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Abstract— In this work, we propose two cost efficient methods
for object identification, using a multi-fingered robotic hand
equipped with proprioceptive sensing. Both methods are trained
on known objects and rely on a limited set of features, obtained
during a few grasps on an object. Contrary to most methods
in the literature, our methods do not rely on the knowledge
of the relative pose between object and hand, which greatly
expands the domain of application. However, if that knowledge
is available, we propose an additional active exploration step
that reduces the overall number of grasps required for a
good recognition of the object. One of the methods depends
on the contact positions and normals and the other depends
on the contact positions alone. We test the proposed methods
in the GraspIt! simulator and show that haptic-based object
classification is possible in pose-free conditions. We evaluate the
parameters that produce the most accurate results and require
the least number of grasps for classification.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent improvements in tactile sensing and their im-
plementation on humanoid robot hands is allowing new
robots to emerge with new features and mimic different
human activities and actions [1]. In the past years, robots
have become very good at grasping in highly controlled
environments, like a factory assembly line [2], in tasks like
picking up an object at an exact position and placing it in
another exact position. The real world, however, is much
more flexible and the need arises to automatize certain tasks,
such as pick, identify and move some specific object. The
idea for this project is to simulate the trivial human task of
blindly identifying an object within a given set, through the
object’s haptic properties [3].

We propose two different approaches for object identifica-
tion by using a robot hand with some form of proprioception
and/or tactile sensing. One of the methods relies on the
ability to measure the 3D positions and surface normals at
the finger contact points, in a hand centered reference frame.
We denote this method PN (Point and Normal) based. The
second method only uses the positions of the contacts, and
not the contact surface normals, in order to account for the
existence of more limited sensors. We denote this method P
(Point) based. Experiments are made with a robotic simulator
[4] with the robotic Barrett Hand.

In the scenario where the relative pose between the robot
hand and the object is available, we investigate an active
learning strategy for exploration around the object to find
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teresa.alves@tecnico.ulisboa.pt
2Researcher at the Institute for Systems and Robotics in Instituto Superior
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the relative pose leading to the grasp with the highest
information gain [5],[6]. We compare active exploration
results with passive/random exploration (the base algorithm
where the next grasp is chosen randomly) under the same
conditions. The passive exploration approach consists in
randomly exploring the object.

The validation of the proposed methods is validated in
the GraspIt! simulator [4]. The robustness of the method
is assessed by adding random noise to the acquired sensor
values and checking the corresponding performance. The
method keeps, at each grasp, a likelihood score for each
object, so that a decision can be made at any time. With
more grasps, the certainty on an object increases and we
can stop the algorithm based on a threshold on the level of
certainty, which leads to a decision on the object identity.
We evaluate the method in terms of efficiency - how many
grasps are required to reach a certain level of certainty - and
accuracy - what is the fraction of correct decisions made by
the system.

II. RELATED WORK

There are already several methods based on tactile sensing
for object identification [7]. Many require the full recon-
struction of objects [8] and can even try to detect specific
characteristics and lumps in order to translate them to images
[9]. However, human beings do not need a full 3D recon-
struction of the object and typically just need a few grasps to
to recognize it [10]. If we know what kind of items we have
in a bag, we only need a set of features, as the reconstruction
is only needed if the object is fully unknown [11].

To obtain the features that characterize an object, one can
use the bag-of-features approach [12]. In this approach, a
two-fingered gripper is used to grasp a fixed object and
examine it in height, where each finger of the griper has
a sensor pad with 84 sensor cells arranged in 6 columns and
14 rows. The problem with this approach is that it requires
it to fully analyse the object, in order to include all the
defining features, which might be computationally expensive
and slow. Using similar sensors to the ones of the gripper,
one can also apply neural networks to the shapes that occur
in the pad of sensors. This analysis may allow not only to
identify objects but also specific shapes [13].

The Barrett-Hand has three fingers and two rectangular
sensor pads on each one, with a similar distribution to the
ones belonging to the previously mentioned gripper. The
GraspIt! Simulator [4] can be used to obtain stable grasps
for objects. It has been used to compute stable grasps and
use them with a real Barrett hand [14],[15]. The simulator
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not only provides the grasp qualities but can also provide
contact poses where the orientations of the objects, hands
and contacts is determined by a quaternion.

Benchmarking in robotic manipulation can be done with
the YCB database [16]. This set consists of different ev-
eryday objects, with shape and texture models created from
vision algorithms and adapted in order to be used with
simulators. These models are compatible with the mentioned
GraspIt! simulator.

One of the approaches that inspired this project is [17]
that uses the motor values for each finger and for the hand
orientation, of a robotic Barrett Hand. The algorithm then
divides each motor’s values into 100 bins and applies them
onto a novel Bayesian inference update, similar to the Bayes
Filter Algorithm in [18]. This was a simple and effective
approach that did not require the values of the tactile sensors,
but only of the motors that control both the positions of
the fingers and the orientation of the hand. Experiments are
made with a fixed object. The wrist is also fixed above the
object but the hand can rotate around a vertical axis using
one of the motors of the Barrett Hand. This method used 30
orientations of the hand to grasp each object thereby creating
tables with the values for each motor. In spite of this, they
used the values of the hand orientation motor to determine
the correct object. This means that this object has to be fully
static or the results will not be valid. One important aspect
to note from that particular work was the implementation of
active learning towards the object’s exploration. This feature
was not applied in any of the works previously referred in
this section. This implementation allowed the hand to look
for the orientation that had the highest interestingness value
and therefore let it easily find the grasping location with
the most information gain. The main limitation of all the
state of the art methods here analysed for robotic grasp
object identification is that they are not pose-invariant and,
therefore, require the object to be fully static.

There are also several vision algorithms that focus on
object identification. A particularly interesting approach uses
Point Clouds acquired from a RGBD camera and a Point
Pair Feature method [19]. This method creates hash tables
for distinct objects where the keys are calculated by using
the positions and normal angles of two oriented points. This
approach can be adapted to robotic grasping, as the oriented
points can be defined by the contact locations between the
object and the robotic hand.

III. APPROACH

A. Methods

The core of our approach is based on the use of the
position and direction of a contact. This information can
be given by 3D force sensors in the robot’s fingertip like
[20] or [21] and it allows us to gather rich information on
the identity of the object without knowing the relative pose
between object and hand. The method we use is a computer
vision algorithm that calculates Point Pair Features [19], as
was mentioned in the previous section. This feature describes
relative position and orientation of two oriented points, by

using voting schemes. For two contact points p1 and p2 for
example, we have positions m1 and m2 and contact forces n1

and n2, respectively. Considering that the distance between
two points is defined by d = m2−m1, the Point Pair feature
F is defined as

F (p1, p2) = (||d||, ̸ (n1, d), ̸ (n2, d), ̸ (n1, n2)), (1)

Each PPF (F) is used as a key to an hash table that contains
the pairs of points of a model. Note that there will be a hash
table for each object and that, in our case, the oriented points
will be defined by the contact locations of the robotic hand
with the object. This approach is pose invariant since it is
based on distances and angles that are independent of the
pose of the object. As this method depends on both points
and normals, we will call this the PN method.

As an alternative, to allow pose invariant haptic object
identification in robots that cannot calculate the contact
normals, we calculate new hash tables with new keys that
use only the distance between points but not the orienting
vectors. As this method only requires the points of contact,
it will be henceforth be referred to as the P method.

B. Data Collection and processing
Each grasp can be made in an arbitrary position of the

object. There will be as many contact locations as there are
fingers of the robotic hand. In the case of the Barrett Hand,
there will be three contact locations, originating a vector with
values z = [p1, p2, p3]=[(m1, n1), (m2, n2), (m3, n3)]. It is
relevant to consider several data samples for the same grasp
as there is some noise associated to the sensor, or even some
external disturbances. Because of this, for a single grasp, we
extract N = 50 samples. Each vector of values is used to
calculate three keys (pairwise combinations from the set of
the 3 contacts) that define features of the object. New features
are added to the table and existing keys are updated so that
each value of the table corresponds to the number of times
that key was produced for that object.

