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Abstract: Underactuated, modular and compliant hands and grippers are interesting solutions in grasping
and manipulation tasks due to their robustness, versatility, and adaptability to uncertainties. However,
this type of robotic hand does not usually have enough dexterity in grasping. The implementation of
some specific features that can be represented as “embedded constraints” allows to reduce uncertainty
and to exploit the role of the environment during the grasp. An example that has these characteristics is
the Soft ScoopGripper a gripper that has a rigid flat surface in addition to a pair of modular fingers. In this
paper, we propose an upgraded version of the Soft ScoopGripper, developed starting from the limits
shown by the starting device. The new design exploits a modular structure to increase the adaptability
to the shape of the objects that have to be grasped. In the proposed device the embedded constraint is no
rigid neither unactuated and is composed of an alternation of rigid and soft modules, which increase
versatility. Moreover, the use of soft material such as thermoplastic polyurethane (TPU) reduces the
risk of damage to the object being grasped. In the paper, the main design choices have been exploited
and a finite element method (FEM) analysis through static simulation supports a characterization of the
proposed solution. A complete prototype and some preliminary tests have been presented.

Keywords: wearable robots; underactuated robots; robotic manipulation

1. Introduction

1.1. Robotic Hands

The ability of grasping and manipulating objects with robotic systems and devices in a safe
and robust way has been represented for at least three decades [1] as an important and challenging
research topic in robotics, especially when high performance is required and/or in uncertain and
unstructured environments, due to the complexity of grasping and manipulation tasks and device
limits [2]. Robotic grippers are composed of an assembly of rigid joints and links [3]. The actuators can
directly be applied to the links or the joints. Indeed, the actuators can be placed at the gripper base
using cables or tendon-like structures. Robotic grippers can use different types of sensors, such as
encoders, torque sensors, or accelerometers, to obtain information about position, velocity, and distance
from the object [4]. A robotic gripper is normally used to grasp object placed in a definite space;
research in this area of robotics led to the development of devices able to recognize targets as an
object, or an obstacle and create the best path planning strategy to complete assigned tasks [5–7].
Although several interesting solutions have been presented in the literature, the design and control
of robotic hands and grippers still represent an open and challenging problem, and several different
solutions have been proposed. Some implementations resemble an anthropomorphic structure [8,9]
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while other ones exploit underactuation and parallel kinematic structures [10]. Also, the applications
cover a wide range of possibilities: from humanoids [8,11], to prostheses [12], to space applications [10].
A wide variety of solutions have been proposed in terms of mechanical structure and actuation
systems, not limited to electro-mechanic transmissions, such as pneumatic system [13] or shape
memory alloy [14]. One interesting research branch regards the development of solutions exploiting
underactuation [15–17] and modularity [18], to reduce the complexity of the hand by maintaining a
suitable level of performance. Another aspect to be considered in the mechanical design of robotic
hands is represented by transmission systems [19]. In particular, in the literature, tendon-driven
mechanisms have been widely used in articulated-finger robotic hands. Several interesting issues on
tendon-driven mechanisms regarding tendon redundancy and joint stiffness adjustability for a robotic
mechanism driven with redundant tendons are discussed in [20].

Given the high number of degrees of freedom (DoFs) needed by a robotic hand and finger,
underactuation is an important aspect to be considered to simplify the mechanical structure, reduce
the mass, and improve robustness, in designing safe and robust robotic hands and fingers. The term
underactuated refers to mechanisms that have fewer actuators than DoFs: it is evident that reducing the
number of actuated variables in robotic hands could decrease the overall manipulability properties and
the capability to adapt to different shapes and dimensions of grasped objects, on the other hand it has
been demonstrated that underactