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Abstract— In this paper, an experimental testbed and associated psychophysical paradigm are presented for understanding
how people discriminate torsional stiffness using wrist rotation
about their forearm. Featured in the testbed are two 1-DoF
rotary kinesthetic haptic devices. An adaptive staircase was
used to evaluate JNDs for a stiffness discrimination task where
participants explored virtual torsion springs by rotating their
forearms. The JNDs were evaluated across seven different
conditions, under four different exploration modes: bimanual,
unimanual, bimanual feedback for unimanual displacement,
and unimanual feedback for bimanual displacement. The
discrimination results will inform future investigation into
understanding how stiffness percepts vary.

I. INTRODUCTION
Humans use a variety of exploration strategies to determine the physical and mechanical properties of objects like
their shape, size, stiffness, and weight [1]–[4]. Depending
on the task requirements, we may employ unimanual or
bimanual strategies to evaluate the same parameters. For
example, we can estimate an object’s stiffness by compressing it with one hand against a hard surface like a table, or
by compressing the same object between both hands. With
bimanual exploration, additional consideration must be given
as to whether one or both hands actively explore the object.
Even in the simple stiffness identification task described
above, there are at least five different modes of exploration,
resulting in five different inputs to the sensory system for the
same parameters needed for percept development. From prior
investigations of unimanual curvature and length discrimination, it has been demonstrated that perception may depend on
the hand performing the exploration [5], [6]. Several studies
have also shown non-dominant hands to be more sensitive to
proprioceptive and cutaneous haptic cues [7], [8]. Similarly,
bimanual and unimanual exploration modes have also been
shown to result in significant perceptual differences [9], [10].
Therefore, depending on the sensory inputs, we expect the
perception to change.
At present, there is a lack of consensus in the literature on
the differences between unimanual and bimanual perception.
There is evidence to suggest that bimanual percepts are
superior to unimanual percepts due to an optimal integration
of information from both limbs [11]. Likewise, there is competing evidence to suggest that bimanual percepts are formed
by selecting information from one limb while neglecting
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Fig. 1.
Experimental setup for bimanual stiffness exploration. The left
hand setup is identical to the right hand setup.

information from the other [5]. Additionally, for tasks like
stiffness perception, understanding how sensory information
is processed will entail an investigation that goes beyond
treating the two hands as individual subsystems, but rather
treating each haptic sensory input as a separate variable.
It is with these considerations in mind that we introduce
an experimental testbed and an associated psychophysical
paradigm that aim to understand the manner in which
stiffness percepts vary 1) between unimanual and bimanual
exploration, and 2) when each of the four constituent sensory
inputs – displacements or torque feedback from each hand
– are selectively removed. In the following sections, we describe the experimental testbed and psychophysical paradigm
as well as results from a pilot experiment in which they were
employed.
II. METHODS
We recruited n = 3 individuals (3 male, age = 23 ± 2
years) to distinguish virtual torsional springs with different
spring constants. The participants were compensated at a rate
of $10/hour. All participants were consented according to a
protocol approved by the Johns Hopkins School of Medicine
Institutional Review Board (Study# IRB00148746).
A. Apparatus
Our experimental apparatus consists of two identical custom 1-DoF rotary kinesthetic haptic devices. Each device
features a Maxon RE50 motor (200 W) equipped with a 3channel 500 CPT encoder. The motors are driven by a
Quansar AMPAQ-L4 linear current amplifier and can achieve
a maximum peak torque of 467 mNm. Control is provided
through a Quanser QPIDe data acquisition card with a

MATLAB/Simulink and QUARC interface run at a frequency
of 1 kHz.
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B. Procedure
In this study, participants explored virtual springs by rotating their wrists about their forearms in an two-interval twoalternative forced-choice (2I-2AFC) stiffness discrimination
task. The Just Noticeable Difference (JND) of torsional stiffness was determined using the adaptive staircase algorithm
described below.
Participants interacted with the setup through custom 3Dprinted hand fixtures enabling coaxial rotation of their
wrist(s) with the motor shaft. Elbow support and a heightadjustable chair were used to ensure the participant’s elbows
were kept as close to 90 degrees as possible with minimal
radial and ulnar deviation. The orientation of the participant’s
wrists at the beginning of each trial is shown in Fig. 1.
This position is henceforth referred to as the neutral position.
Participants pronated their wrists within their range of motion
and returned to neutral position without repeated exploration
of the same stiffness.
For each trial, a pair of virtual springs – test and reference
– were presented sequentially in a random order. Identical
audio cues were provided to the participant and the experimenter using separate pairs of noise-cancelling headphones,
and notified the participants if they were exploring the first or
second spring. Participants were instructed to respond with
their choice of which spring felt stiffer for each trial. A
single reference spring was used with a spring constant of 1.5
mNm/deg for the entire experiment. The spring constant for
the test spring was determined by the staircase algorithm.
Once a participant’s response was recorded, the stiffness
of the next test spring was scaled. This stiffness scaling
was adjusted based on a 1-up-3-down transformed weighted
staircase algorithm [12]. Each staircase started with the
scaling factor of the test spring at 150% of the reference
spring, and with upward steps of 10% and downward steps
of 7.32%. After two reversals, the upward steps changed
to 5% and the downward steps changed to 3.66%. Consequentially, the proportion-correct target of the algorithm was
83.15%. The staircase terminated after ten reversals, and the
discrimination JND was obtained by averaging the stiffness
values of the last eight reversals. An example of this adaptive
staircase algorithm for a given condition is shown in Fig. 2.
Participants were instructed to direct their visual focus
away from the setup while exploring the springs. During
exploration, the reaction torque rendered by the motors was
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C. Conditions
The experiment consisted of seven conditions representing
the four major modes of exploration described in Table I.
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Fig. 2. Adaptive staircase from representative participant for determining
estimate of stiffness discrimination threshold. Trial markers with blue
diamonds indicate reversals. Labeled JND is from this specific staircase.
TABLE I
PRESENTATION TYPES AND SIDE VARIANTS
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where τL and τR are the torques generated on the left and
right wrists, s is the scaling factor of the spring, κ is the
stiffness of the reference spring, and θL and θR are the
angular displacements of the left and right wrists. For the
reference spring s = 1, whereas for the test spring s ≥ 1.
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In Condition 1, participants performed bimanual exploration with both wrists. The rendering of Eqn. 1 determined the reaction torques imparted on the exploring
wrists.
In Condition 2L, participants performed unimaual exploration with their left wrist. The other end of the
virtual spring was rendered as a grounded end.
Condition 2R is the right-wrist version of 2L.
In Condition 3L, participants performed bimanual exploration keeping their left wrist in the neutral position
while exploring the spring with their right wrist. Any
displacement from the left wrist was not included in
stiffness rendering.
Condition 3R is the right-wrist version of 3L.
In Condition 4L, participants performed bimanual ex-

ploration with both wrists, but the virtual spring’s
reaction torque was not displayed to the left wrist.
• Condition 4R is the right-wrist version of 4L.
Each participant completed one staircase for each of the
seven conditions with the presentation of the four modes of
exploration randomized. For Conditions 2-4, the presentation
of the left and right variants were randomized as well. A
five-minute break was provided after each condition and
participants took an average of 105 minutes to finish the entire experiment. After the experiment, participants answered
questions from the Edinburgh Handiness Survey.

on stiffness discrimination within a single testing session.
These preliminary observations motivate further investigation
with sufficient statistical power. An improved understanding
of stiffness perception can motivate the design of haptic
interfaces that consider fully the manner in which haptic
exploration affects our perception.
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III. RESULTS & DISCUSSION
All participants in the experiment were right-hand dominant.
The preliminary experiment helped demonstrate the feasibility of performing an entire protocol in a single session
with an average time of 105 minutes, thereby avoiding
possible confounds from a multi-day study. The JND values
for all seven conditions from the three participants are shown
in Table II. All JND values were found to be within expected
ranges based on values reported in the literature [3], [13].
Given the low sample size of the preliminary experiment, no
statistical analyses were performed. However, we noticed an
interesting observation where all three participants discriminated better when either wrist was held stationary compared
to when torque feedback was not provided to that same wrist
(Conditions 3 versus 4). While we realize that the sample is
too small to form any conclusions, these observations and
the potential of stationary positioning being more important
for constructing stiffness percepts warrant a full-scale study,
with a large enough sample size to allow for meaningful
statistical analyses.
IV. CONCLUSION
To address the gap in research on the formation of stiffness
perception from the wrists, we introduced an experimental
setup and protocol to examine perception as a function of
hand dominance and information presentation. Our findings highlight the potential of this setup to investigate the
impact of both unimanual and bimanual modes of exploration, as well as the utility of constituent sensory inputs,
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