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Abstract

We present a new method to reconstruct the shape of an unknown
object using tactile sensors, without requiring object immobilization.
Instead, sensing and nonprehensile manipulation occur simultane-
ously. The robot infers the shape, motion and center of mass of
the object based on the motion of the contact points as measured
by the tactile sensors. This allows for a natural, continuous inter-
action between manipulation and sensing. We analyze the planar
case first by assuming quasistatic dynamics, and present simulation
results and experimental results obtained using this analysis. We
extend this analysis to the full dynamics and prove observability of
the nonlinear system describing the shape and motion of the ob-
ject being manipulated. In our simulations, a simple observer based
on Newton’s method for root finding can recover unknown shapes
with almost negligible errors. Using the same framework we can
also describe the shape and dynamics of three-dimensional objects.
However, there are some fundamental differences between the planar
and three-dimensional case, due to increased tangent dimensionality.
Also, perfect global shape reconstruction is impossible in the 3D case,
but it is almost trivial to obtain upper and lower bounds on the shape.
The 3D shape reconstruction method has also been implemented and
we present some simulation results.
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Notation

The notation in each chapter relies as much as possible on the notation used in
previous chapters. Below we only define notation introduced in the correspond-

ing chapter.
Chapter 3
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sensor values on palm 1 and palm 2, respectively

angle between X-axis of the world frame and palm 1

angle between palm 1 and palm 2

orientation of the object held by the palms

rotation matrix that maps points in the object’s body coor-
dinates to world coordinates

center of mass of the object

center of rotation of the object

curve describing the shape of the object

radius of curvature at x(6)

normal and tangent at x(6)

normal and tangent at the contact point on palm 7 in world
coordinates

contact support function

generalized contact support function relative to contact
point 1

error in force/torque balance constraint

error in two-point contact constraint

vector describing the state of the system formed by the palms
and the object

the gravity vector acting on the object

the gravity constant, equal to —9.81m/s?

contact force at contact point 7 acting on the object
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magnitude of F,

torque generated by the contact force at contact point i on
the object

torque exerted by the motor of palm i

drift vector field; the rate of change of the system if no
torques are applied

control vector field i; the rate of change of the system due to
T

output function of the system

output vector of the system; y = h(q)

rotational velocity of the object, palm 1, and palm 2

angular acceleration of the object, palm 1, and palm 2
acceleration of the object

moment of inertia of the object, palm 1, and palm 2

mass of the object

radius of gyration of the object

differential of a function ¢; d¢(q) = (%, e, %)

Lie derivative of a function ¢ along a vector field X; Lx¢ =
dg - X

contact point i in world coordinates

radius of circular palm i

matrix describing the orientation of palm i

surface describing the shape of the object

local coordinate frame at x(6)

3D contact support function

coordinate frame at the contact point on palm i in world
coordinates.

curve in object coordinates traced out by contact point i on
the surface of the object.

vector of sensor values at palm i

inertia matrix of the object

angle between palm i and the horizontal plane



Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Motivation

There are many examples in everyday life of robotic systems that have almost
nothing in common with the walking and talking humanoids of popular culture:
robots assemble cars, assist in telesurgery, and can be used to assemble nano-
structures. In all these examples it is critical that the robot can manipulate,
sense, and reason about its environment. We can create a better understanding
of fundamental manipulation and sensing strategies through rigorous exploration
of the algorithmic and geometric aspects of robotics. For many tasks there is a
trade-off between manipulation and sensing. For example, a robot can establish
the orientation of an object with a vision system or by pushing and aligning the
object with a fixture. There is not only a trade-off, but there are also interactions
between action and sensing. Sensor information can be used to guide certain
actions, and manipulation can be used to reduce uncertainty about the state of
the environment. There are many seemingly simple tasks such as tying shoe
laces or recognizing an object by touching it, that pose enormous problems for
automated systems today. The difficulty of these tasks is caused in part by the
uncertainty in the knowledge about the environment and by the difficulty of
tightly integrating sensing with manipulation. In our research we aim to tighten
this integration as well as explore what the minimal manipulation and sensing
requirements are to perform a given task.

Robotic manipulators typically cannot deal very well with objects of partially
unknown shape and weight. Humans, on the other hand, seem to have few
problems with manipulating objects of unknown shape and weight. For example,
Klatzky et al. (1985) showed that blindfolded human observers identified 100
common objects with over 96% accuracy, in only I to 2 seconds for most objects.
Besides recognizing shape and size, humans also use touch to determine vari-



ous features such as texture, hardness, thermal qualities, weight and movement
(Lederman and Browse, 1988).

It seems unlikely that people mentally keep track of the exact position, shape
and mass properties of the objects in their environment. So somehow during
the manipulation of an unknown object the tactile sensors in the human hand
give enough information to find the pose and shape of that object. At the same
time some mass properties of the object are inferred to determine a good grasp.
These observations are an important motivation for our research on tactile shape
reconstruction. In most research on tactile shape reconstruction it is assumed
that the object being touched is in a fixture, or at least does not move as result of
being touched by a robot (Fearing and Binford, 1988; Montana, 1988; Allen and
Michelman, 1990; Okamura and Cutkosky, 1999; Kaneko and Tsuji, 2001). This
makes the shape reconstruction problem significantly easier, but it introduces
another problem: how to immobilize an unknown object. In this thesis we don
not assume the object is immobilized. Instead, we will solve for the motion
and shape of object simultaneously. In the process we will also recover the
mass properties of the object. We will show that the local shape and motion
of an unknown object can be expressed as a function of the tactile sensor data
and the motion of the manipulators. By ‘local shape’ we mean the shape at
the contact points. Our approach allows for a natural, continuous interaction
between manipulation and sensing.

As tactile sensors become more and more reliable and inexpensive, it seems
inevitable that touch sensors will be mounted on more general purpose robot
hands and manipulators. Being able to manipulate unknown objects is very
valuable for robots that interact with the real world. It is often impossible to
predict what the exact position of a robot and the exact forces should be to
manipulate an object. Being able to handle these uncertainties allows a robot
to execute tasks that may only specify approximate descriptions of shape and
position of an object of interest. Pushing this idea even further, tactile data
can add another dimension to simultaneous localization and mapping (sLam), an
important problem for mobile robots. But also in settings where the shapes and
positions of objects in the robot’s workspace are known, tactile sensors could
provide useful information. It is possible that there are slight variations in the
shape and position of the objects, or that there are errors in the robot’s position.
With the information from tactile sensors the robot can adjust its position and
refine its grasp. Tactile sensing may also be useful in manipulating deformable
objects. This would have applications in, e.g., medical robotics.

We could also reconstruct an unknown shape with a camera by taking a series
of pictures and reconstruct the shape from that. However, recovering a shape



palm 2 palm 1

(@) Two palms. (b) Two fingers.

Figure 1.1: Two possible arrangements of a smooth convex object resting on
palms that are covered with tactile sensors.

from a series of images is not necessarily easier than recovering a shape from a
set of curves traced out by the contact points. Often lighting and occlusion are
beyond control of the robot and make the reconstruction problem much harder.
Also, from camera images it is not possible to infer mass properties of the
unknown object. These mass properties are important if we want to manipulate
the object. As we will describe later in this thesis, it s possible to infer these
mass properties from tactile data. Of course, cameras and tactile sensors are
not mutually exclusive. Ideally, the information obtained from all sensors would
be combined to guide the robot. In this thesis we will focus exclusively on the
information that can be extracted from tactile data.

1.2 Problem Statement

Let a palm be defined as a surface covered with tactile sensors. Suppose we have an
unknown smooth convex object in contact with a number of moving palms (two
palms in two dimensions, three in three dimensions); the only forces acting on
the object are gravity and the contact forces. The curvature along the surface of
the object is assumed to be strictly greater than zero, so that we have only one
contact point on each palm. For simplicity we assume that there is no friction.
The central problem addressed in this thesis is the identification of the mapping
from the motion and sensor values of the palms to the local shape, motion, and
mass properties of an unknown object.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the basic idea. There are two palms that each have one
rotational degree of freedom at the point where they connect. That allows us
to change the angle between palm 1 and palm 2 and between the palms and the
global frame. As we change the palm angles we keep track of the contact points
through tactile elements on the palms. We are using touchpads as tactile sensors
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Figure 1.2: An object resting on three palms.

on the palms. In our experiments we found that we can track a contact point on
a touchpad at approximately 0.1mm resolution and at 100Hz. Figure 1.2 shows a
possible arrangement of three palms in three dimensions. Palm 2 and palm 3 are
free to rotate around their line of intersection. This axis is rigidly connected to
palm 1. Palm 1 can rotate around its bottom edge.

1.3 Thesis Qutline

In the next chapter we will give an overview of related work. In chapter 3 we
derive the shape and motion of an unknown smooth convex planar object in
frictionless contact with two palms assuming quasistatic dynamics. That is, we
will assume that the palms move slowly enough so that the object is always in
force/torque balance. Another way to think about it is that the object rotates to
minimize potential energy. We take the following approach in reconstructing the
shape. We first derive expressions for the local shape at the contact points as a
function of the sensor values, the motion of palms and the motion of the object.
‘We then solve for the motion of the object by considering the dynamics.

The local shape is represented by the values of the radius function at the contact
points. The radius function returns the projection onto the normal of the vector
from the center of mass to a point on the surface of the object. Although shape
is typically thought of as time invariant, we reparametrize the radius function
with respect to time for each contact point. So for a given ¢ the recovered radius
function returns the values of the radius function at a contact point. The values
of the radius function do not vary arbitrarily. Firstly, the values are constrained
because we assume the object is smooth and convex. Secondly, the rate of change
of the radius function depends on the motion of the object, which in turn depends
on the mass properties. These mass properties are constant.
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The solution for the shape and motion of the object are in the form of a system
of differential equations, so the shape and motion of the object are obtained by
integration of these equations. We demonstrate the feasibility of this approach
with simulations and experimental results. We conjecture that, in general, it is
possible to reconstruct the entire shape. This may seem obvious, but it could
be, for instance, that the robot can only reconstruct one side of the shape and
that it is impossible to reach the other side. To support this conjecture we
analyze the stable orientations in the configuration space formed by the palm
angles and object orientation. We show that the stable poses generally form a
connected surface, so that there exists a path between any orientation of the
object to any other orientation. The analysis of the stable pose surface gives
rise to an open-loop manipulation strategy that has been used successfully in
simulations. It is possible that the motion of the object has discontinuities, even
if the motion of the palms is continuous. This results in different disconnected
or overlapping pieces of the shape. We will present a method for piecing these
different segments together.

In chapter 4 we will remove the quasistatic dynamics assumption. We will
model the forces and torques exerted by the palms and by gravity. We can then
solve for the acceleration and angular acceleration of the object. By integrating
twice we can then obtain the position of the object at any given time. We will
use results from non-linear control theory to prove observability for the system
formed by the palms and the object. If a system is observable, then it is possible
to correct errors as time progresses. We first analyze the general case and then
consider some special cases: (1) moving both palms at the same rate, (2) moving
only one palm, and (3) keeping both palms fixed. We prove that each case is
observable, but in the general case and in case 3 we rely on the effects of the
controls to prove observability. There is no general method to construct an
observer for the general case and case 3. We d7d construct an observer for case 1
and 2. With an observer it is possible to not only detect errors, but also drastically
reduce errors in the state estimate. This means that if the estimate for the initial
conditions for the system of differential equations is slightly wrong, an observer
will correct for that. More importantly, it filters out noise and numerical error
that might otherwise accumulate. The observer we implemented is based on
Newton’s method for finding roots of a function. This observer works well in
simulation.

Chapter 5 describes the generalization of the results in two dimensions to
three dimensions. The same approach carries over to 3D, but there are some
fundamental differences. Most importantly, the contact points now trace out
curves on a surface, so it is impossible to create a complete reconstruction of



the shape in finite time. We will show that these curves are less constrained
than the contact point curves in 2D. This makes it impossible to construct an
observer within the current framework. Nevertheless, our simulations show that
good results can still be obtained by integrating out the differential equations
that describe the shape and motion of a 3D object. Although the system is not
constrained enough to prove observability, we have derived additional constraints
that can be used to minimize an error measure. But since the system is not
observable, there is no guarantee that by minimizing this error measure the state
estimate converges to the true state.

Finally, in chapter 6 we summarize the main contributions of this thesis and
outline different future directions. Specifically, we describe how to remove some
of the assumptions we made in this thesis. We also describe ways this work can
be extended to different sensing modalities.



Chapter 2
Related Work

Our research builds on many different areas in robotics. These areas can be
roughly divided into four different categories: probing, nonprehensile manipu-
lation, grasping, and tactile sensing. We can divide the related work in tactile
sensing further into three subcategories: shape and pose recognition with tactile
sensors, tactile exploration, and tactile sensor design. We now briefly discuss
some of the research in these areas.

2.1 Probing

Shape sensing can be approached purely geometrically and algorithmically. Sens-
ing is then often called probing. One can define different kinds of probes that
correspond to abstractions of sensor devices. For instance, a finger probe corre-
sponds to a robotic finger moving along a line until it contacts an object (or misses
the object). The probe outcome is then the point where the probe contacted the
object. Typical questions are:

* How many probes are sufficient to reconstruct the shape of an object?

* How many probes are sufficient to recognize the pose of a known object?

Often these problems are restricted to a class of shapes (such as polygons).
We can relax the questions above by trying to solve for the number of probes
needed for a bounded error approximation of the exact answers. Cole and Yap
(1987) showed that the answer to the first question using finger probes is 37 for
a convex n-sided polygon. Furthermore, they showed that 3n — 1 probes are
necessary. If we assume that a finger probe outcome is never exactly a vertex
of the polygon, then 37 probes are necessary. Shortly after (Cole and Yap, 1987)
Dobkin et al. (1986) investigated the complexity of determining the shape and
pose of convex polytopes for a variety of different probes, including probes with



errors. Boissonnat and Yvinec (1992) extended the probe model of Cole and Yap:
their probe outcome includes the normal at the contact point. With this probe
model they showed that at most 3n — 3 probes are needed for simple non-convex
polygons with no collinear edges. Their results can be extended to probe a set of
polygons and to probe a set of polyhedra.

Li (1988) gave algorithms that reconstruct convex polygons with 37 + 1 /ine
probes or with 3n — 2 projection probes. Line probes slide a straight line in a
particular direction over the plane until it hits the object. Each probe reveals
a tangent line to the object. Projection probes consist of two line probes that
move in opposite directions towards each other. Lindenbaum and Bruckstein
(1994) gave an approximation algorithm for arbitrary planar convex shapes using
line probes. They showed that for an object with perimeter L no more than
O(vL/¢elog %) probes are needed to get an approximation error of e. Kolzow
et al. (1989) presented an approximation algorithm using projection probes, but
their projection probes are defined as the length of the intersection of a line
with the object. In (Lindenbaum and Bruckstein, 1991) bounds were given on
the number of parallel probes that are necessary to recover the shape of a planar
polygon. With parallel probes, k probes (k > 1) are performed at the same
time. Skiena (1989) observed that the line probe can be generalized to a new
kind of probe which is the dual of the finger probe, so that there is a one-to-one
correspondence between algorithms that use finger probes and ones that use this
generalized line probe.

Rao and Goldberg (1994) studied the problem of determining the shape of a
convex polygon using diameter measurements from a parallel jaw gripper. They
showed that there is an infinite set of polygonal shapes for a given set of diameter
measurements. However, it is possible to recognize a shape from a known
(finite) set of shapes. Rao and Goldberg presented sensing plans that require no
more than n measurements, where 7 is the number of stable faces. Arkin et al.
(1998) proved that finding a minimal length sensing plan is NP-hard and gave a
polynomial-time approximation algorithm with a good performance guarantee.
Akella and Mason (1999) showed how to orient and distinguish (sets of) polygonal
parts using diameter measurements.

Skiena (1989) described many different probes and many (open) problems in
probing. An overview of research on probing can be found in (Romanik, 1995).

2.2 Nonprehensile Manipulation

The basic idea behind nonprehensile manipulation is that robots can manipulate
objects even if the robots do not have full control over these objects. This idea
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was pioneered by Mason. In his Ph.D. thesis (Mason, 1982) and the companion
paper (Mason, 1985) nonprehensile manipulation took the form of pushing an
object in the plane to reduce uncertainty about the object’s pose. Further work
by Peshkin and colleagues (Peshkin and Sanderson, 1988; Wiegley et al., 1996)
analyzed the pushing problem and showed how to design fences for a conveyor
belt system. Berretty et al. (1998) proved the conjecture of Wiegley et al. (1996)
that any polygonal part can be oriented by a sequence of fences and presented
an O(n3logn) algorithm to compute the shortest such sequence. The work
on fence design has recently been generalized to polyhedral objects by Berretty
(2000). Berretty described a system where parts were fed from one conveyor belt
to another, each belt with a sequence of fences. Akella et al. (2000) described a
system where a sequence of fences was replaced with a one joint robot. The robot
was basically a movable fence with one rotational degree of freedom. The robot
could push a part up a conveyor belt and let it drift back. Akellaetal. presented an
algorithm that finds a sequence of pushes to orient a given polygonal part without
sensing. Lynch (1997) further built on Mason’s work. In his Ph.D. thesis Lynch
described a path planner for quasistatically pushing objects among obstacles. He
also investigated controllability of dynamic nonprehensile manipulation such as
throwing and catching a part. Lynch et al. (1998) showed how to make a robotic
manipulator perform a certain juggling motion with a suitable parameterization
of the shape and motion of the manipulator. Much research on juggling balls has
been done in Koditschek’s research group (see e.g. (Rizzi and Koditschek, 1993)
and (Whitcomb et al., 1993)). Rizzi and Koditschek (1993) described a system
consisting of a robot arm and a camera that can juggle two balls. In (Abell and
Erdmann, 1995) nonprehensile manipulation took the (abstract) form of moving
two frictionless contacts on a polygonal part in a planar gravitational field. Abell
and Erdmann presented an algorithm to orient such a polygonal part by moving
the contact points and performing hand-offs between two pairs of contact points.

Erdmann and Mason (1988) described sensorless manipulation within the
formal framework of the preimage methodology (Lozano-Pérez et al., 1984). In
particular, Erdmann and Mason showed how to orient a planar object by a tray
tilting device: first, the object is placed in a random unknown pose in the tray and,
second, the tray is tilted at a sequence of angles to bring the object in a unique
pose. In (Erdmann et al., 1993) the tray tilting idea was extended to polyhedra.

The pushing and tilting primitives can be formulated as parametrized func-
tions that map orientations to orientations. The parameters of such a function
are then the push direction and the tilt angle, respectively. By composing these
functions one can orient a part without sensing. Eppstein (1990) presented a very
general algorithm that takes a set of functions as input. Given these functions
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the algorithm computes a shortest sequence of these functions that will orient a
polygonal part. Goldberg (1993) introduced another primitive: squeezing with a
parallel-jaw gripper. By making one jaw compliant in the tangential direction, the
contacts with the part are effectively frictionless. Goldberg proved that for every
n-sided polygonal part, a sequence of ‘squeezes’ can be computed in O(n?log 1)
time that will orient the part up to symmetry. The length of such a sequence
is bounded by O(n?). Chen and Ierardi (1995) improved this bound to O(n)
and showed that the algorithm runs in O(n?). (Van der Stappen et al., 2000)
presented improved bounds that depend on the geometric eccentricity (intuitively,
how “fat” or “thin” a part is). Their analysis also applies to curved parts. Recently,
Moll et al. (2002) introduced a new primitive for orienting micro-scale parts using
a parallel jaw gripper. Moll et al. showed that any polygonal part can be oriented
with a sequence of ro//ing motions, where the part is rolled between the two jaws.
With this primitive the gripper does not need to be reoriented.

One of the first papers in palmar manipulation is (Salisbury, 1987). Salisbury
suggested a new approach to manipulation in which the whole robot arm is used
as opposed to just the fingertips. Paljug et al. (1994) investigated the problem
of multi-arm manipulation. Paljug et al. presented a nonlinear feedback scheme
for simultaneous control of the trajectory of the object being manipulated as
well as the contact conditions. Erdmann (1998) showed how to manipulate a
known object with two palms. He also presented methods for determining the
contact modes of each palm: rolling, sliding and holding the object. Zumel (1997)
described a palmar system like the one shown in figure 1.1(b), but without tactile
sensors. Zumel derived sufficient conditions for orienting known polygonal parts
with these palms. She also showed that an orienting plan for a polygon can be
computed in O(N?) and that the length is O(N), where N is the number of stable
edges of the polygon.

Another way to orient parts is to design a manipulator shape specifically for
a given part. This approach was first considered for the Sony APOS system
(Hitakawa, 1988). The design was done mainly by ad-hoc trial and error. Later,
Moll and Erdmann (2002) explored a way to automate this process.

In recent years a lot of work has been done on programmable force fields to
orient parts (Bohringer et al., 2000a, 1999; Kavraki, 1997; Reznik et al., 1999)
The idea is that an abstract force field (implemented using e.g. MEMS actuator
arrays) can be used to push the part into a certain orientation. Bohringer et al.
used Goldberg’s algorithm (1993) to define a sequence of ‘squeeze fields’ to orient
a part. They also gave an example how programmable vector fields can be used
to simultaneously sort different parts and orient them. Kavraki (1997) presented
a vector field that induced two stable configurations for most parts. In 2000,
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Bohringer et al. proved a long-standing conjecture that the vector field proposed
in (Bohringer et al., 1996) is a universal feeder/orienter device, i.e., it induces a
unique stable configuration for most parts. Recently, Sudsang and Kavraki (2001)
introduced another vector field that has the universal feeder property:.

2.3 Grasping

The problem of grasping has been widely studied. This section will not try to
give a complete overview of the results in this area, but instead just mention
some of the work that is most important to our problem. Much of the grasp
research focuses on computing grasps that establish force-closure (the ability to
resist external forces) and form-closure (a kinematic constraint condition that
prevents all motion). Important work includes (Salisbury, 1982), (Cutkosky,
1985), (Fearing, 1984), (Kerr and Roth, 1986), (Mishra et al., 1987), (Montana,
1988), (Nguyen, 1988), (Trinkle et al., 1988), (Hong et al., 1990), (Markenscoft et al.,
1990), and (Ponce et al., 1997). For an overview of grasp synthesis algorithms see
e.g. (Shimoga, 1996).

To grasp an object one needs to understand the kinematics of contact. Inde-
pendently, Montana (1988) and Cai and Roth (1986, 1987) derived the relationship
between the relative motion of two objects and the motion of their contact point.
In (Montana, 1995) these results were extended to multi-fingered manipulation.

Sudsangetal. (2000) looked at the problem of manipulating three-dimensional
objects with a reconfigurable gripper. The gripper consisted of two horizontal
plates, of which the top one had a regular grid of actuated pins. They presented
a planner that computed a sequence of pin configurations that brought an object
from one configuration to another using so-called immobility regions. For each
(intermediate) configuration only three pins were needed. Plans were restricted
to ones where the object maintains the same set of contact points with the bot-
tom plate. Rao et al. (1994, 1995) showed how to reorient a polyhedral object
with pivoting grasps: the object was grasped with two hard finger contacts so that
it pivoted under gravity when lifted. Often only one pivot grasp was sufficient to
bring the object from one stable pose to another (provided the friction coefhicient
was large enough).

Trinkle and colleagues (Trinkle et al., 1993; Trinkle and Hunter, 1991; Trinkle
and Paul, 1990; Trinkle et al., 1988) investigated the problem of dexterous ma-
nipulation with frictionless contact. They analyzed the problem of lifting and
manipulating an object with enveloping grasps. Kao and Cutkosky (1992) and
Yoshikawa et al. (1993) did not assume frictionless contacts. Whereas Kao and
Cutkosky focused on modeling sliding contact with compliance, Yoshikawa et al.
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showed how to regrasp an object using quasistatic slip motion. Nagata et al.
(1993) described a method of repeatedly regrasping an object to build up a model
of its shape.

Grupen and Coelho Jr. (1993; 1996) proposed an on-line grasp synthesis
method for a robot hand equipped with sensors. The controllers of the hand
used sensor data to refine a grasp. Teichmann and Mishra (2000) presented an
algorithm that determines a good grasp for an unknown object using a parallel-
jaw gripper equipped with light beam sensors. This paper also presented a tight
integration of sensing and manipulation. Interestingly, the object is not disturbed
until good grasp points are found.

Erdmann (1995) proposed a method for automatically designing sensors from
the specification of the robot’s task. Erdmann gives the example of grasping
an ellipse. By sensing some aspect of the local geometry at the contact points,
it is possible to define a feedback loop that guides the fingers toward a stable
grasp. Recently, Jia (2000) extended these results and showed how to achieve an
antipodal grasp of a curved planar object with two fingers. By rolling the fingers
around the object the pose of the object is determined and then the fingers are
rolled to two antipodal points.

2.4 Shape and Pose Recognition

The problem of shape and pose recognition can be stated as follows: suppose we
have a known set of objects, how can we recognize one of the objects if it is in
an unknown pose? For an infinite set of objects the problem is often phrased as:
suppose we have a class of parametrized shapes, can we establish the parameters
for an object from that class in an unknown pose? Schneiter and Sheridan (1990)
and Ellis (1992) developed methods for determining sensor paths to solve the first
problem. In Siegel (1991) a different approach is taken: the pose of an object is
determined by using an enveloping grasp. This method uses only joint angle and
torque sensing.

Grimson and Lozano-Pérez (1984) used measurements of positions and sur-
face normals to recognize and locate objects from among a set of known polyhe-
dral objects. They phrased the recognition problem as a constraint satisfaction
problem using an interpretation tree. Interpretation trees were introduced by
Gaston and Lozano-Pérez (1984) as a way to match sets of contact points with
edges of an object.

Kang and Goldberg (1995) used a Bayesian approach to recognizing arbitrary
planar parts from a known set. Their approach consists of randomly grasping
a part with a parallel-jaw gripper. Each grasp returns a diameter measurement,
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which can be used to update a probability for each part in the set of known parts.
Using a statistical measure of similarity it is possible to predict the expected
number of grasps to recognize a part.

Jia and Erdmann (1996) proposed another ‘probing-style’ solution: they de-
termined possible poses for polygons from a finite set of possible poses. One
can think of this finite set as the stable poses (for some sense of stable). One
method determines the pose by bounding the polygon by supporting lines. The
second method they propose is to sense by point sampling. They prove that solv-
ing this problem is NP-complete and present a polynomial time approximation
algorithm.

Keren et al. (1998) proposed a method for recognizing three-dimensional
objects using curve invariants. This idea was motivated by the fact that tactile
sensor data often takes the form of a curve on the object. They apply their
method to geometric primitives like spheres and cylinders.

Jia and Erdmann (1999) investigated the problem of determining not only the
pose, but also the motion of a known object. The motion of the object is induced
by having a robotic finger push the object. By tracking the contact point on the
finger, they were able to recover the pose and motion using nonlinear observer
theory:.

2.5 Tactile Shape Reconstruction

With tactile exploration the goal is to build up an accurate model of the shape of
an unknown object. One early paper by Goldberg and Bajcsy (1984) described a
system requiring very little information to reconstruct an unknown shape. The
system consisted of a cylindrical finger covered with 133 tactile elements. The
finger could translate and tap different parts of an object.

Often the unknown shape is assumed to be amember of a parametrized class of
shapes, so one could argue that this is really just shape recognition. Nevertheless,
with some parametrized shape models, a large variety of shapes can still be
characterized. In (Fearing, 1990), for instance, results are given for recovering
generalized cylinders. Allen and Roberts (1989) model objects as superquadrics.
Roberts (1990) proposed a tactile exploration method for polyhedra. In (Chen
et al., 1996) tactile data are fit to a general quadratic form. Finally, Liu and
Hasegawa (2001) use a network of triangular B-spline patches.

Allen (1988) presents a tight integration of vision and tactile sensing. The
vision processing provides an estimate of the shape of areas of interest, which are
then further explored by a tactile sensor. Allen presents a procedure for robustly
integrating noisy visual and tactile data into 3D surface and feature primitives.
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Allen and Michelman (1990) presented methods for exploring shapes in three
stages, from coarse to fine: grasping by containment, planar surface exploring
and surface contour following. Montana (1988) described a method to estimate
curvature based on a number of probes. Montana also presented a control law for
contour following. Charlebois et al. (1996, 1997) introduced two different tactile
exploration methods. The first method is based on rolling a finger around the
object to estimate the curvature using Montana’s contact equations. Charlebois
et al. analyze the sensitivity of this method to noise. With the second method
a B-spline surface is fitted to the contact points and normals obtained by sliding
multiple fingers along an unknown object.

Marigo et al. (1997) showed how to manipulate a known polyhedral part by
rolling it between the two palms of a paralleljaw gripper. Bicchi et al. (1999)
extended these results to tactile exploration of unknown objects with a parallel-
jaw gripper equipped with tactile sensors. The two palms of the gripper roll
the object without slipping and track the contact points. Using tools from
regularization theory they produce spline-like models that best fit the sensor
data. The work by Bicchi and colleagues is different from most other work on
tactile shape reconstruction in that the object being sensed is not immobilized.
With our approach the object is not immobilized either, but whereas Bicchi and
colleagues assumed pure rolling we assume pure sliding.

A different approach is taken by Kaneko and Tsuji (2001), who try to recover
the shape by pulling a finger over the surface. With this finger they can also probe
concavities. In (Okamura and Cutkosky, 1999; Okamura et al., 1999; Okamura
and Cutkosky, 2001) the emphasis is on detecting fine surface features such as
bumps and ridges. Sensing is done by rolling a finger around the object. (Okamura
et al., 1999) show how one can measure friction by dragging a block over a surface
at different velocities, measure the forces and solve for the unknowns. This
work builds forth on previous work by Cutkosky and Hyde (1993), who propose
an event-driven approach to dextrous manipulation. During manipulation of
an object there are several events that can be detected with tactile sensing.
Examples of such events are: making and breaking contact, slipping, change in
friction, texture, stiffness, etc. Based on these events it is possible to infer some
of the object’s properties (such as its shape and mass distribution) and adjust the
grasp.

Much of our work builds forth on (Erdmann, 1999). There, the shape of planar
objects is recognized by three palms; two palms are at a fixed angle, the third
palm can translate compliantly, ensuring that the object touches all three palms.
Erdmann derives the shape of an unknown object with an unknown motion as a
function of the sensor values. In our work we no longer assume that the motion
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Figure 2.1: Related work in tactile shape reconstruction.

of the object is completely arbitrary. Instead, we model the dynamics of the
object as it is manipulated by the palms. Only gravity and the contact forces are
acting on the object. As a result we can recover the shape with fewer sensors.
By modeling the dynamics we need one palm less in 2D. In the 3D case, instead
of six palms, we need only three. Figure 2.1 shows where our research fits within
the field of tactile shape reconstruction. In the long term we plan to develop a
unified framework for reconstructing the shape and motion of unknown object
with varying contact modes.

2.6 Tactile Sensor Design

Despite the large body of work in tactile sensing and haptics, making reliable and
accurate tactile sensors has proven to be very hard. Many different designs have
been proposed. This section will mention just a few. For an overview of sensing
technologies, see e.g. (Lee, 2000), (Howe and Cutkosky, 1992) and (Nicholls and
Lee, 1989). Fearing and Binford (1988) describe a cylindrical tactile sensor to
determine the curvature of convex unknown shapes. Russell (1992) introduces
so-called whisker sensors: curved rods, whose deflection is measured with a
potentiometer. Kaneko and Tsuji (2001) have developed planning algorithms to
recover the shape of an object with such whiskers. Speeter (1990) describes a
tactile sensing system consisting of up to 16 arrays of 256 tactile elements that
can be accessed in parallel. He discusses the implementation issues involved
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with using these sensors with the Utah/MIT Hand. The underlying tactile
technology is based on force sensing resistors from Interlink Electronics. Choi
et al. (1998) present a different design for tactile sensors for multifingered robots
based on capacitive tactile elements. They compare their experimental results
with Montana’s contact equations (Montana, 1988).

Ando and Shinoda (1995) describe a tactile sensor based on ultrasonic emis-
sion. Their system consists of a flexible spherical fingertip and a sound sensor at
the center of the fingertip. Contact points act as emission sources and the sensor
works as a direction-sensitive, wideband acoustic emission transducer. Although
the error in the position estimate of the contacts can be as large as a few millime-
ters, with this sensor one can distinguish multiple contacts, which is impossible
with most other sensor technologies.

There is also a fair amount of research on compliant tactile sensors. A
compliant tactile sensor deforms to take on the local object shape. An obvious
advantage of this approach is that instantaneously the sensor recovers an entire
patch of an object as opposed to just one contact point. One idea is to use
an optical waveguide to create an image of the pressure distribution over the
sensor surface (Maekawa et al., 1993, 1997; Kinoshita et al., 1999). The light of
an internal light source reflects on the inside of the sensor surface. Deformation
causes the light to refract differently, which is detected by a camera inside the
sensor. It is possible to infer the contact points from the camera image. Hristu
et al. (2000) use a slightly different approach. Their deformable sensor surface is
painted on the inside with a pattern of dots. From a camera image of these dots
it is possible to infer the deformation of the surface. (Shinoda and Oasa, 2000)
describe an elastic skin in which many sensing elements are embedded. These
elements are resonator chips whose frequency reflects the stress around the chip.
The resonant frequency is read out by a ground coil under the skin. Finally,
Teramoto and Watanabe (2000) combine a deformable ‘skin’ with an acoustic
sensor array. This sensor array uses acoustic transceivers to measure the shape of
the skin (and the shape of the object touching the skin) from the inside.

In our own experiments we are relying on off-the-shelf components. The tac-
tile sensors are touchpads from Interlink Electronics (http://www.interlinkelec.
com), as found on many notebooks. Most touchpads use capacitive technology,
but the ones we are using are based on force-sensing resistors. These touchpads
return the centroid of contact, have a resolution of approximately 0.1mm and
report readings at a frequency of 100Hz. This technology has already success-
tully been used before as a tactile sensor (Mingrino et al., 1994; Liu et al., 1995;
Jockusch et al., 1997).
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Chapter 3

Quasistatic Shape Reconstruction

In this chapter we will present a quasistatic method for reconstructing the local
shape of an unknown smooth convex object. By ‘local shape’ we mean the shape
of the object at the contact points. The object is placed between the two palms,
and we can vary the angles between the palms and the world frame. The object
will move as a result of the contact forces and gravity acting on it. We say that
the object is in force/torque balance if and only if all forces and torques acting on
the object add up to 0. Below, we will show that if we assume that the object is
always in force/torque balance and if there is no friction between the object and
the palms, then we can reconstruct the local shape with two palms.

Figure 3.1 shows the two inputs and the two sensor outputs. The inputs are

palm 2

palm 1

contact point 2

contact point 1

Figure 3.1: Inputs and outputs of the system formed by the palms and the
object. Input values are ¢; and ¢, output values are the contact point locations
s1 and sp. The contact normals intersect at the center of rotation (¢;), which lies
on the vertical line through the center of mass (c;,).
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Figure 3.2: The contact support function (r(6),d(6)) and the object frame. Ox
denotes the X-axis of the object frame.

¢1, the angle between palm 1 and the X-axis of the global frame, and ¢, the angle
between palm 1 and 2. The tactile sensor elements return the contact points s;
and s on palm 1 and 2, respectively. Gravity acts in the negative Y direction. If
the object is at rest, there is force/torque balance. In that case, since we assume
there is no friction, the lines through the normal forces at the contact points
and gravity acting on the center of mass intersect at a common point. In other
words, the sensor values tell us where the X-coordinate of the center of mass is
in the global frame. Below we will show that this constraint on the position of
the center of mass and the constraints induced by the sensor values will allow us
to derive an expression for the curvature at the contact points. However, this
expression depends on the initial position of the center of mass. We can search
for this position with an initial pose observer that minimizes the error between
what the curvature expression predicts and what the sensor values tell us.

3.1 Notation

Frames We assume that the object is smooth and convex. We also assume
that the origin of the object frame is at the center of mass, and that the center of
mass is in the interior of the object. For every angle 0 there exists a unique point
x(0) on the surface of the object such that the outward pointing normal n(6)
at that point is (cos 8,sin ). This follows from the convexity and smoothness
assumptions. Let the tangent #(6) be equal to (sinf, —cos8)” so that [t,n]
constitutes a right-handed frame. Figure 3.2 shows the basic idea. We can also
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define right-handed frames at the contact points with respect to the palms:

(—sin¢y, cos cpl)T

f; = (cos ¢y, sin 4)1)T

|

1

and

fiy = (sin(¢1 + ¢2), — cos(¢r + q’)z))T
By = (= cos(¢1 + ¢2), — sin(¢p1 + ¢2)) "
Note that 71 and 71 point into the free space between the palms. Let ¢ be the

angle between the object frame and the global frame, such that a rotation matrix
R(¢o) maps a point from the object frame to the global frame:

Rgy) = (cos Po —sinc])o)

singy  cos ¢y

The object and palm frames are then related in the following way:

(1 #) = —Ripo) (n(0) t(6))
(1712 fz) = —R((Po) (1’1(9 + ¢ — 7T) t(9 + ¢ — 7'())

The different frames are shown in figure 3.3. From these relationships it follows
that

0=¢1—Po— 7% G.1)

Differentiation We will use ’ to represent differentiation with respect to
time f and ’ to represent differentiation with respect to a function’s parameter.
So, for instance, x(8) = x'(0)0. Let v(9) = ||x'(0)|| be the parameterization
velocity of the curve x. We can write v(0) as —x'(0) - £(0) and x'(0) as —v(6) ().

The curvature x(0) is defined as the turning rate of the curve x(6). For an
arbitrary curve x the following equality holds (Spivak, 1999a):

t'(0) = x(0)0(6)n(0) G-2)

In our case we have that ' (0) = n(60) so it follows that the parameterization

velocity v(0) is equal to the radius of curvature ﬁ at the point x(6).
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Figure 3.3: The different coordinate frames.

Support Functions The radius function is a useful tool for recovering the
shape of an object (see e.g. (Santal6, 1976)). We define 7(0) to be the projection
of the contact point x(6) onto the normal n(6):

This function is called a radius function or support function. For our shape recovery
analysis it will be useful to define another function, d(0), to be the projection of
the contact point x(6) onto the tangent #(6):

We will refer to the pair (r(6),d(6)) as a contact support function. The goal is now
to derive a solution for x(0) as we change the palm angles ¢; and ¢». As we will
see below, it is actually sufficient to derive a solution for r(6). We will derive a
solution for #(t) = r'(6)6, which we can integrate to obtain a solution for 7(6).

One final bit of notation we need is a generalization of the contact support
function, which we will define as a projection of the vector between the two
contact points. We define the generalized contact support function relative to contact
point 1 as:

71(0) = (x(6) —x(6 + ¢2 — 7)) - n(6) (3
d1(0) = (x(6) — x(6 + ¢ — 7)) - £(6) G.4)
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contact point 2

” contact point I

Figure 3.4: The generalized contact support functions.

Similarly, we can define the generalized contact support function relative to contact point 2
as:

72(0) = (x(6) —x(0 + ¢ — 7)) - n(0 + 2 — 77) G-5)
dy(8) = (x(8) —x(0+ ¢ — 7)) - £(0 + ¢ — 70) (.6)

Below we drop the function arguments where it does not lead to confusion, and
instead use subscripts ‘0’, ‘T’ and ‘2’ to refer to the center of mass of the object,
the contact point on palm 1, and the contact point on palm 2, respectively. So we
will write e.g. Rony for R(gpo)n(6 + ¢ — 7).

The generalized contact support functions have the property that they can
be expressed directly in terms of the palm angles and sensor values (assuming the
object is in two-point contact):

{7’1 = sy 8in P2 or {172 = —s51 sin P2 G.7)

d, = spcos Py — 51 dy = s1cos¢p — 5o

These equalities can be obtained by inspection from figures 3.1 and 3.4. We
can also obtain these equalities analytically. First, we write the constraints that
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two-point contact induces as

s1t1 = cm + Roxq (3.8)
—sofy) = ¢ + Roxp, (3.9)

where ¢, is the position of the center of mass. Next, we can eliminate ¢, from
these equations and write

Ry (x1 - x2) = 51t + $oip (3.10)

The expressions in 3.7 then follow by computing the dot product on both sides
of expression 3.10 with the palm normals and tangents:

1= (x1 —x2) -n1 = Ro(x1 — x2) - Rony = —(s1#y +s5282) - 7y

= Sy sin¢» G.11)
di = (x1—x2) 11 = —(s1F1 + s22) - £ = spcos p — 51 (.12)
7o = (x1 — xz) npy = (Slfl + Szfz) -Hy) = —8S1 sinqbz (3.13)
d~2 = ( — x2) —(S1f1 + Szfz) -ty = 81 COS P2 — sp (3.14)

Above we have shown that although the generalized contact support functions
were defined in the object frame, we can also express them directly in terms of
sensor values and palm angles. This is useful because it can be shown (Erdmann,
1999) that the radii of curvature at the contact points can be written in terms of
the generalized contact support functions as

B 17/2 + d~2
o= sin ¢, G-15)
~/ d~
Uy = _—r1.+ L (3.16)
sin ¢,

The derivation of these expressions is included in the appendix. Note that
these expressions are not sufficient to observe the local shape, even though the
generalized support functions are directly observable. To observe the shape we
will also need an expression for the time derivative of the function parameters.
This is the topic of section 3.3.

Equation 3.10 can also be rewritten in terms of the contact support function:

—(rifiy + dity) + (rafip + doty) = 5181 + 26 G.17)
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Figure 3.5: The dependencies between sensor values, the support function and
the angle between the palms when the object makes two-point contact.

Solving this constraint for d and d; we get:

r1COS Py + 17
== —935

d 18
! sin ¢» G.18)
r
d2 — _% + Sn (319)
sin ¢,

See also figure 3.5. Note that by construction #'(0) = x/(0) - n(0) + x(0) - £(0) =
—d(6). So a solution for 7(0) can be used in two ways to arrive at a solution for
d(0): (1) using the property d(6) = —r'(0) of the radius function, or (2) using
expressions 3.18 and 3.19. In other words, to recover the shape it is sufficient to
reconstruct the radius function.

3.2 A Geometric Interpretation of
Force/Torque Balance

Before deriving the equations for the local shape of the object as a function of
the palm angles and sensor values, let us first consider the dynamics of the system
formed by the palms and the object. We assume the dynamics are quasistatic,
which means that all the forces and torques balance each other. A necessary and
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sufficient condition for force/torque balance is that the lines through the contact
points along the contact forces and the line through the center of mass along the
gravity vector intersect at one point called the center of rotation (see figure 3.1). If
we move the palms the object will instantaneously rotate around the center of
rotation. The lines through the normals can be described by:

01 :q1 — sity + iy (3.20)
by : q2 +— —5252 + gonip (3.21)

These lines intersect if and only if

. S> — 851 COS(PZ

S1 — Sp COS (Pz
sin 472 .

and 2= sin 472

q1

Using the generalized contact support functions we can simplify this to q; =
—dy/ sin¢y and g, = —dy/ sin¢g,. So we can write the following equations for
the center of mass, ¢, and the center or rotation, c;:

cm(Po, P1,P2) = s1t1 — Roxq

= —foty/ singy — Roxy (3.22)
cr(do, P1,¢2) = s1t1 + g1y

= s1F) — doiiy / sin g

= — (o) + daity)/ sin ¢ (.23)

In appendix A.1 it is shown that the partial derivatives of ¢;; and ¢, can be written
as

300 ~ sinds ( 390 Ro)xl, (.24)
0 7 - :
a;; = —(v1fip — pity — Fofiy + daty) / sin ¢o. (3.25)

and that we can rewrite equation 3.24 as a function of the relative distance
between the center of mass and the center of rotation:

ocy, 0 -1
(1) e 020

This last equation should not surprise us. It says that instantaneously the center
of mass rotates around the center of rotation, which is true by definition for any
point on the object.
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With the results above we can easily describe all the stable poses of an object.
We define a stable pose as a local minimum of the potential energy function with
respect to ¢p. The potential energy of an object in two-point contact with the
palms is simply the Y coordinate of ¢, which can be written as ¢, - ({). Ata
local minimum the first derivative with respect to ¢g of this expression will be
equal to 0. We can write this condition using equation 3.26 as (¢, — ¢;) - (§) = 0.
In other words, at the minima of the potential energy function the X coordinates
of ¢ and ¢, have to be equal. Since we assume that the object is always in
force/torque balance and, hence, at a minimum of the potential energy function,
we can directly observe the X coordinate of the center of mass. Or, equivalently,
we can directly observe the projection onto the X-axis of the vector from the
center of mass to contact point 1 by using expressions 3.22 and 3.23:

(em —er) - (g) =0

= (—fk/singy — Roxy + (Fofy +dofiy)/ singy) - (§) =0
= (Rox1) - () = ~daginpy 627

For a local minimum of the potential energy function the Y coordinate of the
second partial derivative of ¢, with respect to ¢ has to be greater than 0, i.e.,

a%((cm—cr)-(é)) > 0.

3.3 Recovering Shape

We can write the derivative X(0) of the function x(0) that describes the shape as
0v(0)t(6). So if we can solve for 8, v(6) and the initial conditions, we can find the
shape by integrating %. Recall that 0 is a curve parameter, so 0 is in general not
equal to the rotational velocity of the object. We can obtain a simple relationship
between 6 and ¢ by differentiating equation 3.1:

0 = ¢1 — o (3.28)

Since we know ¢; solving for 0 is equivalent to solving for ¢». In other words, if
we can observe the curvature at the contact points and the rotational velocity of
the object, we can recover the shape of an unknown object. By differentiating the
generalized support functions with respect to time, we can rewrite expressions 3.15
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and 3.16 for the radii of curvature at the contact points as

_Fat (0 + ¢o)ds

T T T Gsing (:29)
?1 —+ 96?1
V) = ————— (3.30)
27 (0 +¢)singy 33

See appendix A.1 for details. So to observe the curvature at the contact points,
we need to derive an expression for the rotational velocity of the object that
depends only on palm angles, sensor values and their derivatives. Note that we
can not observe the curvature at the contact point 1 or contact point 2 if § = 0 or
0 + ¢ = 0, respectively. If we can not observe the curvature at a contact point,
that point is instantaneously not moving in the object frame.

We can recover the rotational velocity by looking at the constraint the force/
torque balance imposes on the motion of the object. Recall equation 3.27:

(Rox1) - (§) = —52% (3.30)
The left-hand side of this equation can be rewritten as

(Rox1) - (§) = (Ro(rimy +dit1)) - () (-32)

= rysin¢y — dj cos ¢y (3-33)

This expression (implicitly) depends on the orientation of the object. In ap-
pendix A.1 it is shown how by differentiating this expression and the right-hand
side of equation 3.31 we can obtain the following expression for the rotational
velocity of the object:

5 cos ¢1 — d~2 sin ¢ + 1{2(]52 Ssllrrlltf;};

0= ; — = , (3.34)
¢ risingp + (12 + 7o) singy + dp cos ¢ 334

where ¢12 = ¢1 + ¢o. This expression for ¢y depends on the control inputs,
the sensor values, their derivatives and the current values of radius function at
the contact points. The system of differential equations describing the (sensed)
shape and motion can be summarized as follows:

i1 = —di(¢1 — o) (3.35)
2 = —da (P12 — o) (3.36)

#2 cos ¢y — dp sin ¢y + dadhy S’sﬁqgj (.47)
0= risingy + (12 + 7o) singg + d~2 cos ¢1 337

26



The first two equations describe the rate of change of the radius function at
the contact points. The radius function uniquely defines the shape of the object.
Equation 3.37 describes the motion of the object. If the object remains in contact
with both palms, it has only one degree of freedom. So knowing just the rotational
velocity is sufficient.

So far we have assumed that we have sensor data that is continuous and
without any error. In practice sensors will be discrete, both in time and space,
and there will also be errors. We would like to recover the shape of an unknown
object in such a setting as well. There are two main directly observable error
terms at each time step. First, one can check the error in the force/torque balance
constraint (equation 3.31). Let that error be denoted by ef. So at a given time f,
ef(t) is equal to

er(t) = ((Ro(o)#1) - (}) +daZmst), (3-38)

where ©’ denotes the estimated value of a variable. The second observable error
is the error in the two-point contact constraint (equation 3.10). Let this error be
denoted by e.. In other words,

ec(t) = (Ro(o) (%1 — %2) — s1F1 — s2b2) (3-39)

Our program searches for the initial conditions of our system by minimizing the
sum of all directly observable errors.

In our current implementation we use a fourth-order Adams-Bashforth-Moul-
ton predictor-corrector method to integrate equations 3.35-3.37. Let the state be
defined as the vector (rq, 17, (Po)T. In the prediction step the state at time  — 1
and derivatives at time t — 3, — 2, and t — 1 are used to predict the state at time
t. In the correction step, we use the state estimate at t — 1 and derivatives at
t —3,...,t to refine the state estimate at time ¢. The correction step is repeated
until the relative change in the estimate is below a certain threshold or if a
maximum number of iterations has been reached. This high-order method tends
to filter out most of the noise and numerical errors. In our simulation results
hardly any error accumulates during integration (see section 3.4).

3.4 Simulation Results

The results in this section are based on numerical simulation in Matlab. We
generate random test shapes in the following way. We pick three numbers g7,
g2, and g3 independently and uniformly random from the interval [0.1,2.5]. A
random shape is generated by computing a closed spline interpolation of the
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points with polar coordinates (0,4;), (%7‘(, g2) and (%7‘[, g3). Figure 3.6 shows
an example of the shape reconstruction process. 270 measurements were used
to reconstruct the shape. In each frame the part of the shape that has been
observed up to that point in time is shown. Also drawn are the contact points,
the center of mass, and the palms. Notice how the (observed) shape sometimes
intersects the palms. This means that there is a conflict between the currently
observed shape and the previously observed shape, which could potentially be
used to guide the search for initial conditions. The motion of the palms is open-
loop. Initially palm 1 and palm 2 are nearly horizontal; the object is squeezed (but
without friction!) between the palms. The motion of the palms can roughly be
described as a sequence of squeeze-and-rotate motions and motions where one of
the palms stays put and the other palm opens up. Notice how in the penultimate
frame the simulator misgauges the shape, but has recovered in the last frame.

In figure 3.7 the differences are shown between the reconstructed and actual
shape and motion of the object. We defined the object frame to be located at the
center of mass. From the force/torque balance constraint we can solve for this
position. The relative orientation of the object frame with respect to the world
frame is arbitrary. We just assume that the initial orientation is 0° and use SVD
to align the orientation of the generating shape and the observed shape (Golub
and Loan, 1996, p. 601).

One can not directly observe the errors in ¢ and ¢, but one can observe the
error in the X-coordinate of the center of mass and the error in the two-point
contact constraint. These errors are shown in figure 3.8. Note that the big errors
in error plot 3.8(d) occur at the same times as when the rotational speed of the
object was misgauged. This suggests that our system could at least detect where
the observed shape will be wrong. It is possible that the system could even detect
that such a situation is approaching and maybe even prevent it by changing the
motion of the palms. Also, the error in the norm of the contact point vector is
very small, but does not appear to be completely random, suggesting that there
is still room for improvement in the integration step.
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t=0.03 t=0.07 t=0.11 t=0.14

Figure 3.6: The frames show the reconstructed shape after 10, 20,...,270 mea-
surements. The three large dots indicate the center of mass and the contact
points at each time, the smaller dots show the part of the shape that has been
reconstructed at that time.
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Figure 3.9: Resolution and sensing frequency of the VersaPad.
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Figure 3.10: Setup of the palms.

3.5 Experimental Results

The tactile sensors we are using are touchpads made by Interlink Electronics
(http://www.interlinkelec.com). These touchpads are most commonly used in
notebook computers. They use so-called force sensing resistors to measure the
location and the applied pressure at the contact point. One of the advantages of
this technology, according to Interlink, is that it does not suffer as much from
electrostatic contamination as capacitance-based touchpads. If there is more
than one contact point, the pad returns the centroid. The physical pad has
a resolution of 1000 counts per inch (cp1) in the X and Y direction, but the
firmware limits the resolution to 200 cr1. It can report 128 pressure levels, but
the pressure readings are not very reliable. In our experiments we only used
the coordinates of the contact point and ignored the pressure data. The pad
measures 55.5 x 39.5mm?. Sensor data can be read out through a rs232 serial
port connection.

Figure 3.9 shows the results of a simple test to establish the feasibility of
the touchpad. The test consisted of rolling a marble around on the touchpad
and tracking the contact point. Figure 3.9(a) shows the ‘curve’ traced out by the
contact point. Figure 3.9(b) shows how fast we can get sensor readings from the
touchpad. Notice how the times between measurements are roughly centered
around 3 bands. This could be related to the way our driver polls the touchpad
for data; further tweaking might increase the speed at which measurements are
reported.
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Figure 3.11: Experimental setup.

For the actual palms, we are using an Adept scara-type arm to control two
planar surfaces connected with hinges. The Adept robot arm holds the endpoint
of one palm. The endpoint of the other palm is attached to a fixed base. Fig-
ure 3.10 shows the basic idea (not to scale). The touchpads are mounted on the
two surfaces and connected to a pc. It is important to realize that this experi-
mental setup is just meant to be a proof of concept. Mechanically the sensing
mechanism can be much simpler. More importantly, the palms do not need to
be connected at all: the analysis only depends on the relative angle between the
palms and the world. So in theory our proposed sensing strategies can also be
applied to a robot hand equipped with tactile sensors. Our actual experimental
setup is shown in figure 3.11. The white arrows on the object and the palms
are tracked by an Adept vision system to establish ‘ground truth’, which can be
compared with the shape and motion inferred from the tactile data.

Figures 3.12(a) and 3.12(b) show the reconstructed shape and motion, respec-
tively. The observed motion is far from perfect, but the observed shape comes
close to the actual shape. This seems to suggest that the system of differential
equations 3.35—3.37 is fairly stable in this case, i.e., the errors in the motion did not
cause the radius function to shoot off to infinity. The palms made back-and-forth
motions to cover the shape several times. This means that we can prune those
parts of the reconstructed shape that have been touched only once. For instance,
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Figure 3.12: Experimental results.

in figure 3.12(a) we can eliminate the sparse point distribution in the top right
and bottom middle. To determine which parts to eliminate one can draw a curve
interpolating the points (t;,7(6(t;))),i = 1,... The points we can eliminate are
those for which (#;,7(6(t;))) is the only intersection with the line t = ¢;.

3.6 Global Observability

In the previous sections we showed that the curvature at the contact points and
the motion of the object can be expressed as a function of the motion of the palms
and the sensor values. By integrating out these expressions we can reconstruct
a part of the shape. An important open problem is whether it is possible to
reconstruct the entire shape. In this section we conjecture that, in general, it 7
possible. This is not immediately obvious. It could be, for instance, that the
robot can only reconstruct one side of the shape and that it is impossible to reach
the other side. To answer the question of global observability it will be useful to
consider the motion of the center of mass and the center of rotation relative to
each other. For a pose to be stable the object needs to be at a local minimum
of the potential energy function. Recall from section 3.2 the two conditions that
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(@) The stable pose surface in configuration space

(b) The generating object shape

Figure 3.13: Stable poses for a particular shape. Note that only one 27t period
of ¢ is shown in (a) and the surface extends from —oo to o in the ¢y direction,
i.e., the inside and outside boundary do not meet.

have to hold for a stable pose:

(em —¢r) - ((1)> =0, (3.40)
- (len—a- (3)) =0 G40



The stable poses induce a two-dimensional subset of the (¢1, ¢2, o )-configura-
tion space. Figure 3.13 shows all the stable poses for a given shape. These stable
configurations form a spiraling surface. From figure 3.13 it follows that for this
particular shape it is indeed possible to reconstruct the entire shape, because
there exists a path on the surface of stable configurations between any two stable
configurations. We suspect that this is true in general. Although we do not have
a complete proof for it, we will give some intuition for the following conjecture:

For any smooth convex shape there exists a surface of stable configu-
rations such that we can bring the object from any orientation to any
other orientation by moving along a curve embedded in this surface.

We argue in favor of this conjecture by considering the boundaries of the stable
configuration surface. Let us define the znside boundary as those configurations
where both the first and second derivative with respect to ¢ of the potential
energy function vanish. Using expressions 3.22-3.27 we can write these two
constraints as:

(cm—cr) - <(1)) = —dpsin¢;/ singy — (f;i‘g%) -x1 =0, (3.42)

9 1)y _ v18in(P1 + ¢2) + (02 + 7o) singy  sing, B
aT’O((Cm men) <O>) a sin ¢ (cosgn) 31 =0.
(-43)

The outside boundary of the stable configuration surface is determined by limits on
the palm angles: ¢1,¢> > 0 and ¢; + ¢o < 7. These limits can be geometrically
interpreted as follows:

¢, =0",0< ¢, < m: When ¢ = 7, both palms are nearly horizontal,
pointing in nearly opposite directions. In the limit, as ¢, approaches

7, s1 = sp = 0, and the contact point is an extremum of the radius
function (since the center of mass is right above the contact point and
therefore '(6) = —d(6) = 0). As ¢, decreases, contact point 2 covers

nearly half the shape. As ¢, approaches 0, the palms form an antipodal

grasp. The contact points are then at a minimum of the diameter function
def

D(0) = r(0) +r(8 — m).

¢, =07, 0 < ¢; < 7r: When ¢; = 07, this boundary usually connects to the
previous one. As ¢ increases, the palms maintain an antipodal grasp, so the
contact points do not change. As ¢ approaches 77, palm 1 and 2 both point
to the left. Below we will describe when this boundary and the previous
one do not connect. This case is where our argument breaks down.
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Figure 3.14: Plan for observing the entire shape of an unknown object.

0< ¢, <, ¢p,=m" — ¢y This case is symmetrical to the first one. Now
contact point 1 covers nearly half the shape.

From this geometric interpretation it is clear that we can bring the object to
any orientation by moving along these outside boundaries. More importantly,
by following these boundaries we can reconstruct the entire shape. Figure 3.14
shows how a shape is reconstructed by palms that trace these boundaries. First
palm 2 sweeps through its entire range of motion while palm 1 is nearly horizontal.
Then palm 1 sweeps through its range. Finally both palms move simultaneously
back to their original position. The object is now rotated roughly 180°. The
part of the shape that has been reconstructed is drawn in black. We can repeat
this plan to refine the estimate of the shape. However, these boundaries are
themselves not part of the surface, so the question is whether there always exist
stable configurations arbitrarily close to the outside boundary. The answer is
“yes”, provided the inside and outside boundary do not meet. Let a generic smooth convex
object be defined as a smooth convex object in general position such that none of
the singular cases described below apply. Below we will argue that for a generic
smooth convex shape the inside boundary never (with probability 1) meets the
outside boundary and, hence, there exists a path on the surface connecting any
two orientations of the object. For each outside boundary condition we can
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Figure 3.15: An antipodal grasp. For ¢ = 0 the inside and outside boundary
meet if the sum of the radii of curvature of two antipodal points is equal to the
distance between these points.

analyze what conditions must hold for the inside boundary to meet the outside
boundary:

¢, = 0F: Without loss of generality, we can assume that ¢y = 0, in this case and
below. If ¢; = 07, then equations 3.42 and 3.43 simplify to x; - (%) = (0 and
X7 - ((1)) = —0;. In other words, contact point 1 is right below the center of
mass. Furthermore, if we draw a circle with radius equal to v; and tangent
to the contact point, its center coincides with the center of mass. For each
point on the shape we can determine the center of the circle with radius v;
and tangent to that point. The locus of these circle centers forms a curve.
For a generic smooth object the center of mass is not on this curve.

¢, = 0T: Since the palms make an antipodal grasp, the possible contact points
on the object are restricted to a finite set. Now for the inside boundary to
meet the outside boundary, the limit of equation 3.43 as ¢ goes to zero has
to be equal to zero. So we have the following condition:

lim ((v1 sin(¢1 + ¢2) + (v + 7o) singy) / singp + x7 - ((1)> ) =0.

$210
(-44)
If ¢1 > O this limit only converges if
lim (o1 sin(¢q + ¢2) + (v2 + F2) singyy ) = 0. (3.45)

$210
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Figure 3.16: A more complicated stable pose surface.

—T7o will converge to the distance between the contact points. So expres-
sion 3.45 converges if the sum of the radii of curvature at the contact points
is equal to the distance between the contact points. A geometric interpre-
tation of this constraint is shown in figure 3.15. A generic smooth object
does not have such a pair of antipodal points.
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Now consider the case where both ¢; and ¢, converge to 0. (The case
¢1 T 7w and ¢ | O is analogous.) Let us write ¢ = c¢p, ¢ > 0. Then
equation 3.44 becomes

lim ((v1 sin((c + 1)) + (vp + 72) sin(cn)) / sin gy + x7 - (?) ) =0.

$210
(3.46)
Using EHopital’s rule we can rewrite this as
o1(c+1) + (2 +Fa)e+ 3+ (9) = 0. G.47)

It is possible that this equation has a solution for ¢ > 0 such that equa-
tion 3.42 is also satisfied. Figure 3.16 shows an example of this case. There
are two places where the inside and outside boundary meet as indicated
by the two arrows. Although this case seems to invalidate our argument,
the surface is still connected and roughly has the same spiraling shape as
before. This has been the case with all the shapes we generated.

¢, + ¢, = mr: This case is, as before, symmetrical to the first one.

Practical concerns For practical reasons it is undesirable to plan paths on
the surface that are close to the boundary. First, we would need palms of infinite
length for an antipodal grasp. We can get around this by removing the joint
between the palms, thereby allowing the palms to move freely. For the analysis it
is not essential that the palms are connected; the analysis just depends on relative
orientations of the palms. The second reason that moving on the boundary of
the stable configuration surface is undesirable is that for a wide angle between the
palms, we are relying heavily on the assumption that there is no friction. Even
the slightest amount of friction will throw off our estimate of the X-coordinate
of the center of mass.

Multiple stable poses Figure 3.13 also shows that for almost all combinations
or ¢1 and ¢, there exist exactly two stable poses. However, it is possible that
for a given ¢ and ¢, there are many stable poses. We can construct a shape
with an arbitrary number of stable poses for a given palm configuration in the
tollowing way. Consider the arrangement of lines through the contact normals
and the line through the center of mass (along the direction of gravity). We can
rotate this arrangement around the center of mass and then translate along the
line through the center of mass to create a new stable configuration. We pick
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Figure 3.17: Many stable poses are possible for a given palm configuration that
produce the same sensor readings.

the new contact points to be at the same distance from the intersection of the
lines as in the original arrangement. This means that this new configuration
produces the same sensor readings as well. We can repeat this process, picking
a different amount of translation at each step to create an arbitrary number of
stable configurations. We can create a smooth convex shape that has these stable
poses in the following way. Consider the convex polygon that has the contact
points of all these stable poses as vertices. If such a polygon does not exist we
remove the poses that cause the concavities. The arrangement of lines described
above corresponds to critical points of the potential energy function. To make
sure that all the critical points are local minima we need to consider the second
derivative of the potential energy function (see equation 3.43). For each contact
point we can pick the radius of curvature to be arbitrarily large such that the
second derivative is greater than 0. We can locally deform the polygon around
each vertex such that at the contact point the radius of curvature is as desired
and the shape remains convex. Figure 3.17 illustrates this geometric construction.
Since the polygon induced by the contact points is convex, there exists a smooth
convex shape with these stable poses.
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3.7 Segmentation of Shape Reconstruction

It is possible that the object undergoes a discrete change in orientation as the
palms move. This happens when the system reaches a boundary of the stable
pose surface in the (¢1, ¢2, po)-configuration space. In terms of figure 3.13, the
object “falls oft” the stable pose surface. When this happens we need to restart
our shape reconstruction process. Sudden changes in orientation give rise to two
problems:

* How do we decide that the object is undergoing a discrete change in ori-
entation? Since the sensor values are reported at a certain frequency, every
measurement corresponds to a discrete change in orientation. More im-
portantly, the sensor readings are likely to be noisy, so one spike in the
measurements doesn’t necessarily mean that a jump in the orientation oc-
curred.

* Given a set of reconstructed shape segments, how do we piece them to-
gether? We have to find a method for determining the relative positions
of the different segments. Also, if some segments overlap, we need to
consolidate the possibly conflicting values for the radius function.

For the first problem we can use the following approach. If the object un-
dergoes a discrete change in orientation, numerical integration of ¢ will be very
unstable. The predictor-corrector method will generally not be able to recover
and ¢ shoots off to infinity. So we can trigger a restart of the observer if ¢
exceeds a certain threshold. This means that the observer is also restarted if
there is a large error in the sensor data. Often there will be a sequence of spikes
if the object’s motion approaches a singularity. To prevent the creation of many
tiny segments, we therefore also set a limit on the minimum segment length. The
search for the initial conditions at the start of each segment is seeded with the
endpoint of the previous segment.

For the initial segment we only have to search for the vertical offset of the
center of mass with respect to the center of rotation at the start of the segment,
since we are free to choose a particular orientation. But for subsequent segments
the relative orientation with respect to this initial segment matters. So now we
have to search for zwo unknowns for each segment: the relative orientation and
the offset at the start of each segment.

Implicit in these segments there is still a temporal dependence: each segment
consists of a temporal sequence of measurements. It will be useful for the shape
reconstruction to eliminate this temporal dependence. We therefore introduce
the notion of a patch. A patch is defined as an approximation of the radius
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Figure 3.18: The error of two (radially) overlapping segments is equal to the
area between them.

function on a domain [61,60,]. We map a segment to a set of patches in the
following way. Suppose we have a segment S consisting of 7 measurements. Each
measurement is of the form (¢;,6;,r;),1 = 1,...,n. We divide the segment S
into smaller segments Sy, ..., Sy, at the m extrema of the (t;,0;) sequence. If
there are extrema, then the same part of the shape is covered more than once.
Due to numerical errors and noise each time a part of the shape is covered the
approximation will look slightly different. We therefore create a patch for each
time a particular part of the shape is observed and consolidate patches with
overlapping domains at a later stage. For each S;,j = 1,...,m, we create a patch
P;. The domain of P; is defined as the closed interval ranging from the minimum
to the maximum 6 value in S;’s measurements. The approximation of the radius
function is simply defined as the spline interpolation through P;’s observed values
of the radius function.

In addition to the locally observable errors, we can also define a globa/ error
term as a function of a particular arrangement of segments: we can compute the
area between conflicting sections of the segments and take that to be the error
of the arrangement (see figure 3.18). For a given arrangement of segments we
can compute all the patches as described above. If none of the patches overlap
(radially), the error is equal to 0. Now suppose some of them do overlap. Let
61, 6>] be a domain for which k patches Py, ..., Py overlap. Let P be the average
of the k patches. Then we can define the area error on [0, 6>] to be equal to the
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sum of the areas between each of the patches and P:

1 k 0> _
Ay 62) = 5 ) /6 IB(6)2 — P,(0)2|de. (.48)
i=1vV1

Recall that the area under a curve in polar coordinates (6, f(0)) is equal to

o fdf(e) rdrd® = % [, £(6)?d0. We define A(-) to be equal to zero on intervals
where no patch is defined. We can consider P to be the consolidated approxi-
mation of the shape. We can define the following error measure E for a given
arrangement of reconstructed segments:

E= (14 [ep0Pan) (14 [ecPdn) 1+ A0 27) 1 G

Here ef and e are the errors in the force/torque balance constraint and the
two-point contact constraint, respectively, as defined before. These errors are
integrated over the total duration of a simulation or an experiment. For large
errors, E is dominated by the product of the three error terms, and for small
errors, E is dominated by the sum of the three error terms. So the cost of
increasing one term as we decrease another increases as E gets smaller. The
shape reconstruction problem can now be rephrased as follows: given a series
of measurements at time ¢;, i = 1,...,#n, find a segmentation of this series and
the initial conditions at the start of each segment such that E is minimized.
Generally, E will have many local minima.

Finding a minimum of E is computationally very expensive. In most cases the
search for the initial conditions at the start of each segment will dominate the
running time. It is therefore important to set the thresholds such that the number
of segments is small. One problem with the error function E is that it ignores the
temporal dependencies between segments. One would expect that subsequent
segments are also close in space, but there is no constraint to enforce this. We
could try to simultaneously minimize the distances between segments and the
error of the corresponding arrangement. The relative importance of distance
versus error would add yet another parameter to the optimization problem.
We can pick “reasonable” values for all these parameters, but slightly different
parameters might result in radically difterent shape reconstructions. How to pick
these parameters in an optimal way and how to compute a minimum of E are
two important open problems. In our simulations the errors did not accumulate
significantly and the numerical integration was robust enough to recover from
singularities without having to start a new segment, but for more complicated
shapes and manipulation strategies the segmentation of data is still an important
problem.
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Chapter 4

Dynamic Shape Reconstruction

In this chapter we drop the assumption that force/torque balance is maintained at
all time. It turns out that it is still possible to observe the shape, but now we will
need to consider second-order effects. We will need to model the accelerations,
forces, and torques that occur in our system. Our approach is to construct an
observer for our system. The notion of an observer will be explained later on
in more detail, but for now one can think of an observer as an (on-line) state
estimator that given an estimate quickly converges to the true state as time
progresses. The construction of an observer requires several steps. The first step
is to write our system in the following form:

qg=f(q) +1g(q) +1gq), (4.1)
y = h(q) (4.2)

where g is a state vector, f, g1 and gy are vector fields, and h is called the output
function. In our case, the state is a vector of sensor readings and the configuration
of the system. The configuration is defined by the orientations of the palms. The
output function returns (a function of) the sensor readings. The vector fields
g1 and gy are called the znput vector fields and describe the rate of change of our
system as torques are being applied on palm 1 and palm 2, respectively, at their
point of intersection. The vector field f is called the drift vector field. 1t includes
the effects of gravity:.

The second step is to find out whether the system described by equations 4.1
and 4.2 is observable. Informally, this notion can be defined as: a system is
observable if for any two different states the output function will return a different
value after some time.

The final step is then to construct the actual observer, which is basically a
control law. We can estimate the initial state and if our estimate is not too far
from the true initial state, the observer will rapidly converge to the actual state.
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Figure 4.1: Forces acting on the palms and the object.

Interestingly, from the proof of observability we can not immediately derive an
observer. The construction of observers for nonlinear systems is still an active
area of research. For more on nonlinear control and nonlinear observers see, e.g.,

(Isidori, 1995) and (Nijmeijer and Van der Schaft, 1990).

4.1 Equations of Motion

In the previous chapter the quasistatic dynamics assumption provided a con-
straint that allowed us to solve for the velocity of the object. In this chapter we
will model the forces exerted by the palms and gravity on the object. We will see
that we can then solve for the acceleration of the object. By integration we can
obtain the velocity. The dynamics of our simple model are very straightforward.
We assume the effect of gravity on the palms is negligible. As in the previous
chapter we assume there is no friction. The contact forces exert a pure torque
on the palms about the origin. Let F., = f.,#i; and F,, = f,71; be equal to the
contact forces acting on the object. The torques generated by the two contact
forces on the object are then

TC] = (Rxl) X Fcl = _fcldl (43)
TCZ = (sz) X FCZ = _fC2d2 (44)
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The dynamics of the system are described by the following equations (see also
figure 4.1):

mago :Pz‘|‘Fc1 +Fcz (4-5)
Ioag = T + T, = _fcldl _fC2d2/ fCl/fC2 >0 (4.6)
Loy =71 — fo1 (4.7)
L(ay +az) = 1 + fe,52 (4.8)

Here the subscript i, (i = 0,1,2) refers to the object, palm 1 and palm 2, re-
spectively. F, = mg is the gravitational force on the object. Note that a; is the
angular acceleration of palm 2 measured with respect to palm 1, so that ¢, = a5.
Solving for ap and ap, we get

Loy —T L(x;+ay) — T
Ly 1ﬁ1+2(1+2) 2

ap = s, — 2+ 8 (4.9)
Loy —T L1 +az) — T
L Tl VR 2(a 22) 24, (4.10)
mp?s mp%sy

where p = v/Iy/m is the radius of gyration of the object.

We can measure the mass m by letting the object come to rest. In that case
ap = 0 and we can solve for m by using m = —(F, + F,,)/g. We have to solve
for the radius of gyration by other means, shown in the next section. The mass
properties of the palms are assumed to be known.

4.2 General Case

We will now rewrite the constraints on the shape and motion of the object in
the form of equation 4.1. We will introduce the state variables wy, wy and wy
to denote ¢g, ¢1 and ¢, respectively. The other state variables are: s1, sp, 71,
12, and p. So the shape at the contact points is represented by the values of the
radius function at the contact points. Note that r; and r, are reparametrizations
of the radius function as a function of time instead of 6. So even though shape
is thought of as being time invariant, our representation describes shape as the
rate of change in the radius function values at the contact points. The inputs to
our system are the torques produced by the motors of the palms. The outputs
are the sensor values. As we will see below, obtaining expressions for $; and $; is
quite involved, while obtaining expressions for the derivatives of the other state
variables is straightforward. Recall the position constraint on contact point I
(equation 3.8):

s1t; = ¢ + Rxy (4.11)
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‘We can differentiate this constraint twice to get a constraint on the acceleration
of contact point 1. The right-hand side will contain a term with the curvature at
contact point 1, and the acceleration constraint can be rewritten as a constraint on
the curvature at contact point 1. But we already had an expression for curvature
at contact point 1 that followed from differentiating the contact support function
(see equation 3.29). By equating these two expressions and rearranging terms, we
can obtain an expression for $; that only depends on other state variables and the
control inputs.

By differentiating the position constraint on contact point 1 we get a con-
straint on the velocity of contact point 1:

$11 + sqwifip = €y + wo X (Rx1) + Rxq (4.12)
= &m + wo X (Rx1) + (w1 — wo)vify (4.13)
This follows from 6 = ¢; — ¢9 — 5 and from our parametrization of the shape

of the object. Differentiating again results in the following constraint on the
acceleration:

S18 + 28 w1l + S1qiig — slw%fl =
= ag +ap X (Rx1) +wo x (wo x (Rx1) + (w1 — wo)v1f1)
+ (a1 — ag)v1ty + (w1 — wp) (01t + w1v1717) (4.14)
= ap+ap X (Rx1) — w%Rxl + (w% — w%)vlﬁl + (a1 — wg)v1fy
+ (w1 — wo)or1ty (4.15)

The acceleration constraint in the 711 direction is therefore:
24 _ i — aod 2 2 2 6
$1w1 + 5101 = ag - iy — apdy + wir, + (wi — wj)v1. (4.16)
We can solve this constraint for vq:

B 251w + s1q — w%rl —ag - i1 + apdq

01 = I
1 C(J% — C(J(% (4 7)

From before (equations 3.7 and 3.29) we had:

0y — — Fot(O+¢a)da _ (=1 singp—s1w) cos o)+ (wip—wp) (51 COS P2 —52) (4.18)
1 0sin ¢, (w1—wp) sin ¢ 4
We can equate these two expressions for v; and solve for $1:

_s1a1 — wpr1 — ag - dip +aodi  wi+wo_ | (w1 + wo) (wip — wo)
w1 — Wy tan ¢, ! (a)l — wo) sin ¢

§1 =
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Similarly we can derive an expression for $;. The differential equations describing
our system can be summarized as follows:

71 = —dl(wl — CUO) (4.19)
7y = —da (w12 — wp) (4.20)

o = fo (4.21)
: —cwhry—ag-y +aod ~

8 =~ wOZL‘Jll—{zSOnl o “53&2‘;081 + (a)(ﬁ“_)(ﬂgéc)uslfnﬁ‘)%z (4.22)
. _ —Sap-win—agiattody | wptw (wip+wp) (w1 —wp)

52 = W@ + tﬁxqzzos - (2512,2,0)5;4,20 S1 (4.23)
4)1 = wq (4.24)

dJl = (425)
4)2 = w2 (426)

(,02 = > (4.27)
p=0 (4.28)

Equation 4.19 and 4.20 follow from the properties of the radius function. Recall
from section 3.1 that di and dy can be written in terms of s1, Sy, 71, 12 and ¢.
Therefore di and d do not need to be part of the state of our system. Leaving
redundancies in the state would also make it hard, if not impossible, to prove
observability of the system. Note also that the control inputs 71 and T, are
‘hidden’ inside ap and . The expressions —ag - iy + aod; and —ayg - fip + apdy
can be rewritten using equations 4.9 and 4.10 as

(hay—1)(0*+d}) | (bain—1p) (0 cos o —dida)

—ag -1 + apdy = %, + T —gcos¢y, (4.29)
. _ (hay—7)(pPcospp—didy)  (ha1n—1)(p*+d3)
—aq iy + aody = — - - s 2+ gcos o,
(4.30)

where a1p = a1 + ap and ¢1o = ¢1 + ¢Po.

Let g = (11,12, wo, 51,52, P1, w1, P2, wz,p)T be our state vector. Since 177 and
T, appear linearly in equations 4.19—4.28, our system fits the format of equa-

51



tion 4.1. The drift vector field is

—dq (w1 — wo)
—ds (w12 — wp)
Illxldl _ 120612112
mp2s; mp2s,
2
wpr+8cosPr  witwy (w1+wp) (w1p—wp)
zwl—wo tan ¢, §1+ (w1—wp) sin ¢ S2+ a1
_ | —wgratgcosdrr | wiptwy,  (wintwp)(wi—wp)
f<q) - w1 —wWo + tan ¢ § (w12—wp) sin ¢y S1+az |, (431)
w1
a1
]
o
0

where a7 and a, are terms that depend on the angular accelerations of the palms
and are equal to

_ S101 Loy (p2 + d%) bty (pz cos ¢y — dldz)
a = — - — - 5 (4.32)
w1 —wy mp?si(wi; — wo) mp?sy (w1 — wo)
B So1p L1 (0% cos ¢ — didy) Layp (0 + d%)
ay = — - 3 —— (4.33)
w12 — Wy mp4s1(wi2 — wo) mp4sz (w2 — wo)

The input vector fields are

0 0
0 0
__d dy
mp251 mp2sy
p2+d3 02 cos p—dydy
i0251 w1 —wp) mpzszz(wlliz—wo)
_ 0~ cos ¢p—d1d . 0%+
$1(0) = | sl and &) = | tan @ |- @34
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
Finally, our output function h(q) = (h1(q), .. .,hk(q))T is
h(q) = (s1,52, 1, w1, P2, wz)T- (4-39)
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Before we can determine the observability of this system we need to introduce
some more notation. We define the differential d¢ of a function ¢ defined on a
subset of R" as

dep(x) = (5’%,...,5’;’;)

The Lie derivative of a function ¢ along a vector field X, denoted Lx¢, is defined
as

Lx¢ =dp- X

To determine whether the system above is observable we have to consider the
observation space O. The observation space is defined as the linear space of
functions that includes hy, . .., Iy, and all repeated Lie derivatives

LleXZ---Lxl’l]‘, jZl,...,k, 121,2,... (436)

1

where X; € {f, 1,82}, 1 <i <. Let the observability codistribution at a state gq
be defined as

40(q) = span{dH(q)|H € O}, (437

Then the system described by equation 4.1 is locally observable at state g if
dim dO(q) = n, where n is the dimensionality of the state space (Hermann and
Krener, 1977). For the system described by equations 4.19—4.28 this condition is
too complicated to verify analytically, but one can still do this numerically.

The differentials of the components of the output function are

ds; = (0,0,0,1,0,0,0,0,0,0) (4.38)
d52 = (0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0,0,0) (4.39)

=(0,0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0,0) (4.40)
dw1 (0,0,0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0) (4.4D)
d¢ = (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,0,0) (4-42)
dw, = (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,0). (4-43)

These differentials span six dimensions of the observability codistribution. The
state space has ten dimensions, so to determine whether the system is observable
we need to compute (numerically) the differentials of at least four Lie derivatives.
In general dLg s1, dLg,s2, dLg Lg s1 and dLg,Le,s> and the differentials above
will span the observability codistribution dO (see appendix A.2). So the response
of the system to the control inputs gives us information about the unknown part
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of the state. We can use this information to improve the estimate for the values
of the radius function at the contact points, the rotational velocity of the object
and its radius of gyration. Note that we can not use the vector field f, because we
do not have expressions for &1 and «; in terms of the state variables and, hence,
we can not compute the differentials of Lie derivatives along f.

The results above show that in general we will be able to observe the shape of
an unkown object. Moreover, the output function contains enough information
to recover a constant like the radius of gyration. This leads us to suspect that it
may be possible to recover another constant as well: the coefficient of friction.
Currently friction is not modeled, but we plan to address this in future work.

4.3 Moving the Palms at a Constant Rate

Although we have shown that the system in the previous section is observable,
this does not directly translate to an actual observer. The observability tells us
that an observer exists, but constructing a well-behaved observer for a nonlinear
system is nontrivial and is still an active area of research. Many observers (such
as those proposed by Gauthier et al. (1992) and Zimmer (1994)) rely on Lie
derivatives of the drift field. If we want to use such an observer we have to
constrain the motion of the palms by restricting them to move at a constant rate,
ie, a1 = ap = 0. With this constraint the angular acceleration of the palms
vanishes and we do not have to compute derivatives of the accelerations with
respect to the state variables. Provided the palms are sufficiently stiff compared
to the object, we can easily realize this. Note that this is an assumption and
that in general a torque-based control system does not automatically translate
to a velocity-based or position-based control system. For simplicity we will also
assume that we already have recovered the radius of gyration.

Moving both palms at the same rate Suppose we move palm 1 and 2 at the
same rate. Then wy = 0, since it measures the relative rate of palm 2 to palm 1.
Our state vector then reduces to g = (11,12, wo, 51,52, 471)T. The angle between
the palms is constant, so ¢ does not need to be part of the state. For the same
reason we can omit w1 and wy from the state vector. The output function is now

54



h(q) = (s1,52,¢1)" and the drift vector field simplifies to

—dq (w1 — wp)
—dp (w1 — wp)
0
_ 2 ~
fla) = —worgﬁ;?% — (w1 +wp)dy/singy |- (4-44)

—W3ry+8 cos P12
wi—wp

+ (w1 + wo)il/ sin ¢
w1

Recall from chapter 3, equation 3.7 that dy = sy cos ¢ —s1 and dy, = s1 cos P2 —
sp. We can compute the differentials and Lie derivatives that are necessary to
prove the observability:

ds; = (0,0,0,1,0,0) (4.45)
ds, = (0,0,0,0,1,0) (4.46)
d¢1 = (0,0,0,0,0,1) (4.47)
Lgsy =dsy- f = w + (w1 4+ wp)(s2 — s1cos¢n)/ sin ¢y (4.48)
psr = (g 0, BT et y mgine, g,
Yten, _g3mo) (4-49)
Lgsy = — w2 + 8 Cos o + (w1 + wp)(sp cos ¢pp —s1)/ singy (4.50)
w1 — Wy

L = (0, ek, eliassmtn | asseon, oz
i —ee) (4.51)
LyLysr =~ — o1 (2o + ) — SRBLE) (g5

iy = (i, ol o sgnespin) .,

— TR —wi Qo+ ), 0, SSeshigEal) (459

It can be shown that the determinant of the matrix that has colums dsq, ds,,
d¢n, deSl, de52 and deLfSl is equal to
4 .
SWowi SIin ¢y (1.50)
(w; — w0)4 4-54

In other words, the system is observable as long as wp and wj are nonzero and not
equal to each other. Recall from equation 3.28 that 6 is equal to w; — wy. So if wy
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and wq are equal to each other, 0 = 0 and we cannot observe the curvature at the
contact points (cf. equations 3.29 and 3.30). Note that the system is observable
solely in terms of the drift vector field.

Keeping one palm fixed Let us now consider the case w; = 0: palm 1 is
fixed and palm 2 is moving at a constant rate. The state vector then reduces to

g = (r1,72,wo,51,52,¢2)". The output function is now h(q) = (s1,52,¢2)T and
the drift vector field simplifies to
d1w0
—d (w2 — wo)
0
f(q) = _W(ZJV1+8COS<P1 _ wos1 (wszO)Sz (455)
wo tan ¢, sin ¢,
—W3ry+8 cos P12 + (wp+wp)sy + (wp+wo)wost
Wy —wy tan ¢, (wa—wyp) sin ¢y
wy

As before, we need to compute the differentials and Lie derivatives to determine

observability:

ds; = (0,0,0,1,0,0) (4.56)
ds, = (0,0,0,0,1,0) (4.57)
d¢» = (0,0,0,0,0,1) (4.58)
2
+ —
Ly = S gy el 459
_ gcos -
desl - (_ wo, 0’ —n+ w% - - tarsll(,bz + siichz’ _ta(g(zj)z’ _LZiZn(,fCJ‘;O’
wps1+(wr—wq)sy cos ¢y
sin? ¢, ) (4.60)
_ —wjry+gcos¢ (wptwp)s (wp+wp)wps
Lf52 - Oaziszo =+ ’fan¢02 - (wzz—wo% Sif?(;z (4.61)
_ —wi  —rawp(2wy—wp)+g cos Pry s 51 (w3 +2wowa —wg)
deSZ - (O’ CL)Z*COUOI (wszo)z + tan2q>2 B (LUZZ*wO)ZSiH(PZO ¢
(watwg)wy — wptwy —gsingy  sp(watwg)  (watwp)wesy COS<P2) (1.62)
(wa—wp)singy” tangy /' wr—wp sin’ ¢, (wy—wp) sin? ¢, 4-
2w} 2w, ) si
Lytges = R it ) - S (o
. 72(,02(,02 72(,02(,02 —2wowr (2(4}2—(4}0) (1’1 ~+79 COS (Pz)
deLfSZ o ((wgfwog singy’ (wszo()) tangyn”’ (wr—wp)? sin ¢ — 252w2
_ Bwpgsin B 2whwy(r1 cosdatry)  —gcos Pia(wo+2w,)
Twr—awp)? ! 0, —wr(2wo + wy), (wa—cog) sin g w0r—o ) (4.64)
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It can be shown that the determinant of the matrix that has colums dsy, dsy, d¢y,
dL¢s1, dLgsy and dL¢Lys, is equal to

2

_ 2whw3 [(C(f)fl + Sin¢1Siﬂ¢1z)g+w0rl + 51 (wa+wp) + sp(wp—wp) . (4.65)

(wp—wp)3 sin ¢ 2wy tan ¢, sin ¢,

This determinant is generally nonzero if w( and w; are nonzero and not equal
to each other. By the same argument as in the previous case, if wg = 0 or
wy —wp = 0 we cannot observe the curvature at contact point 1 or contact
point 2, respectively. So even if we move only palm 2 at a constant rate and hold
palm 1 fixed, the system is still locally observable.

4.4 Fixed Palms

For illustrative purposes we will now consider one more special case, where it
is possible to analytically determine observability. Suppose our control strategy
consists of keeping the palms in the same position. In other words, w; = wy =
a1 = ap = 0. Note that this is not the same as clamping the palms, since we still
assume that the palms are actively controlled. We can then reduce our state even
further to g = (r1, 72, wo, 51, sz)T. The input and control vector fields simplify to

dywo
dza)o
_ 0
f(q) - s
gcosdr S1._ _ S
B wo4> wo (1’1 + tan ¢, sin ¢2)
gCOS 12 Sp S1
T wy +wo (72 + tang, sin4>2)
0 0
0 0
_ 4 _dy
= mp®sy and = mp>s . (4.66
81 (‘1) B p2+d% ’ gZ(q) _p2 cos ¢r—dyidy (4 )
mp?s1wy mpZsawy
_Peosgydy P
mp?s1wy mpZsawy

The output function is now simply h(g) = (s1,52)T. Since the output func-
tion has two components and our state space is five-dimensional, we need to
take at least three Lie derivatives. Consider the following differentials and Lie
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derivatives:

ds; = (0,0,0,1,0) (4.67)
ds, = (0,0,0,0,1) (4.68)
Lysy = _gcc(:;z% —wo(r1 + tafxl<p2 - sirs124>2) (4.69)

Ccos
desl - ( — wo, 0, £ %(Pl - (1’1 + tancpz - siliztpz)’ _taLrtlj(zpz’ si(;l}(gl)z) (4.70)
Lfs2 = _gC(Zj()(Plz wo (1”2 + tan(pz B siIS11<p2) (4-71)
deSZ == (O/ —wy, _gCZ}S;Pu - (r + tan¢2 - SiIS:ll(Pz)’ Sicl"l)((),bz’ _ta(lflj%z) (472)
L¢Lgsy = w3 (—dp + tan¢2 + Sm% —51) + gsin¢g; = gsin¢ (4-73)
dL¢L¢s1 = (0,0,0,0,0) (4.74)

The step in equation 4.73 follows from expression 3.18. Because of symmetry
dL¢Lgsy is equal to the 0 vector as well. This means that with fixed palms the
system is not observable in terms of just the drift field f. Now suppose we
compute the Lie derivative of s; along g and its differential:

2 2
P~ +di
L = —— .
£1°1 mp?s1wo (4.75)
_ 1 2d;  —2dy P +d 0 +d
dLglsl — mp2sywy (tancp12’ s1n4>12 , 241 + ) (4'76)

The differentials dsy, dsp, dL gs1,dL s> and dLg, 51 generally span the observability
codistribution and, hence, the system is observable. It is important to remember
that the palms are actively controlled, i.e., the palms are not clamped. Otherwise
we would not know the torques exerted by the palms. We need the torques
to integrate (by using an observer) the differential equation 4.1. As mentioned
before, the construction of an observer that relies on the control vector fields is
nontrivial. Since the motion of the palms is so constrained, the system is likely
to observe only a small fraction of an unknown shape. Therefore we suspect that
if one were to construct an observer it would have very limited practical value.

4.5 AnObserver Based on Newton’s Method

The observer we implemented is based on Newton’s method (Zimmer, 1994) for
finding the roots (i.e., zeros) of a function. Before we describe the details of our
observer, let us first quickly review Newton’s method. Suppose we want to find
a root of a function f : R — IR. Let x( be an initial guess close to a root X of f.
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X X X1 Xo

Figure 4.2: Newton’s method.

f(xn)

Then the sequence x,, 11 = x,, — ooy > 0, converges quadratically to X. See

figure 4.2 for an illustration of this method.

With an observer we are trying to minimize the difference between the state
estimate and the true state. We cannot actually observe the true state, but we
can consider the differences between the expected output based on the estimate
and the actual output. Following Zimmer, we say that a system in the form of
equations 4.1—4.2 is strongly observable in Q if and only if for any time interval
I = [0, T] and for any given initial states g1(0), g2(0) € Q and for any t € |

* the states g1 (f) and g»(t) remain in Q, and
* the system outputs y(g1(t)) and y(q2(t)) are identical in I only if g1 = g».

A system is called locally strongly observable in Q if and only if there is an € > 0 so
that for every f in the time interval I = [0, T| and for every g € Q the system at
time ¢ is locally observable in B (g) N Q, where B¢(q) is a n-dimensional sphere
with radius € centered at g.

Let us now define the distance function k : R” x R" — R*:

T
k(41(0),42(0)) = %/O 11 (q1(t)) — h(q2(t))||dt (4.77)

So the distance between two states g and g, at t = 0 is defined as the difference
between the outputs over time T obtained by integrating out equation 4.1 for
each state and applying the output function to it. So we can transform the state
estimation problem into a minimization problem. Let g* be an estimate for g and
let k; = k(-, q) be the error function for a particular state. Clearly, if a system is
strongly observable, then k,; has a unique minimum at g, equal to 0. But 4 is also
a root of the first derivative of k;. We can apply Newton’s method to improve
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the state estimate g* of g:
* * aqu B (akq) ' (4.78)
new — Yold — 4-

Iew =0t =\ (397 ) 9 ’

(The ‘T’ denotes transpose here, not time.) Note that to evaluate kq(q*) we do
not need to know gq. All we need is the output over an interval I. For this method
to be successful a number of conditions need to be satisfied:

* The function k; needs to be convex near g. This is equivalent to saying

that the Hessian matrix (a;% is positive definite. Zimmer showed that this
is the case if and only if the linearized system around g is locally observable
in I.

* This Hessian matrix also has to be invertible. Zimmer derived sufficient
conditions to test if that is the case.

If these conditions are not satisfied (for instance, near or at singularities), we need
to resort to other methods for shape recovery. The simplest method is to simply
integrate the differential equations describing our system. Alternatively, we can
ignore the sensor data while the above conditions are not satisfied and restart
our observer when they are.

There are several ways we can use the update rule of equation 4.78 in an
observer depending on the amount of computation we are willing to spend on
improving the state estimate. If we are trying to reconstruct a shape in real-
time, then we may not be able to take many Newton steps. In that case, we
can update our state estimate every T seconds by taking one Newton step as
given by equation 4.78. If we are reconstructing the shape offline, we can take
an arbitrary number of Newton steps. We could even update the state estimate
more frequently than every T seconds.

Although most observers are used for online state estimation, this Newton
observer has more of an offline flavor. There is a minimal delay of T seconds
between measuring the output of the system and being able to correct the state
estimate of the system at that time, because the observer needs to know how an
error in the state estimate at a given time affects the output in the T seconds
after it.

4.6 Simulation Results

The observer described above has been implemented in Matlab. The results of
one simulation are shown in figures 4.3 and 4.4. We simulated the motion of a
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Figure 4.3: The frames show the reconstructed shape after 10, 20,...,400
measurements. The three large dots indicate the center of mass and the contact
points at each time, the smaller dots show the part of the shape that has been
reconstructed at that time.
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Figure 4.4: Shape reconstruction with an observer based on Newton’s method.

random smooth shape over 1.4 seconds. We split the total time into 400 time
steps and applied five Newton steps after every 8o time steps. At ¢t = 0 we do
something slightly different. We assume the object’s initial velocity is equal to
0. This simplifies the search for the initial conditions since we now only have to
search for the initial values of the radius function at the contact points. The initial
guess for the value of the radius function was set to 2 for both contact points.
The initial value of wy is ‘clamped’ to 0 at t = 0; the Newton observer cannot
change this initial value. After five Newton steps the observer has found values
for the radius function that are very close to the actual values. The recovered
values of the radius function are very close to the true values. Figure 4.4(d) shows
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the difference in the sensor values the observer expected to see and the actual
sensor values.

4.7 Arbitrary Palm Shapes

In this chapter we wrote the shape and motion of the object as a function of the
shape and motion of the palms. Instead of the shape and motion of the palms,
we could also use the contact point positions and velocities in world coordinates.
Let c; be contact point i in world coordinates. Then there exist functions Cpaims
and Cgpjece such that

. . . AT
Cpalms (T1, P1, W1, 51,51, To, 2, w2, 52,82) = (€1, €1, €2, €2) (4.79)
. . . AT
Cobject (11,71, 72,72, ¢0, wo, ko, ap) = (€1, €1, €2, €2) (4.80)

Effectively, we have used world coordinates to decouple the solution for the shape
and motion of the unknown object from the shape and motion of the palm. This
allows us to use differently shaped palms without changing the solution for the
shape and motion of the unknown object. Suppose we were to use circular palms.

(For different palm shapes the approach would be the same.) Let ¢; and ¢ be
defined as

SiI’l(Sl/bl) > (4.81)

=0k (1 —cos(s1/by)

o Sil’l(Sz / bz)
€2 = bRy (cos(sz/ by) —1 (4.82)
Here b; is the radius of palm i and R; a rotation matrix equal to

R — (coscp,- —sincpi) .

sing; cos¢;

Note that ¢, is now the angle between the X-axis and palm 2, and not the angle
between the palms. The sensor values correspond to arc length. See figure 4.5
for an illustration. Note that just as with flat palms, if s; = 0, then ¢; = 0. In
fact, in the limit, as by and by approach infinity, the circular palms are equivalent
to the flat palms.

The local coordinate frames at the contact points are now

_ cos(s1/b1) . —cos(sy/by)

b= R1 <Sil’1(51/b1)) b= R2 ( Sil’l(Sz/bz) )
o —sin(s1/b) o sin(sy/by)
=R ( cos(s1/by) ) iy = —Ry (cos(sz/b2)>
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Figure 4.5: Circular palms.

By looking at projections of ¢; onto these frames we can again obtain a system
of differential equations similar to equations 4.19—4.28. Most of the differential
equations remain the same. The ones that depend directly on the palm shape
are the equations for wy, $1, and $,. Below we outline the procedure for proving
observability for a system with circular palms.

The first and second derivative of contact point I are:

€1 = wy X ¢+ $1f (4.83)
€ = ay X ¢ +wy x (w1 x ¢ +281F) +§F + (83/b)iy

=n] Xcl— w%cl + 2wq$1iiy + S1t1 + (S'%/bl)ﬁl (4.84)

We can write ¢ also as a function of the pose of the object: ¢; = ¢, + Rox;.
By differentiating this expression twice and equating it to expression 4.84, we
obtain a constraint on the acceleration at contact point 1. In fact, we already
computed the second derivative of this expression; it is given by the right-hand
side of equation 4.15. The projection of the acceleration constraint onto the palm
normal at contact point I is given by

ap(cr - ) — wi(ey - fiy) 4+ 2wi81 +§3/by

= ag- i + w%rl —wopdy + (w% — w%)vl. (4.85)
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Solving for v; we get:

a1(eq -fl)—w%(cl -7i1 ) +2w1$1 +s'%/b1 —(U(z)i’l—ao'fn +agdq (4 86)

2

01 =
! Wi —wg

aq1by Sil’l(Sl /by ) —w%bl (COS(51 /bl)—1)+2w1$1 +S'%/b1 —wérl —ag-ii]+agdq

= 72 (4.87)

wi—Wy

The expression we obtained for v; in chapter 3, equation 3.29, is still valid if we
replace ¢, with the time derivative of the angle between #; and —#,. The gener-
alized support functions can still be expressed as functions of the sensor values
and palm angles, but these expressions will now be very different. We can equate
equation 3.29 and 4.86, substitute the expressions for the generalized radius func-
tions corresponding to spherical palms, and solve for $;. Since equation 3.29 is
linear in $; and equation 4.86 quadratic in $1, there exist potentially two solutions
for $1. Since we assume the object is convex, we have the constraint v; > 0. This
allows us to reject solutions for $1 that make v negative. In a similar manner we
can obtain a solution for $».

The dynamics of a system with circular palms are almost the same as be-
fore. The only difference is that the moment arm for the moment of contact
force i around the origin is no longer equal to s;. The palm dynamics are now
(ct. equations 4.7 and 4.8):

hay =1 — fo (€1 81) = 71 — fe, by sin(s1/by) (4.88)
Ly =T — fe,(c2-82) = T + fe,basin(s2/by) (4-89)

The solutions for ag and ag are therefore (cf. equations 4.9 and 4.10):

g = — M1, bte-n . (4.90)
0 mbysin(s; /b)) | mbysin(sy/by) 8 *
Loy — T bayp — T
2 = 14 -7 202 -T2 (4.91)

mp2by sin(sy/by) e mp2by sin(sy/by) 2

By definition, wy = &g, but we also need these solutions for the solution of $; and
$7. Proving observability given these solutions is rather cumbersome, due to the
nonlinearity of the palms. We plan to implement this model in future work. In
this implementation we will check for observability numerically. It seems likely
that the system is observable for most combinations of b; and by. So we may be
able to choose the radii of the palms such that the system is observable.

Discussion Changing the palm shapes raises many new questions. Intuitively,
it seems that circular palms would be ‘better’ than flat palms, but can we quantify
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this? It also seems that with circular palms we would have to move the palms less
to reach a point on the surface.

Suppose the palms are actually deformable, in a controlled way, by varying
b;. By reducing b; from oo to 0 while maintaining the same tangent plane at the
contact point we can probe the local curvature without having to move the shape.
For this approach to work the palms need to be small enough to avoid collisions
with parts of the shape that are not in a small neighborhood around the contact
point. We think it will be interesting to find out how these enveloping grasps
can be used if the palms are not small and if the contact points do change while
the object is enveloped.
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Chapter 5

Shape Reconstruction
in Three Dimensions

Naturally we would like to extend the results from the previous chapters to three
dimensions. We can manipulate an object with three planar palms as shown in
figure 1.2. Although the same general approach can also be used for the 3D case,
there are also some fundamental differences. First of all, the difference is not
just one extra dimension, but three extra dimensions: a planar object has three
degrees of freedom and a 3D object has six. Analogous to the planar case we can
derive a constraint on the position of the center of mass if we assume quasistatic
dynamics. This constraint gives us the X and Y coordinate of the center of mass
(see appendix A.3). However, assuming quasistatic dynamics is not sufficient to
solve for the motion of an unknown object: if the object stays in contact with the
palms it has three degrees of freedom, but the quasistatic dynamics give us only
two constraints. Another difference from the planar case is that in 3D we cannot
completely recover an unknown shape in finite time, since the contact points trace
out only curves on the surface of the shape.

5.1 Notation

In 3D the surface of an arbitrary smooth convex object can be parameterized
with spherical coordinates 8 = (01,6,) € [0,27) x [~7, 5]. For a given 6 we

define the following right-handed coordinate frame

—sin 91
t1(0) = | cos6, (5.1
0



Figure 5.1: The coordinate frame defined using spherical coordinates

— cos 67 sin 0,
t(0) = | —sinf;sinb, (5.2)
cos b
cos 67 cos 6,
n(0) = | sinf; cos 6, (5-3)
sin 92

See figure 5.1. The function x : S — IR? describing a smooth shape can then be
defined as follows. The vector x(6) is defined as the vector from the center of
mass to the point on the shape where the surface normal is equal to 7n(0).

The contact support function (r(0),d(0),e(0)) is defined as

r(0) =x(0) -n(0),  d(0) =x(0) -t1(0),  e(0)==x(0)- t(6)

The function 7(0) is called the radius function. As in the planar case, the radius
function completely describes the surface. The other two components of the
contact support function appear in the derivatives of the radius function:

Jor  ox on
a6, a8 " a8,
=0+ (x-t)cost = dcosb, (5-4)
Jr  ox on
30, a0, " F 30,
=0+ (x-t) =e (5.5

By definition, the partial derivatives of x lie in the tangent plane, so the dot
product of the partials with the normal is equal to 0. Let 8; = (6;1,60,)” denote
the surface parameters for contact point i. Below we will drop the argument
0; and replace it with a subscript i where it does not lead to confusion. For
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smooth convex
object

axis of rotation
wi

Figure 5.2: Illustration of the notation.

instance, we will write n; for n(0;), the surface normal at contact point i in body
coordinates.

The palms are modeled as three planes. The point of intersection of these
planes is the origin of the world frame. Let us assume we can rotate each plane
around the line of intersection with the horizontal plane through the origin. For
each palm we can define a right-handed frame as follows. Let 7; be the normal
to palm i (in world coordinates) pointing toward the object, let £, be the tangent
normal to the axis of rotation and pointing in the positive Z direction and let
ti1 be tp x fi;. Then R; = [t;1,E,7;] is a right-handed frame for palm i. The
configuration of the palms is completely described by the three rotation matrices
R1, Ry, and R3. Let s; denote the coordinates in palm frame i of contact point c;,
so that R;s; = ¢;. Note that the third component of s; is always zero; by definition
the distance of the contact point along the normal is zero. See figure 5.2 for an
illustration.

The position and orientation of the unknown object are described by ¢, and
Ry, respectively. The center of mass is located at c¢;;. The object coordinate
frame defined by Ry is chosen such that it coincides with the principal axes of

69



inertia. The inertia matrix Z can then be written as

Pz 00
_ 2
IT=m(0 p;, O],

0 0 p?

where m is the mass of the object, and the p’s correspond to the radii of gyration.
We will write B; for the curve traced out on the surface of the object by contact

point i. So B;(t) = x(6;(t)).

5.2 Local Shape

We can recover the local shape at the contact points by considering the distances
between the contact points and the rates at which they change. We can write
the constraint that the object maintains contact with each palm as

C; =Cy + R(),Bi, i=1,2,3 (5.6)

The velocity of contact point i is therefore

¢ = ém + wo X RoBi + Rop; G.7)
The difference between two contact point velocities is

¢ — ¢j = wo X Ro(Bi — B;) + Ro(Bi — Bj) CRY)

= wo X (¢; — ¢j) + Ro(Bi — B)) .9)

Since we assume the object is smooth, we have that n; - B; = 0. Furthermore,
the palm normals and object are related by the object orientation matrix:

n; = —Ron; (5.10)

since ; is in world coordinates and #; is in object coordinates. We can combine
these constraints to solve for B;:

n;- R()‘Bl’ =0 (5.11)
fl]' . ROBi = 171]' . (éi - Cj — wqp X (Ci — C]>) (5.12)
i - RoBi = fig - (€ — ¢ — wo x (€; — ¢r)), (.13)

such that i, j, and k are distinct. Let Q be the defined as the 3 x 3 matrix with
entries (j:

gji = ;- (¢ — ¢ — wo x (€; — ¢j)) (5.14)

Then we can write the solution for ,31, ,32, and ,33 more compactly as
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(B1 B2 Bs) =B 'Q (.15)

where B = (1‘11 iy ﬁ3) T Ro. Aslong as the palms are in general position, B will
be invertible. Equation §.15 describes the curves traced out by the contact points
on the surface of the object (in body coordinates) as a function of the motion
of the palms, the sensor values and the motion of the object. Note that these
curves are not independent of each other. We know the configurations of the
palms and the sensor values. If we also know one of the curves and the motion
of the object, we can reconstruct the other curves. Below we will show that we
can reconstruct all three curves by solving for the values of the radius function
along the curves. Using equations 5.4 and 5.5, the derivative with respect to time
of the radius function at contact point i is

. or o,  (dicosOp\ 4
i = 90, 01 + 8912912 = ( e, 0; (516)

We will rewrite the right-hand side of this equation as a function of the motion
of the palms and the object, and the values of the radius function at the contact
points. Using the position constraints we can rewrite d; and ¢; as a function of
the configuration of the palms and r;. We can write B; as

Bi = rin;i +ditiy + et G.17)
The vector between contact point i and contact point j is then

¢i —¢j = Ro(Bi — Bj) = Ro(rinj +diti +etip —rjmj +djtyy +etp)  (5.18)
By rearranging terms we can obtain the following solution for the d’s and e’s:

-1

dq 0 0

e t11 t1p —t1 —t» 0 O .

d | 0 0 Ry(e1 —¢€2) — (riny — roma)
€2 0 0 R§ (e1 — ¢3) — (ring — r3n3)
d3 tntp 0 0 —t3 —t3

€3 0 0

(5.19)

‘Hidden’ in the tangent vectors are the 6;’s. Using equation 5.3 we can write 0; as
a function of the palm surface normal n;:

6. — (arctan(.niz, ni1)> (5.20)
arcsin ;3
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The relationship between the normal n; and the orientations of the palms and
object is given by equation 5.10. The expression for #; also contains 6;. By
considering the derivative of the normal n; we can obtain simple expressions for
6;. On the one hand we have that

i on . on . . .
i = ﬁﬂeil + EQQ = 0j1 cosbartj1 + Opptip. (5.21)

But we can also obtain 7; by differentiating equation 5.10:
- - . . T -—
w; X fi; = fi; = —wy X Ron; — Roit; = 1 = Ry ((wo — wy) X ;) (5.22)

Here w; is the rotational velocity of palm i. Combining these two expressions
for 11; we can write 0; as

0; = (tn/costp tn)' RY((wo— w;) x ;) G.23)

Let us now consider the constraints on the acceleration of the object induced
by the three point contact assumption. This will provide us with an additional
constraint on B; and will give us some more insight into how the 3D case is
fundamentally different from the planar case. By differentiating equation 5.7 we
obtain the following constraint on the acceleration:

¢ = apg + ag x RoP; + wo x (wy x RoB; +2RoB;) + RoB;, (5.24)

where ag and & are the acceleration and angular acceleration of the object. (We
will solve for ag and &g in the next section by analyzing the dynamics.) Observe
that from differentiation of the smoothness constraint ,Bl n; = 0 it follows that
,31 n, = ,BZ f;. We can therefore rewrite the acceleration constraint in the
normal direction as a constraint on ;. First, we rewrite the terms containing Bi

and B;:

i - (wo x 2RoB;) + 1 - RoBi = 2(i1; x wy) - RoBi + Ro(it; - B;)
= 2(#; x wy) - RoBi + ((wo — w;) X 11;) - RoP;
= (#; X (wo +w;)) - RoBi

The constraint on §; is therefore

(fli X (wo + wi)) R()ﬁl =1, - ( —ap — &g X R(),Bl wp X (wo X RO,Bi))
(5.25)
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Let us now consider what how the acceleration constraint describes certain
time-independent shape properties of the contact curves. The Darboux frame field
(Spivak, 1999b) can be used to describe curves on a surface. For the curve B; the
Darboux frame field is defined by the unit tangent T of B;, the surface normal U
restricted to B;,and V = U x T. The normal U coincides with n;. Note that the
normal of the curve does not necessarily coincide with the normal of the surface.
Similar to the Frenet frame field, the derivatives of T, V, and U can be expressed
interms of T, V, and U:

T = o kg V + K, U) (5.26)
V =0(—x,T + 1, U) (5.27)
U=ov(—x,T—1,V ) (5.28)
Here v = ||B;| is the velocity of the curve, k, the geodesic curvature, ,, the normal

curvature, and Ty the geodesic torsion. The geodesic curvature at a point describes
the ‘bending’ of the curve in the tangent plane of the surface at that point. The
normal curvature at a point describes the ‘bending’ of the curve in the surface
normal direction. Using this frame field we can write B; as

Bi = 0T + 0T = 0T + v*(xgV + 1) G-29)

So by taking the dot product with the normal on both sides of the acceleration
constraint we can obtain a constraint on the normal curvature «x,, of the curve:

kn = Pi- U= pi-ni=—Pi-it (5.30)

On the right-hand side we can substitute the solutions from equations §.15 and 5.22
for B; and i;, respectively. In the planar case the velocity of the curve is equal to
the radius of curvature, and the acceleration constraint determines the (normal)
curvature at the contact points. In the 3D case, the acceleration constraint
puts a constraint on the normal curvature at the contact points. But now we
have two extra curve shape parameters, k; and T, which are equal to zero
in the planar case. In other words, in 3D the contact point curves are less
constrained than in 2D. Let the state of the system in 3D be defined as g =
(r1,72,73, Ro, wo, $1, 52, 3, P1, P2, 4)3)T, where ¢; is the angle between palm i and
the X-Y plane. Then having fewer constraints in 3D means that we cannot write
the behavior of the system in state-space form § = f(q, u), where u is a vector
of control inputs. More specifically, we can not write $; as a function of state
variables and controls.
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5.3 Dynamics

The solution for the shape of the object depends on the motion of the object. We
can solve for the motion by writing out the dynamics equations for the system
formed by the palms and the object. Let I; be the moment of inertia of palm i
around its axis of rotation, &; the angular acceleration around that axis, 7; the
torque produced by palm i’s motor at the axis of rotation, and f; the magnitude
of the contact force. Then the motion of palm i is described by

Linj = T; — fisin, (5.31)

where s, is the second component of s;. From the definition of the palm frame it
follows that s;; measures the distance to the axis of rotation (see also figure 5.2).
The net force and net torque on the object are given by Newton’s and Euler’s
equations:

3
Fy =mag = Fg + Zfz'ﬁi (5.32)
i=1
3
Ty = I,lXo + wqg X I/wo = Z Tc; (5.33)
i=1
where
7' = RoZIR} G34)
Te; = (RoBi) x (fifi;) = — fiRo(Bi x 1;) (5.35)
From these equations we can solve for the angular acceleration of the object, «:
/—1 / 57— L
ao=—2""Nwox Two+ ) TRo(ﬁi X 1;)) (5.36)
i—1 i

Let us assume we can control the palms to move at a constant rotational velocity.
The angular acceleration terms a; will then disappear. We can summarize the
simultaneous solution for the shape and motion of an unknown smooth convex
object manipulated by three flat palms with the following system of differential
equations:

1"1' = (dl cos 9i2/ ei)T ' 6'i/ i= 1/ 2’3 (537)
Ro = @oRo 638
3
p— T‘
wo=—TI" N wo x Twy+ Y éRO(ﬁi x 1)) (5:39)
i=1 Si
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Here @y is the matrix form of the cross product, i.e., the 3 x 3 matrix such
that wgp = wp X p for any vector p. Equation §.37 describes the shape of the
object at the contact points. Equations §.38 and 5.39 describe the dynamics of
the object. We can replace the variables d;, ¢;, 0;5, 8;, and B; with the solutions
given in equations 5.19, 5.20, and §5.23 so that the system of differential equations
only depends on the values of the radius function at the contact points, palm
configurations and sensor values. This allows us to integrate the system of
differential equations given the palm configurations and sensor values.

5.4 Integrating Rotations

Numerical integration of the above system of differential equations will result in
very unstable behavior due to the highly redundant representation of orientations:
a orientation matrix uses nine numbers to represent three degrees of freedom.
There exist many three-variable parameterizations of orientations, but they all
suffer from singularities. In 1843, the mathematician W.R. Hamilton invented
quaternions: four-variable representations of orientation that do not suffer from
singularities. For a brief introduction to quaternions, see (Chou, 1992). Although
quaternions were originally formulated as a generalization of complex numbers,
for our purposes it will be more convenient to think of them as consisting of a
scalar part and a vector part. Let p = (po, p) and q = (4o, ) be two quaternions.
Then the quaternion product is defined as

Pq = (Poqo — P q,Poq + qop +p x q) (5.40)

The conjugate q* of a quaternion q is defined as q* = (g0, —q). The norm of a
quaternion q is defined as ||q|| = qq* = 43 + |9/

We will represent rotations with unit quaternions (i.e, ||q|| = 1). Unit quater-
nions are also known as Euler parameters (not to be confused with Euler angles).
Let q be a unit quaternion and let v = (0,v) be a vector quaternion (i.e., a
quaternion with the scalar part equal to zero). We can write q as

q = (cos g, (sin g)u), (5.41)
where u is aunit vector. This quaternion represents the orientation that is rotated
about u by 6 with respect to the world frame. It can be shown that the vector part
of v = qvq" is equal to the vector v rotated around u by 6. From this expression
it is clear that q and —q correspond to the same orientation. So there exists a
two-to-one mapping from quaternion parameters to a rotation and a nonsingular
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one-to-two mapping from rotations to unit quaternions. The rotation matrix R
corresponding to q is equal to

R = (cos0)I + (1 — cos 0)uu’ + (sin6),

where 1 is the matrix representation of the cross product: fip = u x p, for any
vector p.

Let q be a unit quaternion representing the orientation of the object being
manipulated by the three palms. The relationship between the rotational velocity
wy and q is given by (Chou, 1992)

. . 1

wo =2qq" or {=;woq,

This is a slight abuse of notation: we do not distinguish between the three-vector
wo and the vector quaternion with wy as vector component. The relationship
between the angular acceleration &g and § is given by (Chou, 1992)

0o =2(4q" +qq°) or §=(—[q/* x0)q

Using these relationship we can easily move back and forth between the four-
parameter quaternion space and rotations.

During the integration of rotational motion using quaternions we need to
maintain certain invariants that may be violated due to numerical inaccuracies.
First, for q to represent a valid orientation it needs to have unit norm. So at each
integration step we need to renormalize q. Second, the unit-norm constraint
also puts a constraint on the rotational velocity. By differentiating the constraint
qq* = 1 we obtain the constraint

dgojo+q-4=0

At each timestep let J be equal to qojo + q - 4. Then using the corrected quater-
nion derivative ¢’ = q — dq significantly improves the numerical stability.

5.5 Simulation Results

‘We have written a program to simulate the motion of an arbitrary smooth convex
object supported by three planes. To reconstruct the shape we need to integrate
out the system of differential equations given by equations §.37—5.39. There are
several reasons why straightforward integration is not likely to produce good
results. First, as we described in the previous section, we should use quaternions
for orientations to improve numerical stability and avoid singularities of three-
parameter representations of orientations. Second, we would like to enforce «//
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the constraints on the contact point curves given by equations 5.15 and §.25. By
integrating the values of the radius function at the contact points, we would not
be able to use these constraints. So instead, we integrate the B;’s. At each time
step we compute 7; from B;. We then compute d; and e; from equation 5.19.
From r;, d; and e; we compute a corrected estimate for B; using equation 5.17. We
can compute fB; from equations 5.15 and 5.25. These equations provide 12 linear
constraints for 9 unknowns. We compute a least squares solution to this system
of equations.

We define the error in the state estimate to be the weighted sum of (1) the
residual of the least squares solution for Bi, and (2) the differences between the
estimate for §; and the corrected estimate. We search for the initial conditions
of the system of differential equations describing the shape and motion by mini-
mizing the integral of the error over a short time interval starting at time t = 0.
The search is split up in two stages. First we sample uniformly random over all
possible orientations and all possible values of the radius function within a certain
range. We keep track of the sample that results in a minimal error. In evaluating
anew sample we can stop integration once the error integral exceeds a previously
found minimum. In our simulations we would only have to take a couple of
integration steps for each sample after having taken a few thousand samples. In
this manner we can quickly evaluate thousands and thousands of guesses for the
initial conditions. In the second stage we perform several Nelder-Mead sim-
plex searches for the minimum error near the minimum found in the first stage.
With each simplex search we take the minimum found in the previous search
and lengthen the time interval over which the error is integrated. The purpose
of this approach is twofold. First, for the simplex search to return a minimum
the function we are minimizing needs to be sufficiently smooth. If we pick the
length of the time interval to be large, the neighborhood around the true initial
values for which this is true is very small. A small error in the initial conditions
will make the differential equations very unstable after a number of integration
steps, resulting in chaotic behavior and large values for the error integral. Second,
evaluating the error function over a large time interval is very expensive. So we
try to get close to a minimum by first minimizing the error function over smaller
intervals. It is possible that our error metric converges to a local minimum, but
this has not been observed in our simulations. If shape and motion aliasing is
possible in general remains an open problem.

Figure 5.3 shows the motion of an ellipsoid supported by three palms. The
palms are at 60 degree angles with the horizontal plane. The rotational axes
are at 60 degree angles with each other. The radii of the axes of the ellipsoid
are 2.5, 2, and 1. One problem with simulating this system without friction is
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Figure 5.3: An object rolling and sliding on immobile palms with gravity and
contact forces acting on it. The object is given some initial rotational velocity.
The object is shown at t = 0,0.2,...,4.4 (from left to right, top to bottom). The
viewpoint is above the palms, looking down.

that if the palms are moving they continuously increase the kinetic energy of the
object. In our simulations the ellipsoid breaks contact before a significant part
of the object is recovered. To avoid this problem, we keep the palms in the same
position and give the ellipsoid some initial velocity. In figure 5.3 the object has
an initial rotational velocity of (0,0.3,0.3). In the search for initial conditions
we assume the initial rotational velocity is known. This is, of course, not very
realistic. If we would model friction, then moving the palms would become
teasible and we could start the system with the object at rest. In that case the
rotational velocity would be zero. Our current program searches a six dimensional
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Figure 5.4: Differences between real and recovered shape and motion. Real
values are plotted as solid lines, observed values as dashed lines.

space: three dimensions for orientation and three for the values of the radius
function at the contact points. The reconstructed shape and motion are shown
in figure 5.4. Our program found a different, but equally valid initial orientation
for the ellipsoid. Because of the symmetries of the ellipsoid, rotations of 180
degrees around the principal axes result in orientations that are indistinguishable:
the resulting rotational velocity and values for the radius function are identical
(up to numerical error).

5.6 Shape Approximations

Given the recovered motion and contact curves we can also give a lower and
an upper bound on the volume occupied by the entire shape. Since we assume
the object is convex, the convex hull of the contact curves in the object frame
is a lower bound on the shape. Figure 5.5 shows the lower bound on the shape
obtained from the example in the previous section.

We can obtain an upper bound by observing that at each contact point the
corresponding palm plane introduces a half-space constraint: the object has to
lie entirely on one side of the plane. Clearly, the intersection of half-spaces
along the contact curves in the object frame forms an upper bound on the
shape. Computing the intersection of half-spaces can be reduced to a convex
hull problem as follows. Suppose we have a set of 1 points on the contact curves
and the unit normals at these points. Let p;,i = 1,...,n be one of the contact
points and #; its corresponding unit normal. The half-space constraint at point i
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Figure 5.5: The convex hull of the contact curves gives a lower bound on the
volume occupied by the object. The true shape of the object is shown as a
wire-frame model.

is then
NixX + Mgy + nizz — w; <0,

where w; = n; - p; > 0. We can dualize the tangent plane n,x + 1,y + 1,z —
w; = 0 to the point p; = (1 /w;, nyy /w;, n;,/w;)T. The dual of the convex hull
of the p;’s is the desired intersection of the half-spaces. The dual of the convex
hull can be computed by either computing the dual planes of all the vertices of
the convex hull or by computing the dual points of the planes tangent to the
faces of the convex hull. In the general case, when some w;’s are negative, this
approach does not work and we need a more complex algorithm (that still runs
in O(nlogn) time, though). See (Preparata and Shamos, 1985) for details. Note
that we can obtain slightly tighter upper and lower bounds if we are given bounds
on the curvature of the object.

These bounds could form the basis for a manipulation strategy. Having bounds
makes it possible to speculate about the outcomes of actions. Suppose we would
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Figure 5.6: Two spherical palms holding an object.

like to estimate the entire shape. One objective for a planner could be to minimize
the difference between the upper bound and lower bound. A simple ‘greedy’
planner would always try to move the contact points toward points on the lower
bound with the largest distance to the upper bound. A smarter planner would also
take into account the path length, such that the palms would minimize nearby
differences between the bounds before trying to minimize faraway differences.
This assumes we have some reasonable metric to measure distance between
palm/object configurations. This manipulation strategy is reminiscent of some of
the work in geometric probing, but unlike probing algorithms our manipulation
strategy continuously ‘probes’ the object. The palms cannot instantaneously move
from one configuration to another.

Let us now consider how these bounds change if we change the shape of
the palms. We can use the shape of the palms to get tighter upper bounds on
the shape of the unknown object. Suppose we have spherical palms. Figure 5.6
shows two spherical palms holding an object. Instead of taking intersections of
half-spaces, we can now use intersections of spheres as an upper bound. The
contact point on palm i can be written as

COS Sj1 COS Sjp
¢; = b;R; | sins;;cossp |, (5.42)
sin )

where b; is the radius of sphere/palm i, and (s;1, S;2) are the spherical sensor co-
ordinates. We can obtain expressions for ¢; by differentiating the right-hand side
of equation 5.42 with respect to R; and s;. The solution for the dynamics of the
object would change slightly with spherical palms, but the solution for the shape
and motion of the object would remain structurally the same. Equations §.14
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and 5.15 show clearly how the solution for the shape of the object depends on the
motion of the contact points.

If we allow some of the palms to be convex, we could actually recover con-
cavities on the object provided the radius of curvature along the concavities is
larger than the radius of the palm. Allowing the object to have concavities would
invalidate the upper bound derived above. We can define a new upper bound
as the intersection of half-spaces at those points on the contact curves that are
also on the boundary of the convex hull of the curves. Assuming the palms are
infinite rays this is a true upper bound even if there exists protrusions between
different parts of the shape that have been recovered, because the protrusions
cannot intersect the palms. We can also define other approximate representa-
tions of the shape of the object that may be closer to the true shape. Let us
assume that instead of continuous contact curves we have a finite set of points
along those curves. Based on this set of points we can define a family of a-shapes
(Edelsbrunner and Miicke, 1994). One can think of a-shapes as a generalization
of the convex hull. Suppose we compute a Delaunay triangulation of the set
of points. Then informally, for a given value of a the corresponding a-shape is
equal to the triangulation minus the triangles that a sphere with radius « can pass
through without intersecting any of the vertices. The entire family of a-shapes
for a set of n points can be computed in O(n?). This family oh a-shapes can be
seen as a set of interpretations. Another way to represent the shape is to compute
a smooth interpolated surface. There are many ways to smoothly interpolate a
point set. We could use splines or iterative methods such as principal surfaces, an
extension of principal curves (Hastie and Stuetzle, 1989; LeBlanc and Tibshirani,
1994). Splines and principal curves can also be used in the planar case, of course.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

6.1 Contributions

This thesis has shown how a robot can reconstruct the local shape of an unknown
smooth convex object with strictly positive curvature along the surface. The
object is manipulated by palms covered with tactile sensors. The object is not
immobilized by the palms, but instead moves around as the contact forces and
gravity act on it. This is a novel way to combine manipulation and tactile sensing
that allows for a continuous interaction between manipulation and sensing.

In chapter 3 we presented the analysis, simulation results and experimental
results for the quasistatic case. We derived expressions for the values of the
radius function at the contact points and the rotational speed of the object. This
completely describes the shape and motion of an unknown object as a system of
differential equations. The simulation results showed that our approach works
well. We showed that finding the initial conditions of this system of differential
equations corresponds to a 1D search for the center of mass: the center of mass
has to lie on the vertical line through the intersection of the lines of force at the
contact points. Further research is needed on finding these initial conditions:
we can find a minimum of an error measure along this line, but it is not known if
this is a global minimum.

Our experimental results suggest that our approach could also work in prac-
tice. The reconstructed shape was close to the actual shape, despite significant
errors in the reconstructed motion of our experimental object. These errors
were caused in part by violations of the assumptions, the most important one
being the no-friction assumption. Once we have modeled friction, we expect the
performance of our shape reconstruction method to improve considerably:.

It is possible that the motion of the object has discontinuities, even if the
motion of the palms is continuous. This happens when a local minimum of the
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potential energy of the object becomes a local maximum as the palms rotate.
These discontinuities in the motion of the object result in different disconnected
or overlapping pieces of the shape. We presented a method for piecing these
different segments together. This method tries to minimize the errors in the
constraints on the motion and shape of the object and at the same time it tries to
minimize the area between segments that overlap. This method can be useful to
consolidate large amounts of tactile data. With only a few small segments, this
method will arrange the different segments to not overlap. In general, this may
not be a correct interpretation of the sensor data.

The shape of unknown objects can be reconstructed up to symmetry in the
radius function. Symmetries in the diameter function' do not pose a problem
(like they do for parallel jaw grippers). It is possible, though, that there exist com-
binations of shapes and motions that result in the same sensor values. Since the
mass properties are global properties it seems that this can only happen for very
specific control inputs; changing the control inputs slightly should disambiguate
different interpretations.

In chapter 4 we addressed the dynamic case, where force/torque balance is no
longer assumed. We established that it is possible to reconstruct the shape locally
in this case too. By using results from non-linear control theory, we showed that
the system formed by the palms and the object is observable. This means that
there exists an observer (or state estimator) that can correct small errors and filter
out noise in the state estimate. We first proved observability of the general and
case and then showed that certain special cases are also observable. Constructing
an observer is nontrivial. We constructed an observer for the special case where
the palms are moving at the same rate. This is based on Newton’s method for
root finding. This observer performed very well in simulation. If both palms are
motionless, the local shape is still observable. However, the construction of an
observer for this case is very nontrivial and of limited practical value.

In chapter 5 we showed that the results for planar shapes can be extended
to three dimensions. One important difference from the planar case is that we
can not expect a complete reconstruction of a 3D shape in finite time with point
contacts. We presented various bounds and shape approximations that given the
curves traced out by the contact points on the surface of the object give different
interpretations of the global shape of the object. Another big difference with the
planar case is that in 3D there are fewer constraints on the shape and motion of
the object. As aresult, the quasistatic approach from chapter 3 cannot be applied.
We derived twelve constraints on the velocity of the three contact point curves.

"Reuleaux (1876) showed that there exist many different objects with the same constant diameter
function.
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quasistatic dynamic constant speed fixed palms
2D I OC OD oC
3D X I I I

Table 6.1: Summary of shape reconstruction results for different types of dy-
namics.

Since the coordinates of the curves at the contact points can be described with
nine unknowns, we used the three additional constraints to improve the stability
of the integration of the system dynamics. We do this by computing a least
squares solution to the twelve constraints. Although we have extra constraints,
we still do not have a large enough number of constraints to write the system
dynamics in state-space form. As a result we cannot test for observability and the
least-square solution described above is not guaranteed to be the best solution.
A more abstract notion of observability is needed to describe what information
the additional constraints give about the unknown state variables.

Table 6.1 summarizes the results of this thesis. In the quasistatic case
force/torque balance is assumed. In the dynamic case we model all the forces and
accelerations. The last two columns are special cases of the dynamic case. We
do not assume any restrictions on the motion of the object, but put restrictions
on the motions of the palms in these two cases. In the penultimate column the
palms are assumed to move with constant speeds. The last case summarizes the
case where the palms stay put. The meaning of the table entries is:

X: No solution exists.

I: We can solve for the shape and motion by integration of a system of differ-
ential equations.

OC: The system is observable in terms of the control vector fields.
OD: The system is observable in terms of the drift vector field.

Systems that are observable can also be solved by integration. With pure integra-
tion we may only be able to detect an error in our state estimate. Using an observer
is preferable to pure integration, because an observer may be able to correct small
errors and filter out noise. In 2D two palms are sufficient, in 3D three palms.

Ultimately we would like to combine our approach with the work on ma-
nipulation by pure rolling by Bicchi and colleagues (Bicchi et al., 1999). We are
working toward a framework that formally describes the shape and motion of an
unknown object with changing contact modes as it is manipulated and sensed by
a robot.
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Figure 6.1: Direction of the contact force in the absence and presence of
friction.

6.2 Future Directions

Removing Assumptions

In this thesis we assumed there was no friction and that the unknown object
being manipulated by the palms was smooth and convex. In this section we
will describe how these assumptions can be removed and how this changes the
problem of reconstructing the shape and motion of the object.

Adding friction to the model does not fundamentally change the structure of
the solutions for shape and motion. If a contact point is moving, the contact
force lies on the edge of the friction cone, opposite the direction of the contact
point velocity (see figure 6.1 for an illustration of the planar case). The tangential
component is equal to the coeflicient of friction, y, times the normal component.
In figure 6.1 tana is equal to u. So if we would know y we could solve for
the acceleration and angular acceleration from the dynamics equations. The
quasistatic approach from chapter 3 would no longer work: for a given palm
configuration there is now an infinite number of stable poses. We plan to recover
the value of the friction coeflicient using a nonlinear observer by making u part
of the state vector (like the radius of gyration in chapter 4).

If one contact point is not moving (i.e., the contact force lies inside the friction
cone), we can write the shape and motion of the other contact point relative to
the fixed contact point. We only need position and velocity constraints for
this (Erdmann, 1999). If neither contact point is moving, we can not observe
anything about the shape unless we rotate the palms about the contact points.
‘We can always force at least one of the contact points to change by varying the
angles between the palms. Modeling friction means we have to distinguish all the
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tacts. tact. one edge-vertex contact.

Figure 6.2: Different types of contact.

different modes for both contact points: left sliding, right sliding, not moving.
Instantaneously this may not be possible, but we hope that given enough sensor
data we can find a shape such that its motion is consistent with all sensor data.
We also need to determine whether the contact point is rolling or not.

If we remove the smoothness constraint, we also have to distinguish different
cases. Figure 6.2 shows examples of non-smooth contact modes. Instantaneously
we can not determine if a contact point is a corner of the object or not. However,
we can write out the system behavior in state-space form for each of the different
cases and construct an observer for each case. For a given state estimate we can
run all observers in parallel and see which one minimizes the error in the output
the most. We also need to detect when the contact mode changes. Note that the
system can not instantaneously change from one contact mode to every other
contact mode. This observation can be used to eliminate certain interpretations
of the sensor data. Although we can model edge-edge contact, with our touchpads
we can only measure the centroid of contact. With edge-edge contact we expect
to see discontinuities in the sensor values, but we may not be able to distinguish
these from the discontinuities due to discrete changes in orientation. Generally
speaking, the non-smoothness provides additional constraints and features that
we can use to eliminate uncertainty about the object’s shape and motion. By
assuming objects are smooth we are limiting ourselves to the hardest case; the
solution for the shape and motion in all of the non-smooth cases is much simpler.
What remains an open problem is whether we can effectively track the changes
in contact modes.

87



Different Representations of Shape

The contact kinematics lead naturally to a description of the shape of an object in
terms of the curvature at the contact points. One disadvantage of this approach is
that the shape has an infinite number of degrees of freedom. Although this allows
us to reconstruct #ny smooth convex shape, in many cases it may be sufficient to
have a reasonable approximation. We could, for instance, pick n control points
that are radially equally spaced. A closed spline interpolation through those n
points is then one possible shape approximation. So now the shape has only n
degrees of freedom. If we want to do something fancier, we could use Fourier
and wavelet transforms. There has been a large amount of research in computer
vision and pattern matching on representing shapes. With future research we
would like to explore how results in those areas can be used for tactile shape
reconstruction. In section 4.7 we mentioned alpha shapes and principal curves as
approximate shape representations. We would also like to find ways to use these
different representations to guide the manipulation.

Different Observers

Observer design for nonlinear systems is still an active area of research. The
observer described in chapter 4 is relatively simple. It is easy to implement, but
is computationally very expensive. In future research we would like to develop
observers that do not rely as heavily on numerical methods. Many observers
use the following approach. For a given state g we can define a transform
Z : q — z, such that the transformed system is in some canonical form. Often
the transformed system looks like

z=Az+ f(z,u) 6.1
y=Cz. 6.2)

That is, the system is almost linear, except for some nonlinearities that depend
on the controls. To guarantee exponential convergence certain constraints on f
need to be satisfied. In many cases the control inputs can be ignored, if we assume
the control inputs are piecewise constant. Typically, the coordinate transform is
valid only locally and needs to be recomputed at each time step. An example of
this type of observer can be found in e.g. (Gauthier et al., 1992). Gauthier et al.
assumed a single-output system without inputs, but Bornard and Hammouri
(1991) showed that this observer can be generalized to multi-input-multi-output
systems. If we assume the sensor values are reliable, we can construct a so-
called reduced-order observer, which, as the name suggests, only tries to observe
those state variables which are not part of the output (Besangon and Hammourij,

88



1995). The observers mentioned above all use a Lie-algebraic approach. Other
common techniques include: Lyapunov methods (Thau, 1973; Kou et al., 1975),
and linearization by nonlinear output injection (Krener and Isidori, 1983; Bestle
and Zeitz, 1983). We would like to explore how these techniques can be applied
to the tactile shape reconstruction problem.

Tactile sLAM

Simultaneous localization and mapping (sLAM) is an important problem in mobile
robotics. The sLam problem can be stated as: how can a mobile robot efficiently
build a map of an unknown environment and at the same time keep track of
where it is on the map? A common failure mode is that a robot returns to a place
where it has been before, but classifies it as new place on the map. With the
tactile shape reconstruction method proposed in this thesis we run into a similar
problem. If the sensors cover the same part of the surface many times, there
is no constraint that forces the contact point curves to lie on the same surface.
So we need a strategy to consolidate all data into one surface (or a probability
distribution of surfaces, if one prefers a probabilistic approach). Note that the
presence of non-smooth features on the surface will make the tactile localization
problem significantly easier (Okamura and Cutkosky, 2001). In section 3.7 we
proposed a method to consolidate conflicting data by averaging, but we would
like to do better. We expect that some results for the sLam problem will transfer
to tactile shape reconstruction.

In computer vision and pattern matching the localization problem is often
called the registration (or correspondence) problem. From this area we may be
able to borrow techniques to compare different shapes. For instance, we could
use distance metrics that are invariant with respect to rotation, scale, or both
(Arkin et al., 1991; Huttenlocher and Kedem, 1990).

Other Sensing Strategies

Besides the model of planar palms, there are many other ways to reconstruct the
shape of an unknown moving object with tactile sensors. One extension is to
change the shape of the palms. In the previous chapters we described how the
model can be extended to circular and spherical palms. An advantage of concave
palms is that with less manipulation we can cover more of the shape, since a
grasp with these palms comes closer to an enveloping grasp. Further research
is needed to quantify this claim. The minimum radius of curvature along the
palms should be chosen such that there is always just one contact point on each
palm. However, if the palms can detect multiple contacts, it makes more sense
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Figure 6.3: Dragging an object over a tactile sensor with a pivoting grasp.

to maximize the number of contact points (e.g., by using deformable palms).

Figure 6.3 shows an entirely different sensing strategy. An object is grasped by
a robot arm using a pivoting gripper (Rao et al., 1994, 1995). With such a gripper
the object is free to rotate around the line through the grasp contact points. The
sensing strategy consists of dragging or pushing the object over a surface coated
with tactile sensors. We think it would be interesting to determine whether this
system is observable as well. Note that we need to be able to establish a stable
grasp first.

It is also possible to combine techniques from pose and shape recognition
with our approach. Jia and Erdmann (1999) describe how to recover the pose of a
known object by pushing it with a finger covered with tactile sensors. With our
palms we can do this by keeping some palms fixed and using one of the palms
to push the objects. This could prove to be useful for reconstructing unknown
objects as well. Suppose we have partially recovered an unknown shape. Then
we can use Jia and Erdmann’s approach to perform localization.

Another possibility is to turn the whole model (literally) upside-down: we can
reconstruct a surface by driving on it while measuring the contact forces. It turns
out that we can use the same approach we used for manipulating unknown objects
for reconstructing unknown terrain as well. Suppose we have a planar mobile
robot with two point-size wheels. Assume these wheels are in pure rolling contact
(i.e., no slip) with a smooth unit-speed curve x : R — R?. At each contact point
i we define a coordinate frame [t;, n;] using the local tangent and normal of the
curve. Each frame can be characterized by the angle ¢; between the tangent and
the horizontal axis. The only control of the robot is the torque of wheel 1. This
torque produces a ‘pulling force’ along the tangential direction with magnitude
fo. See figure 6.4 for a sketch. The forces acting on the robot are gravity, normal
forces and the force produced by the motor that is driving the front wheel. The
net force on the robot is
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Figure 6.4: A mobile robot consisting of two mass-less rods d; and d; connected
at the center of mass ¢, in contact with a curve. The wheels are at the end points

of di and d,.

F = fot1 + finy + fonp + Fg = ma, (6.3)

where fj is the magnitude of the force produced by the motor, f; and f; are the
magnitudes of the normal forces and F; is the gravitational force. The net torque
on the robot is

T = del X 1 —l—fldl X 1y —I—fzdz X My
= —f0d1 “nq + fldl -t + fzdz b = mpztx, (6.4)

where d;, i = 1,2, is the vector from the center of mass to wheel i. For simplicity,
assume dj and d; are of equal length and make a right angle with each other.

We assume that the wheels always stay in contact with the curve. This
imposes constraints on (derivatives of) the position of the robot. Let ¢;, denote
the position of the center of mass, x; the point on the curve in contact with wheel
i, and v; the velocity of contact point i. The position constraints for wheel i can
be written as

e +d; = x; 6.%)
v+ w xd; =0t (6.6)
ataxdi+wx(wxd;)=0t+ Kivlzn,- 6.7)

The right-hand side of the last constraint follows from the Frenet formulas.
We will assume that the control input fj is chosen such that the velocity at
wheel 1 is constant. Let us the define the state g of the system as the vector
(o, w, x1,x7, v,)T. The behavior of the system can then be described by the
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following system of differential equations

4)0 = w (6.8)
W=« (6.9)
X1 =t (6.10)
Xy = Uzt (6.11)
Oy =(a+axdy— a)zdz) - (6.12)

Note that since we drive wheel 1 at a constant speed, v is equal to zero and
we do not need to make vy part of the state. It can be shown that if we can
measure the magnitude of the one of the contact forces, we can solve for the
acceleration and angular acceleration from the dynamics described above. We
can measure the contact force with strain gauges. The above system is not in
state-space form, since we do not have an expression for the rate of change in
the contact force as a function of the state variables. Further research is needed
to either reformulate this problem or construct another kind of state estimator
with observer-like properties.
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Appendix A

Derivations

A.1 Quasistatic Shape Reconstruction

Curvature at the Contact Points

The expressions for the curvature at the contact points can be found by differ-
entiating the generalized contact support functions:

1= (x1—xp) - my + (%1 —x2) -1}
=0ty ny — (x1 —x2) -
= —Uysin¢gy — dq (A.D

F1= (%1 — %) n1+ (x1 —x2) -1y

= (0x) — (0 + ¢2)x5) - m1 + (%1 — x2) - (6n))

= —?}2(9 + q')z) sin P2 — 9d1 (A.2)
7= (x] —x5) - np+ (x1 — x2) - 1)

= —0uit; -y — (X1 —x2) - B2

= —vsing, — dy (A.3)
Fo = (X1 —X2) -np+ (x1 — x2) - 12
= (0x] — (0 + ¢2)x)) - o+ (1 — x2) - (0 + 2)13)
= —019 sin ¢y — (9 + 472)612 (A.g)
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From these expressions it follows that the curvature at the contact points can be
written as

~/ 4 B . . ~
oy = _1’2‘—{— dp _ N —l—‘(9 + ¢o)d> (As)
sin ¢ 6 sin ¢,
~/ T 2 AT
= T N6 (A.6)
sin ¢ (0 + ¢o) sin¢gy

Derivatives of Center of Mass and Center of Rotation

Recall the following expressions for the center of mass and the center of rotation:

cm(Po, P1, ¢2) = —Fat1/ singr — Roxy (A7)
Cr(gbo,(f)l, (Pz) = —(77251 + d~21711)/ sin ¢ (A.8)

We are interested in the partial derivatives of these expressions with respect to
¢o, because they tell us something about the stable poses of the object. In the
previous section we computed derivatives with respect to curve parameters. The
partial derivative of the curve parameter 6 with respect to ¢y is equal to -1. This
follows from 60 = ¢ — ¢g — 71/2 (equation 3.1, p. 19). The partial derivatives with
respect to ¢p of equations A.7 and A.§ are therefore

ocy,

T#)O = ?lzfl/ sin ¢y — (a%)ORo)xl + 0t (A.9)
= —(’01 sin ¢ + dz)fl/ sin P2 — (E)?%Ro)xl +01fH (A.10)
_ b 5
= _sin(,‘bz — (%Ro)xl, (A.1D)

dcy o 3 = .

T = (7ot +dpfiy)/ singn (A.12)
= (—(v1singy + dp)E; + (v1 cos ¢ + vy + 1)fi1) / sin ¢y (A.13)
= ( — U1fip + Vot + Toil] — d~2f1) / sin ¢>. (AI4)

The derivative of dp can be obtained in a similar fashion as the derivatives of 7
and 7. Notice that equation A.11 is very similar to ¢;;; — ¢;:

Cy — Cr = d~21’_11/ sin P2 — Roxq (A.15)
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In fact, upon careful inspection we see that

9 p _ [—singy —cosgo) _ (0 —1
a4>0R0 o ( cos ¢ —sin¢0) o (1 0 Ro (A.16)
_ 0 —1).
i = (1 0 ) t (A.17)
So we can write the partial derivative of the center of mass as
dcn 0 -1
Rotational Velocity

In section 3.3 it was shown that the force/torque balance constraint can be written
as

rysing; — dj cos Py = —d sin 1 (A.19)

singy *

Differentiating the left-hand side of this equation we get:

%(rl singy —dycos¢p) =

= (i1 +di¢1) sin gy + (r1¢y — dy) cos ¢y (A.20)
=dy(¢r — 0)singy + 71 (1 — ) cos ¢y — % cos ¢ (A.21)
= dyo sin ¢y + r1¢po cos 1 — ?ZH‘PE;%;%)@ Cos ¢ (A.22)
= ¢o(dy sin ¢y + 71 cos 1 + d Zﬁf;’;) - ?2+(f$;f2)d~2 cos ¢y (A.23)

The step in equation A.21 follows from properties of the contact support function:
r'(0) = —d(0) and d'(6) = r(0) — v(0). The derivative of the right-hand side of
equation A.19 can be written as

d 7 sin¢
E(_dzsingb;)

(- dy sin @1 — dagpy cos Py + daghy sin ¢y cot ¢2)/ sing,
(A-24)

Equating expressions A.23 and A.24, substituting expression 3.18 for di, and
solving for ¢y we arrive at the following expression for ¢y:

¥2 cos ¢ — dy sin ¢1 + dagha s;:;l(];; (A.25)
R ne [ / 2
risingp + (r2 + 72) sin ¢y + dp cos ¢y 5

where ¢12 = ¢1 + 2.
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A.2 Observability of the Planar Dynamic Case

In the general planar dynamic case the differentials dLg¢ s1, dLg,52, dLg Lg, 51,
and dLg,Lg,s> and the differentials of the components of the output function
will span the observability codistribution dO. To compute these differentials we
used Maple V.7 (http://www.maplesoft.com), a symbolic mathematics program.
To verify if these differentials span the observability codistribution, we consider
the part of the state space that is not part of the output: 71, 12, wp, and p. In other
words, the first three components and the last component of the state vector.
Below we define a matrix A that has the differentials dLg,s1, dLg,52, dLg Lg 51,
and dLg,Lg,s7 as columns. From those columns we only need the first three
components and the last component. If this matrix has full rank, or, equivalently,
if the determinant of A is nonzero, then the system is observable. The symbolic
expression for this determinant can be computed, but is very complicated. Below
we substitute values for all the variables to check that the determinant does not
evaluate to 0.

># include linear algebra functions
i with(linalg):

[ >n:=10: # define state vector and control vector fields
g:=vector([r1,r2,omega0,s1,s2,phi1l,omegal,phi2,omega2,rhol):
g1:=[0,0,-d1/(m*rho"2xs1),(rho”2+d1"2)/(mxrho"2xs1x(omega1-omega0)),
(rho"2xcos(phi2)-d1*d2)/(mxrho”2*s1x(omegal+omega2-omega0)),
0,0,0,0,0]:

g2:=[0,0,d2/(m*rho"2xs2),(rho”2xcos(phi2)-d1xd2)/(mxrho” 2xs2x(omega -
omega0)),(rho”2+d2"2)/(mxrho”2xs2 x(omegal+omega2-omega0)),
0,0,0,0,0]:

[ ># express d1 and d2 as functions of state variables
d1:=(r1xcos(phi2)+r2)/sin(phi2)-s1:
d2:=-(r2xcos(phi2)+r1)/sin(phi2)+s2:

[># define what a differential is
differential:= proc(vec,expr) map(proc(x) simplify(diff(expr,x)) end, vec): end:

> # define what a Lie derivative is
lie_derivative:= proc(vec,expr) innerprod(differential(g,expr),vec); end:
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[ ># Lvec returns an array of repeated Lie derivatives, an array of differentials of those
Lie derivatives, and a matrix with those differentials as columns
Lvec := proc(expr,vec,m)

global g, f, n:
local LF, dLF, LFm, i:
LF:=array(1..n): dLF:=array(1..n):
LF[1]:=expr:
dLF[1]:=differential(q,LF[1]):
for i from 2 to m do
LF[i] := innerprod(vec,evalm(dLF[i-1])):
dLF[i] := differential(q, LFi]):

od;
LFm := array(map(proc(x) convert(x,’list’) end, convert(dLF,list))):
LF,dLF,LFm:

L end:

># compute repeated Lie derivatives and differentials
(Ig1,dlg1,Igtm):=Lvec(s1,g1,3): (Ig2,dlg2,lg2m):=Lvec(s2,g2,3):

[># form a matrix for that part of the state space that the differentials need to cover

A:=array([[dlg1[2][1],dIg1[2112],dIg1[2113],dIg1 [21[10]],
[dig1[31[11,dIg1[3]12],dlg1[31[31,dIg1[3][101],
[dlg2[2][1],dIg2[2][2],dIg2[2][3],dlg2[2][10]],
[dlg2(3]1[1],dIg2[3]12],dlg2(31[3],dIg2[3][10]1]):

># compute the determinant of that matrix
| Adet:=det(A):

[ ># ‘simplify’ this determinant

simplify(Adet);

—18(—12r13 cos(¢2)°p*r2w1 — 4s1sin($2)r1% cos($2)®p*r23 w0 —

42112 cos (¢2)%s1%r2* w2 — 2p* cos(¢2)°r2 w0 4 12113 cos (¢2)°p*r2w0 +

1271 cos(92)%r2%p* w0 + 1851* cos (¢2)*r12s2%w2 — 6r2*s1%p* cos(P2)*w0 +
1251 sin($2)r2p*r1? cos(¢2)2w0 — 1251 sin(P2)r2p*r1% cos(¢p2)*wl —

1251 sin(¢2)r2%p* cos(¢2)°r1wl + ... (several pages of output omitted)

[ > # substitute random numbers for the variables and evaluate the determinant
evalf(subs({m=1,rho=.5,phi2=2,s1=1,s2=2,r1=1.5,r2=1.5,0mega0=1,0mega1=2,
omega2=3},Adet));

L 25.67009841

[ ># singularity 1: contact point 1 not moving, omega1-omega0=0
evalf(subs({m=1,rho=.5,phi2=2,s1=1,52=2,r1=1.5,r2=1.5,0mega0=1,omegal=1,
omega2=3},Adet));

Error, numeric exception: division by zero
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[ ># singularity 2: contact point 2 not moving, omegal+omega2-omega0=0
evalf(subs({m=1,rho=.5,phi2=2,s1=1,52=2,r1=1.5,r2=1.5,0mega0=2,omegal=1,
omega2=1},Adet));

Error, numeric exception: division by zero

[ ># palms move at same rate, omega2=0
evalf(subs({m=1,rho=.5,phi2=2,s1=1,52=2,r1=1.5,r2=1.5,0mega0=1,0mega1=2,
omega2=0},Adet));

L 1647.940473

[ ># palm 1 is not moving, omega1=0
evalf(subs({m=1,rho=.5,phi2=2,s1=1,s2=2,r1=1.5,r2=1.5,0mega0=1,0mega1=0,
omega2=2},Adet));

L 1634.446156

A.3 Force/Torque Balance in Three Dimensions

In two dimensions, force/torque balance of an object resting on two palms can be
interpreted in the following geometric way: the object is in force/torque balance
if and only if the lines through the normals at the contact points intersect the
vertical line through the center of mass at one common point. In other words, we
can find the X-coordinate of the center of mass if we know the contact points and
the contact normals. For a three-dimensional object resting on three palms one
can derive a similar constraint. The derivation of the geometric interpretation
in two dimensions is analogous to the three-dimensional case.

Let 1; be the normal at contact point ¢;, i = 1,2, 3 and let f; be the magnitude
of the normal force at contact point c;. Finally, let ¢;,, be the position of the
center of mass. Without loss of generality we assume that the magnitude of the
gravitational force is 1. We can then write the force/torque balance constraint as:

Force balance: Z fifi; = 1, (A.26)
Torque balance: Z filei —cm) x A1; = (%) (A.27)

Here, i1, = (%) is the normal parallel to the Z-axis. We also require that all f;’s

are greater than or equal to o. The solution for equation A.26 is



We can write the left-hand side of equation A.27 as

Zfi(ci —Cm) X fi; = Zfici X #l; — Zficm X #;
=Y fici x t; — e x () _ fifi;)

=Y fici X fij — ey X iz
C
:ZfiCiXﬁi_ (_2(;1"31)’

where ¢,,,; and ¢;,;» are the X- and Y-coordinate of ¢;;;. In other words, the X- and
Y-coordinate of ¢;;, can be written as

e = — (L fier xm) - (1)
eme = () fiei x ;) - (é) ,

where we substitute the solutions above for f;. So in three dimensions we can
compute the X- and Y-coordinate of the center of mass, if we know the positions
of the contact points and the contact normals.
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