transform covariantly with each other. On the other hand, the
invariance viewpoint emphasizes that the template function can be shared in an arbitrary gauge.
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4.1.2 Gauge equivariant bias summation

After applying a convolution operation, it is common to sum a (shared) bias vector to the individual feature
vectors. Together with the requirement of coordinate independence, the weight sharing will again lead to a
linear constraint. This constraint will only allow for biases to be summed to the invariant subspaces of the
gauge action on the input feature field.

As before, we first consider the bias summation without requiring weight sharing. We thus have biases 6,,
depending on the position p on the manifold, which are summed to an input feature vector to produce an
output feature vector

Jou(p) = fin(p) + 6. (56)

Relative to gauges 77!11;4 and 12, the bias is represented by those coefficient vectors 6;,4 and 5;,3 in R¢ that

satisfy O‘f}t(p)_ = fA(p) + .5;,4 and f5(p) = fE(p) +6J . Since the summation of vectors does not allow
to change their transformation laws, the group representations associated with the input and output feature

necessarily agree, that is,

Pin = Pow = P+ 57
Together with the requirement for coordinate independence, this implies that the diagram
s A
Re¢ —H)P Re
0(95‘“)-{ Lp(gf“) : (58)
RC RC
+67

which is the analog of that in Eq. (51), needs to commute. Written out as an equation, this demands the
relation p(g24) f4 + 65 = p(gF?) (f7* + 6;') to hold. Since the linearity of p(g) allows to rewrite the

right-hand side as p(g;)B A) fzf‘ + p(ng) 6;)4, a subtraction of the input feature vector leads to
6, = rlg;") 6, (59)

The coefficient vectors which represent a coordinate independent bias relative to different gauges there-
fore need to transform exactly like the feature vectors to which they are summed. As in the case of
1x1-convolutions, the coordinate independence does not restrict the bias 6, in any way, but only requires
different coordinatizations of the same bias to be consistent with each other. An implementation could there-
fore pick an arbitrary gauge and freely parameterize the bias in that gauge by parameters in R".

The situation changes again when asking for spatial weight sharing. Let b € R be a template bias vector to
be shared over the manifold. Since the only way to do this without arbitrarily preferring any coordinatization
is to share the bias vector in all gauges simultaneously, we have to require

6X =b forany gauge (U~,¢™) € A¢ with pe UX. (60)

in analogy to Eq. (52). The combination of the covariance constraint in Eq. (39) with this gauge independent
weight sharing then leads to the invariance constraint

b=pgb Vgeai (61)

on the bias vector template. To complete the analogy to the case of 1x1-convolutions, we show the adapted
version of the commutative diagram in Eq. (38) with shared weights:

+b

R R
0(95“‘)-{ Lp(gf*“) ©62)
RC er RC
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To get an insight in the implications of the invariance constraint in Eq. (61)), assume it to be satisfied for a
given template vector b. Due to the linearity of the constraint, any scaled vector a.-b for @ € R will then
satisfy it as well, that is, any solution spans a one-dimensional subspace of R which is invariant under
the action of p. Such an invariant subspace is denoted as a subrepresentation of p. Since the subspaces
in consideration are one-dimensional, they have themselves no proper subspace and are therefore trivial
irreducible subrepresentations. If follows that the vector space

BS = {beR"|b=p(g)b Vg€ G} (63)

of gauge equivariant biases coincides with the (subspaces of) trivial subrepresentations of p. The dimension-
ality of B — and therefore the number of learnable parameters — coincides with the multiplicity of trivial
subrepresentations contained in p. For compact groups GG, Schur’s orthogonality relations imply that this di-
mensionality is given by dim (@f) =/ o tr (p( g))dg. This statement covers the practically important cases
of the orthogonal groups G = O(d) and all of its subgroups.

Two simple examples of feature fields to which one might want to sum shared biases are scalar fields and
tangent vector fields. By definition, the coefficient field of a scalar field is invariant under gauge transforma-
tions, that is, it transforms according the trivial representation p(g) = 1 Vg € G. One can therefore sum a
(scalar) bias b € R to them. In contrast, the coefficient field of a tangent vector field transforms according
to the non-trivial, irreducible group representation p(g) = g. Since this representation does not contain any
trivial subrepresentation, it is impossible to sum a shared bias vector to tangent vector fields while main-
taining coordinate independence. As a third example, consider regular representations of compact groups,
which describe for instance the feature fields of group convolutional networks. By the Peter-Weyl theorem,
it is known that regular representations contain exactly one trivial subrepresentation [84,[75]. The bias to be
summed to regular feature fields is therefore seen to be described by a single parameter.

4.1.3 Gauge equivariant nonlinearities

Except from linear (convolution) operations and bias summations, the most basic operations used in any
neural network are nonlinearities. We will here consider the usual case of nonlinearities o, which act in
a spatially localized way, that is, which compute output feature vectors as fou(p) = 0, (fin(p)). A shared
nonlinearity will again be required to be gauge equivariant. As the reasoning which leads to this conclusion
is similar to that in the previous cases, we will only summarize it shortly. Due to the generality of nonlinear
maps it is impossible to derive linear solution spaces as in Eqs. (33) and (63), however, we will discuss some
specific examples.

Similar to before, any coordinate free nonlinearity o, is relative to gauges A and B given by coordinate
expressions al‘,“ : R — R and Uf : R% — R« which are by the demand for coordinate independence

required to be related by 011)3 = Pout (g;)3 A) o a{} op, (gf A) ~'. A nonlinear template function 4 : R — R

can only be shared in a coordinate independent way when sharing it with all gauges simultaneously. This
turns the covariance constraint in an invariance constraint s = p,,(g) 04 0 p, (9)~" Vg € G on the template
function, or, equivalently, in the corresponding equivariance constraint

Pu(g) 08 =30p.(9)"" VgeG. (64)

Due to the nonlinearity of this constraint we are forced to investigate it on a case-by-case basis — we will
therefore limit our discussion to some specific examples. The arguably most simple case is that of nonlinear-
ities which map between scalar fields, i.e. for which p, (¢) = p,.(g9) = 1 are for any g € G invariant. In this
case the equivariance constraint in Eq. (64) becomes s = 4, which is trivially satisfied for any nonlinearity
4 : R — R. A more interesting example is that of unitary representation p, . One possible nonlinearity for
this case is given by the norm of feature vectors. Since ||p, (9) f2(p)|| = || f2(p)|| is due to the unitarity of p,,
invariant, p , will be the trivial representation. Taking the norm is thus seen to be a nonlinear, gauge equiv-
ariant operation that maps any unitary field to a scalar field. A nonlinear map which preserves the field type,
i.e. which satisfies p,, = p,, can very similarly be defined as f2(p) — ||f2(p)| - f2(p). Another option,
which might play a role in learning physical interactions, and which was investigated in [[122} 120} 2} [12]], are
tensor product nonlinearities. Given two fields fifJ (p) and fin“‘,2 (p), transforming according to p, , and p,

in,2?
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respectively, such nonlinearities compute a tensor product feature f1, = if,1 (»)® f{éz (p), which transforms

equivariantly according to the tensor product representation p,, = p,, | ® p;, -

All of these examples satisfy the gauge equivariance constraint in Eq. (64). Which particular nonlinearity
works well in practice is, however, still an open research question, which requires much more empirical
investigation before it can be answered. A first attempt in this direction has been made in [234]].

4.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions

The central operation of convolutional networks is the convolution operation, which linearly accumulates
characteristic patterns of features from a local neighborhood around each point p € M into a new feature
vector fou(p). A spatially extended convolution kernel determines thereby the specifics of this accumulation.
The principle of covariance requires coordinate independence, and therefore a specific transformation law of
kernels under gauge transformations. As in the previous examples, an additional demand for weight sharing
results in a requirement on the template kernel to be gauge equivariant (G-steerable).

In accordance with the previous section, we clearly distinguish between the requirements for coordinate
independence and weight sharing. Section therefore starts by discussing fields of kernels and their
transformations laws without demanding the kernels at individual positions to be tied together. Such unre-
stricted kernel fields give rise to kernel field transforms, which are integral transforms that can be seen as
precursors of convolutions. The actual GM -convolutions, which are parameterized by a shared, necessarily
gauge equivariant template kernel, are defined in Section[d.2.3] As a preparation, we will in the following
Section4.2.T|describe local representations of feature fields on the tangent spaces, where they will be matched
with the convolution kernels.

4.2.1 A local observer’s view on feature fields

In contrast to Euclidean spaces or more general homogeneous spaces like the sphere, the local geometry of a
general Riemannian manifold varies from point to point. It is therefore not immediately clear how a convolu-
tion kernel should be defined on M and how it could be shared between different locations. A common solu-
tion is to define the kernel as usual on a flat, Euclidean vector space R, and to share it over the tangent spaces
instead of the manifold itself; see Sections[d.2.2|and[4.2.3]or prior work [[150, (1731 220, [39. [38], 238|148, 246].
Subsequently, the kernel can via the Riemannian exponential map be mapped down to the manifold. It can
be thought of as being applied by a local observer, who is measuring features in its surrounding relative to
its local reference frame. We will in this section shortly elaborate on how feature fields are perceived from
the perspective of different local observers. Mathematically, this is formalized as the pullback and parallel
transport of the feature field to the tangent spaces; see Fig.[23|for a visualization.

In order to map between the tangent spaces and the manifold, we consider the Riemannian exponential map
(corresponding to the Levi-Civita connection)@ Assuming the manifold for simplicity to be geodesically
completer], the exponential map at a specific point p € M is a map

exp, : TpM — M. (65)

It identifies vectors v € T;,M with those points expp(v) € M that are reached when following the geodesic
through p with an initial velocity of v for one unit of time. While preserving radial distances, the exponential
map does in general distort angels and fails to be injective. For instance, if the manifold is a sphere, the
exponential maps wrap their corresponding tangent space infinitely often around it. It is, however, guaranteed
that the exponential map is a local diffeomorphism if its domain is restricted to distances shorter than the
distance to the cut locus (where injectivity fails).

Z*Even models which assume an alternative (G-compatible) connection to transport features utilize usually the canon-
ical Levi-Civita connection to compute geodesics and exponential maps.

2*The assumption that M is geodesically complete means that the exponential maps exp,, are for each p € M defined
on the whole tangent space 7, M. In cases where this assumption is violated one can resort to zero padding, which is
commonly used in convolutional networks for finitely supported images.
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Figure 23: A feature field f on M and its local representation Exp;‘7 f on T, M via the transporter pullback Exp;. Just
like the usual pullback exp;, f of f along the exponential map exp, : T,M — M, the transporter pullback assigns
feature vectors f(exp,(v)) to tangent vectors v € T,, M. However, as we aim to accumulate the pulled back features by
means of a convolution kernel, they need to be given in the same space and be expressed relative to the same gauge at p.
The transporter pullback therefore additionally applies the (G-compatible) parallel transporter along the %éeodesic from
expp(v) to p. Via a gauge wff , the transporter pullback of f on T, M can be expressed on R? as [Exp; 7 R? — R
— different choices of reference frames (observers) correspond hereby to different linear deformations of the feature field.
Kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions compute an output feature fou (p) at p by matching a kernel XCp, on T, M
with Expj f (i.e. integrate their product over the tangent space; see Eq. {79)).

(Lizards and butterflies adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International |license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

Given the exponential maps, one can pull feature fields on the manifold back to the tangent spaces. Specif-
ically, let f be some feature field on M, then the pullback exp,, f := f o exp,, is defined as that map that
assigns the feature vector f(exp,(v)) from exp,(v) to v € T, M. Note that, due to the missing injectiv-
ity of the exponential map, each tangent vector might be assigned to multiple tangent vectors v; and vy if
exp,(v1) = exp,(ve) — this is somewhat similar to gravitational lensing effects in physics. For the case that
the exponential map is injective, or when restricting it to its injectivity radius, the pullback corresponds to an
expression of the feature fields in geodesic normal coordinates [150].

Recall that the purpose of pulling the feature vectors back to the tangent spaces is to enable that they can
be accumulated by a convolution kernel. Unfortunately, this is not immediately possible since the feature
vectors at different locations live in different vector spaces and are expressed relative to different gauges

It is therefore necessary to express all feature vectors [expy f](v) in the same vector space and relative to
the same gauge. A natural idea, proposed by Poulenard and Ovsjanikov [173]], is to do this by parallel
transporting the feature vectors along the geodesics that define the exponential map from expp(v) to vm
We denote this pullback of f with additional transport as Exp; f to emphasizes its close relation to the usual
pullback expy, f to T, M. Fig. |§| gives a visual idea of this transporter pullback of feature fields to the tangent

. . A B . . o
space and its representations [ Expy; f] and [ Expj |~ on R? relative to different coordinatizations.

We formalize Exp; f by defining it in terms of its coordinate expression relative to some choice of gauge. To
this end, let wz‘? be a gauge at p, relative to which the transported features will ultimately be expressed and let
A
exp,, (v)

vector f‘z(expp(v)) € R° Denote by

be an arbitrary gauge at expp(v), which represents the feature vector at that location by a coefficient

P58 ) (66)

3 A very similar circumstance motivates the definition of covariant derivatives, which also needs to combine geometric
objects that live in different spaces.
%The parallel transport along any other path would be equally valid.
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the G-compatible parallel transporter of feature vector coefficients along the geodesic from exp,,(v) to p.
Then we define the transporter pullback in coordinates as
[Exp;f]A :RE 5 RS, 0t s [Exp;f]A(vA)

= P@ﬁexpp(w;)*l(w)) A (exp, (vp) T (0M), (67)

1 . . .
where v = (¢7')  (v*) € T,M is the coordinate free tangent vector referred to by the coefficients v
A

via 1/1;)4. As claimed before, the choice of gauge ft,ZJeXp

() At exp,(v) is by the coordinate independence
B

of all equations irrelevant and cancels out. Specifically, one could have used any other gauge wexp ®
P

) at
. . . 5 i 5i 21
exp,,(v), implying gauge transformations p(g;'” expp(v)) =p(g)d expp(v)) p(gi’gp(v)) of the transporter

by Eq. and fg(expp(v)) = p(gf{‘gp(v))fg(expp(v)) of the feature vector coefficients by Eq. (28)),
which annihilate when composing both expressions.

The transporter pullback [Exp; f]# depends, however, still on the gauge at p, and therefore transforms under
gauge transformations gf 4 at p. As for any coordinatized function, its transformation law is determined by
the gauge transformations on its domain R? and codomain R¢. It is therefore given by

[Expsf]7 = p(gB4) o [Expp /] o (454) 7, (68)

which is summarized by the following commutative diagram:

}B

* A
R [Expy, f] Re

ng-| lp(ng) (69)

R¢ — 5 R°
[Exp; /]
As visualized in Fig. , [Exp; f} A and [Exp;‘, f] ” should be thought of as the perspective of different local
observers (reference frames) on the feature field.

In principle, one could consider alternative constructions for the pullback of feature fields from M to T,,M.
Our definition of kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions in Sections i.2.2]and .2.3]below is indepen-
dent from this particular choice.

4.2.2 Coordinate independent kernels and kernel field transforms

GM -convolutions are coordinate independent operations which apply the same, shared kernel at each point
of the manifold. To clearly separate the assumptions being made, we first discuss more general kernel field
transforms, which are coordinate independent operations but drop the requirement of weight sharing. They
are therefore similar to GM -convolutions but apply a potentially different kernel /C,, to each point p of the
manifold. In order to respect the principle of covariance, the coordinate expressions of those kernels are
required to transform in a principled manner, however, the kernels themselves are left unconstrained.

Coordinate independent kernels: Since convolutions in deep learning map between fields of feature vec-
tors of dimensionalities R and R, the convolution kernels are ¢y X ¢;, matrix-valued. Discretized im-
plementations of d-dimensional convolutions on Euclidean spaces typically represent such kernels as arrays
of shape (S1,...,8d, CoutCin). The first d axes represent hereby a spatial grid of s; X - -+ X s4 pixels, each
of which is assigned a coy X i matrix, encoded in the last two axes|”’| In the continuous, Euclidean setting,

2"The actual memory layout depends on the particular deep learning framework in consideration.
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Figure 24: A coordinate free kernel /C,, on 7, M and its coordinate expressions K; : R — R ¢ relative to gauges
1/);( (only one of the cout X cin kernel channels is shown). The gauge transformations that relate different coordinatizations
of a kernel follow from the transformation laws of their domain R and codomain R« They are therefore for any
v € R% given by KK (g70) = po(924) K1 (0) p, (957) ~'. Akernel field K on M is a smooth assignment of kernels
over the tangent spaces (Def. [7:2).

Note that we are here assuming the kernel on 7, M to be given and express it subsequently relative to different gauges

on R%. This is conceptually different from the situation depicted in Figs. and where we assume a template
kernel K to be given on R¢ and subsequently define K, on T M via convolutional weight sharing relative to some
reference frame. In order to preserve coordinate independence during the weight sharing process, the shared kernel needs
to be invariant (or equivariant) under gauge transformations; see Section @ and Appendix @

such kernels can be described as maps
K :RY — RéwxXen (70)

which assign a coy X ¢j, matrix to each point of R<. As mentioned in the previous Section .4'2-11 we define
GM -convolutions as matching the transporter pullback Exp; fin on the tangent space T,M with a kernel
K, on T,M. Since the tangent spaces are flat, it is natural to define this matching as in the usual, fully
Euclidean setting. We do therefore define the kernels /Cp, via their coordinate expressions, which take the
form in Eq. (70), that is,

Ko RE — Reowx e (71)

Fig. shows a given coordinate free kernel on 7, M and its representations on R? relative to different
reference frames

The transformation law between the coordinate representations IC;,4 and IC[]? of a kernel ICp, on T, M follows
as usual from the transformation laws of their domain and codomain. On the domain R? the transformation
law is given by gf 4, while the transformation law of R« ¢n s, as in Eq. (50), given by a simultaneous left

BA

-1 Y
> ) . The two coordinatizations of the

multiplication with p,, (g57#) and right multiplication with p, (g
kernel K, relate thus for any v € R? by

KE(9540) = po(95?) - K20) (0PN 7 (72)

BWe emphasize that we are here assuming a coordinate free kernel /C, which is given on T, M and consider its
coordinate expressions IC? on R¢ relative to reference frames X. Convolutional weight sharing will later on pose us

with the question of how to define a coordinate free kernel £C, on T, M given a template kernel K on R®. Appendix E
elaborates on these two concepts and their relation to the kernel’s G-steerability.
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which is visualized by the following commutative diagram:

A
R4 ’CP 5 TR Cout X Cin
ngi l”““‘(ng) (-1 puler ™) (73)
d Cout X Cin
R 7 Ron X

P

As in the examples from Section .1} the principle of covariance only requires a consistent transformation
behavior between different kernel coordinatizations but does not lead to a constraint on the kernel itself. One
might therefore parameterize the kernels /C), for any p € M and an arbitrary gauge at p by some unrestricted,
matrix-valued kernel. We denote smooth fields of such kernels as kernel fields, which play a major role in
our analysis of the isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions in Section [§]

Coordinate independent kernel field transforms: Given a smooth kernel field IC, we can define kernel
field transforms, which are similar to convolutions but differ in that they might apply a different kernel at
each spatial position. They compute a field of output feature vectors f,u(p) by integrating the product of the
corresponding kernel /C,, and transporter pullback Exp,, fin of fi over T;, M, that is,

houlp) = /T Ky (v) Exp fin(v) do. (74)

WM

To express this coordinate free definition in terms of coordinates, one has to replace all quantities by their
coordinate expressions and to pull the integration via the chosen gauge from 7,M to R?. As described in

Appendix |C} the appropriate (gauge invariant) Riemannian volume element is for a gauge 1%4 given by

/I do?, (75)

where the factor , /|17}|, defined in Eq. (587), is the (positive) volume spanned by the reference frame [e!]¢,

at p. The coordinate expression of the kernel field transform thus reads
vy 1A
) = [ ") [Bxpp ] 00) g v 76)

The coordinate independence of the kernel field transform is asserted by expressing it relative to an alternative
gauge wf and showing that the resulting output field transforms as expected, which is indeed the case:

B Y[ KPP [t f] 20 (/] d®

Rd
@ /R d [pom(g;fA) K ((g24) " 0P)) pm(gf/*)*l} [Exp} fin] (v7) \/InB| dv®
D (o) K0 o) sl "]
2 pu(gP) /R K () [Exop ful "(04) (/Ing] dv?

(i) pout (ng) foﬂt(p) (77)

Here we used the definition of kernel field transforms and the transformation law of kernels (Eq. (72)) in
the first two steps. The third step follows by pulling p,,, out of the integral and substituting v with v4 =

(954) ~'vB  using that the volume element , / Inf| dv® = /In/t| dv* is by design gauge invariant. The last
two steps follow then by identifying the transformation law of the transporter pullback of the feature field in
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Eq. (68) and the definition of the kernel field transform in gauge zbg‘. Note that the coordinate independence
of the kernel field transform affirms the correctness of the kernel transformation law in Eq. (72).

A kernel field transform is only well defined if the integrals over the tangent spaces converge, which is more
rigorously discussed in Section and Appendix |G} Theorem proves that a compact support of the
kernels K, is sufficient to guarantee this well-definedness. It further proves that kernel field transforms that
are based on smooth kernel fields will map smooth input feature fields to smooth output feature fields.

4.2.3 GM-convolutions and G-steerable kernels

The freedom of kernel field transforms to apply a different kernel at each location does not allow them to
generalize learned inference over different locations and thus makes them data inefficient. One does therefore
typically consider convolutions, which can be seen as those specific kernel field transforms that are based on
convolutional kernel fields, i.e. kernel fields that are parameterized by a single, shared template kernel. As
before, a coordinate independent weight sharing requires the template kernels to be gauge equivariant (G-
steerable). This gauge equivariance of the template kernels implies that patterns which appear in different,
G-related geometric poses are guaranteed to evoke the same response up to a corresponding transformation
of the feature vector via p,,.

Convolutional weight sharing: Let K : R¢ — R%«X¢ be a template kernel to be shared over all tangent
spaces. In order to not prefer any particular gauge — which would contradict our requirement for coordinate
independence — we are forced to share the kernel with coordinatizations in all gauges simultaneously. Naively,
this seems to suggest to share the template kernel by setting IC? = K for any point p € M and any gauge
1/)5( at p. While such a definition of kernel sharing seems reasonable, it does not follow our principle of
sharing local template functions in a strict sense: instead of directly sharing the kernel, it is important to
share the whole local operation — which is here the whole integral transform in Eq. (76). Since this operation
is parameterized in terms of the kernel field /C, this leads indirectly to a sharing of the template kernel,
however, with a slightly different result as the naive sharing considered above.

To find the correct definition of GM -convolutional kernel fields according to our principle of sharing local
template functions, we first need to identify these local operations. We do this by abstracting kernel field
transforms (in coordinates) as a collection of local integral operators of the form

A, oo c c A
9¢,: C®°(RYR°) - R, F»—)/Rdle(v)F(v),/Mﬂdo, (78)

where C'*° (Rd, RC) denotes the space of smooth maps from R¢ to R¢. In our application, these smooth maps
are just the local feature field representations [Exp; f1* : RY — RC as seen from the tangent spaces at p,
which are by the kernel field transform mapped to an output feature vector fu(p) = 92 ([Exp}, f]*) at p.
Given our template kernel K : R? — R%u*¢n we define a corresponding integral operator template

Jx: C°RLRY) R, F — [ K(0)F(v)do, (79)
Rd
which multiplies the local field representation F' with the template kernel K and then integrates their product.
Note that Jg is as a template function necessarily agnostic to specific choices of gauges and does therefore
not involve a frame volume factor. A GM -coordinate independent convolutional weight sharing scheme is
imposed by demanding that this template functional agrees with all the individual integral operators at any
point and in any gauge, that is,

9%, =3k forany gauge (UX,¢X) e AC with p e UY, (80)

where A€ is the (maximal) G-atlas corresponding to the considered G-structure; see Eq. (Z3). This is
equivalent to directly sharing the local template kernel according to

K X X X
b'e G
K, = W for any gauge (U L) e AT with pe U™ | (81)
p
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where the normalization factor reduces the “kernel density” by the reference frame volume , /|171)f |. As
discussed below, this normalization is important for the equivariance under non-volume-preserving symmetry
groups

We denote kernel fields which are parameterized by a shared kernel K according to Eq. (8T) as GM-
convolutional kernel fields. The simultaneous requirement for weight sharing and coordinate independence
leads to an equivariance constraint on the template kernels. To derive this constraint, insert the kernel sharing
in Eq. (8T)) into the kernel transformation law in Eq. (72)), which results in

L K (o) = ——
\/ [P |2t

Since the volumes of different reference frames are related by /|n/t| = |det(g*)| |/InP| and since the

Do (954) - K (9) - p, (924" (82)

transformation law needs to hold for arbitrary G-related gauges, this implies the G-steerability constrain

1

= m Pou(9) - K (0) - p, (9)_1 vV oeRY geG. (83)

K(gv)
on template kernels. As proven by Lang and Weiler [128], this constraint requires template kernels to be
representation operators [104]] (generalizations of e.g. spherical tensor operators in quantum mechanics).
Diagrammatically, a GG-steerable kernels K is required to satisfy the commutativity of

Rd K s [RCout XCin

1

g9 Tdotg] Pou(9) [-] pa(9)" (84)

d Cout X Cin
for any g € G. Note that the inverse determinant factor |det g| in the kernel’s transformation law makes
it transform like a matrix-valued —1-density; see Table [2| for more details. Intuitively, G-steerable kernels
are exactly those kernels that can be shared relative to arbitrary G-related reference frames without that
the particular choice of gauge would influence the resultEG] The ambiguity of kernel alignments — which
motivated this work in the first place — is thus resolved by additional weight sharing over all the equivalent
reference frames (all gauges) in the considered G-structure GM .

Before coming to GM -convolutions, we comment on the space of G-steerable kernels. Note that the set
K = {K:RT— Rewxent (85)

of general, i.e. not necessarily equivariant kernels forms a vector space when being equipped with the stan-
dard summation and scalar multiplication on R > Since the G-steerability constraint in Eq. (83) is linear,
it restricts the kernel space to a linear subspace

HE o= (KRS R | K (go)

PinPout

- K(0)-p (9)"" VoeRL eG}. 86
detg] Pou(9) - K (0) - pi,(9) 0 g (86)
It is therefore possible to solve for a basis of G-steerable kernels, in terms of which the GM -convolution can
be parameterized. While this space is in theory usually infinite-dimensional, it is in practice often being dis-
cretized, such that one ends up with a finite basis { K1, . . . , Ky } of G-steerable kernels. A set {ws,...,wn}

2In contrast to prior work [2335] 234! (38}, 111}, 48]}, this constraint contains the factor |det g|. It did not appear in these
works since they all considered (subgroups of) orthonormal structure groups O(d), for which the determinant factor
vanishes.

*The G-steerability constraint can be rewritten as K (¢) = |det g| ' p,.(9) - K (g '0)-p,(9)™" Vo eR? g€ G,
which emphasizes that G-steerable kernels are the invariants under the gauge action on the right-hand-side. Being
invariant under gauge transformations, a G-steerable kernel leads to the same coordinate free kernel Cp, at p when being
shared relative to any reference frame in GpM.
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object ‘ KX K [Expj f]X and F VX dvX and do

density s ‘ 0 -1 0 -1 1

Table 2: An overview of the density exponents s of different objects involved in general kernel field transforms and
GM -convolutions. The coordinate expression of an s-density transforms with a factor of |det g|° when the coordinates
are transformed via ¢ € GG. A general matrix-valued kernel lCi( is according to Eq. a 0-density. The same holds
for feature fields and their pullbacks, whose transformation laws are given in Egs. and (68). The whole integrand
KX (0¥ )[Exp;, ¥ () y/InX] dv™ of a general kernel field transforms in Eq. (78) is seen to be a O-density as well —
note that this is necessary for its coordinate independence as demonstrated in Eq. (77). As the integral operator template
Jk in Eq. (79) is agnostic of any choice of gauge, it does not involve the frame volume factor /|nX|. Since it should
nonetheless behave like the integral operators J ,)C( p» underlying kernel field transforms, the whole integrand K (0) F'(¢) do
of Jx (F) is required to be a O-density. This necessitates the shared template kernels K themselves to transform like
—1-densities, which is reflected in the G-steerability constraint in Eq. (83). Note that this transformation law of template
kernels is strictly necessary for the local G-equivariance of GM -convolutions if the output features should transform like
densities of weight 0; see Eq. (89). For an alternative perspective, we point the interested reader to Corollary 1 in [[7],
where the determinant factor is derived from Haar measures on Lie groups.

of real-valued weights w; € R, which are optimized during the training process, then parameterize the convo-

lution with K = Zfil w; K;. Note that the reduced dimensionality of the (sub)space of G-steerable kernels
implies an improved parameter efficiency in comparison to conventional convolutions.

Section discusses exemplary analytical solutions of reflection equivariant kernels spaces for different
group representations of the reflection group {R. The resulting kernels, which are characterized by different
types of reflectional symmetries, are visualized in Table

Further examples can be found in the literature on steerable CNNs: an analytical solution of the kernel space
constraint for the special orthogonal structure group SO(3) in three dimensions and its irreducible representa-
tions was presented by Weiler et al. [235]]. Weiler and Cesa [234] generalized this approach to cover arbitrary
group representations and solved the kernel space constraint for any representation of O(2) and all of its
subgroups G < O(2) — an implementation is available at https://quva-lab.github.io/e2cnn/api/
e2cnn.kernels.htmll For finite structure groups the constraint might alternatively be solved numerically
as explained by Cohen and Welling [34]]. A more general solution strategy, applying to arbitrary compact
structure groups G (and thus all above mentioned cases), was proposed by Lang and Weiler [128]. This
solution generalizes the classical Wigner-Eckart theorem [1} (104} 239, [240] to a Wigner-Eckart theorem for
G-steerable kernels, which expresses the kernels in terms of harmonic basis functions, Clebsch-Gordan coef-
ficients and endomorphisms of the representations (generalized reduced matrix elements). We refer to [[128]
for a more detailed overview on prior and related work on steerable kernels.

GM-coordinate independent convolutions: Given a G-steerable template kernel K € ‘7{/? o’ the GM -
convolution K+ with this kernel is defined as the kernel field transform with the corresponding GM -
convolutional kernel field, satisfying ICI))( = K/+/|n¥| for any point p € M and any gauge wl)f . By inserting

the GM -convolutional kernel field into Eq. , i.e. the kernel field transform, the coordinate expression of
the GM -convolution boils down to

A v A X
foﬁt(p) = [K * fln] (p) = iK(V) [Expp fm] (0)do = Tk ([Exppfin]A) . (87)
R(
It is thus simply given by matching the transporter pullback [Exp;, fin]* of the feature field in an arbitrarily

chosen gauge wz‘,“ with the gauge independent convolution kernel K. GM-coordinate independent convolu-
tions are therefore easily implemented by 1) choosing arbitrary reference frames, 2) pulling (and transporting)
the feature fields back to the tangent space coordinatizations and 3) contracting them there with a (trainable)
G-steerable kernel.

GM -convolutions exhibit multiple related symmetry properties:
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R? R2

Bin(9) &

Figure 25: Local G-equivariance of the shared integral operator template Jx underlying a GM-convolution Kx. An
active G-transformation @i, (g) of a local field representation on R% moves feature vectors from g~ to ¢ and transforms
them additionally via p,, (¢g). While the former moves features spatially, the latter transforms their numerical coefficients
(visualized as rotation and scaling of the individual (tangent) vectors in the figure). The application of Jx to both inputs
results in different output feature vectors. However, by the G-equivariance of Jg, the responses are guaranteed to be
related by p,.(9); see Eq. (89). An active G-transformation of an input field therefore results in a corresponding active
G-transformation of the output feature vector. Note that the G-equivariance of Jx is a direct consequence of the G-
steerability of K.

coordinate independence: As specific instances of kernel field transforms, GM -convolutions are (pas-
sively) coordinate independent, i.e. Eq. (77) applies to them.

global isometry equivariance: They are equivariant under the active, global action of G-structure preserv-
ing isometries in Isomey, on feature fields. Sections [f.3]and specifically [§]
discuss this property in detail.

local G-equivariance: The integral operator template T is by the G-steerability of K itself G-
equivariant. Any G-transformation of a local feature field representation on
R? will therefore result in a corresponding transformation of the resulting
feature vector; see Fig. 23] Independent G-transformations of patterns that
are centered at different points p; € M will therefore lead to independent
output feature transformations at these points (this holds only at these points
and requires compactly supported kernels whose entire field of view trans-
forms according to the G-transformation).

To make the last point precise, we define active G-transformations of local feature field representations in
C> (R4, R®) af'l|

Bn: G x C®°(RYRY) — C°(RYL,RY), F v Bu(g)F = p (g)oFog™t, (88)

where we assume [ to be of type p, . Intuitively, &, acts on fields F' by actively moving feature vectors
F(g~'o) € R® from g~ !0 to 0, thereby transforming them with p, (g) — this is the “usual” definition of active
transformations of feature fields F' on Euclidean spaces R?. The claimed G-equivariance of J is easily seen

Sl = Resﬂéd”G Indﬂéd”G p is formally given by the induction of the G-representation p to a (R%x G)-representation
IndngiX & p, followed by a restriction back to G. An intuitive explanation of induced and restricted representations can be
found in Appendix B of [234] while [75] treats the topic more formally.
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by applying it to a transformed input, followed by a substitution and making use of the G-steerability of K:

Ik (Pn(9)F) =Tx(p(9) 0 Fog™?) (def. of &, Eq. (88))
= . K(0) p,(9) F(g~ ") do (def. of I, Eq. (79) )
= y K(g9) p,(g9) F(5) |det g| do (substitution of 6 = g~ "0 )
= /R , Pou(9) K (0) F(9) do (G-steerability of K, Eq. (83) )
= poul9) T (F) (def. of Ik, Eq. () ) (89)

An active transformation of a local feature field representation F' on some tangent space coordinatization
by €i,(g) is therefore guaranteed to lead to a transformation of the resulting output feature vector by p,,(g)-
In other words, features which appear in different G-related geometric poses will evoke the same response
up to a transformation via p,,,. In terms of a commutative diagram, this is concisely summarized as:

Bin(g)

c>® (Rd7 Rc;,.) O (Rd, Rcin)

Ik Ik (90)

Rcoul Rcoul
pout (g)

Fig. 25| gives a visual interpretation of this equivariance property of J.

Note that the equivariance under local G-transformations in Eq. (89) requires the G-steerability constraint
exactly as it is in Eq. @ that is, in particular, with the determinant factor |det g| —1 which makes the kernel
transform like a —1-density. This factor is traced back to our definition of convolutional weight sharing in

Eq. (8T)) with the normalization by the reference frame volumes  /|7.X |. The naive weight sharing mentioned

in the beginning of this section would therefore not have lead to the desired transformation behavior. In
other words: both the naive and the normalized version of the kernel sharing are coordinate independent and
behave therefore both consistently under passive gauge transformations — in particular such which change the
frame volume. However, in the case of the naive kernel sharing, this is taken care of by the invariance of the

Riemannian volume element , /|n/t| dv* = | /|nF| dv®. By canceling this factor in the normalized weight

sharing, the consistency of the transformation behavior is not guaranteed by the integration measure itself
anymore — which requires the G-steerable kernels themselves to explain volume changes via the determinant
factor. Only the latter generalizes to active transformations, where only the feature field is transformed, while
the integration measure stays invariant.

As our definition of GM-convolutions allows for arbitrary Riemannian manifolds, G-structures and field
types, it is quite general and covers a wide range of related work. We substantiate this claim in Part[[TI, where
we explain many CNNs on Euclidean affine spaces [y, the sphere S? and general manifolds or meshes as
specific instantiations of Eq. (87). For an overview and a classification of these models, we refer to Table 6]

4.3 Isometry equivariance

Given that a manifold exhibits symmetries it is usually desirable that neural networks respect these symme-
tries, i.e. are equivariant under their action on feature fields. GM -convolutions are by design guaranteed to
be Isomgps-equivariant, which means that they commute with the action of isometries in Isomys on feature
fields, as visualized in Fig. Expressed in equations, the GM -convolution K is equivariant when it

32Recall that an action on GM -coordinate independent feature fields can only be defined for the G-structure preserving
isometries in Isomgas. It is therefore not even possible to define a notion of isometry equivariance for isometries that are
not symmetries the G-structure. Note that this is without loss of generality since one can always choose a structure group
G = O(d), for which Isomgps = Isom (M) coincides with the full isometry group.
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Figure 26: A network layer is said to
be equivariant under isometries when it
commutes with their action on feature fields.
GM -convolutions are by design equivariant
w.r.t. those isometries ¢ € Isomaas that are
symmetries of the G-structure. In equations,
the convolution K is equivariant under the
action of an isometry ¢ when it satisfies the
relation K x (¢ > fin) = ¢ > (K * fin) for
any choice of input field fi,. This relation is
visualized by the commutative diagram in
Eq. ©2), a graphical interpretation of which
is shown in this figure.

That GM-convolutions are Isomgaps-
equivariant relies on the facts that 1) kernels
are shared over the whole manifold, 2)
isometries preserve the transporter pullback
of feature fields and 3) that Isomgys induces
G-valued gauge transformations, which are
accounted for by the kernel’s G-steerability.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribu-

¢

tion 4.0 International |license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

satisfies the relation

K+ (¢>fin) = ¢ (K * fin) YV ¢ € Isomays 91)

for any possible input field f;,, that is, when the following diagram commutes:

o>

fo ———— ¢ > fn
Kx Kx 92)

foul T ¢ > fout

As a first step towards proving the isometry equivariance of GM -convolutions, recall that they are pointwise
defined as the contraction of a kernel K with the transporter pullback [Exp; fin]? of the input field f;,. Since
isometries preserve the Riemannian geometry of M by definition, they preserve in particular the Riemannian
exponential map and Levi-Civita transporters; see Section m and Fig. This implies that the trans-
porter pullback of the pushforward field ¢ > f;, at ¢(p) will only differ from the transporter pullback of the
original field fi, at p by the isometry induced gauge transformation, that is,

* A i « A A, \—
[Expj, (0> fu)]” = pul957(0) o [Bxp) fin] " 095 (0) (93)
cf. Eq. (68) and, for the coordinate free formulation, Theorem 8.4}

Given this identity, the isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions is proven by the following simple calcu-
lation, which crucially leverages the GG-steerability of the template kernel K to explain away the isometry

¥ More generally, whenever an alternative G'-compatible connection is chosen to transport feature vectors, we assume
this connection to be invariant under the action of Isomanas; see Sectionm This assumption is satisfied for all models
that are covered in the literature review in Part@
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induced gauge action:

[Kx (05 fiu)] " (00) & | K(o) [Expl (@5 fi)] " (o) do

K(0) [, (9240)) [Bxpy fi] *(923(0)0) | do

- /Rd K(gfg(p) 0) Pin@ﬁg(l’)ﬂ [EXpZﬁn}g(G) |det g;;‘?f(p)‘ di

@ / (o983 0)) K (5) | [Bxp; fu] *(6) 5

Rd

D (924(p)) - FA (D)
© o1 fu]*(60)
D o (K * )] (¢(p) (94)

The first step follows hereby from the definition of GM -convolutions in Eq. while the second step in-
serted the induced gauge transformation according to Eq. (93). A substitution from o to ¢ = g(‘;‘A (p)~to
justifies step three. In the fourth step the G-steerability of the template kernel, i.e. Eq. (§3), is applied (recall
Eq. (@4), which states that the Isomgs-induced gauge transformations are G-valued). What follows is that
the resulting output feature vector is transformed by the induced gauge transformation. After identifying this
as the coordinate expression of the pushforward of the output field in Eq. (46), the statement follows. As all
steps are valid for arbitrary isometries in Isomgys, we see that GM -convolutions are automatically equivari-
ant w.r.t. any G-structure preserving isometry. They are not necessarily equivariant w.r.t. general isometries
in Isom (M), which might disrespect the G-structure, however, full isometry equivariance is guaranteed for
orthonormal structure groups G = O(d) (or supergroups of it).

Invariant Kernel fields: A more in depth analysis of the isometry equivariance of general kernel field
transforms can be found in Sections and The central result of this investigation is Theorem [8.§]
which states that the isometry equivariance of a kernel field transform implies the isometry invariance of its
kernel field and vice versa. Fig[i4] visualizes such an invariant kernel field, which is required to share weights
over the orbits of the isometry action. The required invariance of the kernel field is intuitively plausible since
isometry equivariance certainly requires the inference of the network to be the constant on each orbit. This
abstract results implies the isometry equivariance of GM -convolutions by observing that GM -convolutional
kernel fields — which are determined by a single, shared template kernel — are invariant under isometries
in Isomgps; see Theorem and Fig. The template kernel’s G-steerability accounts thereby for the
invariance of kernels under the action of stabilizer subgroups of the isometry group.

Homogeneous spaces: While the demand for isometry equivariance requires kernels to be shared over
orbits of the isometry group, it does in general not require convolutional weight sharing over the whole
manifold. An important exception is the case of manifolds that are homogeneous spaces of their isometry
group, like for instance R or the sphere S2. By definition, the isometry action is on such spaces transitive,
that is, there exists only one single orbit. Consequently, there will only be one independent kernel, which
is via the action of the isometry group being shared over the whole space. Theorem [8.14] in Section [8.3]
proves that isometry equivariant kernel field transforms on homogeneous spaces are necessarily coordinate
independent convolutions. This observation establishes a formal link between our theory and prior work on
convolutional networks on homogeneous spaces by Kondor and Trivedi [121]], Cohen et al. [37] and Bekkers
[7l, who are defining convolutions via their equivariance w.r.t. global symmetries of the underlying space.

Diffeomorphism equivariance: The reader might wonder whether it is possible to make our coordinate
independent CNNs fully diffeomorphism equivariant. As one can easily see, the pointwise operations from
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Section[d.T} i.e. 1x1-convolutions, biases and nonlinearities, are already diffeomorphism equivariant. Specif-
ically, let

Diffcar := {¢ € Diff(M) | [¢.(e:)]i_, € GM Y[el]y € GM} < Diff(M) (95)

be the subgroup of G-structure preserving diffeomorphisms, i.e. the analog to Eq. #2) without the require-
ment on ¢ to be an isometry. Similarly to Eq. (44) and Theorem the coordinate expressions (induced
gauge transformations) of G-structure preserving diffeomorphisms are guaranteed to take values in G, that
is,

¢ €Diffoy < g (p)eG VpeM. (96)

The G-equivariance of the shared pointwise template functions will guarantee that they commute with these
Diff gps-induced gauge transformations — and therefore with the active diffeomorphism action itself.

GM -convolutions with spatially extended kernels, on the other hand, are in general not equivariant w.r.t.
diffeomorphisms. The reason for this is that the transporter pullback Expy, f relies on exponential maps,
which are inherently Riemannian constructions that do not commute with diffeomorphisms. However, as the
kernels are G-steerable, Diff g5/-equivariance should nonetheless hold in the limit of the kernel support going
to zero. Given that convolution kernels are in typical deep learning applications quite small, diffeomorphism
equivariance should in practice hold approximately.

Affine equivariance: Euclidean spaces constitute a special case since they allow for GM -convolutions
that are equivariant under the action of affine groups Aff(G). That this is the case relies on the fact that
the exponential map commutes on Euclidean spaces not only with the action of isometries but more gener-
ally with affine transformations. The affine group equivariance of Euclidean GM -convolutions is proven in
Section[0.3]

S Toy model: reflection equivariant Mobius convolutions

To make the theoretical considerations in the previous sections more tangible, we turn now to an example
application. While not being of immediate practical importance, GM -convolutions on the Mdbius strip are a
suitable toy model since its geometry and the involved representation theory are particularly simple. Due to
its non-orientability, reference frames can only be (smoothly) preferred up to reflections. As expected, coor-
dinate independent CNNs, applying reflection equivariant template functions, outperform a naive, coordinate
dependent implementation. They are furthermore shown to be equivariant under the action of the Mobius
strip’s isometry group.

5.1 Geometry of the MObiuS Strip . . . . . . . . . . o o e 58
5.2 Orientation independent feature fields . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 60)
5.3 Orientation independent convolutional networks . . . . . . . ... ... ... ........ 61
5.3.1 Orientation independent bias summation. . . . . . . ... ... ... .. ...... 61]
5.3.2 Orientation independent nonlinearities . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ....... 62]
5.3.3 Orientation independent convolutions . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. 63|
5.4 Numerical implementation and evaluation of Mobius convolutions . . . . . ... ... ... 66|
5.4.1 Numerical implementation . . . . . . . . . .. ... 66]
5.4.2 Empirical evaluation . . . . . . . . ... 69]

The following Section [5.1] discusses the geometry of the flat Mobius strip. Due to its twist, its structure
group can not be reduced further than to the reflection group G = R, such that one needs to consider a
R-atlas of gauges as visualized in Fig. The isometry group is given by rotations along the strip and
induces R-valued gauge transformations. ‘RM -coordinate independent feature fields, some of which are
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Figure 27: The flat geometry of the Mobius strip allows for local subsets which can be isometrically identified with
corresponding subsets of R?. We fix an isometric atlas, consisting of two charts z* and 2Z on U# (red) and U? (green),
which cover the whole strip. Gauges w;( = cimff :T,M — Riforpe U 4 are induced as chart differentials. Due to the
twist of the Mobius strip, the transition functions gf 4 will at one of the overlapping regions be trivial, while the other
region will necessarily transition between gauges via flips s. The chosen atlas of charts therefore induces an R-atlas of
gauges and implies a corresponding (R-structure RM, consisting of two reflected frames at each point of M. Each of

the charts 2~ induces a smooth local frame field, given by the coordinate bases [az%’p] ,—,- The flip in the transition

functions at one overlap shows in a reflection of frames.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International |license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

introduced in Section [5.2} necessarily have to transform according to some representation of the reflection
group. Section [5.3] discusses orientation independent convolutional network operations. This clarifies in
particular the concept of G-steerable kernels but also covers reflection equivariant biases and nonlinearities.
A numerical implementation of the proposed model family is discussed and evaluated in Section [5.4} The
code is publicly available at https://github.com/mauriceweiler/MobiusCNNs,

5.1 Geometry of the Mobius strip

The manifold M under consideration is the flat Mobius strip with boundary as shown in Fig. [3(right). It can
be thought of as being constructed by taking a rectangular subset [0, X] x [0,Y] of R? and gluing two
opposing ends together in a twisted way. Such defined, the Mobius strip inherits the canonical metric of R?,
which endows it with a Riemannian structure. The metric specifies in particular a Levi-Civita connection and
therefore exponential maps and parallel transporters, which are further discussed below.

A first question to answer when constructing a coordinate independent CNN is to which extent the choice
of reference frames is ambiguous. Given the Riemannian metric on the strip, we can restrict our attention to
orthonormal frames. One can furthermore single out one of the two directions along the strip to (smoothly)
disambiguate the rotation of the reference frames by aligning their first axes with this direction. This leaves
us with an ambiguity of frame handedness, with the two orientations corresponding to the two possible
directions of the second frame axis perpendicular to the strip. Being a non-orientable manifold, the Mobius
strip does not admit a globally smooth (or even continuous) choice of frame orientations. To get an intuition
about this statement, consider the attempt of constructing a smooth frame field by picking an arbitrary frame
at a random position and to smoothly extend this choice over the whole strip. After one revolution around the
strip the constructed frames will unavoidably be reflected w.r.t. the initial frames, and therefore contradict
the desired smoothness. It is thus topologically impossible to define an {e}-structure, i.e. a globally smooth
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field of frames, on the Mobius strip. We are thus left with an irreducible structure group
G=R=>=7Z/2Z, o7

which models the reflection of frames. The reflection group contains only two elements, the identity e and
the reflection (Spiegelung) s, which are composed according to the following simple multiplication table:

e S
ele s (98)
S S €

The only nontrivial statement in this table is that two reflections annihilate, that is, s> = e, or, equivalently,
571 = 5. Given the irreducibility of the structure group R, we will in the following need to consider the
corresponding R-structure RM which consists of two frames of opposing handedness at each point on the

Mobius strip.

To encode smooth RM -coordinate independent feature fields on M, one needs to specify an [R-atlas, con-
sisting of R-related gauges that cover the whole strip. We choose to do this by fixing an atlas of charts

22X UX 5 vX cR? (99)

which cover the strip, and subsequently induce the gauges from it. Fig.[27) visualizes such an atlas, consisting
of two charts 2 and 2 on U4 (red) and U? (green) which map two overlapping halves of the strip isomet-
rically to corresponding rectangular regions of R2. As described in Appendix [A.3] the charts induce gauges,
which are given by the chart differentials, that is,

X = dr) : T,M —R? forany pe UY and X = A, B. (100)
The transition functions coincide then with the Jacobians gB A= gj—f Due to the twist, the transition maps

are at one of the two overlapping regions all trivial, that is, gf“‘ = e, and on the other end necessarily
reflected, i.e. ng = s. The induced atlas of gauges is therefore indeed identified as an (R-atlas. Being
derived from coordinate charts, the smooth local frame fields corresponding to the gauges are just the usual

. . d .
coordinate bases, that is, the frames [eX af.x ‘p]i: . Since the charts are

K3
isometric, the induced frame field is automatically orthonormal. However, the two rectangular regions V4
and VB in R? must not be rotated relative to each other in order to induce an {R-atlas and a corresponding
R-structure RM .

}521 at p € UX are given by [

We need to emphasize that the approach of inducing gauges via coordinate charts is not strictly necessary — it
is just a convenient option since the flar Mobius strip is locally identified with regions of R? in an isometric
way. This will later allow us to transfer regular sampling grids from R?, like for instance the pixel grid Z2, to
regular sampling grids on the strip. As this is not possible for manifolds that are not locally flat, for instance
meshes in computer graphics, most implementations on general manifolds (or meshes) assign coordinates
immediately to the tangent spaces; see Section[I2]

The canonical Levi-Civita connection on the Mobius strip defines a notion of parallel transport of tangent
vectors. Since the strip is locally isometric to the plane RZ, this transport can on local patches be understood
as flattening these patches out into a plane and moving the vectors as usual on R2. If no single patch can cover
a path ~, there will be an open covering such that the full transport is explained by a sequence of transporters
over the local patches. It is easy to see that the transport will relative to frames of the chosen [R-structure take

values g:;"Z in the reflection group (R. This means that the Levi-Civita connection is (R-compatible with RM.

It does therefore imply well defined transporters p(g;“g ) of R-associated feature vectors.

The group Isomg,, of isometries that preserve the R-structure contains all rotations which shift the strip
along itself. Note that a rotation once around the strip, which we denote by an angle of 27, does not corre-
spond to the identity but rather maps the strip in a reflected way on itself. Only a rotation by 4, i.e. two
full revolutions, map the strip back to itself/**| The action of the isometry group on the manifold and on
reference frames is visualized in Fig. Relative to coordinates, the isometry action will induce R-valued
gauge transformations.

3*The Mdbius strip is therefore seen to have the cylinder as double cover.
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Figure 28: Visualization of the group of R-structure preserving isometries Isomgys of the Mobius strip, which is iso-
morphic to SO(2). It consists of all rotations along the strip. Due to the twist, a rotation by 2, i.e. once around the strip,
does not yet map it back to itself but results in a reflection. After a second revolution, that is, a total rotation of 4, the
strip is mapped back to itself. Induced gauge transformations take values in (R.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International [license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

5.2 Orientation independent feature fields

The principle of covariance requires the feature fields on the Mobius strip to be RM -coordinate independent,
that is, they need to be equivalently expressible relative to frames of either handedness. They are therefore
characterized by a choice of group representation p : 'R — GL(c) of the reflection group, which specifies
the transformation of numerical feature vectors when switching between the two orientations. We will in
the following discuss a few possible choices of such field types. The reader might want to check that the
proposed representations are indeed group homomorphisms, satisfying p(gh) = p(g)p(h) Vg,h € R, as
demanded in Section[3.2] and footnote

The most basic example, which exists for any structure group, is the trivial representation

e— [1]
Puiv * R — GL(1) , (101)
S [1]
which assigns the 1 x 1 identity matrix to both group elements. It models scalar fields fi;y, which consist of
one-dimensional feature vectors whose coordinatizations ft‘r‘}v (p) € R! stay invariant under frame reflections.
A second one-dimensional representation is the sign-flip representation
e [1}
R — GL(1), . (102)
S — [— 1]

It assigns the negative 1x 1 identity matrix to reflections, and therefore describes pseudoscalar fields, i.e.

psign

one-dimensional feature fields fsgn, whose numerical coefficients S‘f‘gn (p) € RY change their sign under
reflections, that is, psign(s) . Sﬁ;n (p) = — siAgn(p)‘ Since the trivial representation and the sign-flip represen-

tation are one-dimensional, they are both irreducible representations (irreps) of the reflection group. In fact,
they are the only two irreps of the reflection group

Since R is a finite group, it has a finite-dimensional (two-dimensional) regular representation

10
€10 1
01] ’
S'—)lo

3The reflection group is isomorphic to the cyclic group Z/2Z of order two. It is well known that the irreps of cyclic
groups of order N correspond to the IV-th roots of unity, which are for N = 2 just 41 (trivial) and —1 (sign-flip).

Preg : R — GL(2) (103)
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which represents the group elements by permutation matrices. By definition, the regular representation mod-
els the permutation of the group elements in R when acting on themselves. Compare this to the columns
of the multiplication table in Eq. (98)): the middle column can be thought of as originating from the action
of pre,(e) on the leftmost column, while the swapped group elements in the right column correspond to the
permutation described by the action of p,.,(s) on the left column. The regular feature fields fi, of (R are

numerically represented by two-dimensional feature vectors f4 (p) € R? whose two channels are swapped

reg

. . A _ 01 frég,l _ fr?g,2
under reflections, that is, pree (s) - free(P) = 1ol ¢4 (p) = |7#°|(p).
reg,2 f reg,1
The regular representation is reducible, that is, it contains two proper invariant subspaces, which correspond
in this case to the trivial and the sign-flip representation. It can therefore equivalently be thought of as being
constructed of the direct sum p,, @ p; = of those two irreps and a change of basis Q) :

sign
= T wh L 104
preg(g) - Q(ptriv@psign)(g) Q where Q - E 1 1 ( )
The validity of this statement is easily asserted by inserting the r.h.s. for both group elements:
IT{1 -1}{10 11 10
T
Q(pmv@Psign)(e)Q ) |:1 1:|.|:O 1:|'[1 1:| = [0 1:| = preg(e) (105)
111 -1]{1 0 11 111 1 11 01
-
ctuonao =3[ AL AL = 28] =

(106)

More generally, any finite-dimensional representations of compact (including finite) groups is completely re-
ducible into a direct sum of irreps 75,152} [198]]. This suggests that any covariant feature vector, transforming
under a compact structure group, can up to a change of basis be constructed from irrep features. As argued
in [234], it is in this case indeed possible to reduce any linear network operation to equivalent operations
between irrep fields, which simplifies the construction of the space of G-steerable kernels in Eq. (86) and of
invariant biases in Eq. (63). However, as we will see below, the specific choice of basis of equivalent field
types has a quite significant impact on the model performance. The reason for this is that nonlinear network
operations are sensitive to the chosen basis, i.e. to a specific choice from equivalent field types.

5.3 Orientation independent convolutional networks

In order to construct orientation independent CNNs on the Mobius strip we need to instantiate the gauge
equivariant layers from SectionE]for the reflection group R. More specifically, each of the shared equivariant
template functions defining the orientation independent layers needs to be instantiated for any choice of the
considered field types p, . . Psign and p,. The following Section starts by solving for the spaces @5‘
of gauge invariant bias templates from Eq. (63) Some admissible choices of gauge equivariant nonlinearities
for the different field types are proposed in Section Section will then derive the spaces K gfﬂ) Pout
of R-steerable kernels (Eq. [86)) for each possible pair of input and output irreps. While this section will
mainly consist of theoretical derivations, the following Section [5.4] will cover more practical implementation
details.

5.3.1 Orientation independent bias summation

The space of biases templates that can be summed to a field of type p without interfering with the coordinate
independence assumption was in Section4.1.2] shown to be given by
BX = {beR|b=p(g)b Vge R}. (107)

For the case of the reflection group, there are only two group elements and thus two constraints. The constraint
for the identity element g = e is trivially satisfied since p(e) = idge is by definition always the identity
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on R¢. In the following it is therefore sufficient to restrict attention to the constraint b = p(s) b coming from
the reflection g = s.

We start with the case of scalar fields, i.e. the trivial representation. The reflection constraint then reads
b= p,; (8)b = b, which is always satisfied. It follows that the space of bias templates

BR =R (108)
remains unconstrained such that arbitrary real-valued biases can be summed to scalar fields. For the sign-flip
representation the reflection constraint becomes b = pmv(s) b = —b and is therefore only satisfied for biases
which are zero:

R
@mign = {0} (109)

It is thus impossible to sum biases to sign-flip fields while maintaining coordinate independence. Our third
exemplary field type is the two-dimensional regular representation. The corresponding reflectional constraint

on b € R? reads
bi| ., 101 bi| _ |b2
] =0 = mtr = (Vo] ] = i) )

and leads to the one-dimensional solution space

@ﬁeg—{beRﬂbl_bz}_{[g} BER}. (111)

The coordinate independence of this constraint is intuitively clear: since the regular representation swaps the
two channels which make up the field, the bias summation is only then coordinate independent when the
values summed to both channels are equal, such that their order does not matter.

As already claimed in Section , the solution space Q%/‘()R for a representation p coincides exactly with
its trivial subrepresentations. This 1s certainly true for the trivial representation, to which one can sum any
bias, and the sign-flip representation, which has itself no trivial subrepresentation and therefore does not
admit biases at all. A more interesting example is the regular representation, which was in Eq. [[04] shown
to decompose into a direct sum of the trivial and the sign-flip representation. The one-dimensional solution
space in Eq. corresponds exactly to the single trivial subrepresentation contained in p,. To check the

validity of this statement, note that the admissible biases for the direct sum representation p, . & Pyign AT€ of

the form (3,0) ", where 3 € R. This results can via the change of basis ) be translated back to the regular
representation, which indeed recovers our solution in Eq. (TT1):

B 1 -1 |8| _ |B
Q- [0 <11 1010l = 13 (112)
5.3.2 Orientation independent nonlinearities

To construct a deep network, we need to come up with equivariant nonlinearities for each of the field types.
As already discussed in Section[4.1.3] scalar fields can due to their invariance under gauge transformations be
acted on by any nonlinearity 44, : R — R. Usual choices are the pointwise ReLU or ELU nonlinearities. For
the sign-flip fields one might take the absolute value || S‘ﬁgn (p)|| of feature vectors, which maps the sign-flip
field to a scalar field. In our implementation below we instead use nonlinearities of the form

e
1717

where b € R is a learnable bias parameter. This choice is easily seen to map sign-flip fields to sign-flip
fields since the first multiplicand is acting on the gauge invariant norm of feature vectors while the second
multiplicand is preserving the feature vector’s sign. As a permutation representation, the regular representa-
tion allows for any pointwise nonlinearity, for instance ReLUs, to act on the individual field channels without
changing the field type:

s s 1] = [0 3] [0 = R — s [] = oegopato)[f] ct19
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nonlinearities on the two channels in the irrep basis. This substantiates the claim that nonlinearities make the
networks sensitive to the particular choice of basis of the representation.

K11(s.o) = K21(V) Kn(S.V) = —K21(V)

5.3.3 Orientation independent convolutions

The last operations that we instantiate here are reflection equivariant convolutions. This requires us on the
one hand to explain the exponential map and parallel transport on the strip, and on the other hand to solve
for the (R-steerable kernel spaces. Due to the flat geometry of M and the use of isometric charts, the former
is almost trivial: features are transported similarly as on R?, with the only difference that the feature vectors
might experience a reflection by p(s). Our implementation of this part is visualized in Fig. which is
further explained in the following Section [5.4.1] The current section focuses exclusively on the analytical
solution of the kernel spaces.

For the Mdbius strip with (R-structure, the space of R-steerable kernels from Eq. (86) is given by

Kk o = {K: R? — R | K (g0) = po(9)- K (0)-p,(9) VoeER? g€ fR}, (115)
where we dropped the determinant factor |det g| = 1 and removed all inverses since g~!=g Vg€ R.

As in the case of equivariant biases, the constraint coming from the identity element is trivially satisfied, such
that only the reflectional constraint remains. Reflection equivariant kernels are therefore characterized by the
single constraint

K(s.9) = pu(s)-K(0)-p,(s)  VoeR?, (116)

which requires that the reflected kernel K (s.0) equals the non-reflected kernel K (v) after being acted on by
the input and output field representation. We will in the following solve this constraint for all nine pairs of
field types. The resulting kernels, all of which are in one or another sense symmetric under reflections, are
visualized in Table 3l
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= scalar — scalar: Kernels K = [Ku] : R? — R'*! which map between scalar fields are required to
satisfy the constraint

[Kn(s.0) = [1]:[Kul(o)-[1] = [Ku|(v) VoeR®. (117)
They are necessarily symmetric (invariant) under reflections; see the upper left entry in Table 3]

« scalar — sign-flip: The kernels K = {Ku} : R? — R which map a scalar field to a sign-flip field
need to satisfy

[Ku(s.0) = [-1]:[Kul(0) - [1] = =[Ku](»)  VoeR2 (118)

This implies antisymmetric kernels as visualized in the middle row in the first column of Table[3]
» scalar — regular: In order to map from a scalar field to a regular feature field one needs to apply kernels
of the form K = g;] : R? — R2*!, which map from one input channel to two output channels.

The demanded permutation of the output channels is guaranteed if the kernel satisfies

[21](”) - [(1) (1)]{21](")'[1] = [ﬁjﬂ(o) Vo€ R2. (119)

This constraint requires that the two channels contain kernels which are reflected copies of each
other, that is, K11 (s.0) = Koy (v) for all 0 € R? (this already covers the second line of the constraint
in Eq. (I19)). This case is visualized in the bottom left entry of Table 3]

= sign-flip — scalar: Kernels K = [KH] : R? — R'*! that map from sign-flip to scalar fields are again
antisymmetric since they need to satisfy the same constraint

[Kul(s0) = [1]-[Ku(0)-[-1] = =[Ku](s) VoeR? (120)
like kernels which map in the opposite direction.

= sign-flip — sign-flip: The kernels K = {Kn} : R? — R'*! which preserve the transformation behavior
of sign-flip fields are symmetric since the two sign inversions in the constraint

[Kn](s.0) = [1]-[Kn](0)-[-1] = [Ku]es)  VoeR? (121)
cancel out.
K
Ko

« sign-flip — regular: In the case of kernels K = [ ] : R? — R2*! which map from sign-flip to

regular feature fields, we get the constraint

{%i](s"’) = [(1) (1)]'[%1}(0)'[-1} = - [ﬁjﬂ(o) VoeR2. (122)

The two lines imply each other, such that they can be summarized by the single kernel constraint
Ki1(s.9) = —Ka (v) Vo € R2. This constraint requires that the two channels of the kernel contain
reflected, negated copies of each other; see the visualization in the middle of the bottom row of
Table[3l

= regular — scalar: The kernels which map regular feature fields to scalar fields have two input channels
and one output channel and are therefor of the form K = [Kll , Klg} : R?2 — R'*2. The constraint

{Kll s Klg}(s.v) = [1] . [Kll s Klg](()) . |:(1) é:| = [Klg s Kll](o) Voe RQ s (123)

which can be reduced to the requirement K11 (s.0) = Ki2(0) Vo € R?, again demands that the two
entries of the kernel contain reflected copies of each other.
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= regular — sign-flip: Mappings from regular feature fields to sign-flip fields utilize kernels K =
[KH, Klg] : R? — RY*2 that satisfy

(K, Kip(s.0) = [—1]-[K11,K12](v)-[(1) (1)] = —[Kip, Kn(v) VoeeR?, (124)

or, equivalently, K11(s.0) = —Kj2(v) Vo € R?. As probably already expected, they are made up
from kernels whose two channels contain reflected, negated copies of another.

Ky Kio
Ko Ko
regular fields to regular fields and therefore have 2 x 2 matrices as codomain. Their constraint,
coming from a left and right multiplication with the regular representation, becomes

K1 Kz _ |0 1] [Ku Ki2 [0 1] _ [Kx Kn )
[Km K22](s'v) N {1 0} |:K21 Kgg}(v) {1 O} - |:K12 Kn}(o) VoeR™. (125

« regular — regular: Lastly, we need to consider kernels K = [ } : R? — R?*2 which map

This is equivalent to the two independent constraints

Ki1(s.0) = Kop(v) Vo € R? (126)
and

Kis(s.9) = Ka(v) Vo € R?, (127)

which couple the four kernel entries such that there are two pairs of mutually reflected kernels. This
case is visualized in the bottom right entry of Table[3]

While the derived results tell us how to map between individual feature fields, neural networks typically
assume feature spaces that consist of multiple, potentially differing feature fields. The kernels which map
between these stacks of feature fields can be thought of as being built from blocks which map between the
individual fields. To give an example, consider the case where both the input and output feature spaces contain
one of the discussed representations each, that is, p, = p,, = Py, D Psign © Preg- The number of input and

output channels is then ¢j, = co = 1 + 1 + 2 = 4, such that the full kernel is of the form K : R? — R*4*4,
Since the input and output representations are defined as direct sums, they are block diagonal. The full
constraint decouples thus into nine independent constraints between all pairs of individual input and output
fields, which correspond in this case exactly to the nine solutions presented above. The 4 x 4 entries of the
full kernel will therefore be required to have the same symmetries as the 4 x 4 kernels which are visualized
in Table [ as a whole.

For completeness, we briefly elaborate on general kernel field transforms and isometry equivariant kernel
field transforms on the Mobius strip. In the general case the smooth kernel field remains entirely unrestricted,
that is, no weights need to be shared and the individual kernels are not required to have any reflectional
symmetries whatsoever. In order for the kernel field transform to be equivariant w.r.t. isometries, the applied
kernel field is required to be invariant under their action. This requires weights to be shared over the isometry
orbits, which come in two different types. The first type corresponds to that single orbit which lies exactly
in the middle of the strip. Points on this orbit return back to themselves after one revolution around the strip,
while the strip itself is reflected over this central orbit. An Isomg,,-invariant kernel field will have some
kernel shared over this central orbit, however, this kernel is required to have reflectional symmetries like
the (R-steerable kernels in Table [3| This is the case since the kernels are after one revolution mapped in a
reflected way on themselves while the kernel field is required to be isometry invariantm Any other orbit is of
the second orbit type. Consider some point at a given distance from the central orbit. The isometry action will
move this point at this distance from the center along the strip. However, it will not return to the initial point
after one revolution but to that point which lies at the same distance on the opposite of the central orbit. Only
after a second revolution around the strip the orbit will close. The demanded isometry invariance of the kernel

¥Section describes such situations in a more general setting as stabilizer subgroup constraints of the isometry
group. In the current case, the subgroup of rotations once around the strip stabilizes the points on the central orbit. It is
isomorphic to the reflection group and therefore leads to reflectional symmetries in the kernels.
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field will thus require kernels to be shared over all points with the same distance in either direction of the
strip’s center (but allows for different kernels at different distances). In contrast to the central orbit’s kernel,
these kernels are not required to be reflection equivariant themselves. This analysis shows that any isometry
equivariant kernel field transform requires R-steerable kernels, although strictly only on the central orbit.
Conversely, the convolutional kernel field, corresponding to the application of the same (R-steerable kernels
on the whole manifold, is certainly invariant under isometries. The orientation independent convolution on
the Mobius strip is therefore Isomgjs-equivariant, which is empirically confirmed below.

5.4 Numerical implementation and evaluation of Mdébius convolutions

Being prepared with the analytical derivations in the previous sections we are ready to discuss a numerical
implementation of orientation independent CNNs on the Md&bius strip. After doing so in Section we
evaluate the models for different choices of field types and compare them with a naive, orientation dependent
implementation in Section

The implementation is publicly available at https://github.com/mauriceweiler/MobiusCNNs,

5.4.1 Numerical implementation

Feature spaces: The first question to answer when implementing convolutions on the Mobius strip is how
the feature fields should be represented numerically. Since the Mobius strip is a flat manifold, we can conve-
niently inherit (subsets of) the regular sampling grid Z? from R? over to the strip. This intuition is formalized

by the pullbacks f¥ o (:cX )71 : VX — RC of the local feature field coordinatizations fX : UX — R€ via
the (inverse) charts (z™ )_1 : VX — UX to a new domain VX C R2, where X = A, B. The numerical

discretization is then defined as a restriction f¥X o (xX ) ! ’V x 72 Of the pullback to the sampling grid, which
is in Fig.|2"7|shown as an overlay.

Note that this representation is due to the overlap U4 N UP # @ of the charts redundant. To remove
this redundancy one needs to identify those regions that are represented twice and store only one, shared
copy of the corresponding feature vectors. One possible scheme to do so, which we use in our numerical
implementation, is to store the feature fields in the multidimensional array corresponding to the magenta
rectangle in Fig. It can be thought of as being defined by “gluing” those regions in V4 and V2 which are
identified by trivial gauge transformations g4 together (“id” in Fig.[27|and central four pixels in Fig. .
What remains is a redundancy of feature vectors at the second overlapping region with reflecting gauge
transformations (“flip” in Fig. [27). It is resolved by assigning those feature vectors in equal parts to either
end of the “glued” local field representation (orange pixels in Fig. [29). Together, the pixels in the magenta
box represent the feature space in a non-redundant way by assigning a c-dimensional feature vector to each
of them. The ring of two pixels around the magenta rectangle is not part of the feature space but visualizes
a padding region which will only be used during the forward pass of the convolution operation as discussed
below.

The actual dimensions (shape) of the array that encodes a feature space depend on the chosen field multiplic-
ities. Let My, Msign and myeg be those integer multiplicities of feature fields which make up a feature space.
Since the scalar and sign-flip fields are one-dimensional and the regular feature fields are two-dimensional, the
overall number of channels (or dimensionality of stacked feature vectors) is given by ¢ = Miiy +Mign+2Mreg.
Assume further that the spatial resolution of the magenta rectangle is X x Y pixels and assume a batch size
of N samples. The array that encodes a feature space is then of shape (V, ¢, X,Y"), as usual in image pro-
cessing. Note that this numerical representation of the feature space is both agnostic to the twisted geometry
of the strip and the actual type of the contained feature fields (except for their dimensionality). The actual
geometric information is therefore solely carried by the network layers which process the fields.

Bias summation: To implement the orientation independent bias summation, recall the results from Sec-
tion[5.3.T]that the vector spaces of reflection equivariant template biases are for scalar fields and regular fields
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transport pad p(s) Figure 29: Numerical representation of fea-
ture fields on the Mobius strip and Levi-
Civita transport of feature vectors during the
convolution. The flat geometry of the strip
allows to cut it open and flatten it out isomet-
TR rically to the magenta rectangle. When as-
2 signing the canonical reference frames of R?
this corresponds to a gluing of the two charts
V4 and V' from Fig. at their overlap
with trivial gauge transformations (“id”). In
order to avoid redundancies, we assign half
of the width of the second chart overlap with
reflective gauge transformations (“flip”) to
! ] ! ] either end of the flattened magenta strip (or-
ange pixels). Feature fields are stored as an
transport pad p(s) array with spatial dimensions corresponding
to the magenta box and c channels. During
the convolution operation, the kernel collects features from all pixels that it covers. Choosing a kernel size of 5 X 5
pixels, we need to specify all values in a radius of 2 pixels around its center, which overall requires to pad a border
region of 2 pixels around the magenta rectangle. The border at the top and bottom correspond to the boundary of the
strip. Since no valid feature values can be assigned there, we zero-pad the array as commonly done in computer vision.
The left and right border of the flattened strip are glued together with a twist. We implement the parallel transport
of those features by cutting an area of two pixels width from either end of the strip (orange) and padding them in a
reflected way to the opposite ends (blue). As the twist implies a gauge transformation, the feature fields need to be
acted on by p(s) when being reflected. After padding, the convolution is run with “valid” boundary conditions, such
that its output again has the size of the magenta box. Operations which act pointwise do not require the padding but
can be applied to the magenta array right away.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International |license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

one-dimensional and for sign-flip fields zero-dimensional. At initialization of the bias module we therefore
allocate an mj,-dimensional parameter vector By, and an m.-dimensional parameter vector Sr,. During
the forward pass we expand these parameters into a c-dimensional bias vector by, which is to be summed to
the full stack of feature fields. This is done by allocating a c-dimensional array of zeros and filling the first
Myiy elements with the scalar field bias parameters and the last 2m,, elements with the m,., regular field
bias parameters, each repeated twice to satisfy the structure of the solution space in Eq. . After this
expansion the full bias vector

" e R (128)

bfull = [ﬁtr‘iv,la R Btriv,mmva 07 ceey 07 ) /Breg,la ﬁreg,la R Breg,m,ega ﬁreg,m,eg
———

Miriy Msign 2Mipeg

is summed to the feature field array as usual. Its orientation independence (gauge invariance) justifies the
summation to the array in Fig. 29] despite it being glued from feature vectors in two different gauges.

Nonlinearities: The nonlinearities can be implemented straightforwardly as defined in Section [5.3.2} We
do this by splitting the full stack of feature fields into three stacks of fields of the same type, applying the
respective reflection equivariant nonlinearities to them, and finally concatenating the results. Due to the
definition of the nonlinearity for sign-flip fields in Eq. (TT3) with a learnable bias, the nonlinearity module
has m;g, trainable parameters.

GM-convolutions: Since convolution operations do not operate pointwise but accumulate all features cov-
ered by the kernel, their implementation is less trivial. The forward pass is split in three steps, namely 1) the
expansion of reflection symmetric kernels from parameter arrays, 2) a Levi-Civita transport of feature vectors
and 3) the actual GM -convolution.

Recall that the space K Zz Pout of (R-steerable kernels is a linear subspace of the space of unconstrained kernels
in’"oul

K in Eq. ®3). To parameterize (R-steerable kernels it is necessary to choose a basis of K R in terms of
PinPout
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which the kernels are expanded. The trainable parameters of the convolution operation are the expansion co-
efficients in this basis. Our implementation parameterizes all kernels that correspond to the same pair of input
and output field types jointly since they share the same symmetries and thus basis. Considering the nine pairs
of field types shown in Table[3] this means that the convolution module holds nine corresponding parameter
arrays. The actual kernels are then expanded from these parameters during each forward pass. To give an
example, consider the subset of kernel channels that map from my;y, scalar fields to mge, sign-flip fields and
assume a kernel size of s x s pixels. The corresponding parameter array is then of shape (msign, Muiv, 5, 5)
and represents the myiy X Msign individual kernel channels with a basis of 5 x s antisymmetric kernels each.
The expansion is implemented as filling the upper 5 x s pixels with the unaltered parameters while the bot-
tom 5 X s pixels are filled with the negated and reflected parameters. As a second example, consider the
kernel channels that map from ., regular fields to my;, scalar fields. The parameter array for this case is
of shape (Muiy, Mreg, S, s) and stores one of the two kernel channels per input and output field. The second,
symmetric channels are during the forward pass expanded by reflecting the first kernel channels as shown
in Table [3] After expanding the full kernel in this fashion from all of its sub-blocks corresponding to the
different combinations of field types, it has the usual shape of kernels in deep learning but is guaranteed to
respect the symmetries derived in Section Note that the kernel symmetries make GM -convolutions
more parameter efficient than a corresponding non-equivariant CNN with the same number of channels c.
Specifically for (R-steerable kernel the number of parameters reduced by a factor of tw

After expanding the kernels, they are convolved with the feature fields. This requires an implementation of
the exponential map and the {R-compatible Levi-Civita transporters on the Mobius strip — or rather on its
numerical representation by the magenta array from Fig.[29] The flat geometry of the Mobius strip makes the
implementation almost trivial, however, its boundaries and circular connectivity require some special care.
We therefore need to distinguish between three qualitatively different cases, which correspond to 1) expo-
nential maps that lie completely within the magenta array, 2) exponential maps that would cross a boundary
and are therefore not well defined and 3) exponential maps whose geodesics run out at one end of the array
and enter it (twisted) at the other end. The first case is trivial and corresponds to the exponential map on
R? itself. Since the strip is flat and the reference frames within the array are all parallel, the transport along
these geodesics is trivial. Within the interior region of the array, where the (finitely supported) kernels do not
protrude out of it, one can therefore implement the convolution as usual on R?. The second case concerns
the top and bottom rows of the array where the exponential maps might cross the boundary of the strip (or
array). This is analogous to the boundary problems for usual flat, rectangular images, where the issue is most
commonly solved via zero-padding. Adopting this solution, we pad the array with rows of zeros, shown as
the two light gray strips above and below the magenta rectangle in Fig.[29] Given a kernel size of s x s pixels
with s being odd, one needs to pad (s — 1) /2 rows of zeros at both sides. The third case occurs at the left and
right end of the array, where the strip was cut open to flatten it out. Fig.[29] visualizes an exemplary geodesic
which crosses the cut line and therefore enters the array in a reflected direction at the opposite side. Due to
the reflection, the parallel transporter across the cut is given by p(s). In order to be able to run a conventional
convolution routine, we implement the transport across the cut by copying a region of (s — 1)/2 pixels from
both ends of the array (orange), reflecting them upside down to model the twist, acting on them with p(s) to
account for the reflected gauges and finally appending them to the opposite side of the array (blue). Having
paddgd the array in this way, all relevant geodesics and transporters are reduced to their trivial counterparts
on R~.

Overall, our implementation of the convolution operation applies the three steps mentioned above. It first
expands the R-steerable kernels and pads the magenta feature field array with zeros and the field values which
are transported over the cut. The expanded kernel is then convolved with the padded feature fields, calling a
conventional convolution routine for flat images. We use “valid” boundary settings for the convolution, which
means that the operation does not implicitly pad further zeros and only computes feature vectors for those
points where the kernel does not protrude beyond the boundaries of our manually padded array. The resulting
feature field will therefore again have the same spatial dimensions as the original magenta rectangle.

3"The improved parameter efficiency of (R-steerable kernels by a factor of 2 is exact for continuous kernels or for even
kernel sizes s. If s is odd, the number of parameters scales for symmetric kernels like s(s + 1)/2 and for antisymmetric
kernels like s(s — 1)/2 since the former are freely parameterizing the central row of pixels while the latter need to set
them to zero.
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Pooling: Conventional CNNs usually apply spatial pooling operations which summarize feature vectors
from a given pooling window, for instance a region of 2 x 2 pixels, into a new feature vector. Such operations
reduce the spatial resolution, which lowers the computational cost and increases the effective field of view
of the convolution kernels. A common way of pooling is the so called “max-pooling”, which takes the
maximum value of each individual feature channel in the pooling region. This operation can be applied
to scalar fields right away since they are gauge invariant. It is further admissible for regular feature fields
since taking the maximum commutes with the permutation of channels. However, as sign-flip fields change
their sign under gauge transformations, max-pooling is not equivariant w.r.t. their transformation law. An
equivariant alternative is average pooling, which takes the average of features in the pooling region and
therefore commutes with a change of sign. Another option, that we use in our experiments below since it
performs slightly better, is to pool sign-flip fields based on their absolute value, which is again invariant under
sign inversions. We then multiply the sign of the pooled field values with maximum norm back in to preserve
the original transformation law.

While such defined pooling operations are equivariant w.r.t. gauge transformations, their design principle
interferes fundamentally with the desired isometry equivariance. This is the case since they reduce the spatial
resolution of the numerical discretization, such that the output is only exactly equivariant w.r.t. the subgroup
of symmetries of the lower resolution grid. This effect is well known for conventional CNNs [4]. Even
though some attempts to rectify the situation were made [253]], the partial loss of translation (or isometry)
equivariance to a subgroup is usually accepted as it is.

Unit tests: All of the proposed coordinate independent operations are unit tested in order to guarantee their
gauge equivariance and isometry equivariance. The gauge equivariance tests pass for all of the proposed
operations as well as for the whole networks described in the following section. For the convolution, bias
summation and nonlinearities, our unit tests confirm isometry equivariance to hold exactly. As expected,
the spatial pooling operations are not exactly equivariant w.r.t. the symmetries of the high resolution grid@
However, we confirm their isometry equivariance for that subgroup of isometries which are simultaneously a
symmetry of the lower resolution grid. Our empirical results, which we discuss next, suggest that the inexact
isometry equivariance affects the isometry invariance of a full network’s classification predictions in most
cases only marginally.

5.4.2 Empirical evaluation

We evaluate the coordinate independent operations and their claimed equivariance properties on a simple
classification task of MNIST images which are projected on the Mobius strip. Different combinations of
field types are compared by instantiating similar model architectures for them. As a baseline we train a non
coordinate independent CNN on the Mobius strip, which is significantly outperformed by the equivariant
models.

The Mobius MNIST dataset is constructed by taking the standard MNIST digits of 28 x 28 pixels and project-
ing them on the strip by identifying the left and right border with an additional twist. In compliance with the
rotated MNIST dataset, which is a standard benchmark for rotation equivariant Euclidean CNNs, we reduce
the training set size to 12000 samples [236, 234]]. Since MNIST contains single channel grayscale digits,
which are invariant under gauge transformations, its samples are identified as scalar fields. Each sample is
therefore represented by an array of shape (1,28, 28), corresponding to the magenta rectangle in Fig.
Note that the identification of the left and right border does not lead to any discontinuities for the specific
case of MNIST digits since their background color is constant black (i.e. zero). In order to demonstrate
the induced isometry equivariance of the coordinate independent CNNs, we construct two versions of this
dataset. The first one contains digits which are all centered, that is, which occur at the same position on the
strip. The second dataset puts the digits at random positions around the strip, i.e. shifts them by randomly
sampled isometries as visualized in Fig.[28] Any isometry equivariant model is expected to generalize their
inference from the dataset of centered digits to the isometry shifted dataset, which is confirmed by our exper-
iments. While Mobius MNIST clearly is a toy dataset, it exhibits all the theoretical properties which we are

*Note that this issue is inherent for pooling operations and applies to conventional CNNs as well [4, 253]].

69



layer output field multiplicities (Muiv, Msign, Mieg) / channels / neurons

scalar sign-flip regular irreps mixed CNN
network input (1,0,0) (1,0,0) (1,0,0) (1,0,0) (1,0,0) 1
conv block (16,0,0) (0,16,0) (0,0,8) (8,8,0) (4,4,2) [16/+/«]
conv block (32,0,0) (0,32,0) (0,0, 16) (16,16,0) (8,8,4) 132/
pooling —n— —— —n— —— —— ——
conv block (64,0,0) (0,64,0) (0,0,32) (32,32,0) (16,16, 8) |64/+/a]
conv block (128,0,0) (0,128,0) (0,0,64) (64,64,0) (32, 32,16) [128/+/«|
pooling —l— —l— —i— —l— —n— —n—
conv block (256, 0,0) (0,256, 0) (0,0,128) (128,128,0) (64,64, 32) 256/ /|
conv block (64,0,0) (64,0,0) (64,0,0) (64,0,0) (64,0,0) 64
global max-pooling 64 64 64 64 64 64
MLP block 32 32 32 32 32 32
MLP block + softmax 10 10 10 10 10 10

Table 4: Overview of the compared model architectures. All models consist of a convolutional part on the Mobius strip,
followed by a global max-pooling operation and an MLP classifier. The five orientation independent CNNs differ in their
multiplicities (Muiv, Misign, Mireg) Of field types but agree exactly in their number of channels and approximately in their
number of parameters. Their inputs, i.e. the MNIST digits, are assumed to be scalar fields. All orientation independent
models map in their last convolution to 64 gauge invariant scalar fields. A subsequent global pooling operation therefore
produces position and coordinate independent features. The baseline CNN model comes in two flavors, which differ by
their factor of v/ in the number of channels. A first version assumes o = 1, and therefore utilizes the same number of
channels like the coordinate independent models. Due to the inferior parameter efficiency of non-equivariant CNNs, this
model uses approximately twice as many parameters. For a fair comparison we add a second version with « = 2 and
therefore approximately the same number of parameters like the equivariant models.

interested in and serves as a convenient test case to demonstrate the difference between conventional CNNs
and coordinate independent CNNss.

All network architectures are as usual constructed as a series of convolutional layers, followed by a global
pooling operation and an invariant, fully connected classifier; see Table[d]for a comparison. The convolutional
parts are built from six convolutional blocks with spatial pooling operations after the second and fourth
convolution block. The convolution blocks are pretty basic and consist of only one convolutional layer
followed by a bias summation and a nonlinearity layer. All intermediate pooling operations utilize pooling
windows of 2 x 2 pixels and therefore halve the spatial resolution. In the case of reflection equivariant models,
the last convolutional layer maps to 64 scalar fields. Their invariance under gauge transformations guarantees
that the subsequent global max-pooling operation produces both position and gauge invariant features. An
MLP with a final softmax activation takes those features to produce invariant predictions. It consists for all
models of the same two MLP blocks, which apply a batch-normalization, ELU nonlinearity, dropout with
30% dropping probability and a linear (or affine) layer, whose number of output neurons is listed in Table
The differences between the different models are therefore restricted to the convolutional part.

The five coordinate independent models that we instantiate differ in the utilized field types: there are three
pure models, denoted by “scalar”, “sign-flip” and “regular”’, which assume only the suggested field type. Due
to their higher dimensionality, the field multiplicities of the regular feature fields are halved in comparison to
those of scalar and sign-flip fields. A fourth model, denoted by “irrep”, uses a mixture of scalar and sign-flip
fields in equal proportions. Note that the feature fields of this model are linearly equivalent to those of the
“regular” models since the change of basis from Eq. translates between both. A fifth, “mixed” model
applies all three field types. The nonlinearities in use for the different field types are those described in

Section[5.3.2] As stated before, all models assume scalar inputs and outputs.

All coordinate independent layers are unit testes and found to be exactly gauge equivariant, implying that
the models are overall exactly gauge invariant. Since they apply two pooling steps, which reduce the spatial
resolution by a factor of 2 each before the global pooling, the isometry equivariance (invariance) holds only
for the subgroup of shifts by multiples of 4 pixels. The theoretically claimed properties therefore hold as
expected.
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model field types p; params test error (%)

trivial sign-flip regular shifted train digits centered train digits
CNN (channels) — 1501k 1.97+0.11 42.99 +2.65
CNN (params) — 832k 2.08 +0.10 43.68 £2.85
gauge CNN (scalar) v X X 902k 1.60+0.10 1.60 +0.09
gauge CNN (sign-flip) X v X 820k 4.27+0.24 4.89+0.36
gauge CNN (regular) X X v 752k 1.24 +0.08 1.23 +0.07
gauge CNN (irreps) v v X 752k 1.65 +0.09 1.64+0.12
gauge CNN (mixed) v v v 752k 1.43 +0.00 1.42+0.10

Table 5: Test errors of the different network architectures, each averaged over 32 runs. The column “shifted train digits”
reports the performance for a setting where both the training and test samples are placed at random locations on the strip.
While not being RM -coordinate independent, the conventional CNNs are able to learn to detect the digits as seen from
their discontinuous frame field. Almost all coordinate independent CNN’s achieve significantly better results. The inferior
performance of the sign-flip model shows that coordinate independent CNNs might not work very well when bad choices
of field types or nonlinearities are made. The training digits in the column “centered train digits” are all placed at the
same position on the strip while the test digits remain randomly shifted. The coordinate independent CNNs are able to
generalize their inference between both situations which affirms their isometry equivariance. In contrast, the performance
of the conventional CNNs deteriorates, which reflects their missing equivariance under isometries.

As a baseline, we compare the reflection equivariant models to conventional coordinate dependent CNNs on
the Mobius strip. In order to respect the topology of the strip, we apply a naive version of the transport padding
operation. Since CNNs are agnostic to field types, this is done by taking the orange strips of two pixels from
Fig. 29] and padding them to the opposite side of the array after applying a reflection but without acting
with the unspecified group representation — formally, this corresponds to transporting the features according
to a trivial connection. Since the non-equivariant operations are less parameter efficient, we consider two
different versions: the first version uses the same number of channels like the coordinate independent CNNs,
and therefore requires approximately twice as many parameters. The number of channels of the second
version is scaled down by a factor /2 such that the number of parameters is approximately equivalent to that
of the orientation independent models.

All models are trained for 20 epochs with a batch size of 128 samples, a weight decay of 10~ and using the
Adam optimizer [113]. The initial learning rate of 5 - 10~2 is chosen as high as possible without leading to a
divergence of the training process. A fixed learning rate decay schedule reduces the step size every 4 epochs
by a factor of 2.

Table [5] shows the resulting test errors of all models, each averaged over 32 runs. The first setting, reported
in the column “shifted train digits”, uses randomly located digits both in the training and test dataset. Both
versions of the non-equivariant CNN achieve approximately the same test error. In contrast, most coordinate
independent CNNs achieve a significantly better result. Only the model which is purely based on sign-flip
fields performs worse — this suggests that the utilized combination of sign-flip fields and nonlinearities is not a
good choice, despite being coordinate independent. Bad choices of feature fields and nonlinearities are there-
fore seen to harm the model performance. The model achieving the best results is based on regular feature
fields. This observation is in alignment with previous findings, for instance the systematic comparison of field
types in [234]. Our interpretation of this result is that the kernel constraints involving regular feature fields
allow for essentially unconstrained kernel channels, with the additional requirement of applying two reflected
copies of them — view this in contrast to the R-steerable kernels between irrep fields, which are required to be
symmetric within one kernel channel. The model based on scalar fields achieves an intermediate performance
between the conventional CNNs and the regular field model. Both models which use mixed field types have
performances lying between those of the field types of the mix. We want to emphasize again that the regular
model and the irrep model contain exactly the same irrep field types but are expressed in a different basis.
Since this change of basis could be interpreted as part of the applied nonlinearities, this result implies that the
used nonlinearities have a major impact on the model performance. Despite being investigated in [234], the
landscape of equivariant nonlinearities is still largely unexplored territory.
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The second training setting, reported in the column “centered train digits”, investigates the capability of the
models to generalize over all poses that are related by isometries. All models are trained on digits which occur
at the same location on the strip but test on randomly shifted digits. As expected, the conventional CNNs’
performances degrade significantly in this setting — this implies that they are indeed not equivariant under
the isometries of the Mobius strip. In contrast, the performance of most coordinate independent CNNs stays
within the standard deviation unchanged. Despite only being exactly equivariant (invariant) to the subgroup
of isometries which shifts by multiples of 4 pixels, the full isometry invariance of the models therefore
seems to hold very well. While the sign-flip model becomes significantly worse in comparison to the first
training setting, it is still approximately isometry equivariant and therefore performs much better than the
conventional CNNs.

In conclusion, the conducted experiments confirm the claimed properties of coordinate independent CNNs
and show their superiority over coordinate dependent models.
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Part I1
Theory of coordinate independent CNNs

Part [I] introduced feature fields and network layers in terms of their coordinate expressions relative to some
choice of gauge on local neighborhoods U C M. As the existence of global gauges is in general topologi-
cally obstructed, global coordinate representations of feature fields do in general not exist. Part[l|addressed
this issue by assembling the global content of feature fields from their local coordinate expressions relative to
an atlas of gauges that cover M. A more elegant alternative is to define global feature fields in an abstract, co-
ordinate free formalism in terms of fiber bundles. Bundle trivializations allow to recover the local coordinate
expressions of feature fields and network layers.

6 Associated bundles and coordinate free feature fields
6.1 A brief introduction to fiberbundles . . . . . . ... ... oL L
6.2 The tangent bundle 7M and frame bundle FM . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 80)
6.3 G-structures GM and associated feature vectorbundles A . . . . . ... .. ... ... ... 83|
6.4 Local bundle trivializations of TM, FM,GMand A . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .... 86)
6.5 Parallel transporters on associated bundles . . . . . . ... ... Lo
7 Coordinate free kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions 96]
7.1 IX1I GM-convolUutionS . . . . v v v v v e e e e e e od
7.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . . . ... .. L. (10Tl
8 Isometry equivariance 109]
8.1 Isometries and their action on manifolds, bundles and fields . . . . . ... ... ... .... 110l
8.2 Isometry equivariance of kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . . . .. ..
8.3 Quotientkernel fields . . . . . . . . . . ... 1129]

The following sections develop a global, coordinate free description of the neural networks and feature spaces
from Part[l] Section[6]introduces fiber bundles, in particular the tangent bundle, G-structures and G-associated
feature vector bundles. Neural network operations like kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions are
defined in Section[7} Section [§]investigates the isometry equivariance of these operations.

6 Associated bundles and coordinate free feature fields

Fields of geometric quantities on manifolds are formalized as sections of fiber bundles (Eq. (I47)). Any
smooth manifold is naturally endowed with its tangent bundle and frame bundle. A choice of G-structure,
which is a G-bundle of reference frames, allows to define G-associated feature vector bundles. The feature
spaces of our coordinate independent neural networks are spaces of feature fields, i.e. sections of these feature
vector bundles.
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Fiber bundles in general are reviewed in Section [6.1] Section [6.2] discusses the tangent bundle 7'M and
the frame bundle F'M. G-structures GM, which are subsets of reference frames which are distinguished
by the given geometric structure on the manifold, are introduced in Section [6.3] Associated G-bundles,
including the feature vector bundles A, are constructed from the G-structure. Section [6.4] gives details on
the local trivializations (gauges) of "M, FM, GM and A, which reintroduces coordinates and recovers the
formulation in Section 3] The mutual transformation of the trivialized feature fields with trivialized tangent
vector coefficients and reference frames follows thereby from the coordinate free formulation via associated
G-bundles. Section[6.5]discusses parallel transporters on the associated bundles, in particular how they induce
each other.

All concepts presented here are well established in differential geometry and can easily be found in the
literature 214, 1711, 40]). Our contribution is to give a comprehensive
exposition which bridges between the mathematical theory and its application in geometric deep learning.

6.1 A brief introduction to fiber bundles

Intuitively, a fiber bundle can be thought of as a space which is constructed by taking a so called base
space, in our case the manifold M, and attaching another space F', denoted as fiber, to each of its
points. A trivial example would be the direct product M x F. However, the fibers can in general
be connected in a twisted way such that the resulting bundle is topologically different from a product.
For instance, let the base space be the cir-
cle M = S' and let the fiber be the line
segment ' = [—1,1]. Their direct product
St x [—1,1] then forms a cylinder; see Fig.
(left). In contrast, if the fibers are attached such
that they are twisted "upside down" after one
revolution around the circle, one obtains the
Mobius strip, a non-trivial fiber bundle which
is topologically different from the cylinder; see
Fig. (right)m Note that the Mobius strip
locally looks like a direct product U x F' of a  Figure 30: A cylinder and a Mébius strip. Both bundles share
line element U C S* with the fiber F'. As dis- the circle S' as base space and line segments [—1, 1] as fibers,
cussed below, fiber bundles can by definition al- however, their topological structure differs by a twist in the fibers.
ways be locally trivialized to direct products. (Figure based on Jake’s code from [tex.stackexchange.com])

We are interested in fiber bundles since they allow for a global description of fields on manifolds. For
instance, a wind field on the globe M = 52 is a tangent vector field which assigns a tangent vector in 7, M to
each point p of M. The corresponding fiber bundle is the tangent bundle 7'M which connects all the tangent
spaces together and is therefore identified as a fiber bundle with base space M = S? and fiber R? = T, M.
Similar to the fibers of a Mobius strip, the tangent spaces of a curved manifold are in general not connected
in a canonical way but are inherently twisted relative to each other. The tangent bundle is therefore in general
topologically distinct from a product, that is, TM 2% M x R?. In order to define c-dimensional feature vector
fields, we will later consider bundles with base space M and feature vector spaces R¢ as fibers.

Fiber bundles in general: Formally, a fiber bundle is a structure (E, M, 7, F') consisting of topological
spaces F (total space), M (base space) and F' (typical fiber) and a continuous surjective projection map
m: E — M. A fiber bundle is locally trivializable, which means that for each point p € M there exists a
local neighborhood U C M of p, restricted to which the bundle looks like a direct product U x F'. The local

To prevent confusion, we emphasize that this example considers the Mdbius strip as a fiber bundle with base space
(manifold) M = S*. In contrast, all previous figures that contained the Mdbius strip considered it as the base space
(manifold) M to convolve over.

“OWe furthermore need to mention that the arrows shown in the figure are just meant to emphasize the twist in the
Mobius strip. They do not imply a gluing direction as in gluing diagrams.
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triviality is formalized by homeomorphisms{ﬂ U : 77 1(U) — U x F satisfying the commutative diagram
below

v

ED 7l (U) ——— UxF
™ ) ) (129)
proj;
M D
that is,
T = proj;oV¥, (130)

where proj; : U x F' — U denotes the natural projection on the first factor. A bundle which is globally

homeomorphic to the product M x F is called trivial. Bundles are often shortly written £~ M or just F
with the typical fiber and base space left implicit. Since we are considering smooth frame fields, we assume
E, M and F to be smooth manifolds and 7 and ¥ to be smooth maps (diffeomorphisms).

The local triviality of £ = M implies that the preimage E, := 7~ !(p) of any point p € M, called the
fiber over p, is diffeomorphic to the typical fiber F'. As in Section |3} we denote the diffeomorphisms which
identify the fibers over different points with the typical fiber by 1, : F, — F'. The local trivializations are
then in terms of these diffeomorphisms given by

U W(U) > UxF, e (n(e), Yre(e)). (131)

If the typical fiber F' and the fibers E), over p carry additional structure, the diffeomorphisms v, : £, — F

are required to respect this structure, i.e. to be isornorphisrns For instance, if F' and E, carry a vector space
structure, then ), is required to be linear.

In general the specific choice of local trivializations (or diffeomorphisms) over U is not canonically specified
by the bundle. One therefore has to consider different choices (gauges) and transition functions (gauge
transformations) between them. To make this precise, consider two overlapping trivializing neighborhoods
U4 and UB with local trivializations ¥ and U2, From Eq. (T31) it follows that the transition between both
local trivializations is on UAP := U4 N UP # & given by

\I/Bo(\IlA)_lz UAB x F 5 UAB x F, (p,f) — ( , [¢fo(¢ﬁ)_l](}‘)> =: (p, ng>f) (132)

where we implicitly defined the smooth transition functiom{ﬂ

g% UAP = Awt(F), prs gP4 =9l o (v2) 7 (133)
and their left action
b Aut(F) x F = F, (g84f) = g54»f = W o (z/;;;‘)‘l} f). (134)

on the typical fiber F'; cf. Egs. and (6). To see that the first factor in Eq. (I32) is indeed given by
the identity, note that, for any p € U“P and any f € F, the repeated application of Eq. (I30) implies

[p]roj1 o¥B o (\IJA)_l] (p,f) = [71'0 (\I/A)_l] (p,f) = proj;(p,f) = p. The transition between different
trivializations is visualized by the following (commuting) extension of the commutative diagram in Eq. (129):

A homeomorphism is a topological isomorphism, i.e. a continuous, invertible map between topological spaces with
continuous inverse.

2 Alternatively, assume that F' carries structure which is respected by the transition functions wf o (w;‘)*l =
g° A(p) € Aut(F) (see the next paragraph). Then the trivializations %i( : B, — F consistently induce the struc-
ture of F' on E, and are automatically isomorphisms.

#The automorphism group Aut(F') of a space F consists of all invertible, structure preserving maps (isomorphisms)
from F to itself. For instance, if F' = R" is a vector space, the automorphism group is the general linear group GL(n),
which consists of all invertible n X n matrices.
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id x gB4»

( |

A B
UABXF 2 pY(uAB) — L, g4BxF

(135)

proj,; proj;
UAB
Restricted to a single point p € U4B, and for the specific case of the tangent bundle (defined below), this
diagram corresponds to that in Eq. (8) and its graphical version in Fig[I3]
By definition, the transition functions in Eq. (133]) satisfy the following three conditions@

i) gt = e Vp e UA (136)
i) gPh = (¢2P)7" wpeuAnuP (137)
i) ngBng = ggA VpeUANUPNUC (cocycle condition) (138)

By the fiber bundle construction theorem, any fiber bundle can be fully specified globally in terms of an
atlas A = {(UX,¥X) | X € X} of local trivializations (U~ , ¥X) which cover M and whose transition
functions satisfy Eqs. , and (T38) (here X denotes some index set). The individual trivializations
can be thought of as being “glued together” by the transition maps, which is visualized in Fig.[31] Note that
this is similar to the global description of a manifold in terms of an atlas of local charts.

Vector bundles: Several more specific notions of fiber bundles, carrying additional mathematical structure,
exist. An important example are vector bundles, which, as the name suggests, are bundles consisting of
vector spaces attached to a manifold. Formally, a (real) vector bundle of rank k is a bundle (E, M, 7, R¥)
with typical fiber R* and fibers b, = R¥ over p such that the local trivializations are fiber wise vector space

isomorphisms (linear maps). The transition functions 1} o (1%4) e Aut(RF) = GL(k) then take values
in the general linear group.

Alternatively, given the fiber R* and an atlas of local trivializations whose transition functions take values in
Aut(R*) = GL(k), a vector space structure of E,, is induced by setting

av+ fuw = () (avf () + Bt (w)  Vu,we E, a,B€R (139)

for an arbitrary gauge 1%4 : B, — R* from the GL(k)-atlas. That the vector space structure is consistently
defined is clear as

-1
(W) " (0w (v) + BYE (w))
-1 _
= @) (a7 (agl et (v) + Bgf ey (w)))
-1
= (7)) (ot (v) + By (w)) (140)
yields the same r.esult. Note that the' last step .required the linearity of gf 4 € GL(d). The gauges 1/)1;4 or 1/)5
are then automatically vector space isomorphisms.

The most relevant examples for us are the tangent bundle and feature vector bundles, which are introduced in
the following sections.

*Conditions 7) and i) follow from the cocycle condition 747) but are often stated explicitly.
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Figure 31: Description of the cylinder and the Mdbius strip in terms of G-atlases consisting of two local trivializations
each. Left: Since the cylinder is a trivial bundle, all transition functions can be chosen to be identity maps such that the
structure group is reduced to the trivial group G = {e}. Differing from the visualized situation, it is possible to choose a
single, global trivialization. Right: The topology of the Mobius strip forces the transition functions at one of the overlaps
to glue the fibers together in an inverted way. The structure group can therefore not be reduced further than the group
G = R which models the reflection of fibers. Global trivializations of the Mobius strip do therefore not exists. Note
that the arrows on the Mobius strip should not be confused with the arrows in gluing diagrams, that is, the twist glues the
vectors at one of the cuts in opposite direction.

G-bundles Depending on the topology of the bundle, it might be possible to define an atlas of local

trivializations A¢ = {(UX7 UX ) IX € %} whose transition functions are restricted to a subgroup
G < Aut(F), that is, they satisfy
gP*eG forall A,BeX andall pe U NUE. (141)

Any such atlas is called G-atlas and G is denoted as structure group of the bundle. Two different G-atlases
are equivalent (or compatible), if their union is again a G-atlas. A bundle equipped with an equivalence class
of G-atlases is known as a G-bundle ]

The topology of a bundle determines how far its structure group can be reduced. For instance, the cylinder in
Fig. 31| (or any other trivial bundle) can be described by an {e}-atlas, consisting of local trivializations with
identity transition functions only. This corresponds to a reduction to a trivial structure group G = {e}. In
contrast, the twisted topology of the M&bius strip requires any G-atlas to contain transition functions which
glue the fibers together in an inverted orientation; see Fig [31] (right). The structure group of the Mdbius
strip can therefore not be restricted further than the group G = R which models the reflection of fibers. On
Riemannian manifolds the structure group of the tangent bundle 7'M, and thus the associated feature vector
bundles, can in general not be reduced further than to an orthogonal structure group O(d) which motivated
this work on coordinate independent CNNSs in the first place.

Associated G-bundles: Two G-bundles are said to be associated to each other if they share the same base
space, structure group and, most importantly, same transition functions. Associated bundles (E, M, 7, F')

and (E, M, T, ﬁ) with structure group G might differ in their typical fibers F' and F and therefore also in
their left actions »: G x F — F and » : G x I' — F of G on the respective fiber. Given two G-atlases

{(UX, \IIX) |X € f{} and {(UX,\TIX) |X € I} of the bundles over the same open cover of M, the
requirement for the equivalence of the transition functions (up to the different left actions) means:

U (04 = ([dxgPie) = TPo (W) = (idxgPhw) (142)
Intuitively, the typical fibers F' and F of E and E are “glued together” in the same way over M.

An important example of bundles which are GL(d)-associated to each other are the tangent bundle 7'M, the
cotangent bundle 7*M, any other tensor bundle 7'M and the tangent frame bundle F'M, (the first and the

“>The equivalence class ensures thereby that no single of the equivalent G-atlases is preferred. Equivalently, one could
take the maximal G-atlas, defined as the unique G-atlas in which any other compatible G-atlas is contained. Note that an
equivalence class of G-atlases is uniquely implied by a single given G-atlas.
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latter are introduced in Section[6.2)). The associatedness of these bundles is reflected in that their components

. . . . oxP
relative to chosen bases transform according to the same gauge transformation (e.g. Jacobian gflj“ = 32‘2,
see Appendix [A). The different actions of a gauge transformation on the respective fibers is in this example
denoted as being a contravariant transformation (7'M), covariant transformation (7*M), r-times contra- and
s-times covariant transformation (7'; M) and, again, covariant transformation (£'M), respectively. We will
later on introduce the G-structure GM , the tangent bundle T'M and the feature vector bundles A as associated
G-bundles. The associatedness does in this case come from the fact that changes of reference frames in GM
lead to a simultaneous transformations of the tangent vector coefficients and feature vector coefficients.

We want to mention that any associated bundles are additionally associated to a uniquely specified principal
G-bundle (defined in the next paragraph). In turn, any associated bundle can be constructed from the respec-
tive associated principle bundle — we will make heavy use of this construction to define feature vector bundles
in Section

Principal G-bundles: A fiber bundle (P, M, 7, G) is called a (smooth) principal G-bundle (P, M, 7, G, <)
if 1) its typical fiber coincides with its structure group G and 2) it is endowed with a smooth right G-action

4:PxG—=G, (p,g)—p<yg (143)

which preserves the fibers, that is,
m(p<g) = n(p) VpeP, gelC (144)
and acts transitively and freely on themm The last two conditions (transitivity and freedom) together require
that the fibers of a principal G-bundle are G-torsors (or principal homogeneous G-spaces), which intuitively

means that they “look like G” but come without any specified origin or identity element]*’| The local trivial-
izations ¥ : 7= 1(U) — U x G are required to respect the right G-action, that is, to be right G-equivariant

U(p<g) = ¥(p)(id x -g) or, equivalently, r(p)(p<g) = Yr(py(p)-g VYpeP gel,
(145)

where -g denotes the canonical right multiplication with group elements on the typical fiber G. This extends
the diagram in Eq. (T29) to the diagram

U) —Y s UxG
<y (id x -g)
o (146)

I U) — L S UxG ’

proj;

U
which is required to commute for any g € G.

Principal GG-bundles are of great relevance for the study of general G-bundles. In particular, any G-bundle
(E,M,7g, F) is associated to some (unique) principal G-bundle (P, M, 7p, G, <1) over M and any associ-
ated G-bundle can be constructed from P. In the following sections we will present the frame bundle F'M
and G-structures GM as specific instances of principal bundles, which will make the claims made here less
abstract and uncover some consequences of them.

A (right) group action ¢ : X x G — X, (x,g) +— z.g is called transitive if any point of X can be mapped to any
other point i.e. if for each x,y € X there exists a g € G such that y = z.g. It is called (fixed point) free if for any x € X
the equation x = x.g implies that g = e, that is, if only the action of the identity element leaves p invariant. Note that the
same statements can be made for left actions.

*"Formally, a (right) G-torsor P satisfies P x G = P x P where the isomorphism is given by (p, g) — (p, p.g). This
condition implies that there is a unique group element connecting any two points in the torsor.
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Sections and fields: Smooth F-valued fields over M are formalized as smooth sections o of a bundle
E I M with fiber F. A smooth section is thereby defined as a smooth map o : M — E that assigns to
each point p of the base space an element in the fiber E,, over p, that is, it satisfies m o o = id s, which the
following commutative diagram visualizes:

M g E T M
L J

idas

(147)

An important example are tangent vector fields, which are modeled as sections v : M — T'M that assign a
tangent vector v(p) € T,,M to each point p in M. Note that the projection map is, by its nature, non-invertible,
such that o o m # idg. The following diagram does therefore in general not commute:

E T M g E (148)
| z ]
idE

In cases below where a diagram does not commute, which is mostly the case for sections, we emphasize
this visually by adding the symbol 7. Smooth sections do not necessarily exist globally but can always be
defined on trivializing neighborhoods U C M. Via a local trivialization, a local section can be identified with
a function s : U — F by setting s(p) = ¥, (c(p)) for p € U. We denote the space of global sections by
I'(E) while the space of local sections is written I'(U, F).

Bundle morphisms: The morphisms (maps) in the category of fiber bundles are called bundle morphisms
or bundle maps. They differ from mere diffeomorphisms between the total spaces in that they are additionally
required to respect the bundle structure, i.e. to map fibers to fibers. In general, a smooth bundle map between

two smooth fiber bundles (E, M, x, F') and (E, M, T, ﬁ) is a smooth map ¢ : £ — E between the total
spaces such that there exists a second smooth map ¢ : M — M between the base spaces which satisfies
T o ¢ = ¢ om, that is, the following diagram is required to commute:

¢

E———FE

wl L% (149)

¢

M —— M

The map on the base space ensures that the bundle morphism maps fibers at p € M to fibers at qAS(p) eM
instead of “shearing them apart”. Obvious generalizations to bundle isomorphisms and bundle automorphism

exist. For instance, bundle isomorphisms require ¢ and (E to be invertible, i.e. diffeomorphisms (and to
respect further structure if defined).

The specific kind of bundle map under consideration can be narrowed down further by demanding additional
requirements. A bundle M-morphism between two bundles (E, M, , F) and (E, M, 7 ,F) over the same
base space M 1is required to map fibers I, over any p € M to fibers E over the same point p, that is,
9/5 = idjy. In terms of a commutative diagram this reads:

E—>E

NS

From this perspective, we identify the bundle trivialization in Diagram (T29) as a bundle U-morphism ¥
between the trivial bundles 71 (U) and U x F over U.
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If the fibers carry additional structure, this structure is typically required to be preserved by the bundle map.
For instance, vector bundle morphisms ¢ between (E, M, 7, R¥) and (E, M, 7, R*) are demanded to respect

the vector space structure on the fibers, and therefore to restrict to fiber wise linear maps ¢|, : Ep — Egp).
Similarly, principal bundle morphisms are required to respect the property of the fibers to be rlght G-torsors,

i.e. to be right G-equivariant. Given two principal bundles (P, M, w, G, <) and (P, M, 7, G, <) and some

group homomorphism 0 : G — G, a principal bundle morphism is required to make the following diagram
commute for any g € G:

P—2 P

<g < 9(g)

¢ 53 (151)

¢

M—2s M

The local trivialization of principal bundles in Diagram is thus seen as a principal bundle U-morphism
U between 71 (U) and U x G where the group homomorphism 6 : G — G, g + g is given by the identity
on G.

Bundle morphisms are of particular importance in Section 8] where they describe the transformation of bun-
dles and feature fields under the action of isometries. Coordinate independent CNNs are proven to be equiv-
ariant w.r.t. these actions on bundles and their sections.

For more background on fiber bundles in general we refer to [196| 162101} 214,204} 148 237]).

6.2 The tangent bundle TM and frame bundle FM

Any differentiable (and thus any Riemannian) manifold M is canonically equipped with its tangent bun-
dle TM and the (general) frame bundle F'M, consisting of all local reference frames of the tangent
spaces. The two bundles are naturally associated to each other, with their structure group a-priori given
by Aut(R?) = GL(d). This fact will be emphasized by “reconstructing” TM from FM via an associated
bundle construction which will later allow us to define associated feature vector bundles. To clearly sepa-
rate the concepts introduced and assumptions made, we will describe TM and FM here as GL(d)-bundles.
The following Section [6.3| will additionally assume a G-structure imposed on 7'M and FM, which will es-
tablish them as G-bundles. While bundles are locally trivializable by definition, we will take the specific
trivializations for now as granted and postpone their exact definition to Section [6.4]

Tangent bundle TM: Any smooth manifold M comes with a set of tangent spaces T,M = R?. Their
disjoint uniorf™|
= H T,M, (152)
pEM

together with a canonically given smooth structure and projection map, defines a smooth fiber bundle
known as the fangent bundle. The projection map ., : TM — M is thereby given by the obvious choice
Ty (V) = p forv € T,M. As derived in Appendix local trivializations Wpy, : 7 ,W(U ) — U x R? of the

tangent bundle are canonically induced by charts = : U — V C R of the manifold. We can therefore take
the trivializability of 7'M as granted and postpone their discussion to Section[6.4] A smooth structure on 7'M/

*The disjoint union Hpenr oM = U,err {(psv) [ v € T,M} of tangent spaces can be thought of as “remembering”
from which particular tangent space 7, M a certain vector v € T'M originates, which is necessary for the definition of

the projection map 7, .
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Figure 32: A graphical interpretation of the frame bundle F'M over M and its trivializations. The fiber F;,M over p
is defined as the space of all possible reference frames of T, M. All frames in F,M are by the projection map 7,
being mapped to that point p in M to which the fiber is attached The fibers F, M are isomorphic to GL(d), but come
without an origin which would distinguish a preferred choice of reference frame. Gauges ngf.p : F,M — GL(d) or
Yy : F,M — GL(d), introduced in Sectionbelow identify the fibers with GL(d), thereby specifying a preferred
frame. Different gauges are related by gauge transformations gB 4 e GL(d). We need to warn the reader about two
potential misconceptions: Firstly, the frames in different fibers are a-priori not identified with each other in a canonical
way, which the redundant colors might suggest. Secondly, to minimize clutter, the visualization shows only right-handed,
orthonormal frames instead of all possible reference frames. As we will discuss in the following Section[6.3] the shown
orthonormal, right-handed frames would correspond to a G-structure GM (a principal G-subbundle of F'M) for the
structure group G = SO(2).

is induced from the smooth structure of M via the above mentioned trivializations from charts. We skip the
technicalities on this construction and refer the interested reader to [[196l [162].

The thus defined tangent bundle is a vector bundle since its typical fiber R? is a vector space. Tangent vector
fields, describing for instance a flow on M, are formalized as sections o : M — T'M of the tangent bundle.
Smooth global sections of vector bundles always exist; a standard example is the zero section which assigns
the zero vector of 1), M to each p € M. We want to emphasize that the tangent spaces — and therefore the
tangent bundle — are defined without reference to coordinate frames, such that sections describe vector fields
in a coordinate free way.

After introducing the tangent frame bundle F'M below, we will come back to the tangent bundle and its
explicit construction as associated GL(d)-bundle which emphasizes its coordinate free nature. In Section
we will analogously construct 7'M as a associated G-bundle to a G-structure GM..

Frame bundle FM: The space of local reference frames of all tangent spaces 7, M forms the (tangent)
frame bundle. Consider the spaces of reference frames (ordered bases) of the individual tangent spaces 1), M

EM = {[e1,....e \ {e1,... ea} is abasis of T,M } (153)
The frame bundle is defined as their disjoint union FM := Hpe  FpM together with the projection map
: 'M — M which sends frames in F,M to p and a smooth structure induced from T'M. The typical

ﬁber of the frame bundle is the general llnear group GL(d) = F,M, i.e. the group of invertible dx d matrices
whose linearly independent columns can be thought of as deﬁning a frame of R?. As the frame bundle is
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constructed from the tangent bundle, its local trivializations Wg, : w;‘lj(U ) = U x GL(d) are immediately
induced from those of T'M; see Section Fig.|[32|shows a graphical interpretation of the frame bundle.

Smooth local sections o : U — W}:]&(U ) € FM of the frame bundle map points p € U to frames in F,M.
They define smooth local frame fields, that is, smoothly varying choices of reference frames for T, M, p € U;
visualized in Fig. As argued in Eq. @), a choice of frame field on U is equivalent to a choice of gauge or
local trivialization on U. This implies that global frame fields exist only if F'M — and thus TM — are trivial.
We will discuss this equivalence in more depth in Section

A transitive and free right action on the individual fibers F,M = GL(d) of the frame bundle is naturally
given by the change of frames defined in Eq. (TI0) [196]. The corresponding action

d
< FM X GLW) —» FM, (e, ) = Ll = Y e i B (154)

on FM as a whole makes the frame bundle to a principal GL(d)-bundle. The lack of origin or preferred
identity element of the fibers F,M as GL(d)-torsors reflects the inherent ambiguity of reference frames.

TM as GL(d)-associated vector bundle (FM X Rd) /GL(d): In Section we expressed tangent vec-
tors in 7, M in terms of their coefficients in R? relative to some reference frame. The particular choice of
frames was thereby irrelevant since the transformation of the coefficients in Eq. (9) cancels with the trans-
formation of reference frames in Eq. (T0) such that v = >, vlet = 3", vBeP are equivalent coordinate
representations of the same coordinate free vector v € T, M. Following this idea, one can construct the tan-
gent bundle from the frame bundle by pairing reference frames with coefficient vectors and taking a quotient
to collapse the resulting redundant descriptions of tangent vectors relative to different frames to one unique
element.

In order to construct the tangent bundle in this way, consider the product FM x R? which can be seen as a
fiber bundle with base space M and a typical fiber GL(d) x R<. This bundle consists of pairs of (mutually
unrelated) reference frames and coefficients. Motivated by the equivalent expression of tangent vectors in
different reference frames we define the equivalence relatio

([ei]?:p V) ~GL(d) ([ei]?:lq 9_1a g- ") Vg € GL(d) (155)

on M x R?. As an equivalence relation, it partitions FM x R? into equivalence classes [[ei]le, v]. The
space of these equivalence classes is the quotient space (FM x R¢)/ GL(d). The projection map
T @ (FM xRY)/GL(d) = M, [[e;]iy, o] = 7y, ([eilisy) (156)

which is induced from the frame bundle, makes (FM x R?)/GL(d) to a fiber bundle with base space
M and typical fiber R%. Note that the projection map in Eq. is well defined as it is independent of
the representative of the equivalence class, i.e. mv, , ([[eilfey <97, g-9]) == 7y, (el <g™!) =
ey ([ei}le), where we used that the right action < preserves the fibers of F'M/. The vector space structure

of R makes (FFM x R?%)/ GL(d) to a vector bundle with linear combinations within the same fiber being
defined by

a[[ei]gzl, v} + 5[[@»];1:17 w] = [[ei]fl:l, v + Bw] , (157)

for arbitrary o, 3 € R and 0, w € R?. This definition is easily checked to be independent of the choice of
representative in both summands.

The thus defined bundle is isomorphic to the tangent bundle,

TM = (FM x R%)/GL(d), (158)

* An equivalence relation on a set X is a binary relation ~ which is reflexive (x ~ x), symmetric (x ~vy < y~x) and
transitive (x ~y Ay~ z = x ~ z). It defines a partitioning of X into equivalence classes [x] := {y € X|x ~ y} of
elements x € X. The space of equivalence classes X/~ := {[z] | x € X} is called the quotient set of X by ~.
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with the vector bundle M -isomorphism given by the fiber wise linear map
d
X (FM xRY/GL(d) = TM, [[ei]iy, o] = > vie; (159)
i=1

which takes some representative tuple of frame and coefficient vector from the equivalence class and maps
them to the corresponding tangent vector. By the definition of the equivalence relation ~gr,(4), this func-

tion is independent of the choice of representative, that is, Vg € GL(d) : x (([ei]L, <9t g-9)) =
>2i(g-9)i ([ejl—1<g7"), = X2, viei; cf. Eq. (I2). As discussed in [196], the inverse is given by taking a
tangent vector, projecting it on an arbitrary frame and taking the equivalence class.

The bundle (FM x R?)/ GL(d) is by construction associated to F'M as GL(d)-bundle, that is, it has the same
transition functions in GL(d) as F'M, as we will derive in Section The construction of TM as quotient
(FM x R%)/ GL(d) emphasizes the coordinate free nature of the tangent bundle in a very intuitive way: it
considers all possible choices of coordinatizations of the tangent spaces and treats them as being equivalent
by taking a quotient.

6.3 G-structures GM and associated feature vector bundles A

We will now introduce G-structures GM as distinguished subsets of frames in M, which encode additional
geometric structure on M that is to be respected by coordinate independent CNNs. The tangent bundle is via
a similar associated bundle construction to that in the last section reintroduced as an associated G-bundle.
This approach can be generalized to construct any other associated G-bundle, which we use to define the
feature vector bundles .A. All such constructed bundles are associated to each other, that is, they differ only
in their fiber F' but share the same base space M, structure group G and transition functions gZ4 between
trivializing neighborhoods. The local trivializations of the bundles and their mutual gauge transformations
are discussed in detail in the next Section

G-structures GM:  As discussed in Section[3.1]and Table[l] it is often possible to work with a distinguished
subset of reference frames which are related by the action of a reduced structure group G < GL(d). This is
best understood by discussing a few examples before coming to a technical definition below. For instance, a
restriction to orthonormal frames

OpM := {[el,...,ed} \ {e1,...,eq} is an orthonormal basis of T, M w.r.. n} =~ O(d) (160)

gives rise to a principal subbundle OM of FM with structure group O(d). Note that the orthonormality
of reference frames is judged by the metric  on M — different choices of metrics on a manifold therefore
correspond to different subsets of preferred reference frames for the same structure group O(d). As a second
example, consider a choice of orientation on an orientable manifold, which allows to specify a preferred
notion of frame

GL;M = {[61, A ed] ‘ {e1,...,eq} is a positively oriented basis of TI,M} >~ GL'(d) (161)

and a corresponding principal subbundle GL*(d)M of FM with structure group GL(d). Again, the two
different choices of orientations correspond to two different choices of subbundles of accordingly oriented
frames. Combining both requirements for the orthonormality and right-handedness of frames results in an
SO(d)-structure with fibers

SO,M := {[61, e, ed] ’ {e1,...,eq} is a positively oriented, orthonormal basis of TpM} ~ S0(d),
(162)

Fig. [32| can be thought of as showing an SO(2)-structure since only right-handed, orthonormal frames are
shown (the typical fiber GL(d) should then be labeled SO(2)). Different choices of SO(d)-structures cor-
respond either to an opposite handedness of frames, sticking to the same notion of orthonormality, or to

SConversely, non-orientable manifolds do not allow for a reduction of structure group to GL*(d).
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a different choice of metric (or both). The exact same pattern repeats for volume forms w (on orientable
manifolds M): they allow to specify a preferred notion of frames

SL,M := { €l,...,€ ‘ {e1,...,eq} is a basis of T, M with unit volume w.r.. w} >~ SL(d) (163)

and thus principal subbundles SLM of FM with structure group SL(d). The specific set of frames which are
preferred depends here on the specific choice of volume form. As a last example, consider {e}-structures,
corresponding to a trivial structure group G = {e} and therefore consisting of one single frame at each
point p. By definition, {e}-structures are equivalent to global (smooth) frame fields o € I'(FM):

fepM = {[e1,....ea] =0(p)} = {e} (164)

They do therefore only exist on trivial manifolds. Figs.[41a]and [41b] visualize two different choices of {e}-
structures {e}M on M = R2.

All of these examples represent specific choices of G-structures GM on M. In general, a G-structure on M
is a principal G-subbundle of F'M, that is, a “smoothly varying” choice of subsets G,M C F,M which
are right G-torsors w.r.t. < for any p € M [215| 171} 4O]F_T] The smoothness can hereby be formalized by
requiring that around each frame [e;]%;, € G,M there exists a neighborhood U of p on which a smooth

section o : U — w;&{(U ) € GM with o(p) = [e;]L_, exists. The projection

GM — M (165)

Ten = 7TFJ\J|GM :

of GM is hereby simply given by the restriction of the projection map of F'M to GM. Together with the
restriction

d
9 GMx G = OM. (elir 9) = leliag = [ eygn] (166)

of the right action of GL(d) on FM in Eq (T54) to an action of G < GL(d) on GM C FM, this makes the G-

structure to a principal G-bundle GM ﬂ) M. However, it is important to note that there are multiple choices

of such subbundles, corresponding to different G-structures for the same structure group GG; compare this
claim with the examples above. As discussed earlier, the topology of a bundle might obstruct the reduction
to a structure group G, and thus the existence of a corresponding G-structure GM.

While the above definition of G-structures would be sufficient, it is instructive to briefly review some alter-
native, equivalent definitions. The claim that GM is a principal G-subbundle of FM is made precise by
defining it as a tuple (P, ) consisting of a choice of an (also non-unique) principal G-bundle P over M
together with a smooth, right G-equivariant embedding & : P — FM (over M )@ This is visualized by the
following diagram, which is required to commute for any g € G:

p— & ru

P—% L Fu (167)

RS

Different subsets of preferred frames correspond in this viewpoint to different choices of embeddings
GM = &(P) of P in FM. G-structures are furthermore equivalent to sections of the form s : M — FM/G
with GM = s(M), which emphasizes that G,M = s(p) € F,M/G is indeed a choice of G-orbit in F,,M

! As F,M is aright GL(d)-torsor, any G-orbit G, M in F,,M is automatically guaranteed to be a right G-torsor.

32The embedding is a principal G-bundle A/-morphism as introduced in Section with the group homomorphism
0 : G — GL(d) being the canonical inclusion of the subgroup G < GL(d) into GL(d).
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as stated in footnote [51} Yet another definition of G-structures is in terms of (equivalence classes of) G-
atlases [237]]. As this is the viewpoint which might be taken in an implementation of G\ -convolutions,
we discuss it in more detail in the following Section [6.4] For the interested reader we want to men-
tion that G-structures are a specific case of the more general concept of a reduction (or lift) of structure
groups 2151711 140].

G-structures are of pivotal importance for the theory of GM-convolutions. The particular choice of G-
structure determines the specific set of reference frames over which the G-steerable template kernel is shared.
By the gauge equivariance of the kernels, GM -convolutions are guaranteed to respect the G-structure, i.e.
to be GM-coordinate independent. As derived in Section [8] the isometries with respect to which a GM-
convolution is equivariant are exactly those which preserve the G-structure (i.e. those which induce automor-
phisms of GM).

TM as G-associated vector bundle (GM x IRd) /G: Given a G-structure GM, one can adapt the associated
GL(d)-bundle construction of TM from FM in Section to a similar associated G-bundle construction of
TM based on GM. Instead of expressing tangent vectors relative to general frames in F'M, they will thereby
be expressed relative to the distinguished frames in GM and the quotient is taken w.r.t. the reduced structure
group G instead of GL(d). The resulting bundle is by design associated to GM (or to FM with a G-atlas,
which is equivalent as explained in the next section) and therefore has transition functions which take values
in G. The restriction of x in Eq. to (GM x R9) /G yields a vector bundle isomorphism

TM = (GM x R%)/G . (168)

While all three bundles TM, (FM x R%)/ GL(d) and (GM x R?) /G are thus isomorphic as vector bundles,
they are only isomorphic as associated G-bundles if TM and (FM x R9)/ GL(d) are endowed with a G-
structure (or G-atlas), which is a-priori not the case. In contrast, the bundle (GM x R%)/G comes with a
G-structure by design. For a precise definition of associated G-bundle isomorphisms we refer to [196].

Associated feature vector bundles .A: The associated G-bundle construction (GM x R?)/G can be gen-
eralized to attach other fibers with other group actions to the G-structure GM . Indeed, any bundle associated
to GM can be constructed in this way. Important examples in differential geometry are the cotangent bundle
T*M with its typical fiber being the dual R%* of R?, acted on by the dual action, or the (r, s) tensor bundles

TTM with fibers (Rd) ) (Rd*) @ being acted on by the corresponding tensor product representation of G.

In the following we consider associated feature vector bundles with feature vector coefficients R¢ as typical
fibers. Under gauge transformations, these fibers are acted on from the left by a multiplication with a group
representation p : G — GL(c), that is, Eq. (I34) is instantiated by »,: G x R® - R, (g,f) — p(9)f.
Similar to before, feature vector bundles are then constructed as a quotient

A = (GM xR /~, (169)
with the equivalence relation ~, here given by
(leidizrs 1) ~ (ledici<g™, pl9)f)  VgeG. (170)

The elements of 4 are the equivalence classes [[ei];i:l, f] of feature vector coefficients relative to reference
frames and are therefore coordinate free. A (well defined) projection map is again induced from the projection
of the G-structure:

Tt A= M, [[el)ly, f] e me, (leddy) (171)

Linear combinations on the fibers are defined in analogy to Eq. (I57). Since such defined feature vector
bundles are associated to GM, their structure group is G < GL(d), as we will explicitly derive in the next
Section Note that this definition includes tangent vector fields and scalar fields, which can of course be
processed as feature fields, for p(g) = g and p(g) = 1, respectively.

3Strictly speaking, the transition functions will take values in p(G) < GL(c) instead of G < GL(d), however, since
the resulting transitions are still G-compatible, the term “G-valued” is usually adapted to include such cases [237].
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The construction of A as an associated G-bundle models GM -coordinate independent feature vectors on M
features f, € A are equivalently expressed relative to arbitrary frames in GM, with feature coefficients in
different coordinatizations being related via Eq. (T70), but do not have a well defined coordinate expression
relative to other frames. From an engineering viewpoint, this is reflected in the G-steerability of convolution
kernels which ensures that measurements of features are performed relative to frames in GM but allows to
discriminate between patterns whose poses are not related by a G-valued gauge transformation in an absolute
sense.

Associated feature vector field and feature spaces: Smooth, coordinate free feature fields are defined as
smooth global sections f € I'(\A) of the feature vector bundles, that is, as smooth maps f : M — A satisfying
7, o f = idps. As discussed before, such feature fields are guaranteed to exist since vector bundles always
admit smooth global sections. In the following Sectionwe show how a local bundle trivialization over U
allows to represent f by a field f4 : U4 — R€ of feature vector coefficients. A different trivialization over
U® will lead to a different coefficient field fZ : UZ — R€ representing f locally. From the transition maps
between bundle trivializations it will follow that both coefficient fields are on the overlap UAB =UANUB
of their domains related by f7(p) = p(g? ) f4(p). The commutative diagram in Fig. 35| visualizes the
relations between feature vector fields and their local trivializations.

The feature spaces of coordinate independent CNNs usually consist of multiple independent feature fields
over the same base space. The bundle describing a feature space as a whole is the Whitney sum @, A; of the

feature vector bundles A; My M underlying its individual fields. As such it has the same base space M,
a typical fiber @, R% = R2:¢ defined as direct sum of the individual fields’ fibers and is equipped with
the obvious projection map. It is associated to T'’M, F'M, GM and the A; as G-bundles and can therefore
equivalently be defined as

P, A; = (GM XREiCi) /N@im (172)

Note that the direct sum €, p; of representations p; defining .A; guarantees that the transition maps of @, A;
transform each individual field independently. The feature spaces are then defined as the spaces I'(ED, A;)
of global sections of the Whitney sum bundle.

6.4 Local bundle trivializations of TM, FM, GM and A

While the global theory of coordinate independent CNNss is elegantly formalized in terms of coordinate free
fiber bundles, a numerical implementation requires coordinate free feature vectors f(p) € A, to be expressed

by coefficient vectors f“ (p) := 11 (f(p)) € R relative to some choice of reference frame [e A] € G,M
as described in Section In the language of fiber bundles, this corresponds to a choice of local tr1v1ahza-
tions or gauges W, U1, W/ and W4, all of which transform simultaneously if GM, TM, FM and A are
taken to be G-associated to each other. Recall that a local description and thus implementation via a G-atlas,
consisting of local trivializations which cover M and satisfy the three conditions (136)), and (138), is
fully equivalent to the global, coordinate free theory.

In this section we work out the associated trivializations of TM, FM, GM and A and their synchronous
gauge transformations. To stay consistent with Section we start out by assuming trivializations of T'M to
be given and discuss how they induce trivializations of £’M and corresponding local frame fields. If a G-atlas
is chosen for TM and thus F'M, it gives rise to a G-structure GM whose G-atlas agrees with that of F'M. The
local trivializations of any associated G-bundle, in particular those of the feature vector bundles A, follow
from those of GM. These trivializations recover the transformation law of feature fields from Section[3.2]

Trivializations of TM: As the tangent bundle has R? as typical fiber, its local trivializations are given by
maps of the form

Uy :m H(U) = U x R4, (173)

T™
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These trivializations correspond to the (spatially smoothly varying) pointwise gauges

Yy s T,M — R? (174)
from Eq. (I) by identifying Wpy (v) = (7, (v), ¥mrp(v)) for p = ., (v). In order to respect the vector
space structures of the fiber R? and the tangent spaces 7, M, the trivializations Wy, are defined as vector
bundle isomorphisms between W;G(U) and U x RY, that is, the maps ny, are required to be linear and

invertible (i.e. vector space isomorphisms). The transition maps between different trivializations of TM will
in general take values in the general linear group GL(d), the (linear) automorphism group of R<.

If further structure is specified on the tangent bundle, the trivializations are required to respect this structure.
For instance, if a metric is defined on M and thus T'M, the maps 5, are required to be isometric, i.e. to
map vectors in 7,,M in such a way to vectors in R that norms and angles are preserved. As the trivializations
are then only allowed to differ in their direction and orientation, different trivializations are guaranteed to be
related by a reduced structure group O(d), corresponding to the metric as O(d)-structure. More generally,

a G-structure on 7'M requires — or is implied by — a choice of G-atlas {(U X \IJT)ff) }X cx- Two different

trivializations W7}, and W2, of such a G-atlas are on U# N U® related by ¥J, o (\Ilﬁf)fl as defined in
Eq. (I32) with G-valued transition functions
~1

gPrUANUP = G, p=vh, 0 (Vi) s (175)

which define the left action » : G x R* — R? (g, ) > g- 0 on the typical fiber. For a graphical intuition on
the pointwise action of the transition functions on individual fibers we refer back to Fig.[T3] A diagrammatic
visualization of local trivializations of 7'M/ and their transitions is given in Fig.[33a]

Induced trivializations of FM and frame fields: Any atlas { (U, ;) of the tangent bundle is

}XESE

in one-to-one correspondence to an atlas { (U™, ¥3},) }., of the frame bundle. Specifically, given a local
trivialization WA, of TM, a corresponding local trivialization
Ui LU - U x GL(), ey = (p, i, (le]i) (176)
of FM, where we abbreviated p = 7, ([e;]%_, ), is induced by defining
d
1/)31;; : FZDM — GL(d)v [ei];‘izl = 'll)é\,j,p([ei]gzl) = (¢%431,;;(6i))i:1 (177)

as a map from tangent frames to invertible d x d matrices whose i-th column is given by z/;ﬁ,,‘p(ei) € R4
As required for associated bundles, the trivializations of TM and F'M share the same transition functions,
d

‘/’gf,p([ei]?ﬂ) = (ng‘p(ei))i:]_
= (g5 ()i,

= g7 (Whpled)

= ngwg\l,p([ei]?ZI) ) (178)

since the action of g4 on the individual trivialized frame axes in the second line agrees with its action on
the trivialized frame matrix in the third line. Furthermore, as claimed for principal bundles in Eq. (145), the
trivializations of the frame bundle are right GL(d)-equivariant, that is, for any h € GL(d) one has:

d
1/J£\1.p([ei]g:1 < h) = wg\[,p ((ZJ €j h]z) 1)

K2

- (1?7{3\1.;) (Zg K hji) i=1
— (Z; Virsp (ej)hji)d 1

= (W, (), h

= Y, (leliy) -k (179)

d

87



U x GL(d)

(id x g"%)
1 7
7 U) —PL U x GL(d)
FM
Ty . T par .
proj; proj;
U U
(a) Trivializations of T'M g (b) Trivializations of F'M T
UxG U x R¢
wB
(id x gB4) > (id x p(g®%*)-)
Ua, _ 4
m_(U) WML UxG T H(U) ———— U xR°
T . T4 .
proj; proj;
U U
(¢) Trivializations of GM T g (d) Trivializations of ATA M.

Figure 33: Visualization of the local trivializations of the associated G-bundles TM, FM, GM and A in terms of
commutative diagrams where we abbreviate U = U NUP. A G-atlas {U™, U}, } of the tangent bundle with transition

maps g%4 : U — G implies a G-structure GM and induces G-atlases for FM, GM and A with compatible transition
functions. More detailed commutative diagrams which show sections o : U — WIZJSI(U ) and the right action <1 on the
frame bundle are given in Figs. and Feature fields, modeled as sections f : M — A of the associated feature
vector bundle A, and their local trivializations f* : U# — R® are shown in Fig. A graphical interpretation of the
commutative diagram for 7'M, restricted to one single tangent space 7, M, is given in Fig. E

Here we used the linearity of zb?ﬂ,[?p in the third step and identified the index expression as a right matrix
multiplication in the fourth step. Fig. [34a] summarizes the left action on the trivialization via transition

functions U5, o (\Ilﬁ}\,[)_l = (id x gB4.) as derived in Eq. (T78) and the right equivariance W7}, o (<1 h) =
(id x -h) o WA, of the trivializations as derived in Eq. (T79).

As indicated in Eq. @) and visualized in Figs. [13|and [14] a smooth local trivialization U on U4 of the
tangent bundle induces a frame field on U4, Tt is formalized as a smooth local section

o4 UA - Wﬁl(UA), D [(¢£\jtp)71(ei)]d (180)

FM i=1

of the frame bundle, defined by mapping the standard frame vectors ¢; of R? back to the tangent spaces
in W;‘i (UA) C TM. Following Eq. a gauge transformation from W4, to W5, = (id x gB4.)vA,
corresponds to a transformation

oB(p) = o*(p) < (62N (181)

of sections on U5, Being defined in terms of W7}, the trivializations W/, of F'M have the nice property
that they map the corresponding sections o to the identity frame e € GL(d) C R*? of R?, which can be
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U x GL(d)

(id x gB4") A
—1 \IIF}U
B N U) — 2 Ux GL(d)
. TA, M
7TFM(U) ———— UxGL(d) (id x - h)
agBA
<h U x GL(d) (id x - h) .
FM
N7 A
i (id x gB4) o
. e
— Win
7 N U) —2— UxGL(d)
FM
U
T pm .
proj;
U
(a) The trivializations of the frame bundle are right equiv- (b) If identity sections o™ and o are added to the di-
ariant, i.e. they satisfy Um; 0 <th = (id X -h) o ¥py, for agram, the left and right actions agree with each other
any h € GL(d). since Y7, 00 (p) =eand g-e = e- g Vg € GL(d).

F}Bgure 34: Extended diagrams of the frame bundle trivializations which capture the interplay of the transition functions
gP4., the right actions < 4 and - h and the identity sections ** and 0¥ . As before, we abbreviate U = U4F = UANU®.
Except for o4 o 7 o 7 idrar and oBor oy 7 idrar, the diagrams commute. If the trivializations are part of some
G-atlas, similar diagrams, with FM and GL(d) being replaced by GM and G, apply to the corresponding G-structure.

seen by inserting both definitions:

d

) = (o (bhy) (@) = @)k = ¢ (8

1=

@Z’gu,p oo? (p) = wgup ( [(w’?\fp) - (EZ)} (i

=1

This property is often used to define sections of FM given trivializations ¥}, as

_ -1 -1
ot UA o wF;(UA), p= (Th) 7 (pe) = (Vi) (e), (183)
which ultimately coincides with our definition in Eq. (T80). Since o and W}}, constructed this way imply
each other they are sometimes called identity sections and canonical local trivializations. Extending the
diagram in Fig. with identity sections o and o, related by Eq. fixes h = gP4 and thus leads to
the commutative diagram in Fig. The left and right multiplications with g4 on the typical fiber GL(d)
coincide hereby only since ¢73,, 0 0 = 5, o o” = e for which g%4 . e = gB4 = ¢. gB4. Compare

Fig. to Fig.[32} which shows the left gauge action g7 on GL(d) and the right action <i(g/#) ! of the
inverse group element which transforms between the corresponding identity section frames.

G-atlas induced G-structure GM: The agreement of the transition functions of the tangent bundle and
the frame bundle in Eq. (T78) implies that a G-atlas of TM induces a G-atlas for FM. As we will derive
in the following, such G-atlases fix a corresponding G-structure GM, i.e. a principal G-subbundle of FM,
consisting of preferred frames.

To motivate the definition of GM in terms of a given G-atlas {(U X \Ilﬁfu) }X cx

of its local trivializations W7}, and W2, with overlapping domains and let p € U4 N UZ. The trivializa-
tions define reference frames o (p) and o®(p) in F,M, which are according to Eq. (T81) related by the

of F'M, consider two
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right action of some element gf“‘ of the reduced structure group G < GL(d). Any such defined frame is
therefore seen to be an element of a G-orbit G,M = G in F,M = GL(d). Specifically, expressing the
S . . -1 -1 —1
identity sections via Eq. (I83) as 0 (p) = (¢73,,)  (e) andoB(p) = (v5,,) " (e) = (954¢h,,) (e) =
(Virp) - ((ng) _1) suggests the pointwise definition of the G-structure in terms of inverse images of G
by (arbitrary) gauge maps:
~1
GPM = {(wg\[p) (g) ’ g € G} = (¢£u,p)

-1

(G) (184)

The independence from the chosen gauge of the G-atlas is clear as any other choice (wﬁ,p)‘l

(@) =
(w;‘fmp)_l <(ng)_1G) = (1&%,,,71))_1(61) would yield the same result. As one can easily check, G,M is
indeed a right G-torsor since G is a right G-torsor and wg“) is by Eq. a right GL(d)-equivariant —
and thus in particular right G-equivariant — isomorphism. The required smoothness of GM = ]_[pe v GpM
follows from the smoothness of the trivializations W7},

A G-atlas of local trivializations of GM is given by restricting the trivializations in the G-atlas of FM to
frames in GM, that is,

Ua, = FAEI}W(;;[(UA) : wg]&(UA) U %@, (185)
or, locally,
Vorrp = Virp| ot GoM = G. (186)
It follows immediately that the G-valued transition functions agree with those of TM and F'M, that is,
va(lelly) = g2%08,, ([e]ly) (187)
and that the trivializations are right G-equivariant:
Yoy (leiliey <h) = ¢4, (lelly)-h  VheG (188)
The frame fields are also given by an equivalent expression
op) = (Whi,) (@ (189)

to that in Eq. (I83). The commutative diagrams in Figs. [34a) and [34b|hold as well when replacing FM with
GM and GL(d) with G.

Induced trivializations of associated bundles A: A G-atlas { (U™, ¥¥) }X < x » consisting of local triv-
ializations Uy : 7rA_1 (U X ) — UX x R¢ of the associated feature vector bundles A = (GM x R¢)/ ~,
is induced from the corresponding trivializations WS, of the G-structure. In order to construct these trivial-

izations, recall that A is defined in terms of equivalence classes [[ei]f:h f] consisting of pairs of reference
frames and feature coefficient vectors which are related by the equivalence relation ~, defined in Eq. (T70).

A natural idea is thus to trivialize [[ei];i:l, f ] € A, by picking one representative of its equivalent coefficient
vectors in R¢. A preferred choice of representative is hereby given by that coefficient vector belonging to the
identity section frame o (p) corresponding to Wz .

Let [e;]%, := 0?(p) < h € G,M be some frame that is defined by an offset h € G relative to section o

This offset can be recovered by the trivialization of the G-structure:
Yoy (leilicy) = Yo, (0" () <h) = a0 (@) -h = b (190)

Here we used the right G-equivariance of z/;g;‘M,p and that o is defined as identity section; see Eqs. (T88)
and (T82), the latter adapted to wg‘M,p. We can therefore rewrite any frame via its offset as:

ey = o®(p) < viy, ([e]iy) (191)
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proj,

Figure 35: Coordinate free feature fields are defined as global sections f € I'(LA). On local neighborhoods U# and U®
they trivialize to fields of feature coefficient vectors f# : U4 — R®and fZ : UP — R® whichareon U = U2 N U®
related by fZ(p) = p(ng)fA(p)‘ Except for f o m, # id 4, the diagram commutes.

Similarly, we can rewrite any feature vector [[ei];i:l, f ] € A, by different representatives of the equivalence
class:

leiliey, /] = [0%(p) < v, (), 1] = [0 ®), p (Va,(leilizy)) /] (192)

Based on these insights we define induced trivializations of A by setting

v iaT (U4) 5 UA X RS ([l /] - <7TGM([€Z]1 D) i (el f])), (193)
with
ol A= R [ledin, f] = [40) p(whi(eli)1 ] = p(vdi(edin) 1, (94

which picks that particular representative coefficient vector f4 = p (&, ([ei]lle;)) / € R® that is distin-

guished by the reference frame o (p) corresponding to the chosen gauge. For later convenience we note that
this implies in particular that the inverse of Eq. (T94) is given by

() RO Ay f e [0h(p), ] (195)
The such defined trivialization is independent of the chosen representative since for any £ € G we have:
v (lleddiy a k™ p()f]) = p(wis,(leiy k™)) p(k)f
= (ﬁ@fp([ezh 1) k) p(k)f
= (d’mfp([ez} ))f
= ¢ ([ledis /1) (196)

By construction, the transition functions are given by p(g5*):

W2 (lledis, 1]) = (8, (ledin))f

= pgy Wy (leilizn))f

= p(g;") (Wi, (leiliz))

gy )i ([lediy, 1]) (197)

If the tangent bundle is taken as a G-associated vector bundle TM = (GM x R%)/G, its trivializations are
recovered from Eq. (T93) for the specific choice p(g) = g.

91



Assume a coordinate free feature field f € I'(A) to be given. Relative to gauge W4, it can be locally
represented as a coefficient vector field f4 : U4 — R® by defining

fA = projs o\If;4 of (198)
which is equivalent to the pointwise definition
FAp) = Uiy o f(). (199)

As apparent from the commutative diagram in Fig. [35] the transition functions in Eq. (I97) carry over to the
local coefficient fields such that we get

f2p) = p () () (200)

for p € U2 N UPB. This agrees with and justifies our definition of the gauge transformations of feature
coefficient vectors in Eq. (28).

Summarizing remarks: The here defined local trivializations and transition functions formalize and justify
the definitions of gauges and gauge transformations from Section [3.2] Local trivializations of TM and FM
were shown to induce each other. If a G-atlas is chosen for either of both, it defines a G-structure GM, whose
G-atlas essentially coincides with that of FM. It furthermore induces a G-atlas for any other associated
bundle, including A. As visualized in Fig. the transition functions of all G-atlases for TM, FM, GM
and A agree, making the bundles G-associated to each other. Specifically, when switching from gauge A
to gauge B, the trivializations of TM, FM and GM transform according to a left multiplication with gZ4
while the feature vector bundle trivializations transform according to a left multiplication with p(g®%); see

Egs. (I73), (178), and (Eq. (I97)). At the same time, frame fields transform according to the right
action <1(gBA)71 (Eq. (I81)).

6.5 Parallel transporters on associated bundles

Section[3.3] gave an intuitive introduction to the parallel transport of tangent vectors and feature vectors along
a path v from ¢ € M to p € M. Here we briefly discuss how coordinate free parallel transporters on the
fiber bundles induce each other and derive coordinate expressions relative to given trivializations for them.
We start by assuming coordinate free transporters

Py + TeM — TpM (201)
on the tangent bundle 7'M to be given and explain how they induce transporters
Postry + FeM — 1M (202)

on the frame bundle F'M. If these transporters are G-compatible with the chosen G-structure, as discussed
below, they further induce transporters

Py 1 GeM — GpM (203)
Pt Ag— A (204)

on the associated G-bundles GM and A. In practice, that is, in our literature review in Part most con-
volutional networks assume either transporters that are based on the Levi-Civita connection or some trivial
connection.

A more formal definition of bundle transporters might take a different route, starting by introducing a so
called principal Ehresmann connection on the principal G-bundle GM (which would by definition be G-
compatible). Such an Ehresmann connection can either be defined by a choice of horizontal subbundle
HGM of the tangent bundle TGM of GM or, equivalently, by a Lie algebra-valued connection 1-form
w : TGM — gon GM. The transport on GM would subsequently be defined via the horizontal lift
A1 :[0,1] — GM of curves 7 : [0, 1] — M on the base space such that the tangent vectors of the lift in GM
are horizontal, i.e. "yT € HGM. All transporters on T'M, F'M and A as associated G-bundles would then
be induced from the transporters on the G-structure. Instead of following this formal approach, which would
be rather technical and can be found in the literature [[196, 237, (101} (162, [148], [204], we focus on how the
different transporters interrelate by inducing each other.
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Transport on TM: To this end, we take a shortcut by assuming the coordinate free transporters 7, on

TM to be given. Recall that, given gauges \Ilg, on a neighborhood U Aof q and ¥, on a neighborhood U4
of p, the tangent vector transporter is coordinatized according to Eq. (33), that is,

i = v, 0 By 0 (Vi) € GL(), (205)

and that its coordinatizations transform under gauge transformations at ¢ and p according to Eq. (33):
~ =\ -1
97" = gt (gf A) (206)

We refer back to Eq. (34) for a visualization of these definitions in terms of a commutative diagram.

Transport on FM: Given the transporter on the tangent bundle, the transporter on the frame bundle follows
immediately from the transport of individual frame axes. In equations, let [e;]Z; € F,M be a frame at g,

then the individual axes e; for ¢ = 1, ..., d are tangent vectors in 7; M which can be transported via B, A
We thus define the transporter on the frame bundle asﬂ
d
73@1,75 FoM — Fp M, [ei]zdzl = ,PFM,’y([ei]zd:l) = [7377\1,’}/(67;)]7;:1 (207)

. . . S i \-1 S
In order to derive the explicit form of its coordinatization 1/1;%1]7 © Fipgny © (z/;ﬁqu) € GL(d), consider its

action on a group element i € GL(d), representing a trivialized frame of R? which is spanned by the matrix
columns h.; € RY, i =1,...,d:

(010 Py 0 W) 7] 0) = [0y 0 Py ([(00) ™ (0L,
= 1?%1,1) ( [,PTM,A/ °© (T%qu) B (h:,q)] j:l)

(def. of 1[)5\,{,,;, Eq. M)
(def. of B, .. Eq. 07))
(def. of 1/)15\1,10’ Eq. )
(

~ 1 d
= (w;}wﬁp © rPTM,'y ° (wﬁuq) (h%i))i:l
- d
= (g,‘;‘A(h¢,i))i:1 triv. of 73, _, Eq. @)
— gMh (208)

The coordinatizations of the frame transporters are therefore equivalent to those of the tangent vector trans-
porters in Eq. (203) but act on trivialized frames in GL(d) instead of acting on coefficient vectors in R<.
Their gauge transformations are from the commutative diagram

gAX .
GL(d) - GL(d)
o wgw,q ,PFM - %
9" i M ———— KM ey (209)
1/15\1‘{1 wg\[‘p
GL(d) _ GL(d)
97"

seen to coincide with those of the coordinatized transporters on 7'M in Eq. (206).

*The transport of a frame along y describes a curve " (horizontal lift) in FA. The space spanned by all tangent
vectors 4" in TFM along such curves is the horizontal subbundle H F'M of TF'M, mentioned above.
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Compatibility of connections and G-structures: Not any choice of connection or definition of transporters
on the GL(d)-bundles T'M and F'M is compatible with any G-structure. Specifically, a G-structure might not
be closed under the transport of frames, that is, while a frame in G,M C F,M will by PFM - be transported

to some frame in F,, M, this frame is not necessarily contained in G, M E] Relative to trivializations of GM,

such an incompatibility would reflect in coordinatized transporters ng ¢ G, whose left multiplication is

well defined on the fibers R? and GL(d) of the GL(d)-bundles TM and FM, but not on the fiber G of GM.
If the subbundle GM is not closed under the parallel transport on FM, this means that no well defined
corresponding transport on GM — and thus on any associated G-bundles A — exists.

As an example, consider the Levi-Civita connection on Euclidean spaces, whose transporters keep tangent
vectors and frames parallel in the usual sense on E,4. The {e}-structure (frame field) in Fig. is closed
under this transport, and therefore compatible. The {e}-structure in Fig. on the other hand, is not closed
under the transport, and thus incompatible with the Levi-Civita connection. Similarly, the SO(2)-structure
on S? in Fig. is compatible with the Levi-Civita connection on the sphere, while the {e}-structure in
Fig.[56b|is not.

The reader might wonder which general statements about the compatibility of connections (or transporters)
and G-structures can be made. In general, the Levi-Civita connection, or any other metric connection, are
compatible with the O(d)-structure OM that corresponds to the metricF_E] If the manifold is orientable, the
Levi-Civita connection is furthermore compatible with any SO(d)-structure that corresponds to the metric.
An example is the SO(2)-structure on S? in Fig. A necessary (but not sufficient) condition for a G-
structure to be compatible with a given connection is that the holonomy group of the connection is a subgroup
of the structure group G.

An important special case is that of {e}-structures, since they imply a unique trivial connectionf:@ The cor-
responding transporters move frames in such a way that the stay parallel with the frames of the {e }-structure.
Trivial connections might not seem to be of particular importance for the theory of GM-convolutions, how-
ever, they are actually utilized by many convolutional networks. Specifically, any network that relies on an
{e}-structure is implicitly assuming a trivial connection. This includes all of the models in Table @ with
G = {e}, specifically those which are reviewed in Sections and Note that these models as-
sume the trivial connection only for their feature vector transport but compute geodesics for the transporter
pullback, Eq. (67)), based on the original Levi-Civita connection.

Transport on GM: Assuming that GM is compatible with (i.e. closed under) the transport on F'M, a well
defined transporter is given by restricting the frame bundle transporter to the G-structure:

7D(;M./y =

P

FM,ry

G,M — G,M (210)

GM

The transition functions between different coordinatizations of 77, - do then agree with those of 7, | and
thus also P

T~ We obtain the following commutative diagram, which visualizes the restriction of the diagram

51n terms of a principal Ehresmann connection on F'M, this is the case if the horizontal subbundle HFM C TFM
is not contained in TGM C TFM. An immediate definition of parallel transport in terms of a choice of horizontal
subbundle HGM on the G-structure will always (by definition) lead to a well defined transport on GM.

5This statement holds by definition since metric connections preserve angles and lengths between vectors and thus the
orthonormality of frames. One can furthermore define metric connections as principal Ehresmann connections on OM.

5T A connection is trivial if its holonomy group, i.e. its parallel transport around any closed loop, is trivial [43].

58Only one principal Ehresmann connection H{e}M = T'{e}M can be chosen on {e}M since the vertical subbundle
V{etM is the zero-section of T{e}M .

¥ These models are implicitly assuming a trivial connection by not modeling non-trivial transporters of feature vectors:
they accumulate feature vector coefficients without transforming them.
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in Eq. 209) from F,M, F,M and GL(d) to G,M, G,M and G-

AA

G al G

% %
BA : 7DGM,'Y BA @11)
gq : G‘]M GPM gp :
w(g\ri,p

G — G

97"

We will in the remainder of this work assume that the transport on GM is well defined.

Transport on A: If the transporters of a connection are well defined on GM, they induce transporters on
any associated G-bundle, including the feature vector bundles A = (GM x R¢)/~,. Let f, := [[e;]e_;, /]
be a coordinate free feature vector in A,. Its parallel transport is given by that equivalence class defined by
keeping some representative coefficients f € R¢ fixed and transporting the corresponding frame [e;]%_;:

Py i Ag = Apy fo = B (fa) = [Py, (@), /] 212)

In Section we claimed that the transporter of numerical feature vector coefficients is given by p( AA)

provided that g 4 € @G, which is the case if the transport on GM is well defined. This coordinate expression
of P, , can be derived by evaluating the action of P, 0 (¢Aq)_1 € p(G) < GL(c) on a feature

coefﬁc1ent vector f € R¢ step by step:

-1 _
[wfp © 7?4,7 © (wfq) }(f) = [wfp © 721, ]([GA(q)’ f]) (def Of wAp ,Eq. @) (213)
= z/}Ap([ (\['y( )’f]) (def of B, .. Eq. @)
— (Vi Py 0 0(@)) - S (def. of s, Eq. (I9%)
-1 ,
= (U’Gu P m[n/ (d’m,ﬁﬂ (e)) - f (def of identity section ot Eq. @)
= p(g,y )f ( %~ in coordinates Eq. (M)
The commutative diagram
AK
Re p(gpy Re
M (k o %
p(9s") Ay ———— p(g*) (214)
/ m
R® RC
(g'v
implies that the gauge transformations of the coordinatized feature vector transporters read:
B i BA\—1
p(977) = plgy*)p(a7%)p(97") (215)

Note that this transformation law is in agreement with that in Eq. (206).
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7 Coordinate free kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions

The associated GG-bundles introduced in Section [6] allow to describe feature fields — and therefore convolu-

. . TA, Ty .
tional networks — on a global level. Given a sequence Ay —> M, ..., Ay —> M, of G-associated feature
vector bundles over M, we describe coordinate free convolutional networks as sequences

Lo Ln

T'(Ag) —— T(A4) T'(Ay) 216)

of parameterized layers Ly, ..., Ly which map between the feature spaces I'(Ap), ..., '(An), i.e. between
spaces of feature fields modeled by the corresponding bundles. While the field types (or transformation laws)
pi : G = GL(¢;) of the intermediate bundles A; := (GM x R%)/ ~, fori = 1,..., N — 1 have to be
specified by the user as a hyperparameter, the field types po : G — GL(c¢o) and px : G — GL(cy) of the
network input and output are typically determined by the learning task. The modular construction of neural
networks allows to restrict attention to individual layers, mapping between feature spaces I'(A;,) and T'(Aqu)
of dimensionality ci, and ¢y, and type p, and p,,,.

7.1 IX1GM-convolutionS . . . . . . . . . . . e e 96)
7.1.1  1x1 GM-convolutions as vector bundle M-morphisms . . . .. ... ... ... .. 97l
7.1.2  1x1 GM-convolutions as homomorphism bundle sections . . . .. ... ...... 98
7.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . . . .. ... ... .. (10Tl
7.2.1 Kernelfields . . . . .. .. e (101l
7.2.2  Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... 103
7.2.3  Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions in local coordinates . . . . . . . . .. [106]

The main goal of this section is to introduce coordinate free GM -convolutions, which are the central build-
ing blocks of GM-coordinate independent networks on Riemannian manifolds. To get started, and to in-
troduce concepts which are required later on, we will in Section [7.1] first focus on the simpler case of
1x1 GM -convolutions, which apply point-like kernels. Section[7.2]shifts the focus to GM -convolutions and
kernel field transforms with spatially extended kernels. They are parameterized in terms of smooth, global
kernel fields, which are introduced in Section GM -convolutional kernel fields are required to share
weights between different spatial positions. In order for this weight sharing to be GM -coordinate indepen-
dent, the template kernels that parameterize GM -convolutional kernel fields are required to be G-steerable
(Eq. (242)). The actual kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions are introduced in Section Their
global definition is guided by replacing the local coordinate expressions from Section {.2] with their global,
coordinate free counterparts. As shown in Section these coordinate free definitions reduce in local
trivializations to the coordinate expressions form Section 4.2}

7.1 1x1 GM-convolutions

1x1 GM-convolutions map input feature fields fi, € I'(A;,) to output feature fields fouw € I'(Aouw) by
linearly mapping each individual input feature vector fin(p) € Ainp, = R to an output feature vector
fout(p) € Aout,p = R at the same location p € M. The convolutional character is implemented by sharing
the linear map from Aj, ;, to Aqy,, between different spatial locations. However, while the feature spaces
Ainp and Aj, 4 as well as Aqy , and Aoy q are for different p, ¢ € M isomorphic to each other, there is no
canonical isomorphism between them given if the considered structure group G is non-trivial. It is therefore
not obvious how the linear map could be shared between different locations. As already suggested in the
introduction of this section, this issue is resolved by considering G-equivariant kernels which are indifferent
to the specific choice of isomorphism or gauge. The arbitrariness of the trivialization which is chosen from
the G-atlas reflects the GM -coordinate independence of 1x1 GM -convolutions.

Mathematically, 1x1 GM -convolutions can be formulated either as specific vector bundle M -morphisms or
via the corresponding sections of (associated) homomorphism bundles Hom(A;p,, Aoy ). Since we require
both concepts later on, we will introduce both viewpoints in the following Sections and
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7.1.1 1Xx1 GM-convolutions as vector bundle M-morphisms

1x1 GM-convolutions can be formalized in terms of specific smooth vector bundle M -morphisms which
share weights over spatial positions. Ignoring the requirement for shared weights for now, such a vector
bundle A -morphism C is a smooth bundle map satisfying the following commutative diagram:

A]n —> -Aout

(217)
WAm Thou
The commutativity 7, =7

g © C ensures that each fiber Ajj ,, is mapped to the fiber Ay, over the same
pointp € M (Wthh glves rise to the “M” in the term M- morphism). As a vector bundle morphism, the
restriction C|, : Ain p — Aout,p to a single fiber is further defined to be linear. Relative to a local trivialization

\IJA of Aj, and %A of Ayy, the bundle map is therefore at each point p € U represented by a matrix

out

iy = wﬁm,p oClpo Aﬁ.,p)il € Rewxen, (218)

Its relationship to a second coordinatization C” is at p € U4 N U given by

CPly = pouclgP?) €y o (927, (219)

which is evident from the commutative diagram below:

A

[RCin ¢ ‘p R Cout

’(’l}Axi. P Clp 4

(o) Ay — s o, pulf) 20
B

wA‘" P \"lp/‘

Rci" Rcout
CPly

The bundle map C acts on input feature fields fi, € I'(A;,) to produce output feature fields
Jouw=Co fn € T(Aow)- (221)

In terms of a commutative diagram, this mapping is visualized as:

ll'l —> AOUI

(222)
fout

In order for a vector bundle M -morphism Cg,, to represent a 1x1 GM -convolution, it needs to be parame-

terized in terms of a 1x1 GM -convolution kernel template K, € R%=* which is shared with coordina-
tizations at all spatial positions. As argued before, no particular gauge must thereby be preferred in order to
ensure GM -coordinate independence. 1t is therefore necessary to share the weights with all trivializations
X € X of the G-atlas AC simultaneously, that is, to require:

C1)§M|p = Kiq for any gauge X € X with p € UXx. (223)
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From the transformation behavior between different coordinatizations in Eq. (Z19) it follows that the kernel
template has to satisfy the linear constraint

Pou(9) Kix1 p(9) " = Ka Vg €G, (224)

that is, it has to be an intertwiner (an equivariant linear map). The vector space

Kix19,(9) = pou(9) Kia Vg € G (225)

of intertwining maps characterizes the space of GM -coordinate independent 1x1-convolution kernels fully.
As already mentioned in Section Schur’s Lemma [[15]] implies that the requirement on Kj.; to be
an intertwiner prevents a mapping between fields which transform under non-isomorphic irreducible repre-
sentations via 1x1 GM -convolutions. The more general GM -convolutions with spatially extended kernels,
defined in Section will resolve this issue.

With these preparations we are ready to give a concise definition of 1x1 GM -convolutions:

HOmg(pin, pout) = {lel c RCOU!XCm

Definition 7.1 (1 X1 GM -convolution). A 1x1 GM -convolution is a map
Kia®: F(~Ain) — F(-Aout>7 fin = Kixa ®fin = Clelo fin (226)

which is parameterized by an intertwining 1x1 GM -convolution kernel K11 € Home(p, , po). Here
Ck,,, is the unique smooth vector bundle M -morphism between Aj, and Aoy which is in arbitrary gauges
wAm » and onm » from the considered G-atlas pointwise defined by

Chivalp = ¥, o Knaody . (227)
The independence of the chosen gauges (GM -coordinate independence) is guaranteed by Ky, being an

intertwiner.

To show the independence of the chosen gauge explicitly, consider any G-related trivializations p, (g) ¥, »
and p,,.(9) ¥, o for an arbitrary structure group element g € GG, which leave the construction of

CKIXI’p = (pout(g> onm,p)_l © K1><1 o (pm(g) wAimp)
= wil ° (pout(g)ilKDd pin(g)) O%imp

AoutsP

= ,(/J_A:j,p o K1><1 o ’(/JAimp (228)
invariant. That such defined 1x1 GM-convolutions are indeed mapping to sections in I"'(Aoy) follows from
Ck,, being a bundle map. An overview of local coordinatizations of 1x1 GM -convolutions is given in
Fig.[36

7.1.2 1Xx1 GM-convolutions as homomorphism bundle sections

While the vector bundle M -morphism with gauge independent coordinatizations from Def. and Fig. 36|
fully specifies a 1x1 GM-convolution, we will now adopt an alternative viewpoint which describes

s
Hom

1x1 GM-convolutions in terms of the homomorphism bundle Hom (A, Aow) —— M. To this end, re-
call that the vector bundle morphism C in Eq. restricts to linear maps C|, : Ain p — Aou,p Over each
p € M. The set of such linear maps (or vector space homomorphisms) between Ajj , and Aoy, is denoted
as Hom (A p, Aou,p). Since it is closed under linear combinations, it forms a vector space itself. It can be
shown that the disjoint union

Hom (Ain, Aow) == [ Hom(Ain p, Aoup) (229)
peEM

of these homomorphism spaces forms a vector bundle, the homomorphism bundle between A;, and Ay,
when being equipped with the projection map 7, : Hom(Ain, Aowr) — M which sends elements in
Hom(Ainp, Aout,p) to p and a smooth structure induced from that of A;, and Ay [53]]. The fibers over p
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CR., = (id x Kix)

U x R

(id X pou (97) )

R Cout

C}%Xl = (id X K1><1)

Figure 36: Coordinatization of an 1x1 GM-convolution K11 ® : I'(Ain) — I'(Aow) and its corresponding vector bundle
M-morphism Cg,,,. The convolutional character is encoded into the morphism by sharing a kernel matrix Kia €
Ru*¢n gver different spatial Apositions p € M. Since no gauge is to be preferred, the kernel is furthermore shared
over different trivializations Cz, , and C EM. The commutativity of the diagram for any choices \I{Zén, \I{Zé,m and ‘1{4{31",
‘IJAB; .. therefore enforces the constraint pou(g) Kix1 pin (g)f1 = Kixa Vg € G which restricts the kernel matrix to be an
intertwiner (an equivariant linear map), that is, Kixx € Homga/(p,,, po) C R"* . Except for fin 0 m, 7 ida, and

[lel @fin} om, 7 ida,,, the diagram commutes.

satisfy Hom(Aip p, Aour,p) = Hom(R% Rew) = ReuXn guch that we can take the typical fiber to be the
vector space of real-valued coy X ¢, matrices. The trivializations

Vo = 7 L (U) = Ux R H v (p, Yyomp(H)), (230)

Hom

where we abbreviated p = 7, (H), are induced from the trivializations of Aj, and Ao, by defining

: -1
Yhiomp: Hom(Ain p, Aour,p) — RO H YpCHO (wAimp) (231)
in analogy to Eqs. (218) and (T8). This implies transition maps
B B B 1
H - ,(/]‘Aoul»po Ho (,(/]Aimp)
B A N lpga A B \~1
= Y © W) H 00,0 ()
-1
= Pou(974) H p,(95)
= Prom (g74) HA (232)

between gauges ¥l and U2 on U4 N UPB, where we introduced the homomorphism group representation
Prom : G — GL(R®u*¢n) as left and right multiplication with p,, and p, for notational convenience)””| The
homomorphism bundle Hom (.A;,, Aoy is by construction associated to TM, GM, A;, and Aoy, that is, its
trivializations transform synchronously with those of the other bundles. As a G-associated vector bundle, it

can be identified with (GM x RCuwxcin)/ o T18- gives an overview of the local trivializations of
Hom (Ajn, Aou ). Note the similarity to the trivializations of the other associated G-bundles in Fig.

1n general, a homomorphism bundle between two non-associated vector bundles with structure groups G and G'a
would have a structure group G1 x G2. Since Aj, and Aoy are associated, they transform synchronously under the same
structure group G1 = G2 = G such that their transition maps take values in the diagonal subgroup G of G x G.
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U X Rcoulxcin
\IIB;m .

" (id X Ao (977) )

\IIA
7-[-;“1“ (U) Ll U x RCou X Cin
7rHom .

projy
U

(a) Trivialization of Hom (Ain, Aout). Being associated to
TM, GM, Ain and Aoy, the transition maps of the homo-
morphism bundle are determined by the same group ele-
ment gB# of the shared structure group G' (compare this
to Fig.[33). Unconstrained vector bundle M-morphisms
as shown in Eq. correspond to unconstrained smooth

(id X Priom (gBA) )

)

\I/B
1 Hom
TrHom(U) §—>A U X HOHIG (pin7 pout)
\I/Hom C RCout X ¢jp
UK1><1 &Z ﬂ-Hom
proj;

U

(b) The sections ok, M —  Hom(Ain, Aou)
of the homomorphism bundle which correspond to
1x1 GM -convolutions are exactly those which trivialize to
the same (intertwining) matrix K1 € Home/(p,,; pou) €

Ru*¢n in all gauges. Such sections correspond to bundle
maps which trivialize as specified in Fig.[3§]

sections of Hom (Ain, Aout)-

Figure 37: Local trivializations of the homomorphism bundle Horn(.Ain7 Aout), which is the vector bundle of linear
maps between the spaces Ainp and Aow,p for any p € M. As usual we abbreviate U = UA N UB. Except for
0Ky © Tom 7 1dHom(A4;,, Aq) the diagrams commute.

From the viewpoint of homomorphism bundles, unconstrained bundle maps as in Eq. correspond to the
action of unconstrained smooth homomorphism bundle sections

OHom : M +— Hom(Aj,, Aow) such that (233)

which can be interpreted as 1x1 kernel fields that do not share weights. Their global existence is guaranteed by
Hom(Ajy, Aoy ) being a vector bundle. Sections corresponding to 1 x1 GM -convolutions require in addition
that the linear transformations orom(p) € Hom(Aiy p, Aou,p) are determined by a template kernel Kiq €
Reux¢n which is shared over different positions p € M and any choice of gauge. They can therefore for any
p € M be defined as

T Hom © OHom = id]\/[

0K (p) = wl—;)}n,p (Kbd)’ K1 € Homg (pm7 pou[) ) (234)
where the chosen trivialization Wy, is arbitrary if (and only if) K4 satisfies the intertwiner constraint
Puom (@)K = K Vg€ G, (235)

which is equivalent to Eq. @D@ The gauge irrelevance of such sections is visualized in the commutative
diagram in Fig. (compare this to the equivalent bundle map trivialization in Fig. [36).

Summarizing remarks: A smooth 1x1 GM-convolution layer K1 ® : T'(Ain) — T'(Aout), fin > four can
equivalently be defined via a smooth bundle map as fou(p) := Ck,,, © fin(p) or via a smooth homomorphism
bundle section as fou(p) := 0K, (P) © fin(p). By definition, both trivialize in an arbitrarily chosen gauge
Ud to f2(p) = Kiaf(p). The GM-coordinate independence of this definition is guaranteed by the
intertwining property of the kernel in Eq. (224) or, equivalently, Eq. (233). This can be seen by considering
a different trivialization via U2 :

Hom*

K fB(p) = K (Pm(gf A) if(P))
= pou(95) Kva fi (p)
Pou (95 fom (D)

= foﬁ(p)

®IThe required smoothness of the section follows from the smoothness of the local trivializations.

(236)
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7.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions

We now turn to kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions with spatially extended (convolution) kernels.
Section introduces general, unconstrained kernel fields and more specific GM-convolutional kernel
fields, which are defined in terms of a shared, G-steerable template kernel. General kernel field transforms
and GM -convolutions are introduced in Section As both are defined globally, their formulation is
necessarily coordinate free. Section[7.2.3|expresses both operations relative to local trivializations, recovering
our local definitions from Section [4.2]

7.2.1 Coordinate free kernels fields and G-steerable kernels

To detect spatial pattens in feature fields, convolutional networks apply spatially extended kernels which
linearly accumulate features from a local neighborhood around each point. In Eq. we defined (uncon-
strained) template kernels for a d-dimensional manifold and c;,- and ¢, -dimensional input and output feature
fields as maps K : R? — R X which assign a coy X ¢jp matrix to each point of their domain. The defini-
tion of convolution kernels as maps with domain R? = T,,M and codomain R%«* < 2 Hom (A p, Aoutp)
suggests a coordinate free definition of kernels as maps between the tangent spaces and the corresponding
homomorphism spaces:

Definition 7.2 (Kernel field). We define (unconstrained) kernel fields of type p, , po, on a manifold M as
smooth bundle M -morphisms between the tangent bundle T'M and the feature vector homomorphism
bundle Hom(Ajp, Aow). By its definition as an M -morphism, a kernel field KC lets the following diagram
commute:

™ — & Hom( A, Aow)

(237)

ﬂ—Hom

M

Despite smoothly mapping between two vector bundles, K is not assumed to be a vector bundle mor-
phism, that is, the restrictions ICp, : T,M — Hom(Ain p, Aou,p) are not assumed to be lineanﬁ

The name kernel field is motivated by the fact that such defined bundle maps X assign a (potentially different)
coordinate free kernel /C,, : T, M — Hom(Ajp p, Aout,p) to each point p of the manifold)®’| In practice, kernels
IC,, are often designed to detect local patterns around p and are therefore assumed to be compactly supported
around the origin of T}, M.

A coordinate free kernel /), at p is relative to gauges wﬁ,‘p and wlﬁ)m,p of the G-atlases given by the map

Cout X Cin — -1
KR — R =l 0 Ky o (V) - (238)

2This reflects that convolution kernels are in general not linear as maps K : R — R%u*¢n_ Note that this does
not interfere with the linearity of K (0) € R “n (as map R% — R°) for any v € R or, here, the linearity of
Kp(v) € Hom(Ain,p, Aou,p) (as map Ain p — Aou,p) for any v € T, M.

% We expect that it is possible to work out a well defined notion of kernel bundles whose sections are in one to one
correspondence to our definition of kernel fields as bundle maps (this reformulation would mirror the transition from

Eq. €7) to Eq. @33)).
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Fig. Visualizes a coordinate free kernel on 7,,M and its coordinatizations on R relative to different gauges.
From the commutative diagram

R K5 R %0
gBA. T,M _ Hom (Ain|p, Aoutlp) Priom (92) (239)
Rd o RCouX€in

it follows that different kernel coordinatizations are related by
B BA A BA\~1
Ky = Prom (gp ) ok o (gp ) : (240)
Note that this relation only implies GM -coordinate independence but does not constrain the coordinate free
kernel in any way. As before, the situation changes when sharing weights over spatial positions.

In order for a kernel field Kx to correspond to a convolution, it needs to be fully specified by a single
template kernel K : R? — RC%u>¢n which is shared over all spatial positions. We are again forced to share
weights with all gauges X € X simultaneously in order to preserve their equivalence and thus GM -coordinate
independence. As argued in Section [4.2.3] the appropriate way of sharing K with kernel coordinatizations

K p involves a normalization by the reference frame volume / \7][),( | and is defined by

_K

The reason for the frame normalization factor is that convolutions will later be defined in terms of integrals
over the tangent spaces. We are therefore actually required to share the integral operator itself in different co-

Kik, = for any gauge X € X with p € UX . (241)

ordinatizations, which is equivalent to identifying the matrix-valued integration measures Kjx p (0) 4/ \ng" | do

for any gauge X € X atp € M with a template measure K (v) do. The form of the kernel sharing in Eq. (241)
follows by equating both expressions.

Together with the relation /|n/!| = |det(ng)‘ \/Inf| between different frame volumes, the kernel trans-
formation law in Eq. (240) and the weight sharing in Eq. (241)) imply the G-steerability kernel constraint
1
‘ det g‘ p Hom

Valid template kernels are thus given by the invariants under the simultaneous gauge action of |det g| =1,
Puom(9) and g~ 1. Writing out the representation p,, , acting on R« via multiplication with p,, and pi;1
from the left and right, respectively, the constraint in Eq. @]} is seen to be equivalent to that in Eq. (83)), i.e.
K(go) = [det g~ pou(g) K () pin(9) ™" Vg € G, v R

We cast these insights into definitions:

Definition 7.3 (G-steerable kernel). G-steerable kernels are characterized by their invariance under the
gauge action. The vector space of smooth G-steerable kernels that map between field types p, and p,,
is defined by

()oKog' = K Vgegq. (242)

1
G — . R4 Cout X Cin -1 _
G = {1 R =5 R smooth | derg] Pren(@) 0 K 09! = K Vg € G}, (243)

e 1
= {K: RY — [RCou>Cin smooth’ mp(,ut(g)K(g_1())pm(g)_1 =K(o) Vge@G,ve Rd},
(244)
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where py...(9)H = po(9)Hp, (9)" for any H € R%*¢n and G < GL(d). The gauge invariance of
G-steerable kernels allows for GM -coordinate independent weight sharing.

G-steerable kernels were in [34] introduced to equivariant deep learning, where finite groups were assumed.
The current formulation in Def. was proposed in [235]. A complete solution for the G-steerable kernel
spaces for arbitrary representations p, and p,, of structure groups G < O(2) has been derived in [234], an
implementation is publicly available at https://quva-lab.github.io/e2cnn/api/e2cnn.kernels.
html. Mathematically, steerable kernel are equivalent to representation operators like for instance the spher-
ical tensor operators from quantum mechanics. A generalization of the Wigner-Eckart theorem describes
G-steerable kernels as being composed from harmonic basis functions, Clebsch-Gordan coefficients and en-
domorphisms of irreducible representations [[128]].

Definition 7.4 (GM -convolutional kernel field). A GM -convolutional kernel field Kx of type p, , po. is a
kernel field which is determined by a shared, G-steerable template kernel K € f]{f Pout” It is in arbitrary

gauges Qﬂﬁ],p and z/Jflim,p from the considered G-atlas pointwise defined by:

-1
Krp = (Vimp)  © oYy (245)

7|
The smoothness of Kk follows from the smoothness of the gauges, the metric and the template kernel.

As in the case of 1x1 GM-convolutions, the arbitrariness of the particular choice of gauge in Eq. (243)
— and therefore the GM -coordinate independence of the definition — is guaranteed by the GG-steerability of
K e ﬂ{f Pout To show this explicitly, one may define the kernel field relative to some gauge B and then apply

a transformation to any other gauge A, which cancels out and therefore leads to an equivalent expression:

- K
K:K’P = (d}lﬁm,p) ! © owf‘\ﬂp

VPl

= (pHom (ng) wlﬁ)m.p) o

© (ng ’ wﬁ%-p)

K
o
VAl / |det(gF4)]
_1 . ’det(ng)‘ Phom (ng)_l oKo ng
VA

-1 K
= (wl?om,p> ° W ° 1/’5%1,;; (246)
Fig.[38|gives an overview of the local trivializations of GM -convolutional kernel fields in terms of a commu-
tative diagram.

= (w:l‘om.p>

Note that the G-steerability constraint in Eq. (244) or (243) reduces to the constraint on 1x1 GM -convolution
kernels in Eq. (224) or (233) when being evaluated at the origin v = 0 of R?, which is invariant under the
action of any g € G. The results on 1x1 GM -convolutions, derived in the previous section, are therefore seen
to be a special case for the choice of point-like kernelsF_I] We further want to mention that the constraint on
spatially extended kernels does in general not require their codomain to be restricted to Homeg (p, ; pou)» 1-€-
the space of intertwiners. In contrast to 1x1 GM -convolutions, this allows GM -convolutions with spatially
extended kernels to map between fields that transform according to non-isomorphic irreducible representa-
tions.

7.2.2 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions

Having defined both feature fields and kernel fields, we are ready to introduce kernel field transforms and
GM -convolutions. They are pointwise defined in terms of integral operators which compute output feature
vectors fou(p) at points p € M by matching the kernel KC,, at p with the feature field fi, “as seen from p”.

%To make this statement precise, one would have to generalize Def. to operator-valued distributions and define
1x1 GM -convolution kernels as operator-valued Dirac deltas. We omit this generalization here for brevity.
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K& = (id x K/v/|nB])

\

U X R Cout X Cin
\Illf)m .
(ld X pHom (gBA) : )

IC — 1 \I]Hom U % Rcoul X Cin
Hnm
T T Hom

proj;
U
- J

Ki = (id x K/\/In?])

Figure 38: Commutative diagram showing local coordinatizations of a GM -convolutional kernel field Ky as defined in
Def. @ Convolutional weight sharing requires the coordinate expression of the kernel field i at any point p € M
and any gauge X at p to be determined by the shared template kernel K : R* — R a5 KX = K/./[nX|. The
commutativity of the diagram then implies the G-steerability constraint |det g|™*p,,.. (9) o Ko g™ = K Vg € G on
the space K& PP of template kernels. We want to emphasize that, despite looking similar to the diagram in Fig.|36] the
diagram in the current figure should be seen as analog to that in Fig. @ The difference between the current diagram and
that in Fig. is that the linear maps in the homomorphism bundle are via Kx : TM — Hom(Ajn, Aou) determined
by an element of the tangent bundle T'M instead of the section o'k, : M — Hom(Ajn, Aour).

The local representation of an input field “as seen from p” is formally given by its transporter pullback, which
is visualized in Fig. 23] It is defined as the usual pullback from M to T'M via the Riemannian exponential
maﬂ with the additional application of a parallel transporter (Eq. (212))), which is necessary in order to
express the pulled back features in Aj; exp(.) as features in Ay, . Denoting this parallel transporter along the
geodesic path v, (t) := exp((1 — t) v) between v(0) = exp(v) and y(1) = w(v) =: p by

Py espv) - Aexnw) = Ap, (247)

we thus define the pulled back feature field representations on the tangent spaces as follows:
Definition 7.5 (Transporter pullback of feature field to TM). Given a feature field f € T'(A), we define
its (redundant) representation on the tangent bundle as

Exp*f: TM - A, v w— P o foexp(v). (248)

-Avﬂ'}u( 1) +exp(v)

The Riemannian exponential map exp corresponds hereby to the Levi-Civita connection, while the trans-

porter P relies on some G-compatible connection; see Sections|3.3|and
A, 75, (v) <—exp(v)

From the construction it is clear that Exp*f(v) € A, for any v € T,M, that is, Exp*f is a bundle
M -morphism, satisfying the following commutative diagram:

™ Exp’f A

(249)

%5We define the exponential map on the full tangent bundle as exp : TM — M, v — exp, (U)( v). Recall that we

assumed the manifold to be geodesically complete, such that the exponential map is well deﬁned on the whole tangent
bundle (and resort to zero-padding if this assumption fails to hold).
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Despite smoothly mapping between two vector bundles, Exp*f is not assumed to be a vector bundle
morphism, that is, the restrictions Exp; f:1,M— .Ap are usually not linear.

The restriction Exp; f = Exp*f |T ay Of the transporter pullback’s domain to 7, M captures the feature
P

field from the perspective of an observer at p as shown in Fig. 23] Note that this definition resembles a
local representation of the feature field in terms of geodesic normal coordinates, with the difference that
it is not restricted to the injectivity radius of the exponential mapE] We furthermore want to mention that
the transporter may be replaced with any other isomorphism between Acy;,(,) and A,, as done for instance
in [211].

As stated before, kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions are defined as matching the local feature field
representations on the tangent spaces with kernels. Working towards these definitions, note that the bundle
M -morphisms of kernels K : TM — Hom (A, Aou) and local field representations Exp™fi, : TM — Ay,
can be combined to yet another (nonlinear) M -morphism from T'M to Ay,

K X Exp™ fin
_—

TM H0m<Aina Aout) X -Ain % -Aout

; (250)

Thou

M

where ev : (K(v), Exp*fin(v)) — K(v) Exp*fin(v) is the evaluation map on Hom(Aj, Aou) X Ajy. Kernel

field transforms compute output feature vectors at p by integrating this product of kernels and input fields

over the respective tangent space 1), M :

Definition 7.6 (Kernel field transform). Let IC be any smooth kernel field. The corresponding kernel field
transform is a smooth integral transform

T : T(Ain) = T'(Aou) (251)
which is pointwise defined b
[T (fin)] ( /IC Exp*fin(v /IC PP fin(exp,v) dv. (252)

T, M

In order to be well defined, the integral needs to exist and the resulting output field fT)C( f) needs to be
smooth. This requires K to be chosen suitably, e.g. by assuming it to decay rapidly or to be compactly
supported.

Note that general kernel field transforms do not necessarily model convolutions as they do not assume weights
(kernels) to be shared between spatial positions. Such general kernel field transforms will become handy
in Section [8] where we derive a requirement for spatial weight sharing from the requirement for isometry
equivariance.

Appendix |G| discusses the existence and smoothness of kernel field transforms. A sufficient condition for
kernel field transforms to be well defined is the restriction of kernel supports to balls of a fixed radius R > 0:

Theorem 7.7 (Kernel field transform existence for compactly supported kernels). Let K be a kernel
field whose individual kernels IC, at any p € M are (at most) supported on a closed ball of radius
R > 0 around the origin of T,M, that is,

supp(K,) € {ve T,M|[jv| <R} Vpe M. (253)
The corresponding kernel field transform fT,C is then guaranteed to be well defined, i.e. the integral in

Eq. 252) exists and the output field T.(f) € T'(Aow) is smooth for any smooth input field f € T'(A;,).

% Any feature vector f(q) might therefore be represented multiple times on the same tangent space T, M, once for
each v € T,M with exp(v) = q. If this is not desired, one may restrict the kernel support to the injectivity radius of the
exponential map, such that only the geodesically nearest occurrence will be measured.

7The integration over T, M via the Riemannian volume density dv is discussed in Appendix
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Proof: See Appendices|Gland[G.1] O

The requirement to restrict the kernel support to a closed ball of certain radius is common practice in deep
learning. Note, however, that a compactly supported kernel is at odds with scale equivariant convolutions,
which, by the corresponding G-steerability kernel constraints, require infinitely far extending kernels. Current
implementations of scale equivariant convolutions usually approximate scale equivariant kernel spaces by
restricting their support [145}243|[77), 258, [7, 212, [161]] and are therefore covered by Theorem

Based on general kernel field transforms, we define coordinate free GM -convolutions by adding the assump-
tion of spatial weight sharing, i.e. by assuming GM -convolutional kernel fields:

Definition 7.8 (GM -convolution). Let Ai, and Aoy be G-associated feature vector bundles with types p,_

and p,,, respectively. We define the GM -convolution with a G-steerable kernel K € U{E o 95 the

kernel field transform with the corresponding GM -convolutional kernel field /Cx -

Ko s D) > DA, finrs Ko fi o= T (i) = / Kic(v) Bxp*fu(v) dv  (254)
oM

As GM -convolutions do not prefer any reference frame in the G-structure, they are guaranteed to generalize
their inference over all “poses” of patterns which are related by the action of the structure group G see

Eq. (89) and Fig.[25]

7.2.3 Kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions in local coordinates

What is left to show is that the coordinate free definitions of transporter pullbacks, kernel field transforms
and GM-convolutions introduced in this section reduce to the coordinate expressions from Section[4.2] when
being expressed relative to some local trivialization.

The local coordinate expression of the transporter pullback Exp*f of a feature field f is, as usual, defined by
pre- and post-composing it with local trivializations of the corresponding bundles, that is:

]A:Ude%UXRC, (p,0) \IllfoExp*fo(\IJ}?U)fl(p,v)

= (p, ¥, oBxpifo (¥ih,) () (255)

[Exp*f

Local gauge transformations at p € M are from this definition seen to be given by

[Expif]” = p(g24) o [Expif]” o (654) 7" (256)
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We visualize these coordinate expressions in terms of a commutative diagram, which is very similar to that
for the local trivializations of kernel fields in Fig. 38}

[Exp*f]”

)

U x R¢

vy

(id x p(¢"4)-)

A
Epr —>U><RC

TM
T
proj, proj;

[Exp ﬂ

(257)

For an implementation it is useful to further resolve the coordinate expression of the transporter pullback into

those of its individual components, i.e. of the transporter 734 peexp(v)’ the feature field f and the exponential

map exp. This is achieved by expanding it with an identity of the form id,__,, = (1/JAA ( )) wAA o’
exp(v exp(v
where the choice of gauge A at exp(v) is irrelevant as it ultimately drops out:
* A * -1
[Bxpy ] (o) = [, o Bxp)fo (vi,)  |(0)
-1

= U35 0Py expey © F (PO (¥0,)  (9)

_ A Ay -1 A, A 1

= Vip° Py pexpiv) © (7/’A7exp(v)) © d’A,eXp(v) o f(expo(dny,) (v))

AA A A 1
= p(gp<—exp o(zpi‘}M‘p)*l(v)> : f ( €Xp o (wTM,p) (V))
(258)

As expected, we recover our definition from Eq. (67) in Section[d.2.1] which approves that Def. [7.3]is indeed
its coordinate free counterpart.

The coordinate expression of a kernel field transform, which coincides with Eq. (76)) in Section[#.21] is given
by the following theorem:

Theorem 7.9 (Kernel field transform in coordinates). Relative to some gauge A at p € U?, the kernel
field transform is given by the coordinate expression

7. ()] () = / KA@A) [Exp fu] *0) /1] do
/ICA P<—9XPO(1/JT\1 ) I(UA)) f;f(expo(z/};}u.p)il(vA)) \/ |771174‘ d’l}A,

(259)

where the gauges Aat exp(v) are chosen arbitrarily as they cancel out

% Note that the gauges at exp(v) might differ for different v € T,,M and should more correctly be labeled by A,. We
suppress this dependency for brevity.
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Proof: The first expression is derived by a simple calculation which translates all involved quantities into
their corresponding coordinate expressions:

[T ()] (p)
vl 1T (fn)] ()

D ya / K, (v) [Expl, fu] (v) do

o [ ol) ™ 0N) [Bxpp (k)™ ) ] o

—~
—
N

—~
w
=

Rd
D [ lut, o al(wha) M) e ()] [0, 0 [Bxpp ] o (0ih) @) gl o

Rd

/ [itmo © K (W) ') [ o [Bxpp fu] © (Wihey) '] %) /lIng] v

/ KA (wA) [Bxps fn]  (02) /] do (260)

Step (1) expresses the output feature vector at p explicitly in terms of gauge wA , acting on the co-

—
ot
N3

—~
(=]
=

ordinate free kernel field transform. This coordinate free expression is in step (2) expanded as defined
in Def. Step (3) pulls the integral over 1,,M via the chosen gauge back to R?, which is in more
detail described in Appendlx Step (4) inserts an identity map of the form id = (’L/JAA p) o wA’f‘ , and

pulls wA into the integral while step (5) identifies the definition of wHom,p from Eq. (231)). Lastly, we

()ul7

identify the coordinate expressions of KC, and Expy, fi, from Eqs. (238) and (255).

The second expression follows from the first one by expanding the coordinate expression of the trans-
porter pullback according to Eq. (238). O

The coordinate expression for the coordinate free GM -convolutions follows immediately:

Theorem 7.10 (GM -convolutions in coordinates). A coordinate free GM-convolution Kx : T'(Ap) —
T'(Aoy) with a G-steerable kernel K € S’{E Pt is relative to some gauge A atp € U given by

K+ f1" ) = [T, (D] 0) = / K(") [Expyf]" () do?, (261)

that is, by the coordinate expression that was introduced in Eq. (87). This expression may be written out
further as done for general kernel field transforms in Eq. (259).

Proof: The result follows from Theorem by observing that the coordinate free GM -convolution K x is
just a kernel field transform with the corresponding GM -convolutional kernel field Kr; see Def.
Specifically, the coordinate expression of a GM -convolutional kernel field g is according to Def.

given by the frame volume normalized G-steerable kernel K, that is, IC;?,p =K/,/ |17p |. Inserting this

identity in Eq. (259) leads to the claimed coordinate expression for GM -convolutions. O

This result assures that a global, coordinate free GM -convolution can be implemented in terms of its local
coordinate expressions relative to some G-atlas of local trivializations that cover M.
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8 Isometry equivariance

A main characteristic of the convolution operation and its various generalizations is their equivariance w.r.t.
symmetries of the underlying manifold. For instance, the conventional convolution on Euclidean spaces
is translation equivariant while spherical convolutions are rotation equivariant. More generally, any lo-
cally compact group and their homogeneous spaces admit group convolutions [84, [123] 31}, [75], which
were recently picked up by the deep learning community to generalize convolutional networks to such
spaces [33) [121} 37, [7]. However, as these approaches rely fundamentally on the global, transitive sym-
metries of the homogeneous space, they do not immediately apply to general Riemannian manifolds.

GM -convolutions on the other hand shift the focus from global symmetries of the space itself to local symme-
tries in the coordinatization of the space. As it turns out, the local gauge equivariance of GM -convolutions,
together with convolutional weight sharing, induces their equivariance under the action of global symmetries.
Stated more precisely, GM -convolutions are equivariant under the action of G-structure preserving isome-
tries (Def. [8.1), which form a subgroup Isomgas < Isom(M) of the full isometry group. The requirement
on the symmetry to be an isometry (i.e. to preserve the metric) comes hereby from the use of exponential
maps, which rely on the Levi-Civita connection and thus Riemannian metric. The additional requirement on
these isometries to preserve the G-structure is a consequence of the definition of feature vector bundles as
associated G-bundles, whose elements have a well defined meaning only relative to those reference frames
that are contained in GM. Note that the latter is not really a restriction, as one may always choose structure
groups G > O(d), for which any isometry respects the corresponding G-structure. On the contrary, this
design allows for a precise control of the level of isometry equivariance. For instance, the conventional con-
volution on Euclidean vector spaces relies on the canonical {e}-structure of R?, visualized in Fig. and
is therefore solely translation equivariant. An SO(d)-structure on RY, visualized in Fig. is additionally
preserved by rotations, and thus corresponds to SE(d)-equivariant convolutions. Equivariance under the full
isometry group E(d) of R is implied when choosing an O(d)-structure on R<.

8.1 Isometries and their action on manifolds, bundlesand fields . . . . . . ... ... ...... 10
8.1.1  TSOMELry GrouUPS . . o v v v v e v et e e e e e e e e 11
8.1.2 Isometry actionon fiberbundles . . . . . ... ... ... L. 1
8.1.3 Isometry action in local coordinates . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. L 16l
8.1.4 Commutativity of isometry actions with the exponential map and transporters . . . . [121]
8.2 Isometry equivariance of kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions . . . . . . . . .. .. 23
8.2.1 Isometry equivariance of general kernel field transforms . . . . . ... ... .. .. 24
8.2.2 Isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ... .. [126]
8.3 Quotientkernel fields . . . . . . . . . . ... 1129]
8.3.1 Isometry induced quotient Spaces . . . . . . . . . . ... et 130
8.3.2 Quotient representative kernel fields and stabilizer constraints . . . . . . ... ... 133

The goal of this section is to derive theorems which formally characterize the isometry equivariance of GM -
convolutions and kernel field transforms. Section[8.T]lays the foundations of this investigation by introducing
isometry groups of Riemannian manifolds and discussing a range of well known relation and constructions
which they induce. Specifically, Section[8.1.1]introduces isometries and isometry groups while Section[8.1.7]
defines their induced action (“pushforwards”) on the associated bundles in a coordinate free setting. In
Section [8.1.3] we express these actions on bundles relative to local trivializations and discuss their passive
interpretation as isometry induced gauge transformations, visualized in Figs. [TT] (right) and[22] Section[8.1.4]
briefly states how the quantities involved in kernel field transforms behave under the action of isometries.

Based on these properties, we study the isometry equivariance of kernel field transforms and GM-
convolutions in Section[8.2] After defining the term “isometry equivariance” formally, Section[8.2.1] proves a
central result, which asserts that the demand for isometry equivariance requires the invariance of the kernel
field under isometries; see Fig. Section considers the more specific GM -convolutions and proves
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6 €S0(2) ¢ ER

¢ € 0(2) = Isom(M)
(a) Action of different subgroups of the isometry group on fields. (b) Orbits of the isometry group.

Figure 39: Visualizations of the isometry group Isom(M) = O(2) of an egg M, which we will use throughout this
section to exemplify different concepts and constructions relating to isometries. Fig.[39a]shows the action of the isometry
group on (tangent or feature) vector fields. It can be thought of as consisting of the subgroups of rotations in SO(2) and
reflections in (R. The action of the isometry group partitions the egg into orbits Isom(M).p = {(p) ’ ¢ € Isom(M)} of
points p € M, shown in Fig.[39]in different colors. Note that not all orbits are homeomorphic to each other — the orbits
at the poles are single points while any other orbit traces out a circle around the egg. The isometry group of the egg acts
non-transitively on it, that is, not every point can be reached from any other point. A kernel field transform is isometry
equivariant if it commutes with the isometry action on feature fields. We show that isometry equivariance is guaranteed if
and only if the kernel field is invariant under the action of isometries. This implies in particular that isometry equivariance
require weight sharing along the isometry orbits; see Fig. @

that they are by design equivariant under any isometry that preserves the G-structure. This result implies in
particular, that OM -convolutions are equivariant w.r.t. any isometry.

