arXiv:2602.03350v1 [cs.RO] 3 Feb 2026

Manipulation via Force Distribution at Contact

Haegu Lee, Yitaek Kim, Casper Hewson Rask, and Christoffer Sloth

Abstract— Efficient and robust trajectories play a crucial role
in contact-rich manipulation, which demands accurate mod-
eling of object-robot interactions. Many existing approaches
rely on point contact models due to their computational effi-
ciency. Simple contact models are computationally efficient but
inherently limited for achieving human-like, contact-rich ma-
nipulation, as they fail to capture key frictional dynamics and
torque generation observed in human manipulation. This study
introduces a Force-Distributed Line Contact (FDLC) model in
contact-rich manipulation and compares it against conventional
point contact models. A bi-level optimization framework is
constructed, in which the lower-level solves an optimization
problem for contact force computation, and the upper-level
optimization applies iLQR for trajectory optimization. Through
this framework, the limitations of point contact are demon-
strated, and the benefits of the FDLC in generating efficient
and robust trajectories are established. The effectiveness of
the proposed approach is validated by a box rotating task,
demonstrating that FDLC enables trajectories generated via
non-uniform force distributions along the contact line, while
requiring lower control effort and less motion of the robot.

I. INTRODUCTION

Handling contact is crucial for solving contact-rich ma-
nipulation tasks, which are becoming increasingly important
with rising demand for complex automation. Model-based
methods have shown the capability to generate reliable mo-
tions for contact-rich manipulation [1], [2], [3]. This progress
has largely been achieved by relaxing contact models, both
in locomotion and manipulation tasks [4], [5], enabling the
generation of feasible trajectories even with complex hard-
ware such as dexterous robotic hands [6]. Recent advances
in Reinforcement Learning (RL) have enabled demonstration
of complex dexterous manipulation, such as pen spinning [7]
and cube rotation [8].

The importance of generating high-quality trajectories is
further emphasized as they can be used as warm start
for RL [9] or as reference trajectories for model-based
control method [10]. Although relaxation of contact models
enabled a shift from discrete methods such as Mixed-Integer
Quadratic Programming (MIQP) to gradient-based methods
such as Model Predictive Control (MPC) and Iterative Linear
Quadratic Regulator (iLQR), many approaches treat contact
as a point contact. While point contact models may be suffi-
cient for legged robots with point feet [11], it fails to provide
a physically accurate representation for tasks that require
precise manipulation when the robot establishes more than
a point contact. Moreover, contact-rich manipulation often
relies on tactile sensors, which inherently exhibit compliance
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Fig. 1: Overview of the proposed framework combining iLQR,
optimization-based dynamics with the Force-Distributed Line Con-
tact (FDLC) model. Changes in force distribution at contact is
shown

as they are frequently fabricated from soft materials such
as gels [12], [13]. This means that, in practice, the contact
between a robot and its environments is more likely to be
line or patch contact rather a single point contact. To achieve
human-level dexterity in manipulation task, it is essential to
recognize the limitations of point contact model and explore
alternative formulations.

Building on the idea of manipulation via force distribution
at contact, we compare a conventional point contact model
with a Force-Distributed Line Contact (FDLC) model. The
FDLC is designed to mimic soft-surface interactions by
distributing force along a contact line rather than concen-
trating it at a single point. To evaluate both contact models,
we utilize optimization-based dynamics and iLQR with in
a bi-level optimization framework from [14] to generate
trajectories. Metrics, such as control effort, continuous force,
goal tracking error and travel distance are introduced to
compare the resulting trajectories. We assume that the surface
of manipulated objects are planar. The overall framework and
evaluation setup are shown in Fig. 1

A. Contributions

The main contributions of this work are summarized as
follows:

e« FDLC formulation: We demonstrate the Force-
Distributed Line Contact (FDLC) model for contact-
rich manipulation, achieving lower control effort and
indicating improved robustness to slip and geometry er-
ror in trajectory generation through iLQR optimization
compared to point contact.
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« Simulation validation: Demonstration of the enhanced
torque application of the FDLC model through a com-
parative simulation analysis.

o Experimental validation: Proposed method was vali-
dated through experiments on real robotics setup, using
trajectories generated by the framework.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II presents
related work to our research and Section III introduces the
components and overall structure of the proposed method.
In Section IV and V, the proposed method is verified with
a simulation and real robotic setup. Finally, Section VI
concludes the paper and discusses future work.

