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A Decomposition of Interaction Force for
Multi-Agent Co-Manipulation

Kody B. Shaw, Dallin L. Cordon, Marc D. Killpack, and John L. Salmon

Abstract—Multi-agent human-robot co-manipulation is a
poorly understood process with many inputs that potentially
affect agent behavior. This paper explores one such input
known as interaction force. Interaction force is potentially a
primary component in communication that occurs during co-
manipulation. There are, however, many different perspectives
and definitions of interaction force in the literature. Therefore,
a decomposition of interaction force is proposed that provides a
consistent way of ascertaining the state of an agent relative to
the group for multi-agent co-manipulation. This proposed method
extends a current definition from one to four degrees of freedom,
does not rely on a predefined object path, and is independent of
the number of agents acting on the system and their locations
and input wrenches (forces and torques). In addition, all of the
necessary measures can be obtained by a self-contained robotic
system, allowing for a more flexible and adaptive approach for
future co-manipulation robot controllers.

Index Terms—Interaction Force, Compensation Force, Inter-
nal Wrench, Co-Manipulation, Human-Robot-Interaction, Multi-
Agent.

I. INTRODUCTION

HUMANS thrive by working together to complete tasks
that could not be accomplished individually; they ex-

perience efficiency gains through group efforts. Developing a
sound understanding of the way people coordinate their efforts
and work together is an essential step in creating a robot that
can assist, or even replace human agents in cooperative tasks
[1]. Perhaps one of the most basic forms of such cooperation
is co-manipulation, which we define as collaboration by two or
more individuals to move a significant load or extended object.
Examples requiring two or more agents might include moving
furniture in a home, carrying materials at a construction site,
or supporting a stretcher in a search-and-rescue situation.

Co-manipulation tasks are often analyzed from the per-
spective of interaction force, which is one component of
haptic signals that occur during co-manipulation. Although
researchers seem to agree that interaction force is important,
there is disagreement on how to clearly define this haptic
feature and its purpose. Some groups use the term to refer
to any forces generated by human partners involved in an
interaction [2]–[7]. Other researchers define the interaction
force to be the component of human applied forces that
result in no net work or acceleration of the object thus not
contributing to the magnitude of the net force, as might be the
case when two individuals push equally against one another
[8]–[11], [13], [16].

As for the role of the interaction force, there has been a great
deal of discussion. Jlassi et al. [14] suggest that interaction
forces signal a change, and lowering the amplitude of the

interaction force decreases comfort. Aligning with the first
definition and describing force control, Cremer et al. [15] state
that, “the objective is to maintain a desired interaction force.”
Noohi [11] claims that the interaction force contains critical
information for improving performance. The three examples
here are just a small sample of the many papers discussing
interaction forces [1], [3]–[7], [10], [16], [17]. Evidently,
interaction force is widely considered a key component in
understanding the intuitive act of physical co-manipulation. In
this paper, we will be discussing interaction force as defined
by the measured forces at the agent-object boundary.

Our research focuses on the development of robots designed
to assist in bearing loads requiring the collaboration of two or
more individuals. These tasks typically consist of maneuver-
ing an object of significant mass or size through real-world
environments, necessitating effective haptic communication.
Interaction force is among the most common measures in
works of a similar type. However, in pursuing these objectives,
inherent challenges and key gaps in the existing definitions and
models of interaction force present us with decisions that, to
the best of our knowledge, have not been fully addressed. Our
goal is to determine a decomposition of interaction force in
light of the following requirements:

• relies only on the sensors available on a self-contained
robot

• is independent of the choice of frame
• extends to six degrees of freedom (DOFs)
• handles objects of significant mass
• is independent of the number of agents

This paper defines a decomposition of interaction force that
meets these requirements and explores insights into data from
two different human-human (HH) co-manipulation studies and
one human-robot study using this measure.

A. Prior work

As presented in the introduction, there is a wide range of
discussion regarding interaction force, which, unsurprisingly,
includes several contradictory ideas. For example, Bussy et
al. [3], [10] claim that interaction force is a wasted force that
should be minimized. Meanwhile, Sawers et al. [6] found that
experts exert higher interaction forces than novices, suggesting
that increased interaction forces improve communication. In
other studies, researchers hypothesized that interaction force
encourages stability and communicates intent [1], [7], [16].
Initially, minimizing this interaction force seems to be the
obvious solution, [18]–[20], but further investigation through
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(HH) studies suggests other objectives that do not seek the
minimization of this force or effort [6], [13], [14], [16], [21].

Along with disagreements about the purpose of interaction
forces, there is a general lack of consideration regarding how
interaction force should be defined. Many studies that discuss
interaction force offer descriptions or adjectives instead of
strict mathematical definitions, thus leaving a great deal of
room for interpretation and little room for use in cross-study
comparisons. To give just a few examples: Parker and Croft
[22] describe it as a “tensioning force”; and Corteville et al.
[23] offer no description or definition, though they imply that
it means the force applied by a user or operator. Several more
examples not detailed here include [3], [6], [7], [22]–[25].

Some studies propose a specific model of the cause or
generation of interaction force. For example, Takagi et al.
[1], [26]–[28] define interaction force as a spring and damper
system that can be tuned or modeled to improve performance
in simulated tasks. Unfortunately, this definition of interaction
force is typically confined to simulations and is of limited
utility in physically coupled systems. Peternel et al. [29]
address this problem by assuming knowledge of a desired
state and comparing it to the current state and the measured
force of the robot. Noohi et al. [11] offer a more unique
and complex model that determines the interaction force for
reaching movements. They use prior knowledge of the starting
and ending position and an assumption of minimum jerk
trajectories to determine forces not directed toward the goal.

A few papers offer a mathematical definition of interaction
force, including Reed et al. [2] who give a definition for a
difference force, then proceed to use interaction force and
difference force interchangeably in their following papers [30],
[31]. This interchangeable use of “interaction” and “differ-
ence” force works under the assumption that the forces from
the two participants are never in the same direction. This
assumption is limiting in that it does not allow for active
assistance from a follower agent, a participant who is not
directly informed of the goal but must interpret signals from
a leader and try to assist. Groten et al. [9] offer a widely used
definition of interaction force, which can be summarized as the
lesser of two opposing forces in a two-agent system. Several
papers cite Groten et al. for their definition of interaction force,
[10], [13], [21], [32], [33]. Unfortunately, this definition is
insufficient for tasks with more than two agents, objects of
significant mass, and tasks involving multiple DOFs. Jensen
et al. [13] seek to expand Groten’s definition of interaction
force to six DOFs by simply applying Groten’s definition to
each DOF. This causes an issue where the interaction force
becomes dependent on the frame from which it is viewed.
They also claim that interaction forces can be ambiguous under
the influence of gravity and that the effect of gravity should
be removed, though they offer no arguments or supporting
evidence for those statements.

Most recently in the domain of robotic grippers, Schmidts,
Donner, Erhart et al. [4], [5], [17] have begun addressing
some of the shortcomings and inconsistencies of prior de-
compositions of interaction force. They have made a great
deal of progress toward obtaining a mathematically rigorous
definition of interaction force, primarily in the realm of adding

constraints to ensure physical plausibility. However, due to
their reliance on knowledge of the locations and measurements
of all inputs to the system, their approach is insufficient for
the stated goals of this paper.

II. DEVELOPING NET FORCE DECOMPOSITION OF
INTERACTION FORCE

Our goal was to find a consistent way to decompose
interaction forces and measure how people in groups of two
or more interact through extended objects of significant mass
in 6 DOFs. To start, we define interaction force as the force
measured at the agent system boundary. In other words, this
is the force that is measurable at the grasp point of the
agent (fself ). This force can then be decomposed into two
components, one that contributes to the motion of the object
and another that is canceled out. There are, however, many
different ways to perform this decomposition. For example,
Erhart, Zuo et al. [4], [34] calculate what they refer to as
internal forces; Bussy [3] finds wasted forces; and Mortl et al.
[10] calculate squeeze forces or an internal wrench. Corteville
et al. [23], and Parker and Croft [22], calculate tensioning
forces between two participants. These decompositions of
interaction force are all geared towards the studies in which
they were developed and do not generalize well into other
studies, making comparisons difficult. Donner et. al. [17]
point out that there may be an infinite number of different
decompositions, therefore until a general solution can be found
our choice of which decomposition to use should be carefully
considered.

A. Addressing Requirements

While exploring the solution space for the best decomposi-
tion to meet our constraints, several key issues became clear.
Each of those issues and the decisions made concerning them
are discussed in detail below.

1) Two or More Agents: There were many potential ways
of addressing the multiple agents/inputs problem. Takagi et
al. [1] modeled the interaction force of multiple agents with
an ideal spring connecting each agent to the average position
of the group. This approach is impractical for our purposes
because it assumes knowledge of the position of each person
in the group. Several other studies (see [4], [5], [17]) consider
multiple input locations from the perspective of grasping,
where considerable analogy can be drawn between multi-
fingered grasps and multi-agent co-manipulation.

A decision had to be made whether to base our decomposi-
tion on information that could be obtained by placing a sensor
at each participating agent or to limit the available information
to that which could be measured or deduced by the onboard
sensors of a single robot that is part of the co-manipulation
team. A decomposition of interaction force that does not rely
on a sensor being present at every point of force and torque
input to the system will be more practical and flexible for use
in future applications and co-manipulation research.
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2) Six Degrees of Freedom: The question of how exactly
to extend past ideas to six DOFs is another important issue
in this exploration. The extension from one to six DOFs was
attempted in [13], [16], [32], [35]. Jensen et al. [13] provide
an algorithm proposing how to calculate interaction force for a
6-DOF system. However, they independently applied Groten’s
[9] definition of interaction force to each axis, which causes
it to vary with respect to the chosen frame. Schmidts and
Erhart, [4], [5], also propose a way to extend interaction force
to six DOFs. Their approach was then extended by Donner
[17] to meet additional physical plausibility constraints, such
as restricting the interaction force to be less than or equal to
the magnitude of input forces. Unfortunately, their approach
is also insufficient for our purposes due to their reliance on
knowledge of the grasp matrix and force-torque measurements
at all end effectors. Therefore, our approach must be able
to handle three-dimensional vectors and must not depend on
knowledge that would be inaccessible to a single individual
(human or robot agent) in a multi-agent co-manipulation
scenario.

A consistent measure of the torques of a robot relative to
the net torque of the group will also be necessary to generalize
to all six DOFs. Several papers have addressed torque in the
context of interaction force [4], [5], [17]. Unfortunately, the
approaches in these papers have already been ruled out for the
reasons stated above.

3) Gravity compensation: Extending our definition to in-
clude objects of significant size and mass raises questions
about how the force of gravity should be incorporated. Jensen
et al. [13] argued that when manipulating an object of sig-
nificant mass the force of gravity could make the interaction
force ambiguous. Unfortunately, they offered no supporting
arguments or evidence for this statement, and the authors
find their approach to gravity compensation inconsistent, as
it is applied only occasionally and under specific conditions.
Several other potential methods of gravity compensation were
explored; however, to obtain a rigorous compensation of grav-
ity, a model of the system that includes the mass, orientation,
and locations of force inputs relative to the center of mass
would be required. Given our condition that all information
must be obtained from a self-contained robot, these measures
will not generally be available. To compensate for gravity
and meet our isolation constraint, one possible approach is
to consider all vertical forces and their resulting torques to
be due to gravity. Although this method decreases our DOFs
from 6 to 4 by ignoring forces in one axis and torques about
another, we are unlikely to lose key communication because of
the significant size and mass of the objects considered in the
data from the experiments that we present in this paper. Any
vertical forces or torques produced by an agent that would be
with or against gravity must be of sufficient magnitude, against
the already present gravitational forces, before they could be
noticed by another participant as useful communication [36].
While simple, this approach is consistent and sufficient as a
first step towards a better decomposition of interaction force
in this paper and the existing literature as a whole.

B. Interaction Force Decomposition

Fig. 1. Net Force Method: Visualisation of f∥ and f⊥

Exploring the solution space given our objectives (obtain
a decomposition of interaction force for use in human-robot
co-manipulation with objects of significant size and mass,
two or more agents, and 6 DOFs) and the points in the
previous section yielded a few potential solutions. Among
those solutions, it was determined that a method herein re-
ferred to as the net force method had the best ratio of pros
to cons. The net force method decomposes the input forces
into perpendicular and parallel components to the net force.
The component perpendicular to the net force (f⊥) does not
contribute to the magnitude of the net force but does cause
a change in the direction of the net force of the object. The
component of fself that is parallel to the net force (f∥) either
opposes or contributes to the magnitude of acceleration in
the direction of the net force. Positive values of this force
indicate cooperation or active contribution to the current state
of acceleration. These components are pictured in Figure 1.
Understanding more about the forces in this decomposition
of interaction force, and how humans behave relative to these
forces, will be useful for human-robot (HR) co-manipulation
because it meets the physical plausibility constraints set forth
by Donner [17], provides a measure that is consistent in any
chosen frame, can be extended to six DOFs, allows for any
number of agents, and utilizes information that is reasonably
accessible to a self-contained robotic system via a force torque
sensor and an accelerometer at the grasp point(s) of a robot
or agent acting on a system.

The components of the net force method are calculated as
follows:

f⊥ =
fself · fnet
||fnet||

· fnet
||fnet||

− fself (1)

f∥ =
fself · fnet
||fnet||

· fnet
||fnet||

(2)

where fself is the measured force between the agent or
self and the system, fnet is the calculated net force via
acceleration or change in position, f∥ and f⊥ are the parallel
and perpendicular components of fself to the net force, · is
the dot product, and ||fnet|| is the 2-norm.

Since f∥ and f⊥ only depend on the direction of the net
force and fself for the agent of interest, it is completely
independent of the number of agents and does not depend
on prior knowledge of a desired path or locations of input
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wrenches. These measures can also be applied to six DOFs.
Thus, we can use f∥ and f⊥ as a consistent measure to inform
an agent about its state relative to the state of the group. This
method can also be extended to handle torque vectors, without
any alteration, with equivalents of f∥ and f⊥ to torsional
forces, and thus τ∥ and τ⊥ can be calculated in the same
manner. Having obtained this consistent measure, it should
be possible to find patterns in the parallel and perpendicular
force that can be mapped to appropriate behaviors in robotic
control. In future work, modeling how humans respond to
changes in f∥ and f⊥ over time will be instructive on how
to provide active and intuitive assistance via a robot partner.
This base level of control would be most helpful as a lower-
level controller before we seek to add higher-level controls
involving path planning and obstacle avoidance.

III. NET FORCE DECOMPOSITION FROM
CO-MANIPULATION DATA

In an effort to obtain a sense of what this decomposition
might look like in real-world scenarios and determine if it
is a useful decomposition, we explored five cases of interest
using data from the following three studies. First, a HH study
with an assigned human leader and human follower role will
be referred to as the leader-follower study (LF) [32]. Next, a
human-robot (HR) study exploring different control methods
on the translation vs. rotation problem between a robot and a
human will be referred to as the HR study [16]. In this HR
study, it was noted that people still preferred to work with
other people. For this reason, we highlight notable differences
between HH and HR behaviors that may help explain that
sentiment. Finally, a HH study where both human participants
were given knowledge of the goal will be referred to as leader-
leader (LL) [21]. Each of these studies is described in greater
detail in Appendix A. Since we explore f∥ and f⊥ in real
data with non-negligible noise, specific ranges of interest were
chosen to be a representative sample. These ranges are divided
into five categories, three of which consist of narrow ranges of
± 5 degrees of directly aligned, orthogonal, and anti-aligned
or antagonistic to the net force. These adjectives do not refer to
direct interaction between agents but to comparisons with the
direction of the net force. The areas between these categories
are also considered and referred to as acute and obtuse with
respect to the net force. Each of these five categories and their
ranges are shown in Figure 2a with angles as measured by the
reference frame for θ. By considering the planar forces and
finding the relative difference in angle from Fself and Fnet to
the x-axis of the object, we can produce a density plot showing
an approximate distribution of the angle θ between Fself and
Fnet for all trials, as shown in Figure 2b. It is of interest
to note that for both the LL and LF studies the histograms
are quite similar to each other relative to the HR study. This
suggests that there is more in common between the two HH
studies, with dissimilar tasks, than between the similar LF and
HR studies.

We hypothesize that due to the significant mass (e.g. 20-
30 kg) of the co-manipulated object used in these studies,
participants will have time to actively assist in accelerating

TABLE I
AVERAGE MAGNITUDES OF ACCELERATION ACROSS THE FIVE CASES OF

INTEREST.

LL m
s2

LF m
s2

HR m
s2

Aligned 0.989 0.533 3.760
Acute 0.845 0.429 2.624
Orthogonal 0.716 0.292 1.053
Obtuse 0.685 0.258 0.862
Antagonistic 0.685 0.244 0.764

TABLE II
AVERAGE SIGNED MAGNITUDES OF ACCELERATION ACROSS THE FIVE

CASES OF INTEREST. (+) IS INCREASING THE MAGNITUDE OF VELOCITY
AND (-) IS DECREASING THE MAGNITUDE OF VELOCITY

Aligned Acute Orthogonal Obtuse Antagonistic

LL m
s2

0.010 -0.006 -0.008 -0.006 -0.002
LF m

s2
0.370 0.121 -0.341 -0.460 -0.414

HR m
s2

-4.252 -0.427 1.139 1.315 1.342

the object, rather than assume roles to start and stop the object
as found by Reed et al. [31]. This hypothesis is supported by
the data in Table I, where we observe that in every study
(e.g. LL, LF, HR) there is a general trend of decreasing
acceleration as we move from the alignment range where fself
is within ±5 degrees of the net force, to the antagonistic range
where fself is 180 ±5 degrees of the net force. Averages are
calculated using all data that lies within each category across
each study. Note that the large differences in magnitudes of
average acceleration between studies are likely due to the
length of the task and noise inherent within each study.

Further insights can be gained if we consider whether the
magnitudes of acceleration within each category, defined in
Figure 2a, on average increase or decrease the magnitude of
velocity. Positive values within a category would indicate that
the range is typically used for increasing the average speed,
and negative values would indicate that the range(s) are being
used, on average, to come to a stop. Values near zero will
tell us that the roles in increasing and decreasing velocity
within the range(s) are balanced. We hypothesize that better
communication will tend towards a greater balance because
both participants will contribute more actively to both starting
and stopping. Inspecting Table II, we see, as expected, that the
LL study (which we can assume to have ideal communication
because both participants were given the same known goal)
has the most balanced results in each category, followed by
the LF study, then the HR study. A closer inspection of Table
II shows an interesting change in sign between the HH studies
and the HR study. Note that within the aligned and antagonistic
ranges, the signed average accelerations in the HR study have
the opposite sign of those in the HH studies. This indicates
a fundamental difference in behavior between current robot
algorithms and humans. This change in sign indicates that
when the leader or group is increasing the velocity of the table,
human participants tend to be helpful and align their forces
with the net force. This behavior reverses when the group
is slowing down or coming to a stop and human followers
tend towards the antagonistic range. The robots in Mielke
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(a) Categories of Interest

0
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270
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0.5

LL LF HR

(b) Circular density plot
Fig. 2. (a) Ranges of angles, θ, between Fnet and Fself . Ranges are chosen for the categories of interest. Aligned orthogonal and antagonistic ranges are
each within ± 5 degrees of 0, ±90, and 180 degrees respectively, while acute and obtuse ranges cover the remaining area. (b) Density plot showing the
relative frequency of angles θ between Fself and Fnet across each study by 5-degree increments.

Fig. 3. A comparison of HH and HR behaviors during increasing and
decreasing velocity periods. Note: human followers tend to align their forces
when the speed of the system is increasing while robots are antagonistic. The
opposite behaviors are also observed when the system is slowing down during
which humans become antagonistic while robots are aligned.

et al. study [16] exhibit the opposite trends in behavior -
helpful when coming to a stop and tending to the antagonistic
range when speeding up. This idea is demonstrated in Figure
3, which shows hypothetical cases demonstrating the ideas
found in Table II. The following subsections explore the five
categories, aligned, acute, orthogonal, obtuse, and antagonistic,
in detail and compare hypothesized results to actual results.

TABLE III
PERCENTAGE TIME SPENT IN THE FIVE CATEGORIES OF INTEREST OF fself
WITH RESPECT TO THE NET FORCE. PERCENTAGES ARE CALCULATED BY

DIVIDING THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DATA POINTS REPORTED BY THE
NUMBER OF DATA POINTS THAT FALL WITHIN EACH CATEGORY.

Aligned Acute Orthogonal Obtuse Antagonistic

LL 5.8% 62.0% 4.5% 26.2% 1.45%
LF 6.1% 63.9% 4.1% 24.6% 1.37%
HR 10.9% 70.9% 2.8% 14.6% 0.78%

Fig. 4. Alignment range occurs when the agent force and the net force are
within 5 degrees

A. Measured Force and Net Force are Aligned

In the aligned case, f⊥ is small relative to fself , and f∥ is
a positive vector that is nearly equal in magnitude to fself .
It can be said that the participant is in agreement with the
current direction of acceleration. However, it may not be said
that they are in perfect balance because their magnitudes are
not necessarily equal, as shown in Figure 4. In this example,
f∥ contains all of the agent’s force and the perpendicular
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Fig. 5. Acute angles with respect to the net force.

component is zero. In terms of the highest efficiency, this
is the ideal scenario. For our real-world analysis, we defined
this scenario to occur when the force of the agent of interest
is within ± 5 degrees of the net force. This situation occurs
about 5.8% of the time in the LL study, 6.1% of the time
in the LF study, and 10.8% of the time in the HR study
(see Table III) where percentages of time are calculated by
dividing the number of data points within a category by
the total number across each study. This is possible because
data was collected at a constant rate within each study. It is
surprising to note that the smallest percentage of time spent
in this state of aligned forces occurs in the LL study where
both participants know the goal and should have the highest
levels of cooperation. This suggests that people may prefer a
state other than that of the highest efficiency. It is suspected
that people are instead optimizing for comfort. This idea is
discussed further in Section IV on tension versus compression.

B. Measured Force and Net Force are Acute

In the acute ranges of angles, f∥ is a positive vector
contributing to the magnitude of acceleration, and f⊥ is a
positive vector working to redirect, rotate, or stabilize as
shown in Figure 5. Under the hypothesis that people aim
to minimize effort and maximize efficiency and given the
inherent imprecision of HH teams, we would predict that a
majority, or at least a significant amount, of time would be
spent in the acute ranges, specifically within ± 90 degrees of
the net force and outside of the aligned range. These ranges
occur 70.2% of the time in the LL study, 72.1% of the time in
the LF study, and 83.2% of the time in the HR study (see table
III). The LL study had the smallest percentage of time spent
in this state, further supporting the notion that people prefer
a state other than one that maximizes efficiency or minimizes
effort. However, a large majority of time was spent in this
state, regardless of the study. This implies that while it may
not be the preferred state, it is probably not an undesirable or
uncomfortable state.

Fig. 6. When fself is orthogonal to the net force.

Fig. 7. When fself of the agents is obtuse relative to the net force.

C. Measured Force is Orthogonal to the Net Force

In this case, f⊥ is reaching its max and f∥ is small relative
to f⊥ as shown in Figure 6. This is an interesting case
where the agent is acting at 90 degrees to the net force. This
perpendicular force does not contribute to the magnitude of
acceleration but does contribute to the direction of the net
force.

The data for this scenario was assigned when the agent’s
force is ± 5 degrees of the orthogonal to the net force, which
occurs around 4.5% of the time in the LL study, 4.1% of
the time in the LF study, and 2.8% of the time in the HR
study (see Table III). Here, we begin to see the trend reverse;
the LL study spent more time in this state than the other
studies. Our hypothesis for this trend is that participants take
on differing roles and are not always trying to contribute to
the acceleration of the table but may be filling some other
role, such as redirecting the table or allowing for a natural
side-to-side swing caused by walking.

D. Measured Force is Obtuse to the Net Force

In the obtuse angle ranges, f⊥ decreases, and f∥ becomes
more negative as the angle between fself and the net force
increases. This is demonstrated in Figure 7. Again, based on
hypotheses in the literature that people are optimizing for
minimal effort and highest efficiency, we would predict that
the time spent in this region would be minimal for any given
HH co-manipulation because by operating in these ranges
participants begin to directly oppose the acceleration of the
system. However, forces that are obtuse with respect to the
net force occur 29.8% of the time in the LL study, 27.9%
of the time in the LF study, and only 16.8% of the time in
the HR study (see Table III). Contrary to expectations, the LL
study spends more time in these ranges than other studies. This
further supports the idea that participants are not aiming for
minimal effort or highest efficiency, but that they have some
other preferred state or hierarchy of objectives.
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Fig. 8. Antagonistic case, where the measured force is anti-aligned with the
net force, not necessarily other agents.

E. Measured Force is Antagonistic to the Net Force

Finally, the antagonist range is where all, or nearly all,
of fself is acting against the net force as shown in Figure
8. In this condition, the agent force is 180 degrees, ± 5
degrees, from the net force and in direct opposition to the
acceleration of the system. This is the worst-case scenario
from the perspective of efficiency and cooperation. Under the
same hypothesis as before, we would predict this case to occur
rarely. This case occurs 1.45% of the time in the LL study,
1.37% of the time in the HR study, and 0.78% of the time in
the HR study, as summarized in Table III. While this range
is infrequent, it is surprisingly consistent across HH studies
and remarkably low in the HR study. The fact that the HR
study was in the antagonist and obtuse ranges for the least
amount of time indicates that it was more efficient than the
HH studies. Again we see that our ideal case with the LL
study spent the most time in this range. This again raises the
question: What do people prefer? It seems unlikely that the
antagonistic range is the preferred state as it happens so much
less frequently than either the aligned or orthogonal states.

Our new decomposition provides a consistent measure that
allows for n agents, 4 DOFs, and independence of the choice
of reference frame. It also captures significant differences
between HH trials and current HR trials. Evidence for these
differences can be seen when comparing f∥ and f⊥ forces
across each of the three studies. By creating a histogram of the
magnitudes of each of these forces it can be clearly observed
in Figures 9, and 10 that the HR study has a heavy-tailed
skew towards greater magnitudes of both f∥ and f⊥ forces.
This provides a starting place to look for key differences when
attempting to improve HR co-manipulation. In addition to
this, the remarkable similarity between HH trials suggests a
consistent pattern or method that participants are using, which
may be exploited to produce better HR performance. Finally,
note the large peak at zero in the LF study. This peak suggests
that in the LF scenario, the follower defaults to doing nothing,
applying very little if any force to the system, while being very
similar to the LL study the rest of the time.

IV. TENSION VS COMPRESSION

Having disabused the hypothesis that participants default to,
or strive for, the most efficient and minimal effort states from
the perspective of wasted force, we propose a new hypothesis:
participants prefer to keep the system in tension. Putting the
table in a state of tension could serve two purposes. First,
it puts more space between the participants and the table
itself, which reduces the chances of colliding with the table
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Fig. 9. Histogram showing the frequency and magnitude of f∥ for each study.
Not all data is shown due to a large range of outliers.
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Fig. 10. Histogram showing the frequency and magnitude of f⊥ for each
study. Not all data is shown due to a large range of outliers.

and allows participants more time to react when the table is
pushed towards them. To help test this hypothesis, a consistent
measure of tension and compression was developed that meets
our requirements. Given the vector location of fself relative
to the center of mass, tension and compression force can be
calculated via the following equation:
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Fig. 11. Free body diagram for the calculation of tension and compression.

∣∣∣∣fmin · Pmin

||Pmin||

∣∣∣∣ ( f0 · P0

||f0 · P0||
+

(fnet − F0) · Pnet

||(fnet − f0) · Pnet||

)
÷ 2 (3)

Where f0 = fself is the force measured at the input position
of the agent of interest and fnet is the net force or force
accelerating the system. The midpoint is the center of the
line segment connecting the location of the center of mass
and the location of fself . P0 is a position vector from the
midpoint to the position of fself , and Pnet is a position
vector from the midpoint to the center of mass. fmin is the
vector with the smallest magnitude between fself and fnet,
and Pmin is the position of the smaller of the two forces
F0 and fnet. Positions are measured from the midpoint of
the two input vectors as pictured in Figure 11. Positive values
indicate tension and negative values indicate compression. The
value itself indicates the magnitude of tension or compression
between the agent and the other forces acting at the center of
mass of the system. This measure was applied to the following
three studies: [16], [21], [32]. We again observe the tendency
towards doing nothing in the LF study, present as a sharp
peak about zero as can be observed in Figure 12. The LF
study also contains a small bulge on the compression side of
the histogram which is likely caused by not knowing exactly
when to start and stop.

The idea that tension might be a preferred or default state for
participants in co-manipulation tasks, explored herein, is well
supported. We offer the following three reasons. First, signifi-
cantly more time is spent in tension than in either compression
or cooperation as reported in Table IV. Second, the LL study
spent more time in this state than any other study, see Table
IV. The shared knowledge of the goal enabled the LL study to
spend less time and effort communicating the goal haptically
and more time in preferred states. Third, the histograms from
all three studies have very similar distributions on the tension
side, as can be seen in Figure 12, suggesting that when a
human is involved in co-manipulation, whether with a robot
or another human, they tend to exhibit the same tensioning
behaviors.

A common point of confusion is how tension can be the
preferred state when so little time is spent in the antagonistic
range. This is because the antagonistic range is defined here

TABLE IV
TIME SPENT IN TENSION, COMPRESSION, AND COOPERATION FOR THREE
SEPARATE STUDIES. PERCENTAGES ARE CALCULATED BY DIVIDING THE

NUMBER OF MEASURES IN EACH STATE BY THE TOTAL NUMBER OF
MEASURES REPORTED IN EACH STUDY. MEASURES WERE COLLECTED AT

200hz

Tension Compression Cooperation

LL 72.4% 10.1% 17.5%
LF 67.6% 24.6% 7.8%
HR 63.9% 15.5% 20.6%

with respect to the net force, not the other participant(s). This
means that fself can be in any of the five ranges relative to the
net force while the object is in a state of tension. This improved
understanding of tension as a desired or default state will be
useful when designing a control method for co-manipulation;
we can now plan to leave some amount of tension without
interpreting it as a signal to move. Additionally, actively
maintaining the right amount of tension seems likely to help
improve the human-robot co-manipulation experience, making
robots more comfortable to work with.

40 20 0 20 40
Tension(+) Compression(-) in (N)

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06
De

ns
ity

LL
LF
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Fig. 12. Histograms of tension and compression for each of the three studies.
Not all data is shown due to a large range of outliers.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes the “net force method”, to decompose
interaction force. This method is independent of the number of
agents and their locations and input wrenches, extends to four
DOFs, can be obtained by a self-contained robotic system,
is invariant with respect to a chosen frame of reference, and
can be used for objects of significant mass. The net force
method accomplishes this by decomposing a measured (fself )
force into two components that are parallel and perpendicular
to the net force (f∥ and f⊥). This provides a consistent way
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of ascertaining the state of an agent relative to the state of
the group. Viewing co-manipulation data from the perspective
of the angle between fself and the net force, and from the
perspective of the f∥ and f⊥ components produced by the
net force method, provides key insights into human behaviors
and how they differ from current state of the art human-
robot co-manipulation methods. Future work should include
a more sophisticated gravity compensation method to extend
the measure to a complete six DOFs. Further work should also
be done to develop a mapping from f∥ and f⊥ measures to
specific actions or behaviors for use in robotic control. This
base-level behavior will be highly beneficial to accomplish
before seeking to implement higher-level control such as path
planning and obstacle avoidance.
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APPENDIX A
H-H AND H-R EXPERIMENT DESCRIPTIONS

A. Human-human Co-manipulation Study on Visual Input

The data from [32] was collected from 21 human-human
(HH) dyads consisting of 26 males and 16 females. In each
dyad, one participant was randomly selected to be the leader
and was given the instructions for each task. The other
was designated as a follower, who was not given any task-
related instructions and was also given a blindfold to be used
randomly on half of the tasks throughout the experiment. Each
dyad completed six tasks, as shown in Figure 13, a total of six
times each. Data was collected by the object shown in Figure
14. An IR motion capture system tracked the object and arm
positions of the dyad and forces were tracked via a pair of
force/torque sensors on the leader side. All other measures
were calculated from position, time, and force data. A brief
video of the study is available at https://youtu.be/i-s1pIs17oY.

B. Human-Robot Co-Manipulation Study on Control Methods

Mielke et al. conducted a follow-up study with a human-
robot dyad, as shown in Figure 15 (see [16]). This study
included a set of 16 human participants performing a set

Fig. 13. Tasks performed by participants in Mielke et al.’s [32] study.
Starting positions (top) and ending positions (bottom), figures are used with
permission.

Fig. 14. Setup used in Mielke et al.’s extended co-manipulation experiment,
image used with permission. [32].

of two tasks with a robot partner. These tasks consisted of
a translation or rotation, as shown in Figure 16, and were
completed eight times with two different control algorithms.
These tasks were performed to test a solution to the trans-
lation vs rotation problem, described by Mielke as follows:
“When an extended object is included in co-manipulation
tasks, forces applied in a lateral direction could indicate either
intent to translate laterally, or intent to rotate the object in
the plane” [16]. A brief video of the study is available at
https://youtu.be/QQKpT1ORxkw.

C. Human-Human Co-Manipulation Study on Modus

Freeman [21] conducted an experiment to determine if the
intent or desired modus, such as trying to move cautiously,
quickly, or smoothly could be determined from haptic in-
formation. In other words, given haptic information, could a
robot determine if its human partner wanted to move quickly,
smoothly, etc? Freeman’s data was collected from 19 male
dyads and 11 female dyads who were directed through a series
of five obstacles, shown in Figure 18, carrying an object,

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5863953/
http://www.roboticsproceedings.org/rss13/p47.pdf
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/795796/
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.10851
https://youtu.be/i-s1pIs17oY
https://youtu.be/QQKpT1ORxkw
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Fig. 15. Setup used in Mielke et al.’s human-robot experiment in an extended
co-manipulation experiment, image used with permission [16].

Fig. 16. Tasks performed by participants in Mielke et al.’s human-robot study.
Where H stands for human, R stands for robot, and the dotted arrows refer
to the translation vs rotation problem [16]. Figure used with permission.

see Figure 17 with force/torque sensors on both ends. In a
randomized order, dyads were given six different modi (i.e.
quickly, smoothly, obstacle avoidance, no talking, no context,
and tutorial), defined using realistic scenarios to motivate the
dyads to behave accordingly. A brief video of the study is
available https://youtu.be/eg2mf6LeDlo.

Fig. 17. Setup used in Freeman’s extended co-manipulation experiment,
image used with permission. [21]

Fig. 18. Tasks performed in Freeman’s extended co-manipulation experiment,
figure used with permission. [21]

https://youtu.be/eg2mf6LeDlo
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