The invariance constraint on kernel fields enforces that they share weights over the orbits of the isometry
group. This suggests that invariant kernel fields can equivalently be described by representative kernels on
orbit representatives, which we formalize in Section[8:3] Section [8:3.1] discussed isometry induced quotient
spaces and their representatives. In Section [8.3.2] we use these mathematical definitions to prove that the
space of isometry invariant kernel fields is indeed isomorphic to kernel fields on quotient representatives. This
implies in particular that isometry equivariant kernel field transforms on homogeneous spaces are necessarily
convolutions, which closes the loop to prior work.

8.1 Isometries and their action on manifolds, bundles and fields

In this section we introduce most of the mathematical concepts required for our study of the isometry equiv-
ariance of kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions. After defining isometries in Section [8.I.1] we
discuss in Section [8.1.2| how they induce natural actions on tangent vectors and reference frames. For struc-
ture groups G < O(d), not any isometry is compatible with any G-structure. We define the subgroup
Isomgpy < Isom(M) of those isometries which do act on (induce automorphisms of) a G-structure GM
and their G-associated feature bundles. While these constructions are kept coordinate free, Section m ex-
presses the action of isometries on fiber bundles relative to local bundle trivializations. In preparation for our
investigation of isometry equivariant kernel field transforms later on, Section [8.1.4] discusses how isometries
commute with the exponential map and with parallel transporters, which allows to derive how isometries act
on the transporter pullback Exp,, f of feature fields f. While staying mostly mathematical, we try to draw
connections to the application wherever possible.
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Figure 40: An asymmetric manifold, whose
global isometry group is trivial. Since the asym-
metry is limited to the ears and the mouth of
“Suzanne”, the monkey, there are non-trivial lo-
calized symmetries left. For instance, the smooth

map ¢ : U4 — U between the red and green
highlighted subsets preserves the metric locally.
All concepts developed in Section [81] as well
as the isometry equivariance of point-wise oper-
ations like 1x1-convolutions generalize immedi-
ately to such isometries between local subsets.
The isometry equivariance of kernel field trans-
forms with spatially extended kernels generalizes
up to boundary effects.

8.1.1 Isometry groups

A (global) isometry ¢ : M — M is a diffeomorphism between Riemannian manifolds (M, ) and (M, #),

which preserves the metric. In terms of the pushforward (differential) ¢, ,, : TM — TM of tangent vectors,
which we introduce in Appendix[A-2]and in Section [8:1.2]below, this statement is made precise by requiring
that isometries satisfy

np(v7 w) = ﬁ¢(p)(¢*,11\1v7 *,1;\1w) v pe Mv v, w € ,-Z?DM’ (262)

i.e. that they preserve distances and angles between tangent vectors. Intuitively, an isometry is thought of as
a distance preserving map between manifolds. Note that the inverse of an isometry is necessarily an isometry
as well. Since isometries (and their inverses) respect the metric, they constitute the isomorphisms in the
category of Riemannian manifolds.

The set of all isometries ¢ : M — M from a Riemannian manifold to itself, equipped with the usual function
composition o : (¢1, P2) — P1 0 ¢o, defines a group, known as isometry group Isom(M) of M. This group
is the automorphism group of a Riemannian manifold, which contains all of its (metric) “symmetries”. It
is a subgroup of the diffeomorphism group Diff (M) of M. The full isometry group might have non-trivial
subgroups, which we will in the following denote by Z < Isom(M). An example is given in Fig. which

visualizes the isometry group Isom (M) = O(2) of an egg. The full isometry group splits (for instance) into
the subgroups of rotations in Z; 2 SO(2) and reflections in Z = R.

In general, the isometry group of a manifold is non-transitive, that is, not every point of M can be reached
from any other point by its action. The manifold is then partitioned into disjoint orbits, visualized for the
example of M being an (Easter) egg in Fig. 39b] The isometry group of a manifold M might be trivial,
given that M is sufficiently asymmetric. In this case there might still exist non-trivial isometries between

open subsets U4 and U# of M, restricted to which Eq. (262) holds. Fig. shows an example of a manifold
which is globally asymmetric but has non-trivial isometries between local subsets of itself. We will in the
following only consider global isometries of M, however, all concepts of the current Section [8.1] generalize
in an obvious way to isometries between local subsets. Without proof, we claim that the same holds for the
isometry equivariance of any neural network operation which acts pointwise, for instance 1x1-convolutions,
nonlinearities or bias summation. The equivariance of kernel field transforms with spatially extended kernels
holds up to boundary effects.

8.1.2 Isometry action on fiber bundles

Isometries act naturally on tangent vectors in 7'M and reference frames in F'M by “carrying them along” with
the group action as visualized in Fig.[39a] If an isometry is in addition compatible with the G-structure, that
is, if it gives rise to an automorphism of GM, it furthermore acts on any associated G-bundle, in particular
the feature vector bundles .A. We discuss these actions of isometries on the associated bundles and on feature
fields in the following.
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Isometry action on the tangent bundle 7M: Any isometry ¢ € Isom (M) gives rise to a pushforward
Gy 1 TM —TM ¢ € Isom(M) (263)

on the tangent bundle, which is just the differential of ¢ as introduced in Appendix It can at each point
p € M be thought of as a linear approximation of ¢, which maps vectors v € T,M to ¢, ,,,(v) € TyM,
that is, it satisfies '

T © ¢*,TM = (b O Ty (264)

As argued in Appendix [A.2} the pushforward is invertible with (¢, ;,,) ™" = (¢~ ")z, for which we will
unambiguously write gb*_m W The pushforward of an element ¢ of the isometry group is therefore seen to be
an (isometric) vector bundle automorphism of T'M over ¢, satisfying the following commutative diagram:

¢*,TM
T™ <:> T™
d)* ™
ﬂ-TM' 7TT\[ (265)
¢
M M
¢71
By the definition of isometries, their pushforward preserves distances and angles, that is,
N (p) (qb* iV *,mw) = 1, (v, w) VpeM, vyweT,M, ¢€Isom(M). (266)

More details about pushforwards between tangent bundles are easily found in the literature, for instance
in [196]].

Isometry action on the frame bundle FM: The pushforward on 7'M immediately induces a corresponding
principal bundle automorphism ¢, ,,, on F'M by pushing forward the individual frame vectors:

Gopn: FM — FM, [e)ly v by (feilly) = [bomlen)]t,, 6 €lsom(M)  (267)

It maps frames in F;,M for arbitrary p € M to frames at Fy, M, thatis, 7, 0 @, ,,, = ¢ o7, To see

. d
thlS, let [ep]zdzl € FI)M’ then ¢ © WFAJ([ei];'i:l) = ¢(p) and 7TFM © *f}\l([ei]zdzl) = FF]\[([d)*,Ts‘\J(ei)] izl) =
Ty © Guni(€j) = ¢ omy,(ej) = ¢(p) for any j = 1 ..., d. Tt can further be checked to be invertible
with (¢, ;)" = (¢~ ")ssu. again abbreviated by ¢_' . The left action of the ¢

* FM " *, FM
commutes with the right action < on its fibers, that is, for arbitrary g € GL(d) and ¢ € Isom(}M) we have
that:

on the frame bundle

d

(¢*_Fg\1([ei]§l:1>> <9 = [d)* m(ei)] i=1 99
= [Zj b, Tll(ej)g]1:| 1

(def. of ¢, . Eq. (267))

(

(S em)] . (imeaiyora,)
> (

(

def. of <, Eq. (I159) )

*Fu( eJQJZD, L
= (b*,m[ ([ei]izl < g)

A gauge transformation of a frame at p € M by g € GL(d), followed by a pushforward to ¢(p), is therefore
equal to a pushforward of the untransformed frame, followed by a gauge transformation by the same group
element g but at ¢(p). Different frames in the fiber F;,M are hence mapped in such a way to frames at Fy ;)M

def. of ¢, ,.,,. Eq. @&7))

def. of <, Eq. (159) ) (268)

%The invertibility does not hold for pushforwards in general but only for those of diffeomorphisms and thus isometries.
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(a) Canonical {e}-structure of R? (b) An alternative {e}-structure on R?

Figure 41: Two specific choices of {e}-structures (global frame fields) {e}A on M = R?, which we use to visualize the
concept of G-structure preserving isometries. The full isometry group of M is the Euclidean group Isom(M) = E(2),
consisting of translations, rotations and reflections. Fig.[41a]shows the canonical {e}-structure of R?, which is invariant
under translations but not under rotations or reflections. More abstractly stated, translations make up the subgroup
Isomygyr = T2 = (R?, 4) of isometries that induce automorphisms of {e}M. In contrast, rotations or reflections map
frames in {e}, M to frames in F(,)M but fail to send them to {e}4,) M. They do therefore not induce automorphisms of
the {e}-structure and are not part of Isomy,s. Group actions of such isometries on {e}M or any of its {e}-associated
bundles are not defined. Fig. shows an alternative choice of {e}-structure on M = R? (or M = E,), which is
only invariant under translations in the “up-down” direction, i.e. Isomyys = 71 = (R, +). The examples in Figs.
and[Tb|exemplify that the G-structure automorphisms do not only depend on the structure group G but on the particular
choice of G-structure GM . The general case for G being non-trivial is harder to visualize since G, M will then not be a
single frame but a set of frames.

that their relative offset is preserved. The derived properties of ¢

;g Ar€ summarized by the statement that
the diagram

FM (;S*,F;\I FM
<g <9
oY e
M M
o

commutes for any ¢ € Isom(M) and any ¢ € GL(d). Satisfying the commutativity of this diagram, the
pushforward ¢, ,,, on the frame bundle is identified as a principal bundle automorphisrrm over ¢.

Note that the inverses, which are shown explicitly in the diagram (263, are omitted to reduce clutter.

Isometry action on G-structures GM: As G-structures are principal subbundles of the frame bundle, one
can consider the restriction of the domain of the pushforward on FM to GM, that is,

Gurrtl gy, : GM — FM ¢ € Isom(M) . (270)

It is hereby necessary to keep the full frame bundle F'M as codomain since there is in general no guarantee
that frames in G, M are mapped to frames of G ,,)M but only to Fy,yM. Since G-structures are in general
not closed under the action of isometries on FM, it might be impossible to define a group action of the
full isometry group on GM or any other associated G-bundle. To remedy this shortcoming, we will in the
following consider the subgroup of those isometries that respect the G-structure, i.e. which map preferred
frames in GM to frames in GM..

].e. a principal bundle isomorphism from the frame bundle to itself; cf. Eq.[151
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Definition 8.1 (G-structure preserving isometries). Given a G-structure GM, we define the correspond-
ing subgroup of G-structure preserving isometries Isomans as:

Isomay = {¢ € Isom(M) | ¢, .,,(GpM) = Gy,yM Vp e M} < Isom(M) (271)

For such isometries, we define the induced action on GM as
¢*,GM = ¢*,F1\1’GM : GM — GM ¢ € Isomgyy - (272)

Such defined actions for ¢ € Isomgy, are G-structure automorphisms, that is, they make the following
diagram commute for any g € G (which follows by restricting Eq (269) from FM to GM and GL(d) to G):

GM Puc GM
<9 <9
GM (f’*,(m GM (273)
T T
M M
¢

Fig. 41| shows two examples of {e}-structures on M = R?, i.e. global frame fields. From these examples
it is apparent that the subgroups Isomgys do really depend on the particular choice of G-structure GM, not
only on the structure group G. In Fig. we visualize an SO(2)-structure on M = R2. Its isometry group
Isomgopas = SE(2) is larger than those of the {e}-structures in Fig. An SO(2)-structure on the sphere
2, which is preserved by all rotations Isomgoys = SO(3), is shown in Fig.

For specific choices of structure groups G it is possible to make more general statements about which isome-
tries are contained in the subgroup Isomgys. Most importantly, for orthonormal structure groups G = O(d)
(which are compatible with 1) any isometry will induce an automorphism of OM, that is, one always has
Isomoys = Isom(M) . To prove this claim, let [e;]2; € O,M C F,M be an orthonormal frame, which is by

an arbitrary isometry ¢ € Isom(M) being sent to ¢, . |, [e]l; = [qb*ﬂ,ei]j:l; see Eq. (267). Applying
Eq. (260) to the individual axes of the pushforward frame yields

n(gzﬁ*vmei,qb*‘mej) = nlei,ej) = 0;; Vi, jel,....d, (274)
which implies the orthonormality of of the pushforward frame ¢, ,, | onr le]d, € Og(pyM and therefore
allows to define ¢, ,, := @, |0M for any ¢ € Isom(M). More generally, this result implies:

Isomgys = Isom(M) VG > O(d) (275)
It is similarly possible to show
Isomgon = Isom (M), (276)

that is, that any orientation preserving isometry in Isom (M) induces an automorphism of an SO(d)-
structure SOM. Note that these statements all depend only on the structure group G but are independent
from the specific choice of G-structure. This is ultimately a result of only considering isometries, which
are adapted to O(d)-structures by definition, instead of considering more general diffeomorphisms. As men-
tioned before, the subgroup Isomgys does in general depend on the specific choice of G-structure GM, not
only the structure group G.

Isometry action on associated vector bundles .4: From the pushforward of isometries in Isomgy, on GM
one can construct a pushforward ¢, , on any G-associated vector bundle A = (GM x R¢)/~, by defining

boai A=A [l ] = d((ledin /]) = [ (edi), /], ¢ € Tsomaay . @7)

114



(a) SE(2)-invariant SO(2)-structure SOM over M = R?. (b) SO(3)-invariant SO(2)-structure SOM over M = 5>

Figure 42: Two examples of SO(2)-structures SOM over the plane M = R? and the sphere M = S?. For M = R?,
shown in Fig. the SO(2)-structure is invariant under translations and rotations. As it consists only of right-handed
frames (mind the arrow tips on the first and the circle tips on the second frame axes) it is not invariant under reflections.
The isometries which preserve SOM therefore form the group Isomsoa = SE(2), which is a subgroup of the full
isometry group Isom(M) = E(2). In the case of M = S?, shown in Fig. the SO(2)-structure is invariant under
rotations but not under reflections. The SO(2)-structure automorphisms are here Isomsoan = SO(3) while the full
isometry group is Isom(M) = O(3).

This action is well defined since the construction is by the right G-equivariance of ¢, ., in Eq. (273) indepen-
dent from the chosen representative of the equivalence class. Similar to before, one has 7, o ¢, , = ¢ o 7,
that is, ¢, , maps feature vectors at A, to feature vectors at .Ay(,), which can be checked by acting on a
feature vector and using the corresponding property of @, .. Since ¢, , is defined by the action of @, .,
on the first factor in (GM x R®)/ ~,, it does not interfere with linear combinations which act on the sec-
ond factor as defined in Eq. (I57). This implies that the pushforward on associated bundles maps linearly

between their fibers. The invertibility of ¢, , follows from the invertibility of ¢, ,, such that one again gets

(¢,) " = (¢~ " )s.a, which we write as ¢;j. These properties, together with the fact that ¢, .,,, € Aut(GM)

is in particular a principal bundle automorphism, identify ¢, , as an associated vector bundle automorphism,
satisfying the following commutative diagram:

A Gun A
WA‘/ ‘/wA (278)
M —— s M
®

The associated bundle resulting from the specific choices of p(g) = g as group representation and R¢ as typi-
cal fiber is via the bundle morphism x : (GM x R?) /~ — TM from Eq. (T39) isomorphic to the tangent bun-
dle TM (as G-bundle). Our definition of pushforwards on associated GG-bundles is consistent with this identi-
fication since x o ¢, , = ¢, ,,, 0 x. To see this, let [[e;]?_;, 0] € (GM xR?)/~ be an element of the isomor-
phic associated bundle that is mapped to x ([[e;]%;, ¢]) = 3, €;9;. Then we have x o ¢, , ([[ei]Ly, 0]) =
X([[QS*_W(%)]?:D V]) = Zz ¢*,73“\1(ei)oi = ¢*.TM(Z¢ eivi) = ¢*,TM © X([[ei](iizlv O]) , which shows the
consistency of the definitions.

As an associated bundle, the pushforward ¢, on the homomorphism bundle Hom (A, Aow) =

(GM x RGuxcin)/ ~Prtom is specified by Eq. (277) as well. However, we will later on require an expression
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Of @, o 10 terms of the pushforwards ¢, , and ¢, , —of A;, and Aoy, respectively, which we will shortly
derive here. For that purpose, let H € Hom(A|p, Aou|p) be a homomorphism at p and f, € A, be a
feature vector at p. Then H ( fp) is by definition a feature vector in Aq,,p. In order to be consistently defined,
the pushforward of the input feature vector f,, being acted on by the pushforward of the homomorphism H,

needs to agree with the pushforward of the output feature vector H( f,,). This implies

(b*,Am,. [H<fp>} = I:(b*,Am" H (b;jm} <¢*,A," fp) = [¢*,Hom H] (¢*,Am fp) ’ (279)
where we defined the pushforward on the homomorphism bundle as:
Drpom * Hom(Ain, Aou) = Hom(Ain, Aow), H = ¢, Ho, ¢ € Isomeany (280)

Note that the composition of an element H € Hom(Ain, Aoy) With ¢, 4, on the left and with gb;} on the
right mirrors the style of Eq. (231). '

Isometry action on feature fields: The actions of isometries in Isomgys on the associated bundles give
rise to actions on their sections, in particular on feature fields. This pushforward of sections is defined as
follows:

Definition 8.2 (Isometry pushforward of feature field:). Ler f € T'(A) be a feature field and let ¢ €
Isomgys be a G-structure preserving isometry. The isometry acts on the feature field via the push-
forward”]

>: Isomey xT'(A) = T(A), (¢, f) = d>f = ¢, 0fo¢p ", (281)
In terms of a commutative diagram, this definition is visualized as:
A d)*.A .A
f[ W\qﬁbf = ¢*'Aofo¢_1 (282)
M —— M
¢

Intuitively, this definition states that the pushforward section ¢ o> f, evaluated at p € M, returns the feature
vector of f from ¢~1(p), pushed forward to p via ¢, - Note that such pushforwards do indeed yield well
defined sections, which satisfy

WAO(¢>f) = Ty,0 *‘Aofoﬁﬁil
ngoﬂ'Aofogbfl

¢o idys o (b_l
= idy (283)

as required by Eq. (I47). Fig.[394] visualizes the action of isometries on fields. The action of isometries on
the transporter pullback Exp,, f of a fields f is derived in Section below.

8.1.3 Isometry action in local coordinates

Most of the derivations on the isometry equivariance of kernel field transforms in Sections [8.2] and [8.3] will
be kept in a coordinate free setting. However, since GM-convolutions are defined relative to a choice of
G-atlases of the associated bundles, the investigation of their isometry equivariance will require us to study
coordinate expressions of the isometry pushforwards ¢, ;,,, @, 1> @,y and ¢, , relative to local bundle

"'Note the similarity of this definition to that of the induced representation, which is the group action w.r.t. which
steerable CNNs are designed to be equivariant [34][235]234].
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trivializations. Coordinate expressions of the isometry action are furthermore useful in numerical implemen-
tations, which are necessarily encoding feature fields relative to fields of reference frames.

In the following, we assume gauges ‘IIT‘, and ¥4, on neighborhoods U A of pand U# of ¢(p) to be given. For

convenience, let U4 = ¢(UA) coincide with the image of U A under the isometry, which is always possible
without losing generality.

Pushforward on TM in coordinates: Recall that the pushforward on the tangent bundle is a linear map
from vectors v € T, M to vectors ¢, ,,,v € Ty, M. Relative to the given gauges, the pushforward is therefore

coordinatized by a field of matrlce'

i A i i -1
g;f‘A: UA — GL(d), p+ g;f‘A(p) = ¢}4M@<p) O @,y © (1/)}4;\1@) , ¢ €lIsom(M), (284)

which transforms between the corresponding numerical coefficients 1/1%14,(1)) of v at p and ¢£u. () (D) =

954 ()i, (v) of @, 1, at ¢(p). More precisely, g/ takes values in the subgroup (G U O(d) ) of GL(d),
which is generated by the elements of O(d) (due to ¢, ,,, preserving the metric) and G (since the transi-
tion functions might form a supergroup of O(d)). The definition of the pushforward in local coordinates is
visualized by the following commutative diagram:

d wg‘w‘p ¢*,1‘M 1/1;}\1 B(p) d
R T,M TymyM —— R (285)

957 (p)-
Fig. 22| gives a graphical interpretation of the pushforward in coordinates.

Pushforward on FM in coordinates: The coordinatization of the pushforward on the frame bundle is

defined in analogy to Eq. (284). It turns out to be given by the left action of the same group element g7 p 4 on
trivialized frames as shown in the commutative diagram below:

wﬂz P ¢* FM w?;\rl.é(p)
GL(d ' EM ' EyyM — GL(d (286)
p ¢(p)

L ~ ]
95" (p)-

To prove this claim, we compute the action on a trivialized frame, given by a matrix h € GL(d) whose i-th
column £, ; represents the ¢-th frame vector:

{d’ﬁu,q‘)(p O @y pas © (lbzéup)il} (h)

(B )
- wgﬂ@(ﬁ)(( w101 © (wT\[p) h.q) )521)
- ((w%[@(p) Bups © (ﬂ’rw) Y(h i)

d

= (gﬁg(p) : hz) ,

def. of g2, Eq. 283 )
=1

= g;;‘A( )-h (287)

def. of wﬁ,ﬂp, Eq. (I77) )

N———
[
=
N———

(

(def. of ¢, .., Eq. @67) )
(def. of ¥7h 4(,)- EQ. )
(

"Given charts z4 : U4 — 24 (Ug) C R*andz” : U* — 2*(U*) C R? of M, an isometry ¢ can be locally
represented by a map z 0 ¢ o (2) Tl (U*) — 2 (U*) between coordinates. For the special case that the gauges

at p and ¢(p) correspond to the coordinate bases of those charts, gQA is simply given by the Jacobian of z* o ¢o (a:‘x) -
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The action of the pushforward on local trivializations can be thought of as inducing a gauge transformation.
A graphical intuition for this statement was given in Fig. where the initial gauges at p and ¢(p) are
visualized by choices of reference frames. A pushforward of the frame at p to ¢(p) (red) does in general
not agree with the original frame at ¢(p) (green). The transition between these two frames is the induced
gauge transformation by at ¢(p). We will in the following construct this transformation; first in terms of local
trivializations, then in terms of the corresponding frame fields.

From the commutative diagram in Eq. (286) it is clear that the gauge wﬁ},p : F,M — GL(d) at p can via
6" be pulled back to a gauge at ¢(p), which is given by

*,FM

= (9270) Uivow ¢ FomM — GL(d). (288)

The corresponding extension of the commutative diagram in Eq. (286) visualizes the equivalence of both
expressions and makes an algebraic proof superfluous:
d)?l\l,p ¢*.FI\[ wFM@(p

L(d) M FypyM —20, G1(d) (289)

934 (p)-

A —1
QZ)EM p ° d)*,FM

i - i —1
wéwp ¢*7;‘, = (ng (p)) ) 1%,,4,(,,)

G

The transition map (gauge transformation) between the isometry induced gauge wﬁﬂp o1

and the original
*, M

gauge wgﬂ o(p) At @(p) is read off to be given by the inversem group element

(Wi 625 © (Vo)

Note that this group element does for G < O(d) not necessarily lie in the structure group, that is, the isometry
induced gauge might not be GG-compatible (it can not be added to an existing G-atlas of F'A). In the next
paragraph on G-structures we will show that this happens exactly when ¢ ¢ Isomgyy, i.e. for isometries
which do not respect the G-structure.

-1

— (924(p) € (GUO() < GL(d). (290)

To derive the isometry action on frame fields, consider the identity sections oA UA S W;;/ (Ug ) over U4
and o : U — 7 (U#) over U, These sections model the original frame fields from Fig.[22| The new

frame field is then giVen by the pushforward section

o> 0 = ¢, 00000t L UL (U, (291)

FM
which is equivalently defined to that in Eq. [281] An alternative expression for the pushforward frame field in
terms of the right action of g4 is found by applying 1, ,,:

Vi ([0 01 (6(0))

= Y s e 7 (D) (def. of ¢ > 0%, Eq. @9T) )

= g(,;\ﬁ(p) ¢§up U‘Z(p) (equivalent expressions in Eq. (Z88) )

= g2 (p) (identity section o4, Eq. (T82) )

= Uirom (04 (60)) 924 () (identity section o, Eq. (T52) )

= Yo (74 (6()) < g(’;g(p)) (right GL(d) equivariance, Eq. (T79) ) (292)

The inverse is a matter of convention. It arises here since we defined gq‘?A as coordinate expression of the covariant
pushforward of frames while gauges transform contravariantly.
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Since z/J;f‘M‘ 6(0) is an isomorphism, it follows that

(05 0%)(6() = b ®) = o (6(p)) <922 (p), (293)

that is, g(‘;‘A (p) does as expected describe the transformation between identity sections. This isometry induced
transformation between reference frames is in Fig.[22] visualized by the blue arrow between the (translucent)
red and green frame.

The isometry transformed gauge wﬁw‘ » ¢;;U and the pushforward section ¢ > o** correspond to each other in

so far that the latter is the identity section of the former:

Vi, ol (05 oM (6W) = v, 02k bunot () = vi,otm) = e (294)

Pushforward on GM in coordinates: As argued in the previous Section [8.1.2] the pushforward on GM
is only well defined for isometries ¢ in a subgroup Isomgys. Not surprisingly, the corresponding isometry
induced gauge transformations take values in the structure group G-

Theorem 8.3 (Isomgys in local trivializations). Let ¢ € Isom (M) be any isometry of M. Then the fol-
lowing three statements are equivalent:

1. ¢ is G-structure preserving, that is, ¢ € Isomg)y.

2. The isometry pullback wg‘m q[);;w of any gauge 1/5;‘;“) of the G-atlas of FM that defines GM
is G-compatible with that G-atlas.

3. The coordinate expression of ¢, relative to any gauges @/Jéw and 1/’3\1. () from the G-atlas

*, FM

of F'M takes values in the structure group, that is, g(‘;g(p) €G Vpe M.

Proof: The defining property of a G-structure preserving isometry ¢ & Isomgys is that it satisfies
Gy pri (GpM ) = Gy(yM for any p € M; see Eq. 271). In terms of a given G-atlas of F'M, Eq. (184)

defined the G-structure at p € M as G,M = (w;ﬁ?w’p) _1(G) where ¢,§W is an arbitrary gauge of the
G-atlas. With this expression we expand the left-hand side of the defining property of Isomgy:

¢*.FA[(GPM) = ¢*,FM (quva)fl((}’)
— (¢f;l‘p¢;§u) - (G) (295)

Relative to any gauge 1/&%, L6(0) of the G-atlas at ¢(p), this can be further manipulated to

6l GM) = (627 0) Vb)) (©)

= Winow)  (95°()G). (296)
The right-hand side of the defining property of Isomgy, is in terms of 1/13\1_ 6() given by
-1
GomM = (Vo) (G)- (297)

Setting both sides equal and using that wﬁw, () is an isomorphism implies g(‘;g (p) G = G which leads
to the claimed equivalence

G (GoM) = GyyM = g4 (p) € G (298)

of statements /. and 3. To prove the equivalence to statement 2., recall that g(‘;‘g (p) is by Eq. (290) equal

to the gauge transformation from wgw.p gb;;‘[ to wﬁm op) DS G-atlases have by definition transition
functions in the structure group G, the implications (2.<>3.) follow, such that all three statements are

seen to be equivalent. O
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These results are of central importance for our later study of the isometry equivariance of GM -convolutions.
We will be able to show that such convolutions are equivariant under the action of ¢ € Isomgjs on feature
fields, which relies on the fact that the G-steerability of the convolution kernels accounts for the isometry

induced gauge transformations gﬁg (p) € G.

For G-structure automorphism inducing isometries ¢ € Isomgys, we can adapt the commutative diagram
for FM in Eq. (289) to its cousin for GM:

A — A -1
1%?‘”-1’ ¢*‘(§M = (g‘ﬁA(p)) ’ QpIGAM-c*(P)

J A W P
G wGM,p GPM ¢* GM G¢(p)M GM.¢(p) G (299)
954 (p)-

Pushforward on A in coordinates: The pushforward of ¢ € Isomgas on associated G-bundles is similarly
coordinatized as those of the other bundles. In terms of a commutative diagram we get, not surprisingly,

A wA
Wiy A, Pun A¢(p) A,6(p) RC (300)

[ J

(924 (p))

which follows when acting on feature vector coefficients f € R¢:

(def. of (v4,) ™", Eq. (193) )
{ (def. of ¢, , . Eq. @TT) )
[UA(qb(p)) < gﬁg(p% fD (induced gauge transformation, Eq. (293) )
{ i (def. of ~,, Eq. (T70) )
(def. of 1, Eq. (T99) ) (301)

Note that the expression p(g:;m(p)) requires g(‘;‘A(p) to be a structure group element since p is a G-
representation. This shows once again from another perspective that pushforwards on .4 can only be defined
for isometries in Isomgyy.

For completeness, we give the following local trivialization of the commutative diagram from Eq. (282)),
which might be useful when implementing coordinate independent CNNs and testing their Isomgas-
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equivariance:

o x p(957)
_ ( A _ A 1
UAwRe P4 n (U4 e wl(UA Y& pagRe
. |2 £ s f|2|m, . (302)
proj, proj,
UA . A

8.1.4 Commutativity of isometry actions with the exponential map and transporters

In the following section we will need an expression for the action of isometries on transporter pullbacks
Exp; f of feature fields f, which we derive here. For this purpose, we discuss the behavior of the exponential
map and parallel transporters under the action of isometries.

Isometries and the exponential map: As proven in [73], isometries map geodesics to geodesics and do
therefore in particular commute with the exponential map|’*| More specifically, the identity

€XPy(p) © Puny (V) = doexp,(v) Vv eT,M, ¢ € lsom(M), (303)

holds for any isometry and any tangent vector at p (still assuming a geodesically complete manifold). It states
that the result of the exponential map at p, evaluated with some vector v and then being mapped through the
isometry, equals the exponential map at ¢(p) when being evaluated with the pushforward of v as visualized
in Fig. 43| (left). This statement is diagrammatically expressed by the commutativity of (the upper square of)
the following diagram:

¢

M M
exp exp
Trn T

M M

o]

Isometries and parallel transporters: The pushforward on the tangent bundle was in [73]] further argued
to commute with the corresponding Levi-Civita transporters, as visualized in Fig. 43| (right). If an alternative,
G-compatible connection is chosen to transport feature vectors, we demand that it commutes with the action
of isometries as well. Since the transporters and the pushforwards on F'M, GM and A are induced from
those on 7'M, one can easily show that this property translates to them. Specifically for the associated feature
vector bundles this means that for arbitrary isometries ¢ € Isomgas and paths v we assume the relation
¢a°PF ., =P (305)

A, g0y Pra

™ The proof relies on the fact that the Levi-Civita connection V : T(TM) x T(TM) — I'(TM), (X,Y) — VxY,
on which the Riemannian exponential map is based, commutes with isometries: ¢ > (VX Y) = Venx (¢ |>Y) ; see [73]]
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¢*,TMPYU
:’Prb07¢*,m\lv

Figure 43: Left: Isometries commute with the exponential map, that is, exp (,,) © ¢, ,,(v) = ¢oexp,(v) for any vector
v € T, M and isometry ¢ € Isom(M). Right: Isometries also commute with the Levi-Civita transport of tangent vectors
and feature vectors, thatis, ¢, ,o B, , = P, ,, 0 ¢, , for arbitrary paths  : [0, 1] — M and isometries ¢ € Isom(M).
If an alternative, G-compatible connection is used, we demand that the same commutativity property holds for them. The
isometry-invariance of exponential maps and transporters allows GM -convolutions to be equivariant under the action of
isometries.

to hold, such that the following diagram commutes:

¢*,A
Ayo) ————— Agor(0)
Py Py son (306)

Ay ———— Apor()

(b*,A

Isometries and transporter pullbacks of feature fields: Knowing the transformation laws of exponential
maps and transporters under the action of isometries, we have everything at hand that is required to derive the
transformation law of transporter pullbacks Exp; f of feature fields f:

Theorem 8.4 (Isometry action on transporter pullbacks of feature fields). Ler f € I'(A) be any feature
field and let ¢ € Isomgps be any G-structure preserving isometry. Assume the feature vector trans-
porters to commute with the action of Isomgny, that is, that Eq. (303) holds (which is automatically
guaranteed for the Levi-Civita connection). The transporter pullback (Def.[7.3)) of the pushforward field

¢ > f (Def.[8:2) is then given by:

Exp, (¢ f) = ¢, 0 [EXPZ—l(p)f] op !

*,TM

(307)
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Proof: We start by letting the right-hand side act on an arbitrary vector v € 1,,M and work progressively to
the left-hand side by using the properties derived in this section:

D [EXPG-15) f] 6, (0) (308)
= Du it amﬁfl(p)% XD 10871 (1) o foexpy-13©° ¢;T1M(’U) (transporter pullback, Def.[73])
= Pya, 7?4;",¢’1(p)e 6o exp,(v) ofogto epr(U) (isometry action on exp, Eq. @]})
= aan,p% exp, (v) op,, ofo ¢ to epr(v) (isometry action on P, , Eq. )
= am,pe exp, (v) © (¢ f) oexp,(v) (pushforward of fields, Eq. (Z8T))
= [EXP;(¢ > f )] (v) (transporter pullback, Def.) O

Intuitively, this result just states that the transporter pullback of a pushforward field equals the pushforward of
the original field’s transporter pullback. Relative to local trivializations, this pushforward can be interpreted as
an isometry induced gauge transformation, which was stated in Eq. (93)). We will in the following assume that
the G-compatible connection which is chosen to transport feature vectors will always be Isomaas-invariant,
and thus that Eq. holds.

That the transporter pullback and the isometry pushforward commute is a consequence of the commutativity
of the exponential map and parallel transporter, in terms of which the transporter pullback is defined. Note
that general diffeomorphisms do not preserve the metric and thus the exponential map and the transporter
pullback of feature fields. Being based on these constructions, kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions
can only be isometry equivariant but not fully diffeomorphism equivariant.

8.2 Isometry equivariance of kernel field transforms and GM-convolutions

We now turn to investigate under which conditions kernel field transforms and GM -convolutions are equiv-
ariant w.r.t. the action of isometries on feature fields. As the action on the G-associated feature vector
bundles is only defined for G-structure preserving isometries, we will formulate all statements for the sub-
group Isomgys < Isom (M) or subgroups Z < Isomgps thereof. One can of course always consider structure
groups G > O(d), for which Isomgps = Isom(M).

The equivariance of a kernel field transform, and thus GM -convolutions, is defined as follows:

Definition 8.5 (Isometry equivariant kernel field transform). Let T : T'(Ain) = I'(Aouw) be a kernel
field transform. Then T is said to be equivariant w.r.t the action of isometries in a subgroup
T < Isomgyy if it commutes with this action, that is, if the following property holds:

Te(o>f) = 6> (Tc(f)) ¥V feT(An), 0€T (309)
In terms of a diagram, 7,C is equivariant w.r.t isometries in L if
T
I'(An) —— I'(Aow)
¢ >‘ o1 (310)
I-‘(-Ain) fTK F(-Aout)

commutes for all ¢ € I.
A visualization of this definition is given in Fig.[26] In the following Section we will derive a constraint

on kernel fields in order for the corresponding kernel field transform to be isometry equivariant. The geomet-
rically intuitive result which we obtain is that the kernel field itself is required to be invariant under the action
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of isometries, which implies a form of weight sharing over the isometry orbits; see Fig. [44] Section [8.2.7]
applies these insights to the more specific case of GM -convolutions and GM -convolutional kernel fields. It
turns out that GM -convolutions are by the G-steerability of their template kernel automatically equivariant
with respect to any isometry in Isomgpy.

8.2.1 Isometry equivariance of general kernel field transforms

The main result of this section, Theorem [8.8] states that a kernel field transform I, is isometry equivariant
if and only if its underlying kernel field ICis invariant under isometries. To make sense of this statement we
start by defining the transformation behavior of kernel fields when being acted on by isometries.

Definition 8.6 (Isometry action on kernel fields). Let K : TM — Hom(A;,, Aow) be a kernel field. An
isometry ¢ € Isomgys acts on K via the kernel field pushforward

6. K == ¢ ymo Koo ! (311)

*TM *

Intuitively, this pushforward of kernel fields can be thought of as moving the individual kernels K, at
points p € M along the orbits of the isometry group to ¢(p).

Since kernel fields are defined to be bundle A/-morphisms, that is, to satisty 7, K = m,,, their pushforward
is only well defined if it preserves this property. This is guaranteed since the pushforward on the tangent
bundle and homomorphism bundle are bundle maps, satisfying =, o ¢, ,,, = ¢ o m, (Eq. (263)) and
Thiom © Prtion = @ © Tyo (Eq. @78)), respectively:

-1
T Hom ¢*’/(IC = THom ¢*_H0m ’C ¢*,T1‘\1

=9¢ T Hom K ¢*_T1u
-1
= (bwTM gb*,rw
= ¢o Ty
= Ty (312)
We visualize the definition of the isometry action on kernel fields by a commutative diagram:
p M
T T Hom
™ K Hom (Ain, Aout)
¢ bumn b (313)
K
T™ Hom(Aim Aoul)
7.‘-Hum

~ M

The bottom part of this diagram shows the coordinate free kernel field /C from the diagram in Eq. while
the upper part shows its pushforward ¢, , K = ¢, ,,, o K o ¢;§1 by ¢ € Isomgys. The commutativity of
the leftmost arrow, which asserts that ¢, , moves kernels from p to ¢(p), follows from ¢, ,,, and @, ,,,,, both

*,TM
being bundle maps over ¢.

We proceed by defining isometry invariant kernels fields — a visualization is found in Fig.
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Figure 44: Visualization of an invariant kernel field IC
for the case of an isometry (sub)group Z = SO(2). The
invariance constraint requires ¢, , K := @, ;... IC¢>:T%M =
KC for any ¢ in Z. It enforces kernels to be shared over
the orbits Z.p := {¢(p) | € Z} of the action but allows
for different kernels on different orbits. Theorem [B.3]
proves that invariant kernel fields and equivariant ker-
nel field transforms imply each other. This is intuitively
clear since a specific pattern in the feature field at p € M
will evoke the same response when being transported to
¢(p) if and only if the kernels at both points coincide.
For the choice of Z = O(2) as isometry group, the ker-
nels would additionally have to satisfy a reflectional con-
straint; see Fig. @

Definition 8.7 (Isometry invariant kernel fields). A kernel field KC is said to be invarianlE] under isometries
in L < Isomgyy if it satisfies the constraint ¢, , K = K for all ¢ € L. We denote the space of isometry
invariant kernel fields by

Hirar = { K TM — Hom(Ain, Agw) smooth | 7,0 K =7, , 6,,K=K YT} (314)

By writing out ¢, ., the invariance constraint reads

bomo Kol =K  VpeT, (315)

*,TM

which, after further expanding ¢

*,Hom

as defined in Eq. (280), becomes:

$a K0 0) 0, =Kl) VYveTM, VeI (316)

*, TM

Note the similarity of these kernel field constraints in Eqs. (313) and (316) with the G-steerability constraint
on template kernels in Eqgs. (243) and (244)), respectively. Indeed, both constraints are closely related and
imply each other to a certain extent as we will show in the following Section [8:2.2] on isometry equivariant
GM -convolutions.

The following theorem proves that kernel fields which are invariant under isometries do indeed correspond to
isometry equivariant kernel field transforms:

Theorem 8.8 (Equivariant kernel field transform <> invariant kernel field). A kernel field transform
fT,C : T'(Ain) — T'(Aow) is equivariant w.rt. isometries in T < Isomgpys according to Def. if
and only if the underlying kernel field K is invariant under isometries according to Def.[8.7} that is,

Te(p>f) = o> T(f) VoeI, fecl(An) = ¢,K=K VoecI (317)

Proof: To prove this theorem, we write out the kernel field transforms and feature field pushforwards on both
sides of the isometry equivariance condition in Eq. (309). The statement follows from a comparison of
both sides after a few algebraic manipulations.

"Instead of saying that K is invariant, one could call it equivariant since it satisfies Dm0 K = Ko, Vo € I.
In general, any function which is equivariant w.r.t. certain group actions on its domain and codomain is itself invariant
under pre- and postcomposition with the actions on its domain and codomain as in Eq. (3T3).
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We start with the right-hand side of Eq. (309):

—~
—
—

(0> T (N]p) = b0, [T(H] (67 (p)
2 g [ KO (B 0 do
Ty=1mM
@ ¢*'A°‘“ / ]C(’U) ¢>:1 [Exp; (¢ > f)] (¢*T\[(U)) dv
To-1mM
(é) / (b*'“‘h’m IC(¢;T1\1{)> ¢;1 [Exp; ((b > f)} (0) do
M
= / [Pron K€ 0, 1(0) [Expp (6> )] (2) do
M
2 / [6.5K] (@) [Expy (62> £)](9) d (318)
M

Steps (1) and (2) expand the isometry action > on feature fields (Def[8.2) and the kernel field transform
(Def.[7.6). The transformation law of the field’s transporter pullback in Theorem[8.4] which relies on the
Isomgp,-invariance of the G-compatible connection, justifies step (3). Step (4) substitutes v with & =
b, 1,v- Since ¢ is an isometry, the change of volume equates to 1. Steps (5) and (6) identify the action
of the kernel pushforward ¢, , Def. The resulting statement is quite intuitive: A transformation of
the kernel field transform’s output corresponds to a simultaneous transformation of its input and kernel
field.

Writing out the left-hand side yields

Telow NI = [ K [Exwj(05 H](0) do. @19)

T,M
which is equivalent to the right-hand side up to the transformation of the kernel field.

Isometry equivariance requires both expressions to agree for arbitrary fields f € I'(Aj,), points p € M
and isometries ¢ € Z. This is the case if and only if ¢, , K = K holds for any ¢ € Z, i.e. if the kernel
field is invariant under the action of isometries. ]

Note that this proof would have been very cumbersome to work out in (a G-atlas of) local trivializations.
The global, coordinate free description of kernel field transforms allows for a simple proof without having to
worry that the isometries move features between different local trivializations.

At this point we could proceed with a further investigation of isometry invariant kernel fields: since the
invariance constraint implies kernels to be shared over orbits of the isometry group, a description of the entire
kernel field on the full manifold is redundant. It is therefore possible to reduce the description of such kernel
fields to kernel fields on quotient spaces. As this analysis is not required to prove the isometry equivariance
of GM -convolutions and requires some technical definitions, we postpone it to Section

8.2.2 Isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions

Recall that GM-convolutions (Def. [7.8) were defined as specific kernel field transforms with GM-
convolutional kernel fields (Def. [7.4). The results on the isometry equivariance of kernel field transforms
therefore immediately apply to GM -convolutions as well. However, in addition to the isometry invariance
constraint in Eq. (313), GM -convolutional kernel fields need to satisfy the G-steerability constraint on the
template kernel from Eq. and share weights over the G-structure according to Eq. (243). In order for
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the GM-convolution to be isometry equivariant, all of these constraints have to be satisfied simultaneously.
Intuitively, this implies that the convolutional weight sharing needs to agree with the isometry induced weight
sharing over orbits. Luckily it turns out that this is automatically the case for the isometries under consid-
eration: GM -convolutions share weights over the G-structure and the isometries in Isomgas preserve the
G-structure such that GM -convolutional kernel fields are guaranteed to be Isomgy, invariant. In coordi-

nates, this reflects in the Isomgy/-induced gauge transformations gj;‘A (p) taking values in the structure group
G, such that they are explained away by the G-steerability of the template kernels.

To make these arguments more rigorous, consider a GM-convolution Kx : I'(Ai,) — I'(Agy) with some

G-steerable kernel K € 7{57 Do’ which is by Def. [7.8| just the kernel field transform fT,CK with the GM-

convolutional kernel field Kx. By Theorem [8.8] the GM-convolution is therefore exactly then Isomgas-
equivariant if g is Isomgy-invariant, i.e. when it satisfies Bu Kk = &ypom © Kic © (b;%/ = K for any
¢ € Isomgyy. This constraint on the full kernel field is equivalently expressed by a set of constraints on the
individual convolution kernels that make up the field:

Govom ©Kxpod = Kigpy VpEM, ¢€lsomay (320)

* TM

Considering a specific point p € M, we choose arbitrary gauges Aat p and A at ¢(p) from the G-atlas. The
GM -convolutional kernel field is by Def.[7.4]at p and ¢(p) given by

i A -1
— © wTM,p and ’CK7¢(P) = (wHum@(p)) ©

A —1
ICK,P = (,l/}]ilqomp) ° Iy
InA| 750)

‘ ong[.w). (321)

Plugging these expressions into the constraint in Eq. (320) for the fixed p and identifying ¢, ,,,, (wl’im,p) -
with (¢, 6L )7 yields:

I 1 n—1 K i —1 K
(wlﬁm,p ¢*,Hlom ) o — O 1/’}4\1;7 Qb*Tl‘[ = (wlﬁ)m,qﬁ([7)) °© 1 o 1/)}4\10(,,) v ¢ € ISOIHGM
V] V)]

(322)

The isometry equivariance will therefore hold if the weight sharing via the isometry induced gauges dzgypgb*v 0
agrees with the weight sharing via the original gauges 1/1(3, () from ¢(p). Recall that the isometry induced
gauges are by Theorem [8.3] for isometries in Isomegys guaranteed to be compatible with the G-atlases (of
the corresponding bundle). As shown in Eq. (246)), the particular choice of gauge, relative to which the
G-steerable template kernel is oriented, is irrelevant, as long as the gauges are GG-compatible. Since all
derivations were independent from the chosen point p and the particular choice of gauges, this implies that
GM -convolutions are by design guaranteed to be Isomgjs-equivariant.

To gain a better intuition for this result it is worth to make the induced, G-valued gauge transformations
gj;‘A(p) explicit. To this end, note that the commutativity of the diagrams in Eqs. (302) and (283)) implies

i _ i, -1 i - A, -1 . .
Wﬁ)m,p QS*,Hlom = Ptom (g(‘;‘A (p)) wl‘ﬁ,m, (o) and 1/1%?\“9 QS*,T%\[ = (g(‘;‘A(p)) z/;;f}w ()" Inserting these coordinate
expressions into the constraint in Eq. (322)) leads to the requirement that
K K

A, -1 -1 A, -1 -1
(pHom (gg‘A(p)) wl—?nmo(p)) O—F/—¢©° (ggA (p)) d};‘l\fo(p) = (wlimﬂp)) °© 7[4 ° d)]éj\fd)(p)
i VI
(323)

needs to hold for any isometry ¢ in Isomgys. By expanding the inverse on the left-hand side, using that

A/ |n§ | =,/ |n(’;‘(p)\ . |det g(‘;‘g (p)| and dropping the gauges, which is possible since they are isomorphisms,
we end up with the constraint
1 - ~ -1
T Pron (g;;m(p)) oK o (g;f"“(p)) = K V¢e lsomau, (324)

| det 94 (p) |
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which looks exactly like the G-steerability kernel constraint on K from Def. Recall that the isometry
induced gauge transformations g4 (p) are by Theorem E guaranteed to be G-valued if ¢ is an element of
Isomgys. The constraint in Eq. is therefore always satisfied by the G-steerability of K.

The derived results on the Isomgps-invariance of GM -convolutional kernel fields /Cx are concisely summa-
rized by the statement that the following diagram is guaranteed to be commutative if K is G-steerable and if
¢ € Isomgyy is G-structure preserving:

id X (pyon (95%) 0 K /\/ 0T 0 (g24) ™)

( N
N
A d \I}ﬁ\f -1 A \Ilﬂom A .
U xR ¢ 71 U ) — s UA x RCouXCin
T\] * % K Hom
RS g:;‘A' Gurn Do trom ® X Phom (ggA)
UAXRE ¢ 71 UA Ay A RCuXcn
‘IJTM T]\I Hom \I/I_ﬁm
~ J
id x K /\/[n4|
(325)
Here we defined the pullback g/ AA =g4 ¢ 0¢~!: UA — G of the isometry pushforward coordinatization

from U A to U4 for notational convenience.

Together with Theorem@ the Isom gy, -invariance of GM -convolutional kernel fields implies the Isomgy, -
equivariance of GM -convolutions:

Theorem 8.9 (Isometry equivariance of GM -convolutions). A GM -convolution Kx : T'(Aiy) — T'(Aouw)

with a G-steerable kernel K € KS P Pout is equivariant with respect to all G-structure preserving isome-
in’"oul

tries ¢ € Isomgyy, that is,
Kx(o>f) = ¢ (K f) V feT(An), ¢ € lsomgy - (326)

The following diagram commutes therefore for every ¢ € Isomgyy:

T(Apn) —2% 5 T(Aow)
P P> (327)
F(Ain) Kx ? 1—‘(-Aoul)
Proof: The proof was given in the discussion prior to the theorem. O

Having this general result on GM -convolutions derived, we will now discuss some special cases for specific
choices of structure groups G. Firstly, for orthogonal structure groups G = O(d) (or supergroups of it), the
convolution will commute with any isometry:
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Theorem 8.10 (Full isometry equivariance of O M -convolutions). OM -convolutions are equivariant
w.r.t. the action of any isometry ¢ € Isom(M) on feature fields. More generally, any GM -convolution
for G-structures with structure groups G > O(d) is fully isometry equivariant.

Proof: The statement follows from Theorem (8.9) by observing that Isomgy; = Isom(M) is guaranteed for
structure groups G > O(d). The latter was discussed in Eq. 275). O

This result relies essentially on the fact that isometries are defined as that subgroup of diffeomorphisms on M
which induce O(d)-structure automorphisms. Less abstractly stated, Isom (M) is by definition that subgroup
of diffeomorphisms which respect the Riemannian metric 7 of M and the corresponding O(d)-structure OM
is equivalent information to the metric.

On orientable Riemannian manifolds one can furthermore pick an orientation (frame handedness), which
together with the metric defines an SO(d)-structure SOM. The corresponding isometries which lift to SO(d)
structure automorphisms are the orientation preserving isometries in Isom (M).

Theorem 8.11 (Isom (M) equivariance of SOM -convolutions). SOM -convolutions are equivariant
w.r.t. the action of orientation preserving isometries ¢ € Isom (M) on feature fields.

Proof: This result follows from Theorem (8.9) by observing that Isomgons = Isomy(M). ]

For instance, an SOM-convolution for M = R2, corresponding to Fig is equivariant w.r.t. the ac-
tion of the special Euclidean group Isom, (R?) = SE(2). Similarly, an SOM -convolution for M = S2,
corresponding to Fig[42b] is rotation equivariant with Isom (S?) = SO(3).

Note that the results of Theorems[8.10]and[8.1T]depend only on the structure group G but not on the particular
choice of G-structure. For subgroups G of O(d) (or SO(d)) things become more complicated. In these cases
the subgroups Isomgps of Isom(M) depend on the specific embedding of the G-structure GM into F'M.
This was for G = {e} visualized in Fig. Specifically, Fig. shows the canonical {e}-structure of R?,
which is fully translation equivariant, that is, Isomgy,; = 72 = (R%,+). In contrast, Fig. shows an
{e}-structure of R? which is only translation equivariant along one axis such that Isom; = 77 := (R, +).
From the viewpoint of convolutional networks this result is very intuitive: The {e}-steerable kernels in these
examples are unconstrained, i.e. conventional convolution kernels. They do therefore in general not carry
any information about their responses when being applied relative to gauge transformed reference frames.
Since the frames, and therefore kernels, in Fig. 41b] are differently rotated along the “left-right” direction,
the kernel responses change unpredictably when translating a signal in that direction. If the template kernels
would, however be SO(2)-steerable, they could account for the rotation of frames. This case corresponds to
the situation in Fig[#2a] i.e. an SOM -convolution.

8.3 Quotient kernel fields

Theorem [8.8|showed that the isometry equivariance of a kernel field transform requires the invariance of the
corresponding kernel field. Since the invariance constraint implies kernels to be shared over orbits as visu-
alized in Fig. the mathematical description of such invariant kernel fields is redundant: a single kernel at
one orbit representative is sufficient to reconstruct the kernel field on the whole orbit. In Section [8.3.2] we
derive equivalent, reduced descriptions of invariant kernel fields in terms of kernels on orbit representatives.
These representative kernels are themselves constrained by the action of the stabilizer subgroup of the orbit
representative. We propose a (unique) lifting from representative kernels to invariant kernel fields, which
establishes an isomorphism between both descriptions. This lifting isomorphism suggest a way of parame-
terizing and constructing isometry equivariant kernel field transforms in an implementation. Before deriving
these results in Section[8.3.2] the following Section [8.3.T]sets up the mathematical framework.

The derivations and results of this section are close in spirit to the theory of steerable CNNs on homogeneous
spaces [136L 137], however, we generalize their results from homogeneous spaces to general manifolds. When
sticking to homogeneous spaces M, we prove that isometry equivariant kernel field transforms are equivalent
to GM -convolutions.
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8.3.1 Isometry induced quotient spaces

The action of a symmetry group on a space partitions it into orbits, defined as the sets of all points which are
connected by the group action. The space of such orbits is the quotient space w.r.t. this group action. In the
following we will discuss the quotient spaces arising from the actions of some isometry group Z < Isomgps
both on the manifold and on the fiber bundles. These definitions will later allow us to share weights over
orbits by acting with isometries on kernels.

Manifold quotients: Any point p € M traces out an orbit
Ip:={o(p)|oecl} C M, (328)

which is defined as the set of all points reached by acting on p with any isometry in Z < Isom(M). One can
easily check that the relation “p and ¢ are elements of the same orbit” is an equivalence relation (see footnote
[9) and thus partitions the manifold as visualized in Fig.[#5a] The quotient space

I\M := {Z.p|pe M} (329)

with respect to this equivalence relation is the space of all orbits, that is, each element of Z\M corresponds
to a full orbit in M |"®| The corresponding quotient map

Qy:M—TIT\M, p—TLp (330)

identifies a point p € M with its orbit Z.p € Z\M. For each orbit one can select an arbitrary orbit represen-
tative, formally determined by a section

ry i I\M — M suchthat @, or, =idpa, (331

where the last condition ensures that the representative r,,(Z.p) is indeed an element of the orbit Z.p. One is
often interested in continuous (or smooth) sections, however, these do in general not exist. We will therefore
in the following not demand the orbit representatives to be chosen continuously and make up for this short-
coming post-hoc if necessary. As usual for sections, they are in general only right inverses of the quotient
map but not left inverses, that is, 7, o (),, # ids. This is visualized by a commutative diagram

T

W — oy Sy (332)

L J

idI\M

similar to that in Eq. and a non-commutative diagram
Q

M o — g (333)

y ? J

idas

similar to that in Eq. (I48). The individual fibers preime(I.p) = Z.p C M of the quotient map @),, are

given by the orbits themselves. Note that M &) Z\M is in general not a fiber bundle since the orbits are
not necessarily homeomorphic to each other and can therefore not be locally trivialized with a shared typical
fiber F', as required by the commutative diagram in Eq. (I29). Each orbit therefore has an own fype which is
in close relation to the stabilizer subgroups of the points on that particular orbit. The stabilizer subgroup

Stab, = {(¢ €Z|&(p)=p} < T (334)

of a point p € M is thereby defined as that subgroup of the isometry group which leaves p fixed. In terms of
the stabilizer subgroup, it holds that the orbit of a point is identified with

I.p = T/Stab,, . (335)
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QM(”) Lw TTMQTM(w) QTM(w)
Qpy

QT\[(U)

Trnr QT\ 1 (v)
M ™ T\TM

(a) Quotient map and orbit representatives for M. (b) Quotient map and orbit representatives for 7M.

Figure 45: Quotient maps @),, and @,,, and orbit representatives (sections) r,, and r,,, for the actions of the isometry
group Z = O(2) on the manifold M in Fig. and on the tangent bundle T'M in Fig. A detailed description of
both visualizations is given in the main text.

To see this claim, let f, : Z — Z.p, ¢ — ¢(p) for some p € M and observe that f,(¢ o &) = po&(p) =
o(p) = fp(¢) for any £ € Stab,,. It can easily be shown that indeed preimfp(gb(p)) = ¢. Stab,, is a coset of
the stabilizer subgroup of p and thus that f, establishes the claimed isomorphism Z.p = Z/ Stab,,.

To make these constructions more intuitive, consider the example in Fig. with Z = O(2). The orbits
Z.n = {n} and Z.s = {s} of the north and south pole are just points, which are fixed by Z. This agrees
with, for instance, Z.n = 7/ Stab,, = Z/Z = {n} since Stab,, = Z coincides with the full isometry group.
For any other point p € M, the orbits Z.p are circles. We have reflections Stab, = R (flipping over p) as
stabilizer subgroup and thus indeed get the circle Z/ Stab, 2 O(2)/R =2 S! as orbit type. The quotient map
Q,, : M — Z\M sends points ¢ € M to their orbits Q,,(¢) = Z.q in the quotient space Z\M, shown on
the right. Since the orbits can be traversed from the north to the south pole, the quotient space Z\M has the
topology of a line segment. The section r,, : Z\M — M picks one representative point r,,(0) € M for any
orbit 0 € Z\M. In general, this orbit representative does not recover a projected point. For instance, we have
that 7,,Q,,(p) # p. One can interpret the section as embedding the quotient space Z\M into the manifold,
shown as the black line r,,(Z\M) from the north to the south pole.

Bundle quotients: Since the isometry group acts not only on the manifold itself but via pushforwards also
on the associated bundles, these bundles are in a similar manner partitioned into orbits. To keep the discussion
general, we are in the following considering a generic associated bundle £ ~2; M, which could stand for
TM, FM, GM, A or Hom(Ajn, Aou). We denote elements of the total space as e € E and let ¢, , be the
pushforward of ¢ on E as introduced in Section[8.1.2] The orbit of an element of the bundle is then in analogy

to Eq. (328) given by

Ie = {¢.,(e)|p e} (336)
while the quotient space, consisting of bundle orbits, is analogously to Eq. (329) defined as
I\E = {Z.e|lec E}. (337)
Similar to before, the (canonical) quotient map sends bundle elements to their orbit:
Q,:E—I\E, e—~1Te (338)
We define a (uniquely determined) projection map
Mg I\E - IT\M, Q,(e) = Q,, omye) (339)

""We write Z\M as a left quotient since Z acts on M from the left.
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between the bundle quotients and manifold quotient as visualized in the following commutative diagram:

Q

I\E +—*—— F

TI'I\EL ‘/TI'E (340)

I\M «— M
Q]\'T
Note that the definition in Eq. (339) does not depend on the particular choice of orbit representative since for
any other ¢, ,(e) € Q,(e) we obtain the same result: Q,, om,0 ¢, ,(e) = Q,, 0pom(e) = Q, omye).
Orbit representatives are formally determined by a choice of section
r,: I\E — E suchthat Q,or, =idng, (341)

which we again do not demand to be continuous. However, for convenience we demand the representatives
of bundle orbits to lie above the representatives r,,(Z\M) in the base space, that is, to satisfy

TpOTy = Ty O Tpy (342)
as shown in the commutative diagram below:
N — " L E
FZ\EL ‘/WE (343)
I\M — M

The stabilizer subgroup of a bundle element e € E is defined as
Stabe := {£ €T | & e=e} < Staby () < . (344)

It is necessarily a subgroup of the stabilizer subgroup StabﬂE(e) of the point 7,(e) in the base space, which
is easily seen by & € Stab, < &, e =e = m(¢, e) =Emle) =m(e) & £€ Stabr. (c) - As before,
the relation Z.e = Z/ Stab, holds.

We extend our example from Fig. by considering the action of Z = O(2) on the tangent bundle TM
of the egg M in Fig. The orbit (violet) of a non-zero vector 0 # w € T,,M (red) at the north pole n
describes a circle in 7,, M. This is consistent with Z.w = Z/ Stab,, = O(2)/R =2 S* since such a vector is
stabilized by reflections Stab,, = R along its axis. The orbit of 0 € T}, M is a single point in 7'M, which
is stabilized by any isometry. Any other vector v € 1,M (red), living in a tangent space at a point p € M
different from the poles, is by the action of the isometry group rotated and reflected to other tangent spaces
Ty(pyM on the orbit Z.p of p. The orbit Z.v (orange) of any such vector, if not pointing exactly to the north
or south, is given by an eastward and a westward pointing copy of the vector in each of the tangent spaces
over Z.p. We have Stab, = {e} for such vectors and indeed the orbit Z.v = Z/Stab, = O(2)/{e} is
homeomorphic to O(2) (or two circles). Vectors v’ € T,,M which do point exactly north- or southwards are
stabilized by reflections over the axis which they define, that is, Stab,, = R. Their orbit is homeomorphic
to a circle Z.v' = T/ Stab,, = O(2)/R = S*.

The quotient map Q,,, : TM — Z\T'M projects the tangent bundle to the bundle quotient Z\T'M, shown in
the right half of Fig. To understand its structure, we consider all qualitatively different cases: Firstly,
note that the orbits of vectors at the poles correspond to circles of a certain radius, such that the set of such

orbits forms a line WZ_\; (Z.n) = RT (pink ray under the black arrow). Similarly, the orbits of vectors at any

other point p € M intersect all tangent spaces 15, M over Z.p in two reflections and therefore form a half
plane ﬂ'z_\El (Z.p) = R x R* (orange). The section 7,,, : Z\T'M — TM sends each bundle quotient element
to some representative in 7M. By the requirement in Eq. (342)), these representatives are required to lie in
the same fiber over the representatives r,,(Z\M) of the manifold quotient Z\ M, shown as the black line. For
instance, v € T,M (red) is by the quotient map sent to Q,,,(v) € Z\T'M (black). The section represents
@ny(v) by 77,Qpy (v) (also black), which is an element of T, ¢ ()M and does in general differ from v.
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8.3.2 Quotient representative kernel fields and stabilizer constraints

To motivate the construction of quotient representative kernel fields and stabilizer constraints, consider the
more explicit formulation

Gem©Kpod = Koy VpeEM, 9. (345)

of the isometry invariance constraint from Def. which follows by writing out Eq. (313) for any
point p € M individually. This formulation emphasizes that the constraint leads to shared weights along
the manifold orbits Z.p € T\M as visualized in Figs.44and[46] It implies that the kernel K, at an arbitrary
representative point v = r,,(0) of any orbit o = Z.r fully specifies the kernel field on the rest of the orbit,
i.e. at all points ¢(r) where ¢ € Z. The kernel C,. at the representative point r is itself constrained by the
stabilizer subgroup of r:

Eonom © Cr 0 f*_,lu = K, V¢ € Stab,. . (346)

This implies that any isometry invariant kernel field can be parameterized in terms of a field of kernels on
manifold orbit representatives r € r,,(Z\M) which satisfy Eq. (346).

In case that the stabilizer subgroup at r happens to be non-trivial, the stabilizer constraint in Eq. (346) implies
further symmetries of the kernel K, at r itself. For instance, in the example in Fig. [#6one has the stabilizer
subgroup Stab, = R on the highlighted orbit, enforcing a reflectional symmetry of the kernels. Such stabi-
lizer symmetries allows to compress the description of isometry invariant kernel fields further: it turns out
to be sufficient to know the values IC(w) of the kernel field on the tangent bundle quotient representatives
w € 1y, (Z\I'M) C TM only. In Fig. 46|this corresponds to knowing the kernel values on the orange high-
lighted half space, from which the full field on the orbit can be reconstructed by the reflectional and rotational
symmetries in Z = O(2).

Theorembelow makes the latter claim precise by proving that the space KZ __ of isometry invariant ker-

nel fields is isomorphic to a space K, of kernel fields on tangent bundle orbigl}vé;)resentatives Ty (ZN\NTM).
g{cﬁot is characterized by maximally reduced constraints and thus encodes the kernel fields in KZ, . in a non-
redundant way. It can therefore be viewed as the distilled degrees of freedom contained in K% . In Theo-
rem @we formulate a third isomorphic space fﬂﬁot, which equivalently describes isometry invariant kernel

mvar*
fields in terms of the stabilizer subgroup constrained kernels K, from Eq. (346). While the formulation of

isometry invariant kernel fields in terms of g{(ﬁm involves stronger constraints than that in terms of 57{%]0“ it
might be more convenient for implementations, since it describes kernels on full tangent spaces instead of

kernels on quotients of tangent spaces.

Reconstruction isometries: In order to reconstruct full invariant kernel fields in KZ _from single kernels
on orbit representatives, the representative kernels need to be redistributed over the full manifold by applying
the kernel pushforward in Eq. (343) with p = r fixed to the chosen representative points. For the kernel
reconstruction at some point ¢ € M, this requires some isometry ¢ which maps the orbit representative
Ty @y (@) € 7 (Z\M) C M back to ¢ € M, that is, which satisfies ¢(r,,@,,(¢)) = ¢. To make this more
precise, recall that kernel fields K : TM — Hom (Ain, Aou) are defined as maps with domain 7'M, encoding
the kernel alignments in addition to their position. We therefore need to consider more specific isometries
which push tangent bundle orbit representatives r,, Q. (v) € r,, (Z\T'M) C T'M back to vectors v € T'M.
These reconstruction isometries are defined by

®, :TM — I suchthat @, (v),, 7y, Q@ (v) =v YoeTM (347)

TA ™

We recommend to consult Fig. 46| to get an intuition for the reconstruction isometries: graphically, ®,. (v)
is defined as any isometry which pushes the black vector r,, @, (v) on the orange orbit Z.v back to the
red vector v on the same orbit. Note that @, is only unique up to the stabilizer subgroups of the orbit

representatives since for any £ € Stabrm QT”A(U) it follows that @TT‘[(U)S satisfies the defining constraint

"Since the sections 7y, are in general not continuous, ;. can in general not be demanded to be continuous either.
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Figure 46: Visualization of an isometry invariant ker-
nel field, Def. m and its full reconstruction from ker-
nels on quotient representatives only. In contrast to
Fig we assume here an isometry group Z = O(2)
instead of SO(2). The visualized kernels therefore have
a reflectional symmetry, which is enforced by the sta-
T v € T'M  bilizer subgroups Stab, = (R of points on the orbit

[ V Z.my,(v). Due to its symmetry, the full kernel field
) : K : TM — Hom(Ai, Ao) can be reconstructed

r j | i from its restriction to the bundle quotient representative
N ! M Ty (Z\TM) C TM: see Theorem [8.12] For instance,
.. il . the shown kernels are fully determined by the partial

| - . - - ; kernel on the orange half space. The reconstruction at

. v € T'M is done by evaluating the quotient representa-
Tﬂl,,(v)*ﬁTM tive kernel at 7,,,Q,,,(v) € r,,(Z\T'M) and pushing
the kernel via the reconstruction isometry @, (v) € Z,
defined in Eq. (347), back to v. We want to mention
B that the visualized antisymmetric kernels would result
TMQTM ( ) when mapping between feature fields of even and odd
€ 7y (I\T M) CTM parity, while kernels between feature fields of the same
parity would be symmetric.

in Eq. (347) as wellm (@1, (0) €], 1 T Qs (V) = P (V) 10y 700 Oy (v) = 0. All of the following

constructions are shown to be independent from this ambiguity. The action of reconstruction isometries on
the base space M follows by applying the tangent bundle projection to both sides of the defining constraint

in Eq. 347):

T (V) = Ty @r (V) ag Tray Qs (V) (Def. of &, . Eq. @47) )
= O (V) Ty Ty Oy (V) (Pushforward is a bundle map, Eq. (264) )
= @, (v)71y, T Qp, (V) (Def. of bundle sections, Eq. (342) )
= (I)TTV(U) v Qo T (v) (Def of T - BQ- 340 ) (348)

A visual summary of the properties of @, , that is, its actions on T'M and M, is given in the following
commutative diagram

idrum
s )
D, X 1., 00Q.,,
™ LI T x 1y (INTM) ———— TM
T v idz x 7, T (349)
M Ixr,(I\M) ———— M
N\ J
idas

where the evaluation maps ev are, overloading the notation, given by ev : Z x M — M, (¢,p) — ¢(p) and
ev:IxTM — TM, (¢,v) = &, ,(v), respectively.

8:Furthermore, the defining constraint on ®,, ., is fulfilled when left multiplying ®,. (v) with any ¢ € Stab,.
This does, however, not add any new degrees of freedom since Stab, = Stab (@) and (@, (v) =

<I>Tm(v) [<I>rm(v) CCID,«W('U)} =: CI>,«“( )C w1thC € Stab, i

s Qg (V)
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Quotient representative kernel fields: As argued above, the symmetries which are present in an

isometry invariant feature field X € KZ . should allow for its full reconstruction from its restriction
Kl @y @ 1y (Z\TM) — 1y, (Z\Hom) to tangent bundle orbit representatives r,, (Z\T'M) C TM
To construct a (unique) /ift A which recovers K = A(K|, - (z\rr)) from K|, (T\TM)> We expand tangent
vectors v in the domain of X via the reconstruction isometry ®,. from Eq. and make use of the invari-

ance (equivariance) of the kernel field in Eq. (313). This leads to:
K(v) = K @, (). ns "oy @rar(v)
= O (V) 1o K 7y @iy (0)
= (I’rm(v)*,ﬁom K| T (INTM) Tray QTM (v)
= [A(]C|TT‘I(I\T]M))](U) (350)
Note that this construction is well defined despite the ambiguity of ¢, ~w.r.t. the right multiplication with

elements in Stab,. (v)- This is easily seen by observing that for any w € T'M, any £ € Stab,, and any

TUQT\[
K € KL onehas &, ... K(w) = K(&, ,,,w) = K(w), which implies that Stabj(,) > Stab,,, and thus that

the final result does not depend on the particular choice of the ambiguous @, .

Since the lift A recovers invariant kernel fields from their restriction to tangent bundle orbit representatives,
it can be viewed as the inverse map of the restriction (of invariant kernel fields). This Viewpoint implies that

the lift establishes an isomorphism A : ﬂ(quol — KL . between the image of the restriction unot, which we
still need to characterize, and KL :
A
K R, (351)
AT = ()@

"I

In order to characterize the space g{uno[ which makes A to an isomorphism, it is sufficient to list the properties

of restricted fields Q@ := Kl,. (r\rar) € KLy for K € KL

mvar*

« First of all, since A~! is given by the restriction of the domain to 7, (Z\T'M), it is clear that any
Q € KZ,, is required to be of the form Q : r,,, (Z\T'M) — 7, (Z\Hom).

quol ™ (
Secondly, the property of kernel fields to be bundle M -morphisms translates under the restriction A~ to
the requirement on Q to satisfy m, o Q(w) = 7, (w) for any w € r,,,(Z\T'M)

Thirdly, Q is required to satisfy the (vector) stabilizer constraint €, ;. Q(w) = Q(w) for any represen-
tative vector w € r,, (Z\T'M) and any £ € Stab,,. This requirement is a residual from the invariance
constraint in Eq. (313), surviving the restriction.

It can be deduced by considering the full constraint ¢, ,,,,, @ &, TU( w) = Q(w) for any w € 7, (Z\T'M)

and any isometry ¢ € Z which additionally satisfies that d’*‘m( w) € 1, (Z\T'M), i.e. that the pushfor-
ward ¢, ,,,(w) stays within the restricted domain of Q. Note that ¢, ,, (w) € Z.w and that r,, (Z\T'M)
intersects each orbit exactly once. This implies that Z.w N r,,, (Z\T'M) = {w} such that ¢ € 7 is re-
quired to satisfy ¢, ,,,(w) = w, thatis, ¢ € Stab,,. The claimed (vector) stabilizer constraint follows
from these considerations.

For an intuition we refer back to Fig. 46| where the black representative vector w = r,,,Q,,, (v) is stabi-
lized only by the trivial isometry £ = {e}, implying that the corresponding value of Q is unconstrained.
Vectors w’ € 7, (Z\T'M) which point exactly north- or southwards, i.e. which lie on the dashed reflec-
tion ainSE] are stabilized by reflections in Stab,,, = (R, implying a constraint on the corresponding kernel
values

"1In the following we might abbreviate om (Ain, Aou) and Z\ Hom (A, Aow) with Hom and Z\Hom, respectively.

%9The exact constraint depends on the action &, som 0N Hom(Ajn, Aou), which depends on p,; . and thus on p,_and p,,.
The visualized kernel in Fig. (#6) would correspond to p,;,,, being the sign-flip (odd parity) representation of the reflection
group, which enforces antisymmetric kernels. The antisymmetry requires Q to be constrained to Q(w’) = —Q(w') =0
for w'’ on the reflection axis; cf. Table
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* As a last requirement, Q needs to lift to a smooth kernel field, that is, A(Q) is required to be smooth.
Unfortunately, the smoothness (or even continuity) of A(Q) does not automatically follow from the
smoothness (continuity) of Q since A is defined in terms of 7, and ®;. , which can in general not be
demanded to be smooth (continuous). ‘

T]\[

Before summarizing and proving these claims rlgorously in Theorem@]below we give a visual overview
of the relation between Q = K|, v (T\TM) € KL andits lift € = A(Q) € KZ _ in terms of commutative

quol mvar
diagrams

K =A(Q)
—_—
TM X Q 0] TTM (o) QTE\’[ I X rHom (I\Hom) ev HOm (352)
and
K=A
T™ Q) Hom

Hom QHom

on(Z\Hom)

(353)

In the last diagram, the commutativity of the top square follows by inserting the definition of the lift, which
ylelds HomQHomA(Q) = HomQHom * Hom T]\[QTU - Q TT’\[QT]\[ The Commutatlve Of the bOttom left
and right squares follows from Egs. @] and [339]

Theorem 8.12 (Tangent quotient representative kernel ﬁelds) The space of isometry invariant kernel
fields KL from Def. is isomorphic to the space KX, of (vector) stabilizer subgroup constrained

invar quot

kernel fields on tangent bundle quotient representatives, defined as.{g_r]
5{iot = {Q: T (I\TM) — 7, (Z\Hom) | 7, 0 Q =7, , A(Q) smooth, (354)

Hom

f*Hum Q(w) = Q(w) Vwe rmj(I\TM)a 5 € Stabw}

The (unique) lifting isomorphism A : KZ _ — KZ  between both spaces is hereby given by

quot mvar
A(Q) : TM — Hom(Ain, Aow), v~ [A(Q)] (v) = (I)r,‘\,(v)* tom 2 Ty Qar (V) - (355)
Its inverse A=t + KL =~ — KZI quot IS given by the restriction of invariant kernel fields to the bundle
quotient representatives 1., (I\TM )CTM:

ATHK) 2 7y (INTM) — 1y, (T\Hom), w — [AH(K)](w) = Kl \ran (w) (356)
81This definition of gfqzuot is in cychc dependency with that of A in Eq. (353). This could be avoided on the  the expense of of

1) having to define spaces f]{ aquot and K; KI

nvar

without smoothness requirements, in terms of which 2) A g{unm — K KI

nvar

could be defined, which would 3) allow to demand the smoothness requirements in g{qlum in terms of A.
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Proof: In order to prove that A : K, — KL is an isomorphism, we need to show that 1) A~! is indeed
an inverse of A, that 2) the defining properties of K and ﬂ{qzuot are satisfied after lifting and restricting
and that 3) the constructions do not depend on arbitrary choices. In order to not overload this section,
we outsource the full proof to Appendix The individual steps of the proof are listed below:

la) Ao A~! =idyz ,thatis, A1 is aright inverse of A
1b) A"1o A= idyz, . that is, A~ is a left inverse of A
2a) my0A(Q) = mp,, forany Q € KT, that is, the lift A(Q) is a bundle M-morphism

2b) o AH(K) =7, forany K € KE,

Hom nvar

2¢) ¢pom AMQ) gb*_m = A(Q) V¢ € Z, that is, A(Q) satisfies the full isometry invariance (equiv-
ariance) constraint

2d) &pon [NHK)](w) = [ATHK)](w) YV w € 1, (Z\TM), £ € Stab,,, that is, A~*(K)
satisfies the stabilizer constraint

3) All constructions and proofs are independent from the particular choice of ®;.
The smoothness of lifted quotient representative kernel fields holds by definition. ]

The arbitrariness in the choice of section r,,,

on different bundle quotient representatives.

allows for different, isomorphic quotient kernel fields, expressed

Instead of maximally restricting the kernel field to bundle orbit representatives in 7,,,(Z\M), one could

choose to restrict the description to WT‘}( 2 (Z\M)) only, i.e. to complete tangent spaces T, M for any

r € r,,(Z\M). In Fig. (6), this would correspond to modeling the (reflection symmetric) kernel on the full
tangent space shown in the front instead of only one half. The requirements on such restricted kernels can
be derived by following the same rationale as before and results in the constraint in Eq. (346). We obtain a
similar theorem to Theorem (8.12)):

Theorem 8.13 (Manifold quotient representative kernel ﬁelds). The space of isometry invariant kernel
fields ﬂ{ifvar from Def. is isomorphic to the space g{qum of (manifold) stabilizer subgroup constrained

kernel fields on the tangent spaces over manifold quotient representatives r,,(Z\M ), defined as:

g{cﬁm = {Q 7TTu( M (I\M)) Hom (TM(I\M)) ‘ T Hom® é = Trars K(é) smooth, (357)

Eerm Qlr €,

*,TM

=0|, Vrer, (I\M), ¢c Stabr}

The lifting isomorphism A g{quot — KZ

mvar

A= Ao(.)

is in terms of A and a restriction defined as

7y (T\NTM) (358)

and therefore essentially agrees with A:

~

K(@) : TM — Hom( A, Aow), v+ [K(Q)](v) = ‘I)r»,“,(v)*,Hon.@ Ty @y (V) (359)

Its inverse A=1 : ﬂ{lfvar — g{i.ot is given by the restriction of invariant kernel fields to the tangent

spaces over manifold quotient representatives: 71'_11, (r,(I\M)) C TM:

A YK i T\M)) = 7! (r, (T\M)), @ [A~1(K)|(@) := K|, o (W) (360)

TI\I( \1(

Hom 7 (T\M))

Proof: The proof is essentially analogous to that of Theorem [8.12] with the slight difference that the stronger
constraint &, - 9|, 5;” Ql, Vrer,(I\M), £ < Stab, isrequired. Since it would not add much

in addition to what is presented in Appendix we omit the proof. O
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The following commutative diagram shows the isomorphisms between the three equivalent descriptions of
invariant kernel fields:

A
( Q A 1
R e e/ e —
‘7{qzuot - ‘7{C:lzl—l()t g{%—var (361)
-1 _ (. A-1
)[ v ”rTM(I\TM) A= (')’";mif(ﬁw(z\M)) J

A= (.
( )’rTM(I\T]M)

Relation to GM-convolutions: The difference between Isomgys-equivariant GM -convolutions and gen-
eral Isomgps-equivariant kernel field transforms via Isomgy-invariant kernel fields is that the former share
G-steerable kernels over the whole manifold while the latter are only required to share Stab,,-steerable ker-
nels over orbits Isomgps.p € Isomegp/\M . The requirement to share weights over the whole manifold is not
strictly necessary but is — supported by Occam’s razor — likely to be a good inductive bias in practice. It can
be viewed as an analog to the assumption that the same physical laws apply throughout the whole universe.

Assume now that M is a homogeneous space with respect to the action of some isometry group Z < Isomgyy,
that is, for any two points p,q € M there is at least one isometry ¢ € Z that connects both points, i.e.
¢ = ¢(p). In this case there is only one single orbit Z.p, which is just M itself, and the stabilizers Stab, of
all points p € M coincide up to isomorphism. The quotient space Z\M is a singleton which is represented
by a single representative point r = r, (Z\M) in M. By Theorem 8.13| the space of Z-invariant kernel fields
is equivalently expressed by a kernel field on orbit representatives. Since we have only a single representative
point r for homogeneous spaces, the full isometry invariant kernel field is in this case equivalent to a single
kernel on ;.M. This representative kernel is required to satisfy the stabilizer subgroup constraint in Eq. (357).

Via the lifting isomorphism Ain Eq. (359), the representative kernel is shared over the whole manifold.

This sounds very similar to the definition of GM -convolutions, which share a single, G-steerability con-
strained kernel over the whole manifold. Theorem below asserts that there is indeed an equivalence
between convolutions and equivariant kernel field transforms on homogeneous spaces. The coordinate free
Stab,.-steerability from the stabilizer constraint thereby translates (non-canonically) to the H-steerability of
template kernels, where H = Stab, with H < G is an isomorphic representation of Stab,. relative to some
coordinatization. One can view the isometry (sub)group Z < Isomgys as a principal Stab,.-bundle over M,
whose (non-canonical) embedding into GM gives rise to a H-(sub)structure HM of GM. The sharing of a
Stab,.-steerable kernel via the lifting isomorphism, which operates per action of Z, then corresponds exactly
to the sharing of an H -steerable kernel over HM . This implies that Z-equivariant kernel fields transforms on
homogeneous spaces do indeed correspond to some HM -convolution.

Theorem 8.14 (Equivariance on homogeneous M implies convolution). Let M be a manifold equipped
with a G-structure GM. Assume that there is an isometry group T < Isomgy which acts transi-
tively on M, making it a homogeneous space. Let r € M be an arbitrary representative point of M and
Stab, < T its stabilizer. Then

1) There exists a H-(sub)structure HM C GM on M with:

— H = Stab, < T is a subgroup of G N O(d)

— HM is an embedding of T (as principal Stab,.-bundle T — T/ Stab,.) into GM, which is
preserved by Z, that is, Isompgy =7

2) Any I-equivariant kernel field transform shares a single H-steerable kernel over the whole
space M and is equivalent to a HM -convolution with that kernel.

The specific choice of H-structure depends on the chosen isomorphism H = Stab,. but is irrelevant
since L-equivariant kernel field transforms can be equivalently expressed in any such choice.
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Proof: The proof is found in Appendix [E.2} O

Our definition of isometry equivariant kernel field transforms is on homogeneous spaces essentially equiva-
lent to the steerable convolutions on homogeneous spaces as proposed by Cohen et al. [36][37]. The proven
equivalence between isometry equivariant kernel field transforms and HM -convolutions on homogeneous
spaces therefore asserts that /M -convolutions and steerable convolutions are essentially similar in this case.
However, while steerable convolutions are only defined on homogeneous spaces, HM -convolutions general-
ize to general Riemannian manifolds. More details on convolutions on homogeneous spaces are discussed in
the related work Appendix
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Part II1

A literature review on coordinate independent CNNs

The formulation of coordinate independent CNNs in terms of associated G-bundles over Riemannian mani-
folds is quite general and covers a wide range of possible model instantiations. To substantiate this claim, we
review a large body of convolutional models from the literature and explain them from the unifying viewpoint
of coordinate independent CNNs. Most of the papers in the literature do not explicitly formulate their models
in terms of G-structures and associated G-bundles. The implicitly assumed G-structures and group represen-
tations are therefore deduced from the models’ weight sharing patterns, kernel symmetries and equivariance
properties; see for instance Fig.[53] Table [ summarizes the resulting taxonomy of coordinate independent
CNNs. The following sections discuss the covered models and their properties in detail.

9 Euclidean coordinate independent CNNs 145
9.1 Classical formulation of G-steerable CNNsonR? . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ....... 146|
9.2 Affine geometry of Euclideanspaces E; . . . . . . . .. ... ... L. 149
9.3 Affine group equivariant CNNs on Euclidean spaces Eg . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... LS5
9.4 Euclidean CNNs in the literature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . vttt 58]

10 Rotation equivariant CNNs on punctured Euclidean spaces 161

11 Spherical coordinate independent CNNs 169
11.1 Geometry of the 2-sphere S% . . . . . . . . . . . ...
11.2 Fully rotation equivariant spherical CNNs . . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. ... ..... 74
11.3 Azimuthal rotation equivariant spherical CNNs on cylindrical topologies . . . . . . . . . .. 179
11.4 Icosahedral approximations of spherical CNNs . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ...... 184

12 Coordinate independent CNNs on general surfaces 1189
12.1 Geometry of embedded surfaces . . . . . . . .. ... .. o [1o1
12.2 Rotation-steerable surface convolutions . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... 1199
12.3 {e}-steerable surface convolutions . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 207

Section E] covers Aff(G) (affine group) equivariant convolutions on Euclidean spaces E;. They rely on
Aff(G)-invariant G-structures as shown in Fig. The models in Sectionoperate on punctured Euclidean
spaces E4\{0}; see Figs. or They are equivariant w.r.t. rotations around the chosen origin {0}
but are not translation equivariant. Spherical and icosahedral CNNs are discussed in Section [[1] Most of
these models assume the G-structures that are visualized in Figs. and and are therefore SO(3) or
SO(2)-equivariant, respectively. Sectionreviews GM -convolutions on general surfaces, which are mostly
discretized as meshes.

The next few pages discuss various design choices of coordinate independent CNNSs and give a first overview
of the models in Table
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manifold structure group global symmetry representation citation
M G Aﬁb]\{ or ISOmGM 14
Eq {e} Ta trivial [130,253] + any conventional CNN
2 E, S TixS regular [186]
R Ta xR regular [234]
4 irreps [2441 2341, 231]
[51} 331257, 134, 236 18, [93] [192]]
) 1 [234.[79.[125] 210,232} 185} [158]]
’ reguiar [2011 7,167, 227, 1831 (159} 2311 92]
SO(2) SE(2) [50, 206! 191 207} 208\ [164], 291 186]]
6 quotients 11341 1234]
; regular 2 trivial (33 [[43] 234)
8 E regular%vector (1441 1234]
9 2 trivial (110} 234)
10 irreps [234]]
. regular [511 3311931 341 [234])
0(2) E(2) . [1591 791 201]
12 quotients [34]
13 regularﬂ)]%trivial [234]
14 induced SO(2)-irreps [234]
15 regular [243,1212} 7} 1258]]
S 7—2 xS pool . .
16 regular—trivial [77]
17 irreps [235] 1224} 156, (120! [2, 6]
18 quaternion [250]
© SO(3) SE(3) regular (67, 24T P47
20 regular%trivial 131
21 regular [241]]
2 Es 0(3) E(3) quotient O(3)/ O(2) [103]
2 irrep——strivial (1741
24 Cy T3 x Cy regular [219]
25 Dy T3 x Dy regular [219]
26 Eq—1,1 SO(d-1,1) Ta % SO(d-1,1)  irreps [205]]
27 SO(2) .. [30,67]
E2\{0 t 1
% 2\{0} {e} SO(2) x § e [62.[67]
29 O(2 O(3 trivial 178
30 {e} {e} trivial [13]
3 irreps 1221164
1 , $0(2) S0(3) irreps 122} 164
2 S regular 135, 1111]]
33 0(2) 0(3) trivial [61}[169]245]
.. [39,1222] 2541 [149.1103]
34 52\ poles {e} SO(2) trivial (217, 218, 55, 131]
35 icosahedron Ce I(~SO(3)) regular (1381
36 ico \ poles {e} Cr (~ SO(2)) trivial [2511[139]
7 irreps [238]]
38 SO(2) Isom. (M) regular (17311220} 246/ 48]
surface (d=2) pool . .
39 regular——trivial 150} 115141601 220]
(e.g. meshes) T
10 Dy Isomp s trivial (98]
4 {e} Isomeyps trivial [160, 1941106} 2211 [133]
“ Mobius strip R SO(2) 1rreps Section
43 regular

Table 6: Classification of convolutional networks in the literature from the viewpoint of coordinate independent CNNs. Bold
lines separate different geometries. The affine group equivariant convolutions on Euclidean spaces E4 (rows 1-26) are reviewed
in Section @ Section [10| discusses GM -convolutions on punctured Euclidean spaces E4\{0} = S? 1xR* (rows 27-30).
Details on spherical CNNs (rows 31-36) are found in Section [T1] The models in rows (37-41) operate on general surfaces,
mostly represented by triangle meshes; see Section[I2} The last two lines list our Mbius convolutions from Section[5] 74, R
and & denote the translation, reflection and scaling group, respectively, while Cx and Dy are cyclic and dihedral groups. Infinite-
dimensional representations are in implementations discretized or sampled. For instance, the regular representations of SO(2)
or O(2) are typically approximated by the regular representations of cyclic or dihedral groups Cy or Dy .



Design choices and overview

A coordinate independent CNN is in theory fully specified by

1) achoice of Riemannian manifold (M, n)
2) its G-structure GM,

3) a G-compatible connection which specifies feature transporters P, -

4) the field types or G-representations p of each feature space, and

5) achoice of G-equivariant nonlinearities.

The geodesics, exponential and logarithmic maps follow from the canonical Levi-Civita connection on M @
The isometry group Isomgys w.r.t. which the network is equivariant follows from the metric and the G-

structure. All kernel spaces ﬂ{f po 2TE determined by the group representations of the feature spaces be-
in’oul

tween which they map. Weight sharing is performed by placing a G-steerable template kernel relative to an
arbitrary G-frame in G}, M for each point p € M.

In practice, the user is faced with additional design questions, for instance concerning the discretization of the
geometry, the encoding of feature fields, numerical algorithms for computing geodesics and transporters, etc.
This section gives a high level overview of all relevant design choices. More specific details are found in the

following Sections 0] [I0} [[T]and [T2]

Discretizations of manifolds and feature fields: The implementations differ in their representation of the
manifolds and sampling of the feature fields.

Euclidean spaces E; admit regular pixels grids, for instance Z? or the hexagonal grid [93]]. More generally,
locally regular grids are suitable for locally flat manifolds like the Mobius strip and the icosahedron; see
Figs. 29 and [62] Feature fields on Euclidean spaces may furthermore be sampled on a non-regular point
cloud. This is for instance useful when processing atomic environments, where the atom positions serve as
sampling locations [224].

An important difference between the two approaches is that regular pixel grids are not equivariant w.r.t. con-
tinuous translations in 73 = (R?, 4), but only w.r.t. the subgroup of discrete translations which preserves
the grid, for instance (Z¢, +). CNNs on regular grids are furthermore usually applying spatial pooling oper-
ations which reduce the models’ equivariance even further. Specifically, given that the pooling operation has
a stride of n pixels, it is equivariant w.r.t. translations in (nZ?, +). After L pooling layers in a convolutional
network, this implies that the model as a whole is only equivariant w.r.t. translations in (n*Z<, +) — this issue
was empirically investigated in [4]]. Zhang [253] propose to remedy this issue by replacing stride n pooling
layers with stride 1 pooling layers (with the same pooling window size), a low-pass filtering, and an n-pixel
subsampling. The additional low-pass filtering between the pooling and subsampling operations prevents
aliasing effects, which is shown to make the networks sufficiently more stable under translations which are
not elements of (nZ?, +).

Curved spaces like the 2-sphere S? do in general not admit regular sampling grids. A seemingly obvious
discretization is in terms of a regular sampling grid in spherical coordinates (Eq. and Fig.[58), however,
as these coordinates are non-isometric, they oversample the signal towards the poles [254} 222]. Approxi-
mately uniform sampling grids on S? are the “generalized spiral set” [39] or the icospherical grid [105} T11].
Alternatively, feature fields may be discretized in the spectral domain. For the sphere, this is done via an
expansion in terms of spherical harmonics for scalar fields, spin-weighted spherical harmonics for irrep fields
or Wigner D-matrices for general feature fields [61} 164} 135} 122].

General surfaces are most commonly represented by triangle meshes; see Section |12.1.2} Feature fields can
then be sampled on the mesh vertices, edges or faces [46]. A higher resolution of the feature fields can be

821t might seem strange to compute geodesics and feature transporters based on potentially different connections.
When the transporter connection differs from Levi-Civita, this is usually due to the Levi-Civita connection not being
G-compatible with the chosen G-structure when G < O(d). Some examples are given in the paragraph on G-compatible
connections below.
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achieved by encoding them via texture maps [133/[98]. Alternatively, surfaces may be represented as point
clouds 221} 107].

G-structures GM and structure groups G: The specific choice of G-structure to be respected by the
network depends on the learning task and the topology of M (if continuity or smoothness of the convolution
is demanded). In general, M comes equipped with an O(d)-structure, i.e. a bundle of orthonormal reference
frames with respect to the given Riemannian metric. A [ift to structure groups G with O(d) < G < GL(d) is
uniquely determined by G-valued gauge transformations of orthonormal frames. Reductions of the structure
group to G < O(d) are, in contrast, not necessarily unique, and encode additional geometric information. For
instance, a reduction to G = SO(d) requires an orientation on the manifold[g_;] The following sections discuss
further (mostly implicitly made) choices of G-structures found in the literature; see for instance Figs. #9]
[50 [53][56] or They are either determined by a demand for the equivariance under the isometry
group Isomgys, canonically given on the manifold or, specifically for {e}-structures, algorithmically fixed
via some heuristic. Recall that {e}-structures are on non-parallelizable manifolds (by definition) necessarily
discontinuous.

The most commonly encountered structure groups in the literature are the following:

trivial group {e}, corresponding to non-coordinate independent CNNs with unconstrained kernels

reflection group R =2 7Z./27., flipping the first frame axis

special orthogonal groups SO(d) (continuous rotations)

orthogonal groups O(d) (continuous rotations and reflections)

scaling group § = (RT %),

Since the last three groups are continuous Lie groups, they are in numerical implementations sometimes
approximated by finite subgroups. For instance, SO(2) and O(2) are often modeled by cyclic groups Cy
or dihedral groups Dy, while three-dimensional rotations and reflections in O(3) can be approximated by
polyhedral groups (symmetry groups of Platonic solids, e.g. the icosahedron). To reduce the complexity
of the classification of models in Table [6] we chose to not distinguish between the continuous symmetries
and their approximations by finite subgroups. We will, however, state such approximations in our detailed
discussion of the models in the following sections.

G-compatible connections: All of the models consider either the canonical Levi-Civita connection on M
or the unique trivial connection which is induced by an {e}-structure. The choice of connection becomes
irrelevant (thus unspecified) for networks which operate solely on scalar fields, whose transport is always
trivial.

More specifically, all Euclidean CNNs from Section [9] use Levi-Civita transporters, which transport vectors
such that they remain parallel in the usual sense on Euclidean spaces E;; see Fig. This is possible
since the Levi-Civita connection is G-compatible with the models’ G-structures (defined in Eq. and
visualized in Fig. [49) ]

The models on the punctured Euclidean spaces E4\{0} from Section [10|are either based on {e}-structures
and/or consider scalar fields. They utilize therefore trivial connections which differ from the canonical Levi-
Civita connection on E4\{0}.

All spherical CNNs that rely on the SO(2)-structure in Fig. (reviewed in Section [11.2)) transport fea-
tures according to the Levi-Civita connection on S? (Fig. 21b)). Those which operate on the {e}-structure
in Fig. [56b] (reviewed in Section [T1.3) are again considering a trivial connection since the spherical Levi-

8 For a single, connected manifold, this choice is arbitrary as long as the kernel initialization is symmetric w.r.t. both
orientations. In this case the network will simply learn reflected kernels for different orientations. When considering a
dataset consisting of multiple manifolds, their relative orientation is relevant for a correct generalization.

$In contrast, the Euclidean {e}-structure in Fig. would be incompatible with the Levi-Civita connection on E.
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Civita connection is incompatible with this {e}-structure. The icosahedral CNN with Cg-structure, Fig.
transports features according to the Cg-compatible icosahedral Levi-Civita connectionﬁ]

All CNNs on general surfaces that are listed in rows (37-39) of Table E] assume oriented surfaces that are
equipped with an SO(2)-structure. They transport features with the SO(2)-compatible Levi-Civita connec-
tion of the surfaces. The other surface CNNs are based on {e}-structures and/or operate on scalar fields —
their feature transport is therefore trivial.

Our Mobius strip convolutions transport features via the Levi-Civita connection, which is compatible with
the assumed R-structure.

Recall that the Levi-Civita connection is uniquely determined by the metric, and is therefore generally isom-
etry invariant; cf. footnotein Section As trivial {e}-compatible connections are uniquely specified
by the {e}-structure they share its symmetries, that is, they are invariant under the action of Isomyys. This
implies by Theorem that the GM -convolutions, which are based on these connections, are Isomcy,-
equivariant.

Transporter pullbacks and alternative projections to T, M: The transporter pullback Exp,, f, defined
in Def. and Eq. (67), represents a feature field f in a geodesic parametrization on the tangent space T, M.
The transportation part of the operation is determined by the GG-compatible connection. Geodesics — and
therefore exponential maps exp,, : 1, M — M — have closed form expressions on Euclidean spaces Eq and

the sphere S2. Specifically, the exponential maps on [, reduce in Cartesian coordinates to the vector sum-
mation in Eq. (#00), such that Euclidean GM -convolutions reduce to conventional convolutions on R?; see
Theorem Geodesics on S? are well known to be given by the great circles of the sphere. If the sphere
is viewed as being embedded in R?, the exponential map is explicitly given by Eq. (#30). The geodesics on
general surface meshes are not described by closed form solutions but are computed numerically; see Sec-
tion[I2.1.2] In contrast to the smooth setting, one needs to distinguishes between “shortest” and “straightest”
geodesics on meshes [[172]].

The pullback of feature fields into geodesic normal coordinates is not the only way of representing feature
fields on the tangent spaces. In the literature on spherical CNNss it is rather common to use gnomonic projec-
tions, which are visualized in Fig.[57] Theorem[IT.3]|shows that this projection can be viewed as a special case
of our more general geodesic parameterization after applying a radial warp to the kernels. The corresponding
models are therefore exactly identified as GM -convolutions. Surfaces which are embedded in an ambient
space like R? might furthermore rely on various projections in the embedding space; see for instance the last
three models that are discussed in Section [I2.3] Note that these approaches are truly different from ours, i.e.
these three models are not exactly GM -convolutions.

G-representations and nonlinearities: Almost all models consider either of the trivial representation, ir-
reducible representations or regular representations as field types. Exceptions are quotient representations,
more general induced representations, tensor product representations and, specifically for G = SO(3), the
quaternion representation. Infinite-dimensional representations, in particular regular and quotient representa-
tions of Lie groups, are in implementations discretized. This can either happen via Monte Carlo sampling or
by falling back to the corresponding representations of finite subgroups as discussed above.

The nonlinearities are required to be equivariant w.r.t. the action of the chosen G-representations. Since scalar
fields are G-invariant, they are acted on by usual nonlinearities like ReLU. Feature fields that transform
according to permutation representations, most importantly regular representations, are acted on channel-
wise. All other field types require custom-tailored nonlinearities — we refer to [234] for a discussion of
specific choices.

G-steerable kernel spaces: G -convolutions map input fields of type p, to output fields of type p,, by

convolving them with G-steerable kernels K € 9{5 Do’ Since the space g(pG Pout of G-steerable kernels,
in’"ou in’Fou

$Discrete Levi-Civita connections on meshes are discussed in Section|12.1.2|and [41}143]].
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Def. is a vector space, it is usually parameterized in terms of a basis {Ki, ..., Ky} of K¢

PirPout”
Before computing the convolution, the learned kernel K = Zfil w; K; is expanded in this basis, where
{wi,...,wy} are real-valued weights to be optimized. Provably complete kernel spaces for the groups

G < O(2) were implemented in [234]@] A generalization of the Wigner-Eckart theorem characterizes the
kernel space bases for general compact structure groups G [128].

In practice, the majority of authors does not use a representation theoretic formulation of feature fields and
steerable kernels, but formulate them based on intuition. Specifically, most authors assume a given input
field type and propose various convolution operations which are engineered such that the resulting output
field transforms in an equivariant (or coordinate independent) manner While these approaches propose
certain G-steerable kernels that map between p, -fields and p,-fields, these kernels do sometimes not span
the complete space of possible kernels. This applies for instance to the MDGCNNs and PFCNNs, which are
discussed in Section([12.2

9 Euclidean coordinate independent CNNs

This section considers equivariant convolutions on Euclidean (affine) spaces M = [E;, which are undoubtedly
of greatest practical relevance. Convolutional network on Euclidean spaces are applied for analyzing planar
and volumetric images, audio signals, videos, physical events in (pseudo-Euclidean) Minkowski spacetime
or planar environments in reinforcement learning. The prototypical convolutional model architecture — both
on Euclidean spaces and in general — is the conventional CNN on E; by LeCun et al. [130]. Its success
is to a large extent grounded in its translation equivariance, which allows it to generalize learned inference
between different spatial locations. Motivated by this observation, a lot of effort has been made to generalize
the equivariance properties of CNNs to larger global symmetry groups of [E,, for instance to the Euclidean
isometries in Fig.[47|or more general affine transformations.

Interestingly, most of the globally equivariant models in the literature achieve their equivariance by applying
some kind of G-steerable kernels. This implies that these models are actually equivariant under local gauge
transformations as well, despite not explicitly being designed for it. The reason for this unintentional gauge
equivariance is that the global equivariance of the models is usually designed for each layer individually,
and therefore applies to the local receptive field of every neuron independently. Here we explain globally
equivariant Euclidean CNNGs, listed in rows (1-26) of Table [6} from the more general viewpoint of local
gauge symmetries and discuss how their global equivariance is induced from their local gauge equivariance.
Theorem asserts thereby that a GM -convolution on M = E; is [somgys-equivariant. However, for the
specific case of Euclidean spaces, one can make a stronger statement than mere isometry equivariance: the
convolution with a G-steerable kernel on E; implies the global equivariance of the model under the action of
the affine group Aff(G) := T4 x G, as proven in Theorembelow. The underlying reason for this result is
that the geodesics and Levi-Civita transporters are on Euclidean spaces not only preserved by isometries, but
are more generally preserved by any affine transformation.

Convolutions on Euclidean spaces are classically formulated in coordinates R? of E;. The advantage of
formulating convolutions this way is that R% comes with all mathematical structure that is required for the
definitions. However, R is equipped with an excess of structure, for instance a vector space structure (and
thus an origin) or its canonical {e}-structure. By designing the convolutions to be equivariant, the inference is
then (partly) made independent from this structure: for example, the translation equivariance of convolutions
equalizes the particular choice of origin while E(d) (isometry) equivariance equalizes the particular direction
and orientation of the {e}-structure. To clarify which mathematical structure is actually being assumed and
required, we develop an alternative viewpoint: we start out with the pure affine and metric structure of
the Euclidean space E;. If a GM-convolution on E; assumes more geometric structure, this structure will
subsequently be added by specifying an atlases of (affine) charts z* : E; — R?, which induce gauges and
G-structures.

%https://quva-lab.github.io/e2cnn/api/e2cnn.kernels.html

87This is opposed to our approach, which fixes the input and output fields and subsequently asks for the resulting
constraint on convolution kernels.
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Figure 47: Visualization of the full isometry group Isom(E;) = E(d) of Euclidean spaces E4 for d = 2. It contains
subgroups of translations 73 = (R%,+), rotations SO(d) and reflections (R. Rotations and reflections form the orthogonal
group O(d) =SO(d) xR while translations and rotations form the special Euclidean group SE(d) = Tq x SO(d).
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9.4 Euclidean CNNs in the literature . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 58]

To give an overview and a simple introduction, we review the classical formulation of G-steerable (affine
equivariant) convolutions in coordinates R? in Section The following Sections and define affine
equivariant convolutions on Euclidean spaces in a coordinate free and coordinate independent setting. Specif-
ically, Section [0.2] discusses the affine geometry of Euclidean spaces. Atlases of charts with transition
functions in an affine group Aff(G) (Fig. induce hereby the considered Aff(G)-invariant G-structures
(Fig. @I) Section considers GM -convolutions on these G-structures and proves their global Aff(G)-
equivariance. The specific instantiations of such models found in the literature, i.e. rows (1-26) of Table[6]
are discussed in Section

The reader may choose to jump over the technical definitions in Sections [9.2]and [0.3] which are not strictly
necessary to understand the models in Section[9.4]

9.1 Classical formulation of G-steerable CNNs on R¢

In this section we review the usual notion of convolutions (or cross—correlation@) on R4, When convolving
with a G-steerable kernel, the convolutions become equivariant under the action of the affine group Aff(G).
The following Sections and will identify these operations on R? as coordinate expressions of coordi-
nate free GM -convolutions on Euclidean spaces [E,.

881n deep learning it became common to use the terms “convolution” and “cross-correlation” synonymously.
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Euclidean steerable CNNs: Conventional CNNs consider feature maps on R?, which are functions of the
form

F:R? - Re. (362)

A convolution (actually a correlation) with a matrix-valued kernel K : R¢ — Ru*¢n is then defined as the
integral transform

Fu(x) == [K x Fyl(x) = K (o) Ep(x +9) do, (363)
Rd
which maps an input feature map with c¢;, channels to an output feature map with coye channels. It can be
shown that this operation is the most general linear and translation equivariant mapping between feature
maps [37]@

Euclidean steerable CNNs [34} 235] [234]] generalize conventional CNNs to convolutional networks that are
equivariant under the action of affine groups on feature fields. The affine groups of R? are hereby defined as
semidirect products of the form

Af(G) == Tax G, (364)

where G < GL(d). Affine groups include the isometries of R?, visualized in Fig. as a special case for
G < O(d) but allow for more general point groups (structure groups) G, for instance uniform scaling &. The
following equations give an overview of the most common affine groups in the literature (up to discretizations)
and alternative ways of writing them (assuming Isomgy to be determined by Aff(G)-invariant G-structures;
see below):

Aff({e}) = Ta = (R%+) = Isomyy

Aff(R) = TaxR = Isomgy

Aff(SO(d)) = Tq xSO(d) = SE(d) = Isomgoy = Isom (R?) (365)
Aff(O(d)) = TaxO(d) = E(d) = Isomoy = Isom(R%)

AfF(S) = TgxS

The group Aff(GL(d)) comprises all affine transformations of RY. Since affine groups are defined as semidi-
rect products, any of their elements ¢tg € Aff(G) can be uniquely decomposed into a translation ¢t € 75 and a
point group element g € G. Their (canonical) action on R¢ is given by

AfF(G) x R 5 R, (tg, x) — gx+t. (366)
The action of an inverse group element (tg) ! follows to be given by
()™ x) = g @ —1). (367)

A feature field of type p on R¢ transforms according to the induced representation IndgH(G)

fied by

p of p as speci-

(tg) =, F = [Indg" ¥ p(tg) F == p(g) F (tg)", (368)

which can be seen as the analog of the coordinate free action on sections in Eq. @I)ET] A convolution with
a G-steerable kernel K € ﬂ{f Pout is equivariant w.r.t. these actions on the input and output field, that is,
in’Mou

Kx (tg >y Fa) = tg >, (K*Fa) VY tg € Aff(G). (369)

%For full generality, one would actually have to allow for kernels in the distributional sense (generalized functions).
“Induced representations act in a similar way on fields as shown in Fig. In contrast to the transformation in this Fig-
ure, induced representations allow additionally for translations (the transformation law in Section[#.2.3]is the restriction

Resgfr(G) IndAGH(G) p of the induced representation back to G, i.e. the induced representation without translations).
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This is easily checked by an explicit computation,
(K (tg >, Fa)|(x) = [K % (p,(9) Fa (t9) ") (2)

= [ K0 pylo) Eal(19)™ (x +0)) do

= [ K() (o) Balg™ (w0~ 1)) de

= /. K(g9) p(9) Fn(g7 " (x — t) + 9) |det g| do

= [ @) KG) Fuly™ = 1) +5) do

= pou(9) [K * Fu] (97" (x — 1))
=1tg>, [K * Fm] (x), (370)

which used the G-steerability of K in the fifth step and which holds for any x € R? and any tg € Aff(G).
As proven in [233], such G-steerable convolutions are the most general Aff(G)-equivariant linear maps
between Euclidean feature ﬁeldsm

Relation to Euclidean GM-convolutions: How do these steerable convolutions on R? relate to GM-
convolutions on Euclidean spaces M = E;? The fact that steerable convolutions rely on G-steerable kernels
suggests that they are not only globally Aff(G)-equivariant but (more generally) locally G-equivariant. To
draw the connection between classical G-steerable CNNs on R? and our coordinate free GM -convolutions,
we need to identify the geometric structure that is implicitly being considered by the former.

In general, R? comes canonically equipped with an {e}-structure, visualized in Fig. @ It furthermore
comes with a Riemannian metric corresponding to the standard inner product of RP*[ The corresponding
Levi-Civita connection gives rise to the parallel transporters in Fig. which keep vectors parallel in the
usual sense on Euclidean spaces. When being expressed relative to the frames of the canonical {e}-structure,
the parallel transporters become trivial and drop therefore out. The exponential maps reduce to a mere
summation (after applying some isomorphisms, see below).

While we are given an {e}-structure on R¢, GM-convolutions rely on less specific G-structures. These
G-structures could be seen as the (canonical) G-lifts

GM = (&M <G = {|e]l, <g|lell, € @M, g€ G} (371)

of the canonical {e}-structure {e}M of R?. Intuitively, these lifted G-structures are defined by augmenting
every canonical reference frame in {e}M with any other G-related frame (its right G-orbit in F'M). Fig.
shows such lifted G-structures for different structure groups. As proven in Theorem [0.6] below, they are

°! Assuming that the feature fields transform according to the induced representation, Eq. (368), which is required to
end up with a convolution.

2This generalizes the well known statement that conventional Euclidean convolutions are the most general translation
equivariant linear maps between functions (or feature maps) on Euclidean spaces, which is recovered for G = {e}.

% Formally, the canonical {e}-structure of R? arises as follows: the vector space M = R® comes itself with a canonical
basis, given by the basis vectors e; € RY with elements (ei); = ;5. The canonical reference frames of tangent spaces
T,R? follow from this basis via the canonical isomorphisms tpd p o T, »R? =5 R? from Eq. (530). Intuitively, the local
frames of the tangent spaces T,R? are “aligned” with the global frame of R?. This is equivalent to introducing the
identity map as global coordinate chart z = idga : M = R* — R? and then defining the canonical {e}-structure as the
field of induced coordinate bases [a%i] ;1:1'

*This standard metric 7 is defined as the pullback of the standard inner product (-, -)ga : R? x R* — R on R? via the
canonical isomorphisms tga ,, : T,R% = R? from Eq. to the tangent spaces. It is thus for any v, w € T,R? given

by 7 (v, w) = (tga , (), tra,,(W))ga-
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Figure 48: Visualization of affine charts * : E; — R%, which assign global coordinates to Euclidean spaces. Both
E, and R? are affine spaces, such that one can demand the charts to be affine maps, which preserve collinearity and

ratios of distances. We define an Aff(G)-atlas ﬂff(G) as consisting of charts that are related by transition functions
tBAgBA .= &8 o ()~ that are elements in Aff(G). Charts in an Aff(G)-atlas differ at most in their choice of origin
(%)~ (0) and a G-transformation. A choice of an Aff(G)-atlas, consisting of charts z, induces a G-atlas A of

gauges dz™. The corresponding G-structure GM, which is in Fig. 49| exemplified for different groups G, is invariant
under the action of Aff(G). Theorem[9.8]proves that GM-convolutions on such G-structures are Aff(G)-equivariant.

(Lizards adapted under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International [license|by courtesy of Twitter.)

invariant under the action of Aff(G) — which is in Theorem[9.8|shown to explain the Aff(G)-equivariance of
the convolutions. They are furthermore G-compatible with the Levi-Civita connection.

The claims made here are more rigorously discussed in the following two Sections. This formalizations is,
however, not strictly necessary to understand our classification of Euclidean CNNss in the literature, such that
the reader may skip them and jump immediately to Section[9.4]

9.2 Affine geometry of Euclidean spaces E

Before discussing coordinate free convolutions on Euclidean spaces, we need to understand the underlying
Euclidean geometry. Euclidean spaces [E; are by definition affine spaces, that is, they come with an associated
vector space of dimension d, which defines translations on E4. In addition to being affine spaces, Euclidean
spaces are endowed with an Euclidean metric (distance function). This distance functions corresponds to a
Riemannian metric 7, i.e. an O(d)-structure OM on the (Riemannian) manifold M = E,;. This metric has
the property that its curvature vanishes everywhere, that is, E; is globally flat.

A standard example for Euclidean spaces are the vector spaces R%, however, general Euclidean spaces con-
sider less structure. In particular, they do not come with a vector space structure and do thus not have a
preferred origin. Furthermore, they are in general not equipped with Cartesian coordinates. We will therefore
start with bare Euclidean spaces E; and discuss how the relevant geometric structure is added to them. One
could in principle consider any G-structure, however, we are specifically interested in those G-structures that
recover the classical steerable CNNs from the previous section, which explain all models in rows (1-26) of
Table [6] Such Aff(G)-invariant G-structures are induced from Aff(G)-atlases, consisting of charts of Ey
whose transition functions take values in Aff(G) (Eq. (364)); see Fig. All statements made in coordinates
R? can via charts be translated to a coordinate free setting, which we develop here. More infos about the
relation between coordinate charts and gauges can be found in Appendix [A]
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9.2.1 Affine charts and Aff(G)-atlases

A Euclidean space E, of dimension d is homeomorphic to R?, and admits therefore global chartﬁ
4 By — RY. (372)

In the following we will always require these charts to be affine maps, i.e. isomorphisms of affine spaces,
which preserve collinearity (i.e. they map straight lines to straight lines) and ratios of distances. Since
compositions of affine maps are affine maps, it follows that the chart transition functions

2Po(z) 7! R - R (373)

are affine transformations of RY, i.e. elements in Aff(GL(d)). The transition functions decompose therefore
' : - on $BA BA .
uniquely into a translation ¢ € 75 and an element g”“ € GL(d):

tPAgBA = 2B o (1) (374)

The notation g4 is hereby not accidental as these group elements agree with the gauge transformations that
are induced by chart transitions, which is proven in Theorem [ZZ] below.

Given a choice of affine group Aff(G), we define Aff(G)-atlases of E4 as those atlases of global charts from
E4 to R?, whose chart transition functions take values in Aff(G):

Definition 9.1 (Aff (G)-atlas of Euclidean space). Let X be an index set labeling charts and, for any
X € X, let 2% : Eq — R? be a global affine chart of Eq. The atlas

ApHG) = { (B, ™) ] Xex} (375)
is said to be an Aft(G)-atlas if all of its chart transition functions take values in Aff(G), that is, if

2Bo(zM) e AR(G) VYA, BeX. (376)

Fig. 48| visualizes affine charts and the Aff(G)-valued chart transition maps between them.

9.2.2 Induced G-atlases and G-structures

Any global coordinate chart 2 : E; — R¢ induces a global gauge, which is pointwise given by the chart
gradients

by = dri  T,M — R, (377)

see Eq. (340) in Appendix [A.3] and Table[7] An atlas of charts corresponds therefore an atlas of gauges.
In particular, given that the charts form an Aff(G)-atlas, it is guaranteed that the gauge transformations are
G-valued, that is, that the induced gauges form a G-atlas:

Theorem 9.2 (Aff (G)-atlases of charts induce G-atlases of gauges). Let ﬂﬁ{ (&) = {(Eq,2%) |X €Xx}
be an Aff(G)-atlas of charts. The induced atlas of gauges
A = {(Bq,d2™) | X € x} (378)

is then guaranteed to be a G-atlas. In particular, if the chart transition maps are given by

zBo (xAg;l = tBAgBA, the transition maps between gauges are at any point p € Eg given by
gBA =g A e
» .

%The fact that E; and R? are globally homeomorphic (or even isometric) explains why most related work considers
the vector spaces R as models of Euclidean spaces. Our approach in this section is a bit more careful as it introduces the
minimal structure necessary to define GM -coordinate independent convolutions on Euclidean spaces M = Eg.
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(a) Aff({e})-atlas induced {e}-structure {e}M on (b) Aff(SO(2))-atlas induced SO(2)-structure SOM
M = E,, preserved by translations in Aff({e}) = on M = E,, preserved by translations and rotations
Isomygyr = Ta. in Aff(SO(2)) = Isomson = SE(2).
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(c) Aff(R)-atlas induced R-structure RM on M = (d) Aff(8)-atlas induced §-structure SM on M = Eo,
Eq, preserved by translations and reflections in preserved by translations and scalings in Aff(8) =
Aff(R) = Isomgy = T2 x R. T2 x &. Note that Isomgy, = 72 since scalings are

non-isometric.

Figure 49: Visualization of different G-structures GM on Euclidean spaces M = E, which are induced by an Aff(G)-
atlas of charts (Def. . Fig. @ shows the translation invariant {e}-structure {e}M that corresponds to conventional
Euclidean convolutions. The other three G-structures correspond to non-trivially G-steerable CNNs. They generalize
locally over all poses that are related by the specific set of reference frames in G,M. As the G-structures are Aff(G)-
invariant (implied by Theorem , the G-steerable convolutions are globally equivariant w.r.t. Aff(G) (Theorem [9.8).
Instead of defining the G-structures via an Aff (G)-atlas of charts, one could define them via a G-lift GM := {e}M <G of
the canonical {e}-structure of R? (Eq. (371)), which augments the frames in the {}-structure with all G-related frames.

Proof: The transition functions between chart induced gauges coincide by Eq. (333) with the Jacobian of the
chart transition maps, that is,

gyt = dey o (duyf) ™

_ ox®P
 OxAlea)
The last expression is the usual abuse of notation for Jacobians of chart transition maps, which was in
Eq. (547) in components defined as
B

Oz,

A
ox?)

(379)

(380)

x4 (p) z4(p) .

-1 _4BA BA

Using that the chart transition maps are given by 2% o (z4) gB4, this implies

(951),, = Ou(xfo (zA)’l)(x)|xA(p) = 0, (g% +tP4) [0y = 90t (381)

that is, that the induced gauge transformations g]’f 4 are G-valued and agree with %4 (which justifies
the notation). As this argument holds for any p € E; and any charts A, B € X, this implies that the
induced atlas of gauges is a G-atlas. ]

As discussed in Section [6.4} any G-atlas of gauges implies a G-structure GM. According to Eq. (I84), GM
is pointwise determined by

GM = (Vi) (@), (382)

151



where the particular choice of gauge A € X is arbitrary. The frames in G,M are the coordinate bases
[%u Z=1 = [(cfx;;‘)fl(e#)]ﬁzl and all G-transformations of them. As the maximal Aff(G)-atlas is by

definition Aff(G)-invariant, the same holds for the induced G-structure (with the action defined via any chart,
as clarified and proven below). Fig.[49)shows such G-structures for different affine groups. In the next section
we prove that the corresponding GM -convolutions are equivariant under the action of Aff(G).

As it turns out, GM Zau, E4 is (non-canonically) isomorphic to Aff(G) % Aff(G)/G = R? as a principal
bundle, where

q: Aff(G) = R?, tgrst (383)

is the canonical quotient map of the affine group (after identifying cosets ¢tG with translations t)ﬁ] Non-
surprisingly, this principal bundle isomorphism depends on the choice of chart.
Theorem 9.3 (Principal bundle isomorphism between Aff(G) and GM). Let GM be an Aff(G)-atlas in-

duced G-structure on E4. Then GM is isomorphic to Aff(G) L Rlasa principal bundle, i.e. there are

isomorphisms
-1
OéA : AH(G) — GM, tg — (wG’M,(wA)’l(t)) (g) (384)
and
(z) " R? > Ey (385)
such that the following diagram commutes:
A .
A(G) x ¢ — 2 XMe oy v
Jq
A
Aff(G) & GM (386)
QJ/ JWGM
R4 E
(@) ’

The inverse of a” is hereby given by
t=ao 77(;\1([61’]?:1)

— 2hA d
9= Vs et ([E11=1)

Note that the isomorphisms are in one-to-one correspondence to the Aff(G)-compatible charts of the
considered atlas.

(@)™ GM - AI(G), [e]ly > tg where { (387)

Proof: To prove the statement, we need to show that o and (o) ™! are indeed inverse to each other, that
a? is a bundle map over (z*!)~! and that o is right G-equivariant. That (a*)~! is both a well defined
left and right inverse of o is easily checked by the reader. That o is a bundle map over (z4)~! means

that the bottom square of the diagram commutes. This is seen by observing that (z4)~! o q(tg) =
_ -1 _
(z)7H(t) and 7y, 0 @ (tg) = Ty 0 (Ve way1)  (9) = ()71 (t) agree for any tg € Aff(G).
The commutativity of the upper square in the diagram, i.e. the right G-equivariance of o, follows
- -1, -1 - -
from the fact that @ (tg - §) = (Ve r)  (99) = (Ve i) (9) <G = a’(tg) < g holds
for any tg € Aff(G) and any g € G. The second step made use of the fact that 1, (,4)-1( is right

G-equivariant (Eq. (I88))), which implies the equivariance of its inverse. Together, these properties show
that o is a principal bundle isomorphism. |

%We implicitly employ a canonical isomorphism Aff(G)/G = R¢, tG + t, where ¢ denotes a translation group
element in 73 = (R?, +) on the Lh.s. and a vector in R on the r.h.s.
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9.2.3 Coordinate free affine transformations

As we want to prove the equivariance of GM -convolutions under affine transformations in a coordinate free
setting, we need to introduce groups of affine transformations of E4, instead of R? as above. The charts will
relate the coordinate free affine groups to the affine groups Aff(G) of R%.

We start with the full group
Aff(Eq) := {¢:Eq — Eq| ¢ is an affine transformation of Eq } (388)

of affine transformations of a Euclidean space Ey. It is easy to prove that Aff(E;) is isomorphic to
Aff(GL(d)), with isomorphisms given by ¢ ~ ¢ ()" for an arbitrary choice of chart 2. This state-
ment is proven in a more general setting in Theorem [9.6| below.

As in the case of isometries, we define subgroups Affgys < Aff(E;) of G-structure preserving affine trans-
formations:

Definition 9.4 (G-structure preserving affine transformations). Let GM be any G-structure on E,4. We
define the corresponding subgroup of G-structure preserving affine transformations as

Affoar = {¢ € AfF(Eq) | d, 1y GpM = GyyM Vp € By} < Aff(Eg). (389)

Compare this definition to that of Isomgps in Def. As in the case of Isomgys, the gauge transforma-
tions that are induced by affine transformations in Affy, are guaranteed to be G-valued. This statement is
formalized by the following theorem, which is essentially analogous to Theorem 8.3

Theorem 9.5 (Affgys in local trivializations). Let ¢ € Aff(E;) be any isometry of M = E4. Then the
following three statements are equivalent:

1. ¢ is G-structure preserving, that is, ¢ € Affgp;.

2. The affine transformation pullback wéup ¢~ of any gauge wé‘,?p of the G-atlas of FM that

*, FM

defines GM is G-compatible with that G-atlas.

3. The coordinate expression of ¢, ., relative to any gauges @/Jéwp and wg‘[. () from the G-atlas
-1

of FM takes values in the structure group, that is, gq‘?‘z (p) := ¢}4\ 16(p) Dyt (w,gwp) =

A A e 71 .
dxﬁ(p) o, (dx;;‘) is G-valued.
Proof: The proof is analogous to that of Theorem [8.3] More generally, the statement holds for arbitrary
G-structure preserving diffeomorphisms. (]

Induced gauge transformations describe the transformation of the coordinate expressions of bundle elements,
e.g. tangent or feature vector coefficients. The action of the affine transformation ¢ on the manifold [E itself
can also be described in coordinates R?. This is achieved by a left and right multiplication of ¢ with any
(affine) chart, which we can w.l.0.g. take to be equal at the source and target location since we are only con-
sidering global charts. The resulting coordinate expression tﬁA g(‘;‘A, defined by the following commutative
diagram,

A b A

R L Ey E,4 L R¢ (390)

L J
tﬁA g:;A

is guaranteed to take values in Aff(G) if ¢ preserves the G-structure.

Theorem 9.6 (A ffgys in global affine charts). Ler GM be the G-structure induced by some Aff(G)-atlas
and let z* : Bq — R? be a chart of this atlas. The coordinate expression of an element ¢ € Affgy,
relative to x* is then given by

ate (zh) 7 =ty € AF(G), (391)
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where

tyt=ate (xA)il(O) €Ta and  g)t:= dA:cﬁ(p) By rur (cfxﬁ)i1 € G (392)

The element gj}A € G in the coordinate expression coincides hereby with the induced gauge transfor-
mation g(‘;‘A (p) € G from Theoremat any point p € Eg.
Furthermore, the coordinatization map
Affgr — AFF(G), ¢ 2™ ¢ (2?) 71, (393)
is a group isomorphism.
Proof: Since 24 and ¢ are affine maps, 2 ¢ (xA)*l : R? — R? is an affine transformation of R?, i.e. an
element of Aff(GL(d)) (or some subgroup of it). This implies that a first order Taylor expansion of the

expression is exact. The application of the coordinate expression to an arbitrary element x € R? can
therefore be written in terms of the following Taylor expansion around the origin 0 of R%:

6 () ) @) = 140 (@O + gt o @),y
:tq/;‘A + g(‘;‘A X
= (t5"95") x (394)

Here we implicitly defined the translation tgA € R and the Jacobian g(‘;‘A € R4 and identified them
with group elements, which is possible since all involved morphisms are invertible.

That the Jacobian gg‘A agrees with the induced gauge transformation gg‘A (p) at an arbitrary point p € M
is shown by rewriting it via Eq. (331)) in terms of differentials:

0
ggA = ox’ [xA¢(xA)_1].r’:xA(p)

= lpd d[xA 1) (a:A)_l]xA(p) )
- -1
= lpd dxg(p) dop (d;v;‘) ! (LRd)
= dzgip) Gy (doy) 7"
= 95" () (395)
In the penultimate step we identified the differential d¢ as an alternative notation for the pushforward

¢, 1, and identified the chart gradients dz* := 1ga dz* as defined in Eq. (540). The index p is dropped
in the notation g4 = g4 (p) due to its arbitrariness.

-1

That tgAgA is not only an element element of Aff(GL(d)) but of its subgroup Aff(G) is clear since
Theorem|9.5|states that g4 (p) € G forany ¢ € Affga.

To prove that the coordinatization map C4 : Affgys — Aff(G), ¢ +— 2% ¢ ()71 is indeed a group
isomorphism, we need to show that it is 1) a group homomorphism, 2) injective and 3) surjective. That
C# is a group homomorphism follows immediately from its definition since

CHod) = 29 (x") = ato (@) T2t () = CAe)CN9)  (396)
holds for any ¢,~¢Z € Affgar. The injectivity of C4 requires that, for any ¢, ¢ € Affu, the equality
CA(¢) = CA(¢) implies ¢ = ¢. That this is the case is clear since C4(¢) = C4(¢) is equivalent
to 24 ¢ (acA) R é (xA)fl, which implies the equality of ¢ and 6 since z is an isomorphism.
Lastly, C4 is surjective if and only if for any tg € Aff(G) there exists some ¢ € Affgyy, such that
CA(¢) = tg. As an ansatz, let ¢ = (acA)_l tg x4, such that C4(¢) = tg. What remains to be shown
is that this construction of ¢ is indeed an element of Aff;y,. As one can easily check, gﬁA =g €@,

such that ¢ € Affs follows from Theorem[0.5] with which surjectivity holds. Overall, this proves that
CA : Affgp — AfF(G) is a group isomorphism if Affgyy is induced by an Aff(G)-atlas.
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The isomorphism between Affgy, and Aff(G) is not unique, as it depends on the particular chart considered.
Different choices are related by the inner automorphisms of Aff(G) since

CB(9) =28 6 (o8) 71 = 2B (0) L 6 (1) T @B) T = (BB CA(6) (1B4gBA) . (397)

This concludes our analysis of the Euclidean geometry and Aff(G)-invariant G-structures that are required
for the definition of coordinate free Euclidean convolutions in the next section.

9.3 Affine group equivariant CNNs on Euclidean spaces E

We now turn to investigate Euclidean GM -convolutions on Aff(G)-atlas induced G-structures. When being
expressed in a chart, these convolutions boil down to classical G-steerable convolutions on R4, as we show
next. Their affine equivariance is in Theorem [9.8] proven in a coordinate free setting.

Recovering conventional convolutions on R¢: G -convolutions rely crucially on the transporter pull-
back Exp; f of feature fields, which in turn depends on parallel transporters and the exponential map. On
Euclidean spaces, these operations take a particularly simple form, which we discuss first.

As stated before, Levi-Civita transporters move tangent vectors such over Euclidean spaces that they remain
parallel in the usual sense on Euclidean spaces; see Fig. Let 24 : E; — R? be any global chart of an
Aff(G)-atlas. As the induced frame field is “parallel”, the transporters along any path - become trivial when

being expressed relative to the induced gauges cix;‘:
gs‘A =e for any path v (398)
This implies in particular that the feature vector transporters are in this gauge given by identity maps, i.e.
p(g2?) = idge for any path . (399)

When expressing the exponential map in a chart, it reduces to a summation of the point and vector coordinate
expressions:

oA (exp,v) = oA(p) + drf(v) (400)

We furthermore need to express feature fields in coordinates, that is, we pull them via the (global, inverse)
chart from E, back to R¢,

= fAo(@®): RIS R, (401)
which is visualized by the following commutative diagram:
FA
d c
R — E, Iz R (402)

With these ingredients at hand, the transporter pullback, Eq. (67), of feature fields on Euclidean spaces can
in coordinates be expressed as

[EXp;;f}A(U) = p(gﬁi exp,, (dzA) )fA €XPp ((d.’l) ) 1(9))

= 54 (xA)_ x expp((dxﬁ)_l(o))

= FA(zA(p) +9). (403)
The coordinate expression of the GM -convolution, Eq. @ becomes therefore
fa) = sl o) = [ K0 Byl ) o = [ KO R @A)+ ) do. 04

This shows that GM -convolutions on Euclidean spaces are conventional convolutions (correlations).
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Theorem 9.7 (GM -convolutions on Euclidean spaces recover convolutions on R%). Let GM be a G-
structure induced by an Aff(G)-atlas of charts as defined in Section When being expressed rel-
ative to any global chart x* : Eg — R? of this Aff(G)-atlas, the GM -convolution takes the form of a
conventional convolution (correlation) * :

Fa(x) = | K@) Fl(x+9)do = [K*FE](x) (405)
Rd

Proof: The statement follows by evaluating Eq. (#04) at p = (mA)_l(.zr) and identifying Fiii = filo(z )_1
on the Lh.s. ]

Before proceeding to our proof of the Euclidean GM -convolutions’ equivariance in a coordinate free setting,
we consider its coordinate independence — as we will see, both notions are closely related. All that is required
to demonstrate the coordinate independence is the transformation law of the feature field pullbacks to R via
charts. The transformation law follows directly from transition functions and can from the commutativity of

the diagram

BAgBA (406)

/\

be read off to be given by

Note that this transformation law is exactly the induced representation F'? = tB4¢B4 > o I 4 as introduced
in Eq. (368). Leveraging the equivariance of the conventional convolution with G-steerable kernels from
Eq. (369), this implies

KxE} = K« (P>, B = PP, (K«E)) = PP >, Fi = F5 (408)

in mn m

The active Aff(G)-equivariance of classical G-steerable convolutions on R? from Section is therefore
seen to imply the passive Aff(G) coordinate independence of Euclidean GM-convolutions and vice versa.
The two are two sides of the same coin. In addition, one can prove the Aff(G)-equivariance of the GM-
convolution in the coordinate free setting, which we will do next.

Affine group equivariance To prove the affine group equivariance of Euclidean GM -convolutions, we
first define the transformation law of coordinate free feature fields f € I'(.A) under affine transformations
¢ € Atfgy as

d>f=¢,, fo, (409)
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i.e. as for isometries in Def. [8.2l°’| The (Levi-Civita) transporter pullback of an affine transformed feature
field ¢ > f is relative to an affine chart 24 given by:

[Expi(6 5> )] (0)
[Expi(d,, f 6] (0)

= (9L e inpyr) Vi (0af 871 exmy((do) T )

= idge

Uity b (W) i) 1 (@) 2] 07 (@) 0] exp, ((dey) T (9)
[0 6 (W) N[t £ (@) 7 ][ 67 (@) 7 2 exp, ((dap) T (0)]

F et ) T e )+ o)

)

) [(tﬁf‘gg‘f‘) >, FA] (z(p) + 0) (410)
It relates to the transporter pullback of the untransformed field via the induced representation (Eq. (368)),
acting with the coordinate expression ¢4 g4 of ¢ (Eq. (391)). The first two steps make use of Eq. @#09)
and the definition of the transporter pullback in coordinates, where (¢, , f p~H)A = wfp(qb*, Wi o 1).
To translate all morphisms into the corresponding coordinate expressions, step three inserts identities
idge = (dﬁaﬂp))ildf@,l(m and idre = (:CA)fle, which are in step four rebracketed to clarify which
combinations result in the coordinate expressions after step five. Recall for step 5 that, by Theorem 0.6
gﬁA (p) = g(‘;‘A for any p in E;. As stated above, the last step identifies the resulting transformation law in

coordinates as the action of the induced representation.

—~
—
—

—~
~

—~
w
=

—~
S
Nt

With this result we can prove the Affgj,-equivariance of Euclidean convolutions in the coordinate free setting.
This generalizes Theorem [8.9] proving the isometry equivariance of GM-convolutions for the specific case
of Euclidean spaces.

Theorem 9.8 (Affine equivariance of Euclidean GM -convolutions). Let GM be a G-structure that is in-
duced by some Aff(G)-atlas of the Euclidean space M =E, and assume feature vectors to be
transported according to the Levi-Civita connection on Ey. The corresponding GM -convolutions is
then guaranteed to be equivariant under the action of G-structure preserving affine transformations
Afferyr = Aff(G). In equations, we have for arbitrary feature fields fi, € T'(A;,) and G-steerable
kernels K € KS that

Pin>Pout
[K* (¢ fin)] = o> [K * fin) Vo e Affaar, (411)
i.e. that the following diagram commutes for any ¢ in Affgp,:
o>

F(-Ain) — F(-Ain)
Kx Kx (412)
F(-Aout) — F(-Aout)

¢>

Proof: Let 2 : E; — R be any global chart of the considered Aff(G)-atlas and let p € Ey. Our proof of
the Affgps-equivariance is then performed by expressing the convolution relative to these coordinates
and making use of the Aff(G)-equivariance of classical G-steerable convolutions on R¢ from Eq. (369):

v (K x (o> fn)] (p) (413)

Aout,P
“TSince the feature vector bundle is defined as a G-bundle, i.e. associated to GM, pushforwards can only be defined
for the G-structure preserving affine transformations in Affgay.
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K (o) [Exp)(¢ 1> fin)] A(v) do (GM-convolution in coordinates, Eq. (87) )
R4

/ K(o) [(tﬁAg:;‘A) >, Flﬂ (z(p) +0) do (transformed transporter pullback, Eq. )
Rd mn

= [K = (8490 o, )] (24 (p)) (identified convolution * on R? )

= [t3%90" o, (K = FN)] (2 (1)) (Aff(G)-equivariance on R, Eq. (369) )

= o (924) (K B (124954 2 () (induced representation >, , Eq. (368) )

= Pou(957) (K * F) (xA(qb_l(p))) (coordinate expression of ¢, Eq. (391) )

= Pou (95 / K (v (67 (p)) +9) do (expanded convolution * on R? )

= Pout gd, / K (0) [Expj-1y) fm] (0) d (Euclidean transporter pullback, Eq. (@03) )

= Pou (95 )wﬁu,,¢—1<p) [K % fi] ¢~ (p) (GM-convolution in coordinates, Eq. (§7) )

= G, [K* fulo™ () (pushforward in coordinates, Eq. (302) )

=y 60> [K * fa] | (0) (Affcas action on feature fields, Eq. (@09) )
The statement follows since w“:u“p is an isomorphism. (]

In summary, Euclidean GM -convolutions with Aff(G)-atlas induced G-structures have the following two
properties:

Aff(G)-coordinate independence: They are guaranteed to produce equivalent results in any chart of the

Aff(G)-atlas Ay, A This property was shown in Eq. (408)) and is in
Fig. [4§] v1suahze(i as the transformation benween charts.

active Aff(G)-equivariance: As proven in Theorem-they are equivariant under active transforma-
tions of feature fields by Affgy, = Aff(G). In Fig. 48] this would cor-
respond to an transformation of the signal on E;, which would reflect in
an active transformation on its representation relative to the same chart.

The proofs of both properties rely ultimately on the active Aff(G)-equivariance of classical G-steerable
convolutions on R? in Eq. (369).

9.4 Euclidean CNNs in the literature

All of the models in rows (1-26) of Table@are Aff(G)-equivariant GM -convolutions on Euclidean spaces E4
as discussed in the previous sections. They differ in the dimensionality d of the Euclidean space, the struc-
ture group G and thus global symmetry group Aff(G), the group representations or field types p and choices
of discretizations. This section discusses the models briefly by grouping them by their field types into irrep
models, regular representation models (corresponding to group convolutions) and variations of them, quotient
representation models and others. Conventional CNNs, which we review first, fall a bit out of this classifica-
tion as their trivial structure group leads to feature fields and kernels without any symmetry constraints.

Row (1) lists Euclidean GM -convolutions on translation invariant {e}-structures as visualized in Fig.
Due to the triviality of the structure group G = {e} no (non-trivial) gauge transformations exist and the only
possible choice of group representation is the trivial representation. The G-steerability constraint becomes
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therefore trivial, such that the space of admissible convolution kernels remains unrestricted. When being
pulled back to R? via a chart, the GM-convolution becomes by Theorem a conventional convolution
(correlation). Theorem [9.8]asserts its translational equivariance. The models are therefore seen to correspond
to the conventional convolutional networks by LeCun et al. [130].

All of the other Euclidean models in rows (2-26) consider non-trivial structure groups. They can be thought
of as conventional convolutions on R? with the additional constraint on the kernels to be G-steerable, which
guarantees their Aff(G)-equivariance.

Irrep features: The networks in rows (4, 9, 10, 17, 23) and (26) operate on feature fields that transform
according to irreducible representations (irreps) of G. For G = SO(2), listed in row (4), this leads to so-
called harmonic networks [244, 234]]. This name is motivated by the fact that the kernel constraint allows
in this case only for spectrally localized circular harmonics of frequency m — n when mapping between
fields that transform according to irreps of order n in the input and order m in the output@ The additional
reflectional constraint for G = O(2), listed in row (10), adds parity selection rules that fix the phase of the
circular harmonics, suppressing half of the degrees of freedom as compared to the G = SO(2) case [234].
The models by [235] 224, [156, [120 2] in row (17) consider irreps of G = SO(3) and can therefore be seen
as the analog to the models in row (4) in three dimensions. The space of valid kernels to map between fields
that transform according to irreps (Wigner D-matrices) of orders n and m is here spanned by all spherical
harmonics of the 2(min(m,n) + 1) orders j with |m — n| < j < m+ n. As proven in [[128], this generalizes
to any compact structure group, with the admissible frequencies of the harmonics being determined by the
corresponding Clebsch-Gordan coefficients labeled by m,n and j. A variation of this approach is listed in
row (23) [174]. A convolution of an input scalar field with spherical harmonics yields irrep fields of the
corresponding order. However, instead of processing these irrep features further via convolutions, the authors
compute their norm. This results in scalar fields, which are in the next layer processed in the same manner.
The model from [205]] in row (26) does not assume the standard Euclidean metric but the Minkowski metric.
Its structure group is the Lorentz group G = SO(d — 1, 1) and the global symmetry group is the Poincaré
group. In addition to building the equivariant network, the authors propose an algorithm to compute the irreps
of Lie groups from the structure constants of their Lie algebra.

A special case of irreps are trivial representations, which describe G-invariant feature vectors (scalars). Due
to their invariance, such features can not encode differences between any patterns in GG-related poses. The
constraint on kernels that map between scalar fields becomes K (go) = K(¢) for any 0 € R? and any
g € G, enforcing kernels that are (in every channel individually) invariant under the action of GG. This is for
reflections G = R visualized in the upper left entry of Table [3| Interpreting the pixel grid of an image as
a graph and applying a standard graph convolution to it corresponds to a trivially steerable convolution with
O(2)-invariant kernels since standard graph convolutions apply isotropic kernels [110].

An advantage of irrep features from a practical viewpoint is their low dimensionality and thus memory con-
sumption per feature field. However, empirical results show that irrep field based steerable convolutions
usually achieve a lower performance than other field types, for instance those based on regular representa-
tions. This statement is reflected in our evaluation of Mébius convolutions in Section[5.4.2]and the benchmark
of isometry equivariant Euclidean convolutions in [234]].

Regular features and group convolutions: The probably most prominent class of group representations in
equivariant deep learning are regular representations of the structure groups. Regular representations operate
ona suitabl space of functions / : G — R by translating them, that is, [Preg(g)F } (9)=F (gfl g) ﬁ For
finite groups this implies feature fields with the number of channels ¢ = |G| given by the order of the group.
As non-finite groups imply non-finite regular representations, the corresponding features are in practice dis-
cretized, which is mostly done by considering a finite subgroup of the structure group. Since regular feature

%0nly frequency m — n is allowed when considering complex irreps of SO(2). For real irreps, the constraint allows
for frequencies |m — n| and m + n. More details can be found in Appendices E.5 of [234] and E.1 and E.2 of [128].

PFor instance, for topological groups, the functions are typically required to be continuous. For locally compact
groups one usually considers the space L*(G) of square integrable functions on G.

10Regular representations over a different field K than the reals take values in this field, i.e. / : G — K.
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fields f € T'(A) assign a function f4(p) : G — R to each point p € M (when being expressed relative

to any gauge A at p), they are equivalent to real-valued functions f : GM — R on the G-structure GM
For the case of GM being induced by an Aff(G)-atlas, this is furthermore equivalent to real-valued functions

f : Aff(G) — R on Aff(G) = GM (along the isomorphism in Eq. (384)). Equivariant linear maps between
functions on the group Aff(G) are group convolutions (see Eq. (601) in Section|D|and Section 7.11 in [[73]),
which means that affine group convolution based CNNs are covered by our framework [33, 1211 [7]].

Aff(G)-group convolutions are in Table E] listed in rows (2,3,5,11,15,19,21,24) and (25). As these models
typically process gray-scale or scalar images, they apply an initial convolution from scalar fields to regular
fields, followed by group convolutions, i.e. convolutions from regular to regular fields. As regular repre-
sentations are permutation representations, they typically apply pointwise nonlinearities like ReL.Us to each
of the field channels individuallylﬂ_ﬁ] The reflection equivariant CNN on Es from [234] in row (3) applies
R-steerable kernels, as derived in Section [5| and visualized in the bottom right entry of Table 3] As the re-
flection group is finite with order |R| = 2, the regular feature fields have two channels, each of which is
associated to one of the two frame orientations of the [R-structure in Fig. The resulting model is glob-
ally T2 x R = Aff(RR) equivariant. To construct SE(2) = Aff(SO(2)) equivariant group convolutions one
would in theory have to consider the SO(2)-structure in Fig. with feature fields transforming according
to the regular representation of SO(2). In practice, most of the models in row (5) of Table E] approximate
this via regular representations of the cyclic groups Cy < SO(2), which are finite subgroups of discrete ro-
tations by multiples of 27t /N. As the order of these groups is |Cy| = N, the corresponding feature fields are
N-dimensional. While the model performance is initially significantly increasing with [V, it is empirically
found to saturate at approximately 8 to 12 sampled directions [236} 234, [7]. For an intuition on the spaces of
Cy-steerable kernels we refer to the visualizations in [236} (8] [7]. The E(2) = Aff(O(2)) equivariant group
convolutions in row (11) are similarly approximated via dihedral subgroups Dy < O(2), which consist of N
rotations, each in two reflections. The feature fields are in this case |Dy| = 2N-dimensional. Simultaneous
equivariance under translations and scaling is achieved by the 73 x & = Aff(&') group convolutions in rows
(2) and (15). The scaling group is hereby commonly discretized. As this would still lead to a (countably)
infinite group order, the implementations introduce cutoffs, i.e. minimal and maximal scales as shown by the
frames in Fig. [49d] Note that this leads to similar boundary effects as for conventional convolutions at the
border of an image. The models in rows (19) and (21) are equivariant w.r.t. translations, rotations and, for the
latter, reflections on three-dimensional Euclidean spaces E3. While Finzi et al. [67] choose a Monte-Carlo
discretization of the regular representation, the models in [242,241] are based on different discrete subgroups
of SO(3) or O(3). A current limitation of group convolution based rotation and reflection equivariant models
in three dimensions is their high memory and compute requirement. For instance, the symmetry group of
the cube, which has still a quite coarse resolution of rotations by 7/2, already consists of 48 group elements,
implying 48-dimensional feature fields in three-dimensional space. On the other hand, the large number of
symmetries reflects the greatly enhanced data efficiency of such models: the authors of [241] report the same
performance of an equivariant model in comparison to a non-equivariant ({e}-steerable) network despite
training on a 10 times smaller dataset. The models in rows (24) and (25) convolve on Egz, however, they
consider cyclic and dihedral structure groups C4 and Dy, i.e. planar rotations and reflections around the (thus
defined) z-axis. Their steerable kernels are therefore similar to those of the models from rows (5) and (11)
but extend additionally in a new z-direction.

Regular to scalar and vector pooling: A variation of group convolutional networks are the models in

rows (7,8,13,16) and (20), which are labeled by regular%trivial and regularﬁ)ﬂwector. After applying a
convolution to regular feature fields, they perform a max-pooling operation over channels, which results in
scalar (trivial) fields [33) [143} 234] [77, 3], or a max-pooling together with an argmax, from which vector
fields can be computed [144} 234]]. Subsequent convolutions map from the resulting scalar or vector fields
back to regular feature fields. As the pooling operations reduce the number of channels significantly from
|G| to 1 or d, respectively, the models become more memory and compute efficient than conventional group

101 Theorem in Appendix [H|proves this isomorphism C*°(GM) = I'(A,,,) for the practically relevant case of ¢
being a finite group.

102 A5 the action of nonlinear maps depends on the chosen basis, this is what really distinguishes regular (or any other
non-irreducible) feature fields from their decomposition into irrep fields; see footnote@and the discussion in Section@
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convolutions. On the downside the pooling is accompanied with a loss of information, which is empirically
found to decrease the model performance [234].

Quotient features: Rows (6,12) and (22) list models whose feature fields transform according to quotient
representations of the structure group, which are permutation representations that are similar to regular rep-

resentations. Given a subgroup G of G, the corresponding quotient representation acts on scalar functions
F: G/é — R on the quotient space G/a via translation, that is, [pﬁl{f(g) Fl (gé) =r(g g é) The di-
mensionality of the feature fields is therefore given by the index |G : é| of G in G, which is for finite groups

equal to |G|/|G|. Feature fields that transform under quotient representations can be seen as symmetry-
constrained regular feature fields that are forced to take the same value on all group elements in the same

coset gG of G in G. A specific example are the representations in row (22), which are associated with the
quotient O(3)/ O(2) = S2. Instead of allowing for arbitrary convolution kernels, the kernel constraint leads
here to kernels which are invariant under rotations around the z-axis; see the visualizations in [[103]]. More
details and a graphical intuition on quotient representation based feature fields can be found in Appendix C
of [234]. The theory proposed in [121] covers quotient fields from an alternative viewpoint of group convo-
lutions on right quotient spaces.

Induced representations: A generalization of regular and quotient representations are induced represen-
tations like the induced SO(2) irreps in row (14) of Table [6] Given any SO(2)-irrep p : SO(2) — GL(n),

the induced representation Ind(s)(()%) p: O(2) = GL(c) of O(2) with ¢ = n-|O(2) : SO(2)| = 2n acts in

the following way: reflections permute two n-dimensional, orthogonal subspaces of R?" which correspond
to the two cosets in O(2)/SO(2) while rotations act on the individual subspaces via p. For p being the
trivial representation of SO(2) this recovers quotient representations as discussed above. In comparison to
O(2)-irrep feature fields, the induced SO(2)-irrep fields show a significantly improved performance. A more
detailed description and empirical evaluation of these field types can be found in [234].

The last type of representation listed in Table[6]is the quaternion representation of three-dimensional rotations
in row (18) [250]]. It makes use of the usual representation of rotations via quaternions, which relies the
identification of unit quaternions with SU(2) and the existence of a surjective group homomorphism from
SU(2) to SO(3). Note that the quaternion representation is actually a projective representation of SO(3).

While our theory is formulated on continuous Euclidean spaces, implementations sample feature fields on
discrete subsets. The most common discretization of E, is in terms of the pixel grid Z¢. An alternative
are hexagonal planar grids on [E, as investigated by Hoogeboom et al. [93]]. If such regular pixel grids are
chosen, a basis of G-steerable kernels can be precomputed and sampled on this grid. Data like events in
spacetime [203] or molecules in R? [224] [120}, [2, [156]] are instead usually represented by irregular point
clouds. In this case the kernels need to be given analytically, which allows their online sampling during the
forward pass.

Finally, we want to mention that there exist globally Aff(G)-equivariant models which are not locally G-
equivariant. An example is TI-pooling (transformation-invariant pooling) [[129], which feeds a set of globally
transformed feature fields through a conventional CNN and finally pools the resulting features over these
transformations, which results in an invariant descriptor.

10 Rotation equivariant CNNs on punctured Euclidean spaces

The models in rows (27-30) of Table[6]provide an interesting alternative for rotation equivariant convolutions
on punctured Euclidean spaces E4\{0}. They rely on G-structures that are invariant under rotations around
the chosen origin {0}, as visualized for instance in Fig. By specifying a preferred origin, these models
lose the property to be translation equivariant{ﬂ_nl However, if the G-structure is additionally invariant under

1% This issue can be resolved by combining the network with a translation invariant origin predictor network [62]]. Note
that the rotation equivariance of the combined model is only preserved if this origin predictor is SE(d)-equivariant.

161



(a) SO(2)-invariant {e}-structure as implicitly (b) Cs-invariant {e}-structure as implicitly
assumed by Finzi et al. [67]. assumed by Chidester et al. [30].

Figure 50: Two examples of {e}-structures on the punctured plane E\ {0} which 1) are invariant under rotations around
the origin {0} and 2) consist of orthonormal frames relative to the standard Euclidean metric. The corresponding GM -
convolutions are rotation equivariant but not translation equivariant (in fact, E2\ {0} does not even admit translations).

scaling, which is for instance the case when it is induced by hyperspherical coordinates with a logarithmic
radial component as shown in Fig. the models become equivariant w.r.t. the direct product SO(d) x & of
the rotation and scaling group. Similarly, rotation and reflection invariant G-structures, visualized in Fig. [5T}
imply the O(d)-equivariance of the corresponding GM -convolutions.

The models relate to spherical CNNs, discussed in Section[T1]below, in two ways. Firstly, they assume rota-
tionally invariant G-structures on E4\{0} = S?~!x R, which can be seen as being composed of multiple
rotationally invariant G-structures on (d — 1)-dimensional spherical shells S%~! at different radii. The models
can therefore be thought of as (hyper)spherical CNNs with an additional radial dimension R™ [178]], which is
in Fig. 53| visualized for the case of d = 3 dimensions. Secondly, the polar coordinate systems of [62 67 [30]
(Figs. @and@) induce G-structures that exhibit the same type of singularity at their origin like those of the
punctured spherical CNNs in Fig. at the poles. Note that the punctured Euclidean plane Eo\{0} and the
punctured sphere S2\{n, s} (with north and south poles {n, s} removed) are both topologically equivalent to
acylinder S' x RT =2 S! x R and that the cylindrical {e}-structures visualized in Figs. (left) and
are diffeomorphic.

A major difference in comparison to the SE(d)-equivariant networks from the previous section is that the
models of the current section are only globally SO(d)-equivariant around the origin instead of locally SO(d)-
equivariant (SO(d)-steerable). While the globally equivariant models do not require SO(d)-steerable kernels,
they still require at least SO(d — 1)-steerable kernels. This is the case since SO(d) is a SO(d — 1)-bundle over
the spherical shells S4~1 = SO(d)/SO(d — 1) on which the G-structure is required to be SO(d) rotation
equivariant. For d = 2 this allows for {e}-structures and non-steerable kernels since SO(d — 1) = SO(1) =
{e}; see Fig.[50| or For d = 3 this requires at least a SO(d — 1) = SO(2)-structure on the individual
spherical shells, which is visualized in Fig.[56a]

After these general remarks we will in the following briefly review the individual models on E;\{0} found
in the literature from the viewpoint of coordinate independent CNNs. We start with the models in row (27)
of Table |§|, which are equivariant w.r.t. SO(2) rotations around a chosen origin of E, and proceed with the
models in row (28), which are additionally scale equivariant. The network listed in row (29), which we
discuss last, is globally O(3)-equivariant around the origin of Ej.

Global rotation equivariance on E;\ {0}

We start with the conceptually simplest models, which are globally rotation equivariant networks that rely
on solely rotation invariant {e}-structures on Eo\ {0} [67,[30]. These models assume the standard Euclidean
metric on E5\{0}, relative to which the frames are orthonormal. Together, these two requirements imply
{e}-structures as shown in Fig.
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Figure 51:  An O(2)-invariant R-
structure on E2\{0}, which is con-
structed by adding a reflected versions
to each frame of the {e}-structure
in Fig. [50d The corresponding
GM -convolution is  simultaneously
equivariant w.r.t. global rotations and
reflections in Isomgy, = O(2) around
the origin.

In addition to the considered G-structures, the networks depend on the specific implementation of the trans-
porter pullback and thus on the geodesics and parallel transporters. The geodesics are in both models assumed
to be the standard geodesics on Euclidean spaces (i.e. straight lines), corresponding to the Levi-Civita con-
nection of the Euclidean metric. As E2\{0} is not geodesically complete, zero-padding has to be used for
exponential maps that would end at the origin. Note that this does not have an impact on the final result as
the lost geodesics are of measure zero.

The parallel transport of feature vectors, on the other hand, does not correspond to the Levi-Civita connection
since the Levi-Civita connection is not compatible with the {e}-structures. Instead, the models assume the
unique {e}-compatible trivial connections which are implied by the respective {e}—structureslﬂ_ﬁ] According
to the trivial connections, the numerical coefficients of feature vectors do not transform when being trans-
ported, despite the frames being rotated relative to the usual notion of parallelism on Euclidean spaces. In

practice, this just means that the transporters p( g,‘;‘A) = idge can be ignored in the implementation — which
is the reason that they are not being discussed in the original papers [67}30].

As rotations leave the considered {e}-structures invariant and are at the same time isometries, we have
Isomyps = SO(2) for the model by Finzi et al. [67] (Fig. |50a) and Isomy,y; = Cg for the model
by Chidester et al. [30] (Fig.[50b). Theorem [8.9] asserts then that the corresponding GM-convolutions are
Isomygypr-equivariant, which is in agreement with the statements made by the authors.

Before going on we want to mention that the Cg-invariant {e}-structure in Fig. [50b|is not continuous and
does therefore not guarantee a continuous (or smooth) inference. An advantage of this {e}-structure from an
engineering viewpoint is that it is locally isometric to the canonical {e}-structure of R?, which allows to run
conventional Euclidean convolution routines on each octant. The authors discuss the generalization to Cy-
invariant {e}-structures, which become in the limit N — oo equivalent to the SO(2)-invariant {e}-structure
in Fig.[504]

It is furthermore possible to make the models globally O(2)-equivariant by using reflection steerable kernels
instead of unconstrained kernels. From a theoretic viewpoint this corresponds to the Isomgy; = O(2)-
invariant R-structure RM on E;\{0} shown in Fig. Note that RM is a R-bundle over E;\{0}, whose
restriction to circles of constant radius is as a principal bundle isomorphic to O(2), interpreted as R-bundle
over the quotient space O(2)/R = S*.

Global rotation and scale equivariance on E2\{0} via log-polar coordinates

By making the rotation invariant G-structures from the last section additionally scale invariant, the corre-
sponding GM -convolutions become equivariant w.r.t. the direct product group SO(2) x &. Such G-structures
are induced by log-polar coordinates, shown in Fig.[52] which allow for a convenient implementation of the
GM -convolution in terms of conventional Euclidean convolutions on the coordinate representation R2. The
translation equivariance of convolutions on R? corresponds then to the SO(2) x §-equivariance on Ey\{0}.

104 An animation of the {e}-compatible transport corresponding to Fig. [50a|can be found on |[Wikipedial
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Figure 52: Log-polar coordinates x : R* — R?\{0} : (p,&) — (ef cos(p), e sin()) map angles ¢ € R and log-
radii € = log||p|| € R to points p in R?\{0}. After choosing Cartesian coordinates of E2\{0} = R?\{0}, this yields a
coordinatization of E2\ {0} by R?. The log-polar coordinates imply an {e}-structure on Eo\ {0}, consisting of reference
frames [%, a%] that are aligned with the coordinate grid. They furthermore induce a Riemannian metric, which differs
from the usual Euclidean metric and relative to which the induced frames are orthonormal. GM -convolutions on the
{e}-structure correspond to conventional Euclidean convolutions in the coordinates R?. Translations (A, A¢) € Ts
on R? correspond via  to rotations and rescalings of Eo\ {0}, where the rotation angles and rescaling factors are given
by Ay and e>¢, respectively. The translation equivariance of the convolution in coordinates R? implies therefore the
SO(2) x §-equivariance of the GM-convolution on E2\{0}. This result is in agreement with the isometry equivariance
of the GM -convolution since the transformations in Isomga = SO(2) X & are isometries relative to the induced metric.
Esteves et al. [62] implement such GM -convolutions in terms of conventional convolutions on R2.

For clarity, we start by describing the model in terms of log-polar coordinates as proposed by Esteves et al.
[62]PE| Subsequently, we investigate how this model and its properties are explained in our framework.

Log-polar coordinates of the punctured Euclidean vector space R?\{0} are defined in terms of the smooth
surjection

x: R = RA{0}, (p,&) (65 cos(p), ef sin(go)) , (414)

which assigns points p = x(i, £) in R?\{0} to a given polar angle » € R and log-radius ¢ = log||p|| € R.
This map is 2m-periodic in the angular coordinate (note the repetition of the blue stripe on the r.h.s. of
Fig. and is therefore in particular non-injective. A restriction to [0,27) x R would be bijective and
continuous, however, not homeomorphic — this will require us below to consider at least two charts to cover
the punctured plane. Cartesian coordinates identify R?\{0} with E5\ {0}, and therefore allow to assign log-
polar coordinates to the latter. As different (right-handed) Cartesian coordinate systems that are centered in
the origin of E5\ {0} differ only by rotations, the assignment of log-polar coordinates is ambiguous by a shift
in the angular component.

Given a feature map f : Rf\{O} — R€ (an {e}M -associated feature field, as clarified below), Esteves et al.

[62]] consider its pullback f := f o x : R? — R€ via log-polar coordinates, defined by the commutativity of
the following diagram:

f

R2 — X L RAO{0} — L Re (415)

L

f

A rotation and scaling equivariant group convolution of the feature field f on R?\{0} is then defined by
1) pulling it via y back to coordinates R? 2) applying a conventional Euclidean convolution there and 3) map-
ping the result back to R?\{0}. This procedure is well defined since  is smooth, such that smooth feature

maps (feature fields) f result in smooth and periodic pullbacks f. Since convolutions are position indepen-

1%5The idea to implement rotation invariant correlations via log-polar transforms appeared already in the 80’s [190}23]).
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dent, their output feature map will still be periodic and smooth, and corresponds therefore uniquely to a
smooth feature map on R?\ {0}

The rotation and scaling equivariance of the implied group convolution on R?\{0} follows from the trans-
lation equivariance of the coordinate function X Let (i, &) be any coordinates in R? and let (Agp, AE)
be any translation in 72. The point of R?\{0} that corresponds to translated coordinates (¢+ Ay, E+Af)
relates then to the point corresponding to non-translated coordinates (i, £) via a scaling by the factor e¢
and rotation by the angle A¢:

X(p + Ap, €+ Ag) = (EHAE <§?r?((:§ i ﬁgg)

_ QA (cos(Ago) —sin(Agp)) ¥ (COS((p))
- sin(Ap)  cos(Agp) sin(yp)
_ cos(Ay) —sin(Ayp)
= e (sin(Acp) cos(A<p)> X(#, )
= (Ap, Af) > x(p, &) (416)
In terms of a diagram, this means that
R2 (Ap, A&+ R2
X X (417)

RA{0} —————— R%\{0
W0 — 5o 5 B0
commutes for arbitrary translations. Together with the translation equivariance of conventional convolutions
on R?, this implies that rotated and scaled input feature maps on R?\ {0} will lead to rotated and scaled output
feature maps on R?\ {0}, i.e. the SO(2) x §-equivariance of the convolution on R?\{0}. More details on this
viewpoint are found in [62] and [10].

We will now revisit this convolution operation and its properties from the viewpoint of coordinate free GM -
convolutions. To do so, we consider an atlas of charts that are consistent with the log-polar coordinates,
and discuss the induced {e}-structure, gauges, Riemannian metric, geodesics and parallel transport that it
implies. The claimed SO(2) x &-equivariance follows immediately from the Isom-equivariance of GM -
convolutions. For notational convenience, we will again identify Eo\ {0} via some choice of Cartesian coor-
dinates with R\ {0}.

As the restriction ¥ : [0,27) x R — R?\{0} of the log-polar coordinates y to non-redundant angles is
bijective and continuous, one might be tempted to take its inverse as a coordinate chart. This is, however, not
possible, since x is not a homeomorphism, as required for charts. Instead, we consider an atlas consisting of
two charts that are defined in terms of restrictions of x and that cover R?\{0}. One particular choice is to
define chart codomains as open sets V4 = (0,27) x Rand VZ = (—¢, ¢) x R for some 0 < € < 7 and, for
X = A, B, define charts on UX = y(VX)as X := (X‘VX)_l : UX — VX Intuitively, this atlas achieves
the same as the naive attempt to define charts as the inverse x. The important difference is, however, that the
charts are diffeomorphic, which is necessary to assure the smoothness of all operations.

As usual, these charts induce local frame fields and bundle trivializations on U4 and U, respectively. It is
easy to see that the transition maps ng = g;ﬁuA(p) on U4 NUP are trivial, which implies that the union

1%To see this, note that x is a quotient map (since its angular part is a quotient map R — S' = R/2xZ). For
continuous (instead of smooth) feature maps the statement follows from the universal property of quotient spaces; see
e.g. Wikipedia. As the smoothness of a function is defined as its continuous differentiability, the universal property can
be applied recursively to show that the statement holds for smooth feature maps as well.

' That this is possible relies on the fact that there is a group homomorphism T2 — SO(2) X 8, (Ap, Af)
(Rag, eAf), defined by the group isomorphism exp : 71 — & on the second factor and the group homomorphism (quo-
tient map) R : 71 — SO(2) & 71 /27Z on the second factor, where Ra, denotes the rotation matrix by an angle of Ay.
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of the frame fields defines a smooth {e}-structure {e}M on R?\{0}. These coordinate bases, which are in the
literature often denoted as [%, 6%], are shown in Fig.|52| (left). Our calculation in Eq. (416) above implies
that the induced {e}-structure is SO(2) x &-invariant.

The charts induce furthermore a Riemannian metric, which differs from the usual Euclidean metric on
R?\{0}. It is defined as the pullback of the Euclidean metric (-, -)g> in the charts’ codomains, and is therefore
pointwise given by

(v, w) = <dx;((v) , Jx;((w»Rg , (418)

where v, w € T,M and X denotes either chart with p € UX. The chart induced {e}-structure consists by
construction of frames that are orthonormal w.r.t. this chart induced metric, even though these frames grow
with the radius when measured relative to the standard Euclidean metric. The Levi-Civita connection of
the induced metric differs from the usual Euclidean connection and implies therefore alternative geodesics
and parallel transporters. As the metric is pulled back via the charts, the geodesics correspond to straight
lines in the charts’ codomains — an example are the coordinate lines on R?\{0} in Fig. The parallel
transport corresponds to the usual transport in the charts’ codomains as well, which implies that it keeps
transported vectors in a fixed angle to the coordinate lines on R?\{0}; cf. footnote Note that this is
the same transport as already discussed above in the models corresponding to Figs. |50, where it was not the
transport corresponding to the Levi-Civita connection since these models assumed the standard metric on
R?\{0} instead of the chart induced metric.

The {e}-structure preserving isometries Isomy,y; = SO(2) xS relative to the chart induced metric are
given by rotations and rescaling of the {e}-structure relative to the usual Euclidean metric. Theorem
implies the SO(2) x &-equivariance of the corresponding GM -convolution — which recovers the statement
made by Esteves et al. [62] in our theory. As stated above, the fact that the metric is induced via the charts
means that all operations reduce to the usual Euclidean operations when being expressed in the chart. The
GM -convolution is therefore best implemented via a conventional convolution on the chart, as proposed by
Esteves et al. [62].

Note that the SO(2) x &-equivariance of the GM-convolution is easily extended to O(2) x &-equivariance,
which includes reflections. This is implemented by performing a reflection equivariant convolution in the
chart, which corresponds to the R-structure shown in Fig. On R?\{0}, this implies a [R-structure that
looks similar to that in Fig. [51|above, with the difference that the R-structure is additionally invariant under
a global rescaling.

Global rotation equivariance on E3\ {0}

The ideas presented above can be generalized to the three-dimensional setting, i.e. to the punctured Eu-
clidean space E3\{0}. Globally rotation equivariant GM -convolutions correspond here to G-structures that
are invariant under SO(3) rotations around the origin. While the radial dependency of such G-structures
is left unconstrained, the demand for rotational invariance imposes a constraint on their form over spheri-
cal shells at fixed radii, which are the orbits of the action of SO(3) on E3\{0}. The fact that the sphere
S$? = S0(3)/S0(2) is a homogeneous space of SO(3) with stabilizer subgroups isomorphic to SO(2) im-
plies that the structure group of an SO(3)-invariant G-structure can not be reduced further than G = SO(2);
see Fig.[56a] We are therefore essentially considering spherical CNNs with an additional radial dimension.
For a review on spherical CNNs we refer the reader forward to Section

Ramasinghe et al. [[178]] identified this situation and designed SO(3)-equivariant convolutions on E3\{0}.
Before coming to our classification as GM -convolution, listed in row (29) of Table [6] we briefly review
the authors’ formulation and implementation. Their implementation is based on spherical CNNs with the
addition that 1) kernels extend in the radial direction and 2) are shared over shells at different radii; see
Fig.[53] (left). As commonly done for spherical CNNs, the angular dependency of the kernels is encoded via
their Fourier spectrum on S?, that is, in terms of spherical harmonics expansion coefficients. The sharing of
these expansion coefficients implies that the shared kernels cover the same solid angle for all radii, implying
that the kernels dilate in angular direction linearly with the radius@ In the discretized implementation,

1%The dilation is here measured relative to the standard Euclidean metric of E3\{0}.
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Es\{0} & §2xR*

Figure 53: The G-structure that was implicitly assumed by Ramasinghe et al. [178] can be deduced from the weight
sharing scheme. Left: Weight sharing of (isotropic) convolution kernels over E3\{0} = S? x R™ as proposed in [178].
The kernels are defined to cover the same solid angle, independent of the distance from the origin, such that their diameter
grows linearly with this distance. The kernels’ extent in radial direction is independent from the distance from the origin..
Middle: In our theory, kernels are shared relative to reference frames of the G-structure. To recover the proposed weight
sharing scheme, GM needs to consist of frames whose axes in angular direction grow linearly with the radial distance
from the origin, while the axes in radial directions need to keep their size fixed (both relative to the standard Euclidean
metric). Such frames imply an alternative Riemannian metric on E3\{0}. Right: As the resulting GM-convolution
should be SO(3)-equivariant, the G-structure is required to be invariant under rotations around the origin. This requires
(at least) an SO(2)-structure, whose restriction to one spherical shell is shown in the right part of the figure. Compare
this to the SO(3)-invariant SO(2)-structure of spherical CNNs in Fig.[56a

the spherical shells are located at equidistant radii — which implies that the kernels do not dilate in radial
direction. From these insights we infer the specific G-structure that the model assumes below. The kernels
themselves are constrained such that they are invariant under SO(2) rotations around the radial axis through
their center, which is often referred to as zonal kernels; see Fig. |3_Z| and [61]]. As proven in [61] and [178]], the
convolution with such kernels is SO(3)-equivariant. That this is the case is intuitively clear since rotations
of the spherical shells have SO(2) as stabilizer subgroup, w.r.t. which the zonal kernels are invariant. As we
will argue below, the model is actually O(3)-equivariant, that is, additionally equivariant under reflections.

To recover this model from the viewpoint of GM -convolutions, we need to de-
termine the corresponding G-structure on M = E3\{0}. As stated above, the
SO(3)-equivariance of the model requires the G-structure to be invariant under
the action of SO(3) but does not constrain their radial variation. To infer this ra-
dial dependency of the G-structure, recall that we defined convolutional weight
sharing at p € M as aligning the template kernel K : R3 — R¢u*¢n relative to
some (arbitrary) frame in G,M of the tangent spaces 1, M. The kernel sharing
considered by Ramasinghe et al. [[178] lets us therefore draw conclusions about
the implicitly considered G-structure. The authors share kernels such that their . ) . .

. . . - . Figure 54: A zonal (isotropic)
area tangent to the spherical shells extends with growing distance from the ori- | = /= " simultancously
gin (they cover the same solid angle at each radius) while their radial thickness SO(2)- and O(2)-steerable;
remains constant. Fig. [53] (left) shows this radial variation of the shared kernels ¢ Eqs. @T9) and @20).
while Fig. [53](middle) shows the corresponding scaling of exemplary reference
frames. Together with the required SO(3)-invariance of the G-structure, this implies (at least) an SO(2)-
structure, whose restriction to one spherical shell is visualized in Fig. [53| (right) The considered metric
follows from this G-structure, since its frames define the relevant notion of orthonormality. Note that this
metric differs from the usual Euclidean metric.

1%The two-dimensional analog would look similar to the G-structure in Fig. [52| but with all frame vectors in radial
direction having unit norm (relative to the Euclidean metric).
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By construction, we have rotations Isomgy, = SO(3) as G-structure preserving isometries. GM-
convolutions defined by this G-structure, which may differ in their input and output field type, will therefore
(by Theorem be rotation equivariant. The specific GM -convolution assumed by Ramasinghe et al. [178]],
i.e. the assumed field types, can be deduced from the fact that the authors assume zonal kernels: such kernels
arise naturally when considering scalar fields, i.e. trivial field representations, since the kernel constraint,
Eq. @) becomes in this case

K(go)=K(v) VoeR3 geSO(2), (419)
enforcing isotropic (zonal) kernelsm

As a variation of the model, one could consider the O(2)-structure that follows from the SO(2)-structure by
adding reflected reference frames (reflecting over an arbitrary axis within the planes tangent to the spherical
shells, keeping the radial frame vectors still pointing outwards)F_l_T] In this case one has G-structure pre-
serving isometries Isomgps = O(3) that consist of global rotations and reflections around the origin, and
therefore O(3)-equivariant GM -convolutions. An interesting special case in the current context is that of
GM -convolutions that map between scalar fields, for which the kernel constraint reads

K(go)=K(v) VY oeR3 gec0O(2). (420)

This seems like a stronger constraint than that in Eq. (419) above: instead of only demanding kernels to be
rotationally invariant, it requires them additionally to be invariant under reflections. However, since rotation
invariant kernels are already invariant under reflections, this leads again to zonal kernels, and therefore exactly
the same kernel space as for SO(2) This implies that the model by Ramasinghe et al. [[178]] is actually not
only SO(3)-equivariant, as claimed by the authors, but more generally O(3)-equivariant, which justifies our
classification in row (29) of Table [6] Note that this is a special case that applies only for scalar fields — the
spaces of SO(2)- and O(2)-steerable kernels differ for general group representations.

How does the model by Ramasinghe et al. [178] relate to that of Esteves et al. [62]], which relies on the G-
structure shown in Fig. 52 A key difference between the two approaches is that the G-structure in Fig. [52]
consists of frames whose outward pointing axes grow with the radial distance from the origin, which is
not the case for the G-structure in Fig. [53] If we modify the latter to consist of frames whose radial axes
grow linearly with the frames’ distance from the origin, one would have Isomgy; = SO(3) x & (instead
of Isomgps = SO(3)). The corresponding GM -convolution would therefore additionally be scale equivari-
ant. In an implementation, this could easily be realized by spacing the discrete spherical shells considered
by Ramasinghe et al. [[178] exponentially instead of uniformly (corresponding to a uniform spacing of the
logarithmized radius).

Lastly, we briefly discuss the convolution by Boomsma and Frellsen [13] that is listed in row (30) of Table@
It relies on a radial projection of the signal on spherical shells to a circumscribing cube. To define a con-
volution on the cube, the authors cut it open at some of its edges and flatten it out; see Fig. 2 in their work.
Subsequently, they perform a conventional two-dimensional convolution on the flattened cube faces. Extend-
ing this operation with a third, radial dimension, defines a convolution on E3\{0}. As the radial shells are in
the discretized implementation again spaced equidistantly, this operation corresponds to a GM -convolution
on an {e}-structure that varies radially as shown in Fig. The projection from the spherical shells to the
cube implies a distortion of the frames on each of the cubes faces, and thus to a distortion of the metric on
the spherical shells. The {e}-structure is discontinuous at most of the cuts and does therefore not allow the
convolution to preserve the continuity of feature fields. Since S? is not parallelizable, this issue can not be
resolved without assuming a non-trivial structure group GG. The {e}-structure as a whole is not preserved by
any isometries, implying that the model’s global equivariance group Isomy,y; = {e} is trivial. However,
as the restriction of the {e}-structure to the four “vertical” faces of the cube is invariant under rotations by
multiples of /2, the model is in practice partially equivariant w.r.t. global C4-rotations around the vertical

0K ernels which map between “scalar fields”, i.e. fields that transform according to the trivial representation of G, are
always G-invariant. For G = SO(2), this implies isotropic (zonal) kernels, while G = (R implies the reflection invariant
kernels in the upper left entry of Table 3}

" This O(2)-structure is the counterpart of the O(1) = R-structure in Fig.ﬂfor d = 3 instead of d = 2.

"2More formally, we are searching for kernels that satisfy K (gv) = K(v) Vg € G, that is, which are invariant on
the orbits G.o = {gv| g € G} € G\R? of points ¢ in R?. As the orbits O(2).0 = SO(2).¢ agree for any ¢ € R, the
resulting kernel spaces are the same.
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Figure 55: Visualization of the 2-sphere’s isometry group Isom(S?) = O(3) and its various subgroups. The isometry
group can be thought of as being composed of the orientation preserving rotations in Isom (S?) = SO(3) and reflections
R via the direct product O(3) = SO(3) x R. SO(3), in turn, is generated by SO(2) rotations around any two non-
parallel axes, which is used in the Euler angle parametrization. See the main text for more relevant subgroups and their
relations.

axis. For datasets whose samples are centered around the origin {0} and are rotationally symmetric in distri-
bution, this property is empirically shown to lead to an improved performance in comparison to conventional
convolutions on E3. The authors are furthermore investigating the effect of different weight sharing schemes
over the radial dimension, finding that full weight sharing works best in practice.

11 Spherical coordinate independent CNNs

Beyond convolutions on Euclidean spaces, convolutions on the 2-sphere S? are of great practical relevance.
Applications include omnidirectional vision tasks, global weather forecasting, or the analysis of the cosmic
microwave background. Instead of being translation equivariant, spherical convolutions are typically required
to be rotation equivariant. The isometry group Isom(S?) = O(3) of the sphere and its decomposition in the
most relevant subgroups is visualized in Fig. [53]

A major difference between Euclidean spaces E4 and the sphere S? is that the latter is not parallelizable, i.e.
does not allow for a global, continuous frame field. Reductions of the structure group beyond G = SO(2) are
topologically obstructed, which means that spherical convolutions require at least SO(2)-steerable kernels
if they should preserve the continuity of feature fields. The corresponding SO(2)-structure, which is fully
determined by the sphere’s metric and orientation, is shown in Fig.[56a] G\ -convolutions on this globally
rotation invariant G-structure are guaranteed to be Isomgoy = SO(3)-equivariant.

Despite the unavoidable topological obstruction, many authors proposed spherical CNNs that do not apply
SO(2)-steerable kernels. The most prevalent choice of {e}-structure corresponding to such convolutions
is the frame field shown in Fig. [56bl whose orthonormal reference frames (Eq. (426)) are aligned with the
coordinate grid of spherical coordinates. Note that this frame field comes with singularities at the poles,
where the convolutions becomes discontinuous. To reconcile such models with our theory, in particular
the smoothness assumption of the G-structures, they need to be described as convolutions on a topological
cylinder with sphere-like metric. The isometry group of this punctured sphere S?\{n, s} without poles
n,s € S? is the subgroup O(2) (Fig. [55|(middle and right)) of the sphere’s full isometry group O(3). The
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(a) SO(2)-structure SOM on the 2-sphere M = S2, (b) {e}-structure {e}M on a punctured 2-sphere
preserved by general three-dimensional rotations M = S*\{n, s}, preserved by azimuthal rota-
in Isomsoam = SO(3). tions in Isomyey; = SO(2).

Figure 56: Common G-structures underlying spherical CNNs. Topological obstructions prevent a reduction of the 2-
sphere’s structure group beyond G = SO(2). Fig. shows the standard SO(2)-structure on S, which is in agreement
with the embedding metric (Eq. (#29)) induced from the inner product of R3. Itis invariant under rotations in Isomson =
SO(3), implying the rotation equivariance of the corresponding GM -convolution. Note that the fibers G, M and G, M at
different points p and ¢ are isomorphic but not canonically so — frame colors in the visualization seem to suggest such an
isomorphism, however, they are randomly chosen and carry no meaning. Fig.[56b]|shows a sphere that is punctured at two
antipodal poles. This turns the sphere into a topological cylinder S*\{n, s} = 5" x (=%, %) with sphere like metric —
which allows for a complete reduction to a trivial structure group. The figure shows the most prominent choice of {e}-
structure, which corresponds to orthonormal frames that are aligned with the coordinate grid of spherical coordinates;
cf. Fig. As this {e}-structure is invariant under azimuthal rotations around the polar axis, the corresponding GM -
convolutions are Isomyyy; = SO(2)-equivariant. Note that the puncturing of the sphere is just a means of hiding the
models’ discontinuity at the poles.

visualized {e}-structure is preserved by azimuthal rotations in Isomj.y; = SO(2), i.e. rotations around the
axis through the poles.

From an engineering perspective, both approaches have their justification: fully isotropic applications like the
analysis of the cosmic microwave background require fully SO(3)-equivariant models on S2. Learning tasks
that come with a preferred rotation axis, which is for instance the case for the earth or panoramic images with
a distinguished “up” and “down” direction, might benefit from the additional geometric information encoded
in the {e}-structure. Empirical results suggest that it is in such cases often useful to work with a combination
of both approaches: initial layers with fully equivariant convolutions can exploit local symmetries in the data,
while subsequent layers with only azimuthal equivariance can learn to discriminate based on the preferred
axis; see Section 2.7 in [235]].

11.1 Geometry of the 2-sphere S2 . . . . . . . . . . e 71
11.2 Fully rotation equivariant spherical CNNs . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... .. .... 74
11.3 Azimuthal rotation equivariant spherical CNNs on cylindrical topologies . . . . . . . . . .. 1179
11.4 Icosahedral approximations of spherical CNNs . . . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 184

We start by describing the sphere’s geometry in Section Section[I1.2]discusses fully SO(3) and O(3)-
equivariant spherical GM -convolutions, which rely on SO(2) or O(2)-structures as shown in Fig. Glob-
ally SO(2) and O(2)-equivariant spherical CNNs, corresponding to the {e}-structure in Fig.[56b|or the corre-
sponding R-structure, respectively, are reviewed in Section Sectionfocuses on icosahedral approx-
imations of spherical convolutions, which allow for compute-efficient implementations since the icosahedron
is piecewise flat and admits regular sampling grids; see Fig. The SO(2)-structure and {e}-structure in
Fi and [56b] are hereby approximated by the Cg-structure and the {e}-structures in Figs. [61c|and [614]
61b)

or(61b] respectively.

170



11.1 Geometry of the 2-sphere S?

As a basis for our discussion of spherical CNNss, this section discusses the differential geometry of the (unit)
sphere M = S2. It is usually defined as the subset

5% .= {peks||p| =1} 421)

of those points in Euclidean 3-space Eg that have unit distance from the origin. As an embedded surface, it
inherits a Riemannian metric (first fundamental form) from the embedding space Es. In the following, we
will for simplicity model E3 by the vector space R3. When interpreting the tangent spaces 7, M literally as
those two-dimensional subspaces of R? that contain all tangent vectors at p € S2, then the metric, exponential
maps, parallel transporters, frames and gauges can all be expressed in terms of usual vector space operations
in R3. Before coming to these concrete expressions, which come handy when implementing spherical CNNs,
we discuss some properties of the sphere from a more abstract angle.

The isometry group of the sphere is given by
Isom(S?) = O(3), (422)

i.e. three-dimensional rotations and reflections, which are visualized in Fig.[55] The action of any isometry
¢ € O(3) coincides with its usual action on R? via matrix multiplication, restricted to the embedded sphere
S? C R3. Note that this yields indeed a well defined action on S since O(3) consists by definition of all
distance and angle preserving linear maps, and thus preserves the sphere. As the sphere is orientable, it comes
with a subgroup of orientation preserving isometries

Isom, (S?) = SO(3), (423)

consisting of all three-dimensional rotations. Further subgroups that are relevant in the deep learning context
are the following: any choice of rotation axis determines a subgroup of two-dimensional rotations, isomorphic
to SO(2), and all of these subgroups are conjugated to each other. Similarly, any choice of two-dimensional
subspace of R3 corresponds to a subgroup of reflections over this plane, which is isomorphic to [R. The
subgroups of two-dimensional rotations around two non-parallel rotation axes generate SO(3), which relates
to the Euler angle parametrization of SO(3). A choice of reflection plane and any rotation axis within this
plane generates the semidirect product subgroup O(2) = SO(2) x R. If the rotation axis is instead chosen
to be orthogonal to the reflection plane, the two-dimensional rotations and reflections commute, and generate
therefore subgroups isomorphic to the direct product SO(2) x R. O(3) has furthermore discrete subgroups,
the most practically relevant of which are the symmetry groups of the platonic solids, for instance of the
icosahedron, shown in Fig.|60]'"|

O(3) acts transitively on the sphere, that is, for any two points p and q of 52, there exists at least one isometry
¢ € O(3) such that ¢ = ¢(p). The actions of O(3) on S? are not fixed point free: any point p € S? is
stabilized by the subgroup Stab, = O(2) < O(3), consisting of rotations and reflections around the axis
spanned by p in R3. Together, these two properties imply that the sphere is a homogeneous space of O(3)
and is algebraically realized as the quotient space

0(3)/0(2) = 82, (424)

which consists of cosets of the form ¢.0(2). A similar statement holds for SO(3), which has stabilizer
subgroups Stab, = SO(2) < SO(3) and thus

SO(3)/S0(2) = §2. (425)

With these relations, Theorem proves that any O(3) or SO(3)-equivariant kernel field transform on S?
is equivalent to a GM -convolution with G being O(2) or SO(2), respectively. This result is in line with the
classical viewpoint of group equivariant CNNs on homogeneous spaces [37] — the precise relation between the
two is clarified in Theorem below. Recall that isometries preserve the Riemannian metric by definition.
That O(3) acts transitively on S? with stabilizer O(2) implies therefore that the Riemannian geometry of .S
“looks similar” at each point and in each direction and orientation — S? is a maximally symmetric space.

113 An exhaustive list of all finite subgroups of SO(3) can be found at|nLab.
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As a Riemannian manifold, S? comes by design with an O(2)-structure. A restriction to right-handed frames,
which is possible since the sphere is orientable, yields the SO(2)-structure in Fig. which is preserved
by rotations in SO(3). One can show that these two G-structures OM and SOM are as principal bundles
isomorphic to O(3) and SO(3), respectively. The specific isomorphism is hereby given by a choice of frame
from the G-structure, that is to be identified with the identity group element.

The hairy ball theorem states that no continuous vector field exists on S, which implies in particular that
no (continuous) {e}-structure can exist. A reduction of the structure group beyond SO(2) requires therefore
a change in the topology of the manifold. For example, puncturing the sphere at an arbitrary point p € S
yields a surface that is homeomorphic to the Euclidean plane, and is therefore parallelizable Puncturing
the sphere at two arbitrarily chosen antipodal points, as shown in Fig.[56b] turns the topology of the sphere
into that of a cylinder and thus allows for {e}-structures. The most common choice of {e}-structure on the
punctured sphere S2\{n, s} is the SO(2)-invariant {e}-structure in Figs. [56b]and[58] Its frames

o 1 9
o s w2

are aligned with the usual spherical coordinates, which are in physics conventions (i.e. with ¢ and 8 denoting
the azimuthal angle and inclination against the xy-plane, respectively) given by the following surjective,
2m-periodic map:

cos(0) cos ¢
> (427)

X+ (_%’g) xR — 52\{n’5}7 (9,(,0) = (COS(G)(ZBUSO

Some {e}-steerable CNNs are implemented by representing feature fields on S?\{n, s} in spherical coordi-
nates; see Section[I1.3]below. As the coordinate map Y is not isometric, these methods require an alternative
metric (or {e}-structure) on the coordinates (-7/2, m/2) x R C R?; see the stretched frames in Fig.
(right).

Since S? is compact, it is geodesically complete. The geodesics are given by the great circles of the sphere,
i.e. those circles that correspond to the intersection of the sphere with a plane through the origin of R3.
The exponential maps exp,,(v) follow these great circles through p in direction of v for a distance of [[v]].
Logarithmic maps log,,(¢) are therefore for all points ¢ € S*\-p, which are not antipodal to p, given by
the unique vector in the shorter direction along the great circle through p and ¢, with ||log,(q)| given by
the arc-length along this path. Geodesics between antipodal points p and —p are not unique, such that the
logarithmic map does not exist.

Explicit geometry of S? as embedded surface in R>

As stated above, the tangent spaces of S? C R3 are in the classical differential geometry of surfaces defined
as two-dimensional subspaces of the embedding space R®. A specific tangent space T, M atp € S 2 is in this
interpretation given by

LM = {veR’|(pv) =0} C R®, (428)

i.e. the space of all vectors that are orthogonal to the surface normal at p, which coincides for the sphere
with p itself. Note that, despite being expressed relative to the standard frame of R3, these tangent vectors
are coordinate free object in the sense that they are not described by 2-tuples of coefficients v € R? relative
to some gauge w;‘,}w of T,M. The identification of tangent spaces with subspaces of the embedding space
allows to express many of the abstract algebraic relations in terms of vector space operations on R3. In the
remainder of this section we will state such expressions for the metric, exponential and logarithmic maps,
frames, gauges, Levi-Civita transporters along geodesics and induced gauge transformations.

By definition, S? inherits its Riemannian metric from the embedding space. This induced metric is for any
v,w € T,M C R? given by

Np(v, w) = (v, W)gs , (429)

"4This process corresponds for instance to the stereographic projection of the sphere.
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i.e. the standard inner product of R3, restricted to 7, M. To reduce clutter, we drop the subscript R? in the
notation (-, -)gs in the remainder of this section.

The exponential map exp,, maps vectors v € T, M to points ¢ = exp,(v) € S? at a distance of ||v]| along
the great circle in direction of v. Lying on the same great circle, p and ¢ relate via a rotation by an angle
of v = [|v]l/r = ||v|| around the rotation axis a = fE==, = 7, where the equations simplify since the
sphere has unit radius 7 = ||p|| = 1 and the vectors p and v are orthogonal in R®. Using Rodrigues’ rotation
formula, ¢ = pcos(a) + (a X p)sin(a) + a{a,p) (1 — cos(a)), together with the orthogonality (a,p) = 0
anda x p = ﬁ(p X V) X p= ﬁ ((p,p>v + (p, v)p) = ﬁ, this leads to the explicit expression

exp,: R* D T,M — S* CR®, v exp,(v) =pcos ([Jv]]) + ||27|| sin ([Jv]]) (430)
for the exponential map.

An explicit expression of the logarithmic map is found along the same line of reasoning: the norm of log,, (q),
where ¢ € S?\-p, coincides with the rotation angle o = arccos ((p, q>) . Its direction is given by the direction

tangent to the great circle, which may be expressed in terms of the normalized projection [ = %
of g on T, M. Overall, the logarithmic map is therefore instantiated as
log, : S\-p — Bpa(0,7), ¢~ log,(q) = arccos((p, q)) m , @31)

where Bz, (0,7) C T,M C R3 denotes the open ball of injectivity-radius 7 around the origin of 7, M.

Reference frames on S? are by definition just 2-tuples of linearly independent tangent vectors. When ex-
pressing the axes of a reference frame explicitly as vectors in the embedding space R3, this frame can be
identified with the 3 x 2 rank 2 matrix

A A

A A 6114’1 6124’1 A 3x2
. X
[ef, e5] = | efs €5y | = Ej} € R (432)
€13 €23

It defines the vector space isomorphism

E;‘ = [6‘147 6‘24] : R? = T,M, v* s E;;‘UA = vi'e! +vg'ed (433)
from vector coefficients to coordinate free tangent vectors. The tangent spaces ;M are therefore exactly the
image of EI‘)“.

The corresponding gauges wf‘M,p : T,M — R? are technically just the inverses of the frames, when being
interpreted as maps E;:1 : R? — T,M. In contrast, when being interpreted as 3 x 2 matrices that map R?
non-surjectively to R3, Ezf1 is non-invertible but only admits a pseudo-inverse

+ -1
(BN = ((BHTE)) (BT € R, (434)
Geometrically, this matrix acts by 1) projecting vectors in R? to the image of £, which is just E;:‘(Rz) =

T,M C R3, and 2) applying the inverse of the isomorphism E;;‘ : R? — T,,M on this subspace. This means

{)hat the pseudo-inverse is indeed the inverse of E;,“ on the tangent space, implying that the gauge map is given
y

VA M = R% v (BN o, (435)

Written out, the gauge map acts according to
-1
i - (letely e\ (e
T™, -
' (g ef)  (ef,ed) (ed',v)

_ 1 <€12476124> 7<€‘14,6"24> <€i43v> (436)
(ef' ef) (e, ed) — (ef' eg)(ed ef') \~(eg,ef)  (ef,eft) J \(ed,v) )




Note that, in general, (e, v) # v;*. However, if (and only if) E2! is an orthonormal frame, i.e. for G < O(2),
the gauge map is simply given by the projection of the tangent vector on the frame axes:

et v
1/)}4)‘,,71)(1)) = (EA)Tv = (Z(;A v; for orthonormal frames, i.e. (ef,ef) = 0;j (437)
2

The explicit expression for the coordinate free Levi-Civita transporters along geodesics is similar to that of
the exponential map, with the difference that Rodrigues’ rotation formula is not applied to rotate the source to
the target point but tangent vectors between source and target. Let  be the shortest geodesic between p € 52
and ¢ € S?\-p. The rotation from p to ¢ along this geodesic is then given by the axis a = p x ¢ and angle
a = arccos((p, q)) In terms of these quantities, the Levi-Civita transport of an embedded tangent vector
v € T,M C RR? along the geodesic  is given by the rotated vector

Prar(v) = veos(a) + (a x v)sin(a) + (ala,v)) (1 — cos(a)) (438)

in T,M C R3. Relative to gauges 7/’}3\,1,,; and nglq at the start point ¢ and end point ¢ of the geodesic, this
transporter is expressed by the group element

AA A A 1 Ayt A
994 = Vo Py o (Vi) = (Bp) 0By, 0 B (439)
Isometry induced gauge transformations are relative to the explicit reference frames similarly given by the
following matrix multiplication:

9380) = Uihgp 0 b0 (bih,) " = (By)) 0 By (440)

11.2  Fully rotation equivariant spherical CNNs

This section discusses the fully SO(3) or O(3)-equivariant spherical convolutions that are listed in rows
(31-33) of Table [ They can all be understood as specific instances of GM-convolutions on either the
SO(2)-structure in Fig. or the corresponding O(2)-structure, which is additionally closed under frame
reflections.

Instead of organizing this discussion in terms of the considered structure groups and group representations,
we assort the models by the theoretical frameworks in which they are developed: Kicanaoglu et al. [[111]]
define a pixel grid on the sphere and formulate the convolution directly as GM -convolution, that is, in terms
of gauges, steerable kernels and feature vector transporters. An alternative framework is that of graph con-
volutions on spherical pixel meshes [169] 245]]. Such graph convolutions correspond to GM -convolutions
with isotropic kernels. They map therefore between (directionally insensitive) scalar fields. Lastly, we come
to implementations that consider (steerable) convolution kernels on S2 instead of our kernels on the tangent
spaces [61} 135} [122} |64]. Theorem m] proves that such spherical steerable kernels can be identified with
G-steerable kernels on the tangent spaces, when being expressed in geodesic normal coordinates. Based on
this result, we prove in Theorem [I1.2] that convolutions with spherical kernels are equivalent to our GM-
convolutions. For completeness, we need to mention that such models are typically implemented in the
spectral domain. We do not focus on this viewpoint but refer the interested reader to the review by Esteves
[60].

Spherical GM-convolutions: We start with the spherical CNN by Kicanaoglu et al. [111] since its for-
mulation agrees precisely with our more general theory when being applied to the spherical geometry. The
authors assume the SO(2)-structure from Fig. and therefore SO(2)-steerable feature fields and convolu-
tion kernels. Feature fields are discretized in terms of feature vectors that are assigned to a sampling grid on
the sphere. While the method is in principle independent from the particular sampling scheme, the authors
propose to discretize the spherical geometry by an icosphere mesh. This mesh is constructed by taking an
embedded icosahedron, repeatedly subdividing its faces as shown in Fig. [60} and finally projecting the grid
vertices radially to the sphere, i.e. to unit norm. The sampled feature fields are numerically represented by a
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set of coefficient vectors f4(p) € R® at the grid vertices p, which are expressed relative to some arbitrarily
chosen right-handed orthonormal frames [e{‘, 65‘] at the vertices In practice, the frames are represented
by a single tangent vector of unit norm, from which the second frame vector follows uniquely since the frames

are right-handed.

To compute the coordinate independent convolution [K x f](p) from Eq. (87), Kicanaoglu et al. [T11] need to
contract the SO(2)-steerable kernel K with the transporter pullback [Exp,, f |4 of the feature field f, Eq. (67).
As usual in deep learning, K is hereby assumed to be compactly supported, such that it covers only a few
vertices in a one-ring or two-ring neighborhood N, around a center vertex p. In the continuous theory, the
transporter pullback takes features from all points expp(w}‘}w,p)*l(v) for v € R? and transports them back
to p. In practice, the feature fields are only sampled at the grid vertices g, which correspond to the tangent
vector coefficients v;‘q = ¢%4Mp log,(q) € R? relative to gauge A at vertex p The logarithmic maps log,, (q)

are thereby computed as defined in Eq. (31)). The Levi-Civita transporters p(g;j‘gq) along the geodesics from
¢ to p are in principle given by Eq. (@39). Since the frames are all right-handed and orthonormal, and since

the transport corresponds to the Levi-Civita connection on S2, the group elements gz‘j‘(_“q are SO(2)-valued.

They are therefore fully determined by the angle between the transported first frame axis 7, (e‘{‘) from

q and the first frame axis e{' at p. With these ingredients at hand, the authors propose to approximate the
continuous convolution integral by the discrete sum

Ex s ) = | K Bop 1A do ~ 3 K(wis) (o) £4(0) (441)
qeEN,

over neighboring mesh nodes. The missing normalization factor can be thought of as being absorbed in the
learnable parameters w; € R of the SO(2)-steerable convolution kernel K = . w;K;. As an alterna-
tive to this naive approximation, the authors propose an optimized quadrature integration scheme, which is
empirically shown to improve the model’s SO(3) isometry equivariance.

The model is in Table [6] listed as processing feature fields that transform according to the regular repre-
sentation of SO(2). In their implementation, Kicanaoglu et al. [111] consider irrep fields of SO(2) in the
convolutions. A change of basis before and after the convolutions transforms these feature fields to regular
feature fields, which are then acted on by pointwise nonlinearities like e.g. ReLU. The infinite-dimensional
regular representation of SO(2) is hereby approximated by regular representations of discrete cyclic sub-
groups Cy, whose irreps are just the irreps of SO(2) up to a bandlimiting frequency of | N/2]; see e.g.
Appendix F.2 of [234]]. The change of basis between the representations is in this specific case just the usual
discrete Fourier transform.

Spherical graph convolutions: The spherical CNNs by Perraudin et al. [[L69]] and Yang et al. [245]], which
are listed in row (33) of Table[6] are based on conventional graph convolutions [114]. Pixel meshes on the
sphere are hereby interpreted as graphs. The graph convolutional networks process signals on the sphere by
multiplying them with degree  polynomials >, _, wg LF of the graph’s Laplacian matrix L, where wy € R
are trainable parameters. Since the Laplacian matrix has non-zero entries only for adjacent nodes, the k-
th order term affects only the k-hop neighborhood around each node. On a regular mesh with unweighted
graph edges, the contribution of a neighboring node ¢ to the accumulated feature at p depends only on their
graph distance (“radius”), but not on the particular neighbor (“direction”). The graph convolution applies
therefore in such cases isotropic kernels on the graph. The considered pixel graph on the sphere satisfy
these properties approximately. As their embedding on the sphere is furthermore such, that the nodes are
geodesically approximately equidistant, the topological isotropy of the graph convolution kernels corresponds
to their metric isotropy on the sphere.

The isometry group O(3) of the sphere induces O(2)-valued gauge transformation, that is, it acts by moving
patterns to a new location and in a new orientation. Due to the convolutional weight sharing and the isotropy
of the kernel