II. RELATED WORK

Contact-rich manipulation requires quality reference tra-
jectories to feed into offline controllers. Several studies have
focused on getting trajectories that are specifically suitable
for contact-rich manipulation [15], [16], [17]. In many cases,
interaction between the robot and objects is often modeled as
point contact because of its computational efficiency. Such
models are widely used in locomotion and simple non-
prehensile tasks where torque generation can be neglected
[18], [19]. In other cases, line contact is employed during
the trajectory optimization to account for the geometry of
the robot, but it is simplified into evenly distributed points
with identical forces [2].

Recent studies have proposed more explicit ways to
present the line and patch contact to overcome the limitation
of point contact. In the context of dynamical simulation, the
Equivalent Contact Point (ECP) method has been introduced
to parametrize the distributed forces and moments over a
contact patch by a single representative point [20]. Extended
from this work, [21] utilizes the ECP method to model
patch contacts and embed non-differentiable signed distance
functions (SDF) into a complementarity Lagrangian System
(CLS) to directly provide solutions to non-smooth rigid-body
dynamics within optimal control problems. However, neither
method has yet been extended to trajectory optimization
problems with contact. The Pressure Field Contact (PFC)
was proposed to incorporate contact with deformation and
thereby predict contact surface, pressure distribution and net
contact wrench [22], [23]. Although contact-implicit trajec-
tory optimization can be formulated using PFC and iLQR
[24], its computation time is prohibitively slow for practical
use, primarily due to the expensive gradient evaluations of
hydroelastic contact in contact-rich environments.

Improvements in tactile sensors and other compliant inter-
faces makes line or patch contact a more realistic assumption
than point contact from a practical point of view [25], [26].
Despite these advances, there are only a few studies that
address line and patch contact modeling within trajectory
optimization in a simple yet efficient manner. Our method
employs the FDLC model that captures force distribution
along a contact line. This approach enables the generation
of efficient trajectories while preserving the advantages of
the line contact model.

III. METHOD

In this section, we present our methodology for gener-
ating trajectories for contact-rich manipulation tasks within
a bi-level optimization framework. We consider both point
contact and the proposed Force-Distributed Line Contact
(FDLC) model. To address the limitation of the point contact
model in representing realistic force interactions, the FDLC
approximates line contact with two points connected by a
virtual spring and damper. This formulation allows the two
points to exert unequal forces, thereby representing the force
distribution along the line. As a result, the FDLC model can
represent torque generation through force distribution alone,
without shifting the contact location, thus enabling the gen-
eration of efficient trajectories for contact-rich manipulation.
The bi-level optimization approach from [14] is modified to
incorporate FDLC model. In the following, we describe the
point contact and FDLC models and provide a comparative
analysis of their performance in trajectory optimization.

A. Force-Distributed Line Contact Model

The point contact model represents the interaction between
the robot and the object as a single point of contact governed
by friction cone constraints. Unless explicitly modeled as a
soft finger, point contacts can exert forces but cannot directly
produce contact torque, limiting their ability to achieve
efficient rotational motion.
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Fig. 2: Illustration of the Force-Distributed Line Contact (FDLC)
model, approximated by two points connected by a virtual
spring—damper system, allowing for non-uniform force distribution.

In contrast, as illustrated in Fig. 2, the FDLC approximates
the line contact segment with two point contacts connected
by a virtual spring-damper system to represent a nonuniform
force distribution through the exerted forces. In this way,
the two points can exert independent forces, capturing the
compliance of the object or robot through the spring-damper
connection, while maintaining the alignment as a line.

The two points, p; and ps, are connected by a virtual
spring-damper element with stiffness k, damping ¢, and rest
length L, to model the interaction forces f1o and fo;:

r
r=p2 —P1, d:HI'H, nzaa (1)
fio = —k(d—L)n—c((p2 —p1) 'n)n, )
f21 = —f12. (3)

This virtual spring-damper formulation serves as the basis
for the FDLC model and is incorporated into the system
dynamics for the lower-level problem within the bi-level
optimization framework. Both point contact and FDLC are



fundamentally constrained by the friction between the robot
and the object. The contact forces are determined implicitly
by the lower level optimization, where each contact force
consists of normal and tangential components, expressed as
F; = [f!, fi]". The friction cone condition is given by

IFE < pafls Viec 4)

c_ A, point contact,
| B,C FDLC,

fir =0,
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where ||f}|| denotes the 2-norm of the tangential force at
each contact point ¢, and p; is the coefficient of friction.

The contact mode for FDLC can become overly compli-
cated when approximated by N, points. However, trajec-
tory optimization implicitly handles these complex contact
modes, allowing feasible mode transitions without explicit
definitions. In this paper, we restrict our study to the case
N, = 2, which is sufficient to capture the effect of force
distribution. In addition, sliding along the contact surface is
likely to occur simultaneously for the points, as they are
connected.

B. Bi-level Optimization for Trajectory generation

We employ a bi-level optimization framework where an
upper-level optimizer makes use of the solution and gradi-
ents obtained from a lower-level optimization problem. The
lower-level enforces the system dynamics with the chosen
contact model (point contact or FDLC), while the upper-
level trajectory optimization is carried out using the iLQR
algorithm, which defined as follows:

T-1
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(6)
S.t. Tt41 :f(xt,ut), t= 1,...,T’—17 (7)

where x; € R"™ is the state and u; € R™ is the control input,
¢ denotes the signed distance function, and ¢ is the time
index. The upper-level optimizer aims to minimize both the
terminal cost and the stage cost, each defined with quadratic
weight matrices () and R, respectively. The Signed Distance
Function (SDF) ¢(z;) is additionally introduced to penalize
the separation between the robot and the object, thereby
encouraging the robot to rotate the object while maintaining
sufficient contact forces. The parameter w > 0 is a coefficient
that modulates the relative influence of the distance cost with
respect to the other costs. The additional term ¢(x;) does not
necessarily contribute to achieving the final goal but rather
encourages the robot to remain close to the object throughout
the motion, which is often required in contact-rich and in-
hand manipulation tasks.

The discrete dynamics in (7) are defined implicitly by
a lower-level optimization-based dynamics problem formu-
lated as follows:

arg min
z€K, c(z;0,)=0

Tyy1 € 2°(0,) = 0(z;0,) €)

where z € R is the decision variable contains the next
state and variables that represent contact force, frictional
forces and slacks. # € R™ is problem data that contains
states, objectives, control input, etc. The objective function
is defined as ¢ : R*¥ x R™ — R. The equality constraints
are represented by ¢ : R*¥ x R™ and K represents cone
constraints, such as positive-orthant and second-order-cone
constraints. During rollouts, we evaluate (8) to obtain ;4 1;
the Jacobians A; = Owxyy1/0x; and By = 0Ox4i1/0uy
are computed by differentiating the lower-level optimality
conditions via the implicit-function theorem and are passed
to iLQR’s backward pass. We refer to [14], [27] for a more
detailed explanations.

In this bi-level optimization framework, the FDLC model
is incorporated into the lower-level residual, ensuring that
optimization solver accounts for the coupling effects intro-
duced by FDLC approximation. This allows the generation
of trajectories that reflects force distributions, providing a
basis for the comparative analysis presented in the following
section.

IV. SIMULATION

Point Contact Model FDLC Model

Fig. 3: Execution of trajectories generated by the point contact
model (left) and the FDLC model (right) in the box rotation task.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed FDLC model
for trajectory generation, the rotation of a box is simulated.
The task environment is designed to highlight the differences
between the point contact and FDLC models within a bi-
level optimization framework. Fig. 3 illustrates the execution
of trajectories generated with the point contact and the
FDLC model. The box is constrained to the plane with
its orientation defined along the z-axis. For simplicity, the
translational states of the box, x; and y;, are omitted, as the
task requires only rotational state 6,x. The robot is modeled
as a circular virtual pusher with position [z, Yp1].

Since the two points in FDLC can independently generate
forces, the orientation of the robot is implicitly captured.
While the virtual spring-damper connection might appear to
imply a rotational degree of freedom, such orientation is not
explicitly included in the model. Accordingly, the state and
control input vectors for the optimization problem are defined
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Fig. 4: Control input from generated trajectory for each 6gu. The row (a) shows the control input with point contact model, while the

row (b) shows the control input with FDLC model.
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where N, = 1 for the point contact model and N, = 2 for
the FDLC model. Rotational friction of the box is represented
by the translational friction force acting at its corners. To
ensure a fair comparison, the same set of physical param-
eters were used to simulate both contact models. Detailed
parameter values are provided in TABLE 1.

The task is to rotate the box from its initial orientation of
Bhox = 0 to target orientations of fgy € {10°,20°,30°,40°}
within a horizon of T" = 26. The controller parameters are set
with a time step h = 0.05s, using Q = diag(1,0.1,0.1) and
R = diag(1,0.1,0.1) for the point contact model, and @Q =
diag(1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1) and R = diag(1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1)
for the FDLC model. The initial control inputs are applied
only along the z-axis with the same magnitude. We then
conducted evaluations of both models.

TABLE I: Simulation system parameters.

Property Symbol  Value
Coefficient of friction (pusher—object) Ip 0.5
Coefficient of friction (object—surface) s 1.0
Mass of object, kg m 1
Object side length, m a 0.02
Line pusher width, m d 0.005

A. Control Effort and Travel Distance

The efficiency of the generated trajectory is evaluated
by measuring the accumulated control effort over the time
horizon, as well as travel distance [28], [29]. Since the
high-level optimization problem is formulated to minimize
control effort, this serves as an ideal metric to compare
the performance of different contact models. In contact-rich
manipulation, a lower control effort indicates that a task
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Fig. 5: Control effort comparison between the FDLC model and
the point contact model for different target angles.

40°

can be achieved with less force. Fig. 4 shows the control
input profiles for a trajectory corresponding to a target angle
64 € {10°,20°,30°,40°}. In Fig. 4(b), trajectories generated
with the FDLC model exhibit relatively high initial control
input but rapidly decrease as the box begins to rotate. In
contrast, as shown in Fig. 4(a), the point contact model
requires continuous inputs throughout the horizon due to
the need for sliding along the contact surface to generate
torque. This difference is shown in Fig. 5, which compares
the accumulated control effort between the FDLC model and
the point contact model.

The underlying reason for this difference is that the FDLC
can generate direct torque through force distribution along
the contact segment. On the other hand, point contact relies
on sliding to create an effective lever arm. Reduced control
effort not only emphasizes the efficiency in simulation but
also benefits for robotic systems.

Additionally, Fig. 7 shows the travel distance of the
robot when executing trajectories generated with the point
contact and FDLC models for different desired angles. In
all cases, the FDLC requires less travel distance than the



while the row (b) shows the control input with line contact model.

point contact model to rotate the box. The dots in the
figures indicate the moment when the box reaches the desired
angle 0. This demonstrates that the FDLC can manipulate
the object through force distribution rather than large end-
effector movements.
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Fig. 7: Travel distances of robot when executing trajectories gener-
ated using the point contact and FDLC model, with dots denoting
the moment when the object reaches desired angle 6.

B. Contact Forces and Robustness

Contact forces applied to the object during manipulation
are a critical factor for robustness. Fig. 8(b) shows that the
FDLC model generates continuous contact forces until the
object angle 6 reaches the desired angle 6. This is possible
because the FDLC model provides a slight geometric advan-
tage by enabling force distribution, unlike the point contact
model, which must slide along the contact surface to create
a lever arm for torque application.

The difference can be further explained from a force
distribution perspective. As the FDLC model consists of two
points that can generate unequal forces, force distribution that
can maintain torque is well captured. By contrast, a point
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Fig. 8: Desired box 64 and simulation box orientation when execut-
ing trajectories generated from the FDLC model (frprc) and point
contact model (Gpoint). (b) Contact force generated from executing
trajectories.

contact model suffers from contact mode changes, which
result in intermittent force profiles.

In many contact-rich manipulation tasks, achieving high-
precision control is challenging due to unavoidable slip
and model uncertainty. As illustrated in Fig. 8, trajectories
generated with the point contact model are more likely to
have abrupt changes in the contact states, making them
susceptible to unexpected slip. In contrast, the continuous
force generation in the FDLC model reduces these effects,
providing more robust motion against disturbances. From a
practical standpoint, this robustness also makes the FDLC
trajectories less sensitive to parameter errors and sensor
noise, which in turn improves the likelihood of successful
execution on real robotic systems.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

This section presents the experiments conducted to eval-
uate the proposed method and discusses the results. First,
we show the outcome of executing the trajectories generated
with the point contact and FDLC models. We then analyze
the force distribution by using a GelSight image to evaluate
the approximated FDLC.

A. Experiment Setup

A Universal Robots URS5e equipped with a single GelSight
sensor is used to observe the changes in the contact force dis-
tribution. We set up the experimental platform for validation,
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Fig. 9: Desired box 64 and measured yaw when executing trajec-
tories generated from the FDLC model (frpLc) and point contact
model (Opoint). (b) Mean yaw error and standard deviation over five
repetitions.

where the 3D-printed box is mounted on the table and can
rotate under external forces as shown in Fig. 1. In addition,
we attach four ArUco markers on the box and install a single
overhead camera that tracks them to provide the ground truth
for the pose of the box. The bi-level trajectory optimization
in (7) generates the reference trajectories with the point
contact and FDLC models, respectively. We then send the
reference trajectories to the robot in an open loop without
sensor feedback, using sensor measurements only to evaluate
the performance of the generated trajectories. An admittance
controller is used to track the force reference trajectories.
Lastly, we assess the performance of the reference trajec-
tories generated by each contact model based on the error
between the desired and current yaw angles.

B. Open-Loop Controller and Force Distribution

In this experiment, we show that the FDLC model rep-
resented by two points with a virtual spring-damper system
produces more effective trajectories than the point contact
model.

Fig. 9 (a) shows that neither trajectory reached the desired
angle 4, unlike in simulation, due to sim-to-real gap. How-
ever, Fig. 9 (b) demonstrates that fppc is closer to 6, than
Opoinc- The main reason for the poor performance of the point
contact model is that the robot equipped with GelSight was
oversimplified compared to its actual geometry. As a result,
it could not follow the force reference trajectory of the point
contact model. In contrast, the robot successfully followed
the reference trajectory from the FDLC model by adjusting
the force distribution at contact.

The GelSight image during execution, shown in Fig. 6 (b),
indicates that the contact area naturally shifts from the center
to the left. This shift reflects that the left approximated point
exerted a larger force than right point, which generates the
torque without sliding along the contact surface.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper introduces a Force-Distributed Line Contact
(FDLC) model for generating efficient and robust trajectories
in contact-rich manipulation. The FDLC model is approx-
imated by two points connected through a spring-damper

system, capturing changes in force distribution during ma-
nipulation. In the considered rotation of a box task, the
FDLC model produced more efficient and robust trajectories
compared to the point contact model, as it could generate
the required torque without switching contact modes. This
resulted in lower control effort, shorter travel distance and
continuous contact force generation, making the system more
robust against slip during the execution.

For future work, we plan to incorporate an online con-
troller to validate the effectiveness of high quality reference
trajectories generated with the FDLC model.
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