As for the testing part, we need to obtain the vector value
to calculate the keys. Each grasp should again produce N =
50 samples. The set of values for each grasp is now defined
by Z = {z1, ..., z50}. We then check if those keys match the
object’s hash table and calculate the corresponding number
of votes. Each occurrence of a key counts as a vote for that
object. The probability that one set of values Z in instance
t belongs to object on is calculated as

P (Zt|on) =
votes for object on∑
i votes for object oi

. (2)

As for the vote accumulation, we use a sequential
Bayesian Update rule:

P (on|Zt) =
P (Zt|on)P (on|Zt−1)

P (Zt|Zt−1)
, (3)

where the denominator is simply a normalization factor so
that the sum of the probabilities of the objects adds up to
one. The required initial probability is defined for instant
t = 0 as P (on|Z0) = P (on) =

1
N .
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C. Exploration Techniques

The algorithms described calculate the probability of
certainty for a given object. We can now define thresh-
olds that represent how certain the algorithm must be
of a classification. The thresholds that will be anal-
ysed throughout this project will be βthresholds =
{0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99} and the stop condition is
defined by

if any P (on|Zt) > βthreshold then
o′ = argmax

on

P (on|Zt) (4)

With no information of the object to be analysed, the first
grasp is always in a random position, within the ones trained.
We consider that the hand can be placed in arbitrary poses
around the object, in a discrete set of L possibilities and each
time it grasps the object and calculates the corresponding
keys. This means that, when testing, the hand’s position
can be any of the L possibilities for which the algorithm
is trained for. The grasps can either be random in nature,
defined by passive exploration, or they can be chosen using
active learning. In case of passive exploration, the next grasp
is chosen by:

ϕ′ = Random(0, L), (5)

where ϕ′ is one of the possible L hand poses, within the
trained orientations, in which the hand will grasp the object.
Note that, when using passive exploration, the object can
rotate and translate around itself as the hand will always
explore randomly and its orientation has no relevance for
calculating the keys. This is what makes this approach pose-
invariant. When using active exploration, this does not apply
anymore as we need to search for the next grasp that provides
the most information about the system. The proposed active
exploration criteria for this alternative is defined by

ϕ′ = argmax
ϕ∈[0,L[

P (Z(ϕ)|o′)− P (Z(ϕ)|o′′) (6)

where 
o′ = argmax

on∈{O}
P (on|Zt)

o′′ = argmax
on∈{O ̸∋o′}

P (on|Zt)
(7)

In the previous equations, O represents the set of objects,
o′ is the currently most voted for object and o′′ is the second
most voted object. This means, that the next best grasp is
defined by the pose that allows to maximize the difference
between the two most likely objects.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Robotic Simulator and Data collection

The simulator used in this project was the GraspIt! Sim-
ulator. The simulator allows the extraction of the values that
define the poses (positions and orientations) of the contact
locations. With a starting position for each object like is
shown in Fig. 1, the hand rotates around the vertical (z) axis
for L=360 degrees, with a one degree step. The contact poses
for each object are saved to a distinct file to be processed.

Regarding the objects used for classification, they were
chosen from the the YCB object database and uploaded in
their .ply format. Five objects were chosen and they were
labeled as Tuna Can, Mug, Bowl, Baseball and Foam Brick.
All objects are represented in Fig. 1 with the Barrett Hand,
for scale.

(a) Tuna Can (b) Mug (c) Bowl

(d) Baseball (e) Foam Brick

Fig. 1: Objects used for classification

B. Creating Hash Tables

As was mentioned in the previous section, each grasp
should produce N = 50 samples. In a simulator, there is
no sensor noise or external disturbances so we must take the
distance value and the calculated angles and add random
noise 50 times, as to create 50 different samples. These
samples create the keys for the hash tables that define both
methods.

C. Processing grasp values for identification

After the hash tables are created, we need to process grasp
values for object identification. The values associated with
each grasp are not retaken as needed for testing, but simply
analysed from the previously created file. For each distance
value and normal vector, a random noise is added in order to
simulate 50 samples and calculate the corresponding keys,
similarly to what we did when creating the table. Note that
the noise samples for these keys are different to the ones used
when creating the table, as it allows a better approximation
to a real life scenario. We then check if those keys exist
for each object’s hash table and calculate the corresponding
object probability, defined in Eq.(3).

V. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results for both the PN
method and the P method, using both passive and active
exploration. Each object was tested 100 times for each of
the methods.

A. Passive learning approach

To compare the results between the PN and P methods
we show, in Fig. 2, the distribution of the average number of
grasps over the 100 tests for each object, for each confidence
threshold.
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Fig. 2: Representation of the average number of grasps for
the classification of the objects, for both methods - PN
(continuous) and P (dashed)

It is easy to observe that for the PN method requires, in
general, fewer grasps. The exception to the rule is the Foam
Brick (o5), that presents similar results for both methods.
Table I shows a more detailed statistical analysis of the
results, for the 0.99 confidence threshold.

TABLE I: Minimum, maximum, average and median values
of grasps for a 99% confidence threshold, for all objects

PN+Passive P+Passive
min max avg med min max avg med

o1 2 38 12.34 11 8 129 31.78 26
o2 3 16 6.23 5 7 47 18.09 14
o3 1 12 5.04 5 1 45 12.68 11.5
o4 2 67 26.28 25 13 327 84.49 59
o5 3 14 6.78 7 5 10 6.96 7

(a) PN method (b) P Method

Fig. 3: Percentual perception errors obtained for each object’s
classification, using Passive learning

Table I shows that both P and PN methods allowed a
single grasp identification for the Bowl (o3), which is natural,
considering that this is the widest object from the set, thereby
creating more distinctive features. For all other objects, the
PN method allows the identification in 2 or 3 grasps, which

is a quite positive result. Instead, the P method requires a
minimum of 5 grasps or more for the identification of other
objects.

At the highest confidence threshold, the Foam Brick (o5)
shows a low grasp number variation and a median grasp
value of 7 for both methods. The minimum amount of grasps,
however is 5 for this threshold.

The most time consuming object seems to be the Baseball
(o4), with a maximum value of 327 grasps for its identifica-
tion for the P method. It is also the hardest object to identify
for the PN method as the maximum number of grasps was
67.

Fig. 3 shows the accuracy of the methods as a function
of the confidence threshold. We can observe that the Foam
Brick classification error is always close to zero. The charac-
teristics of its features, with large variation in the distances
between contact points and flat surfaces, are quite distinct in
this dataset. The perception error values for the Tuna Can
(o1) and Baseball (o4) are overall the highest for the PN
method. This coincides with the errors for the P method,
except for the 0.5 threshold where the Mug slightly surpasses
the Baseball. For the final threshold, the main difference
between the methods is that the error for the Baseball
lowered more significantly from the previous threshold, for
the P method. Even so, this method still presents a perception
error of 4% for the Mug, as the PN method was able to totally
eliminate any ambiguity for that object.

Both methods proved to be good solutions for the grasp
classification task, even for this set of objects that had
somewhat similar sizes. Although both seem to have similar
error values overall, the PN shows an advantage regarding
the number of grasps required for classification.

B. Active learning approach

Fig. 4 compares the performance of the P and PN methods
using active learning. In this case, it is assumed that the
relative pose between the hand and the object is known.
In our experimental setup, where the object is static, the
orientation of the hand is the relevant variable for the
exploration. Note that this plot has a much lower scale on
the y-axis, as this approach required much fewer grasps.

Overall, it is easy to observe that the PN method seems to
require less grasps than the P method to identify each of the
objects, except for the Bowl which presents similar results.
The range of possible values also seems a lot higher for the
P method as can be verified through Table II.

TABLE II: Minimum, maximum, average and median values
of grasps for all objects, for βthreshold = 0.99

PN+Active P+Active
min max avg med min max avg med

o1 1 16 6.48 6 6 38 12.46 11
o2 3 10 4.36 4 5 32 12.12 10
o3 1 14 3,59 3 2 14 3.66 3
o4 2 19 7.08 6 6 73 15.91 13
o5 2 14 4.71 5 5 9 6.86 7

A quick look at the table already allows us to conclude
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Fig. 4: Representation of the average number of grasps
for the classification of the objects for both methods - PN
(continuous) and P (dashed)

that the active learning greatly lowers the required number
of grasps for identification.

(a) PN method (b) P Method

Fig. 5: Percentual perception errors obtained for each object’s
classification, using Active learning

In Fig. 5 we can observe the methods’ accuracy for all
confidence thresholds. The P method presents an error of
0 or 1% for most objects at a 0.99 confidence threshold.
However, it has some difficulty identifying the Mug, with
a classification error of about 15%. The error values for
the Mug are significantly lower for the PN method, having
reached 0% for the 0.95 threshold, which is a much better
result than for the P approach. This seems to be the hardest
object for the P method with classification errors always
growing with the decrease of the confidence threshold.

As in the passive exploration case, for the P method, the
Foam Brick has a classification error of 0%, for all analysed
confidence thresholds. The same occurrence does not happen
for the PN method, as the perception error of the Foam Brick
only reaches 0% in the 0.99 confidence threshold.

C. Comparing Passive and Active Approaches

Regarding the error values for the Tuna Can and the
Baseball, we can compare Fig. 3(a) and Fig. 5(a) to see that
they are much lower with active learning for all thresholds,

having decreased ≈ 20% for the 0.5 certainty level. When
comparing Fig. 3(b) and Fig. 5(b), related to the P method,
we can see that the perception errors for the Tuna Can and
the Baseball are lower overall, and especially so in the 0.99
threshold. However, the Mug presents a much higher error for
the passive exploration alternative, higher even than for those
two objects. This can happen due to the fact that there are
some features common to many objects but more abundant in
one. If the grasps continue to obtain those features, they are
likely to misclassify the object. For similar reasons, if we are
using active learning but the most likely object at the moment
is not the correct one, it can provoke a series of grasps that
calculate features more abundant for another object. Since the
active learning algorithm ends up choosing a similar series
of grasps for the same most likely objects, the classification
follows the same path several times. Random exploration
allows avoiding that path, which apparently worked well to
identify the Mug.

D. Overall results

In Fig. 6 we present a summary of the overall results in
the form of a violin plot. This plot allows us to evaluate the
overall distribution of the number of grasps for all methods,
as a function of the confidence threshold. As expected from
the previous analysis, the active PN method requires less
grasps overall for object identification than the P Method,
with median values of 5 and 8 grasps, respectively, as can
be verified through Table III.

Fig. 6: Violin plot showing the grasp distribution and the
median required grasps to identify each object, for all meth-
ods

Interestingly, even without active exploration, the PN
method requires less grasps to classify the objects than the P
method. The combination of the P method with the passive
exploration was by far the one that required the most grasps
for identification. On top of this, it also proved to be the one
with the highest perception errors, as seen in Fig. 7.
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TABLE III: Minimum, maximum, average and median values
of grasps for all methods, for β = 0.99

min max avg med
PN+Active 1 19 5.24 5
P-Active 2 73 10.20 8

PN-Passive 1 67 11.33 7
P-Passive 1 327 30.80 16

Comparing the perception errors, we see that the passive
PN method still produced lower errors that the active P
method, up until the 0.9 confidence threshold. Even though
the error for the passive PN method lowered until the 0.99
threshold, it lowered less than the active P method. If we
analyse only passive exploration, we can conclude that the
PN method generates lower error values overall, although
both methods get very similar results for the last certainty
threshold.

Fig. 7: Percentual perception error for all methods

For all approaches and all objects, we can see that the
execution time gradually increased as the perception error
decreased. Results showed that actively exploring an object
leads to faster classifications and lower perception errors.
Also, the range of grasps required for classification is greatly
improved for most objects.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have presented two methods to classify
objects from sequences of grasps without requiring knowl-
edge about the relative pose between the hand and the object
along the sequence. This permits that the object moves
between grasps, which is an important issue in a practical
point of view. The first method (PN) uses the information
about the position and orientation of the contacts between the
fingers and the object, relative to the hand reference frame.
The second method (P) uses only the position, accounting
for robots with less haptic sensing abilities. Experiments
have shown that both methods demonstrate a good ability
to recognise objects in a limited set with good accuracy and

using a small number of grasps. The PN method, because it
uses richer features, naturally achieves better performance,
reducing the number of needed grasps to about half of
the P method, on average. Considering the case where the
relative pose between hand and object can be measured (e.g.
with external sensors) we propose a method that uses active
exploration to further reduce the number of grasps. Here,
the PN method still shows better results, but the difference
to the P method is smaller. This suggests that, while contact
orientation sensing makes a difference in the pose-free case,
simpler contact sensing can be sufficient to the case where
we can measure the pose of the object relative to the hand.
Future work will focus on a more thorough characterisation
of our methods, using more objects, more degrees of freedom
in the hand movement, and more natural environments, both
in simulation and with a real robot hand. Nevertheless, this
paper presents for the first time a pose-free method for haptic
recognition that will improve the efficiency of haptic sensing
methods for robots in the recognition of objects in natural
conditions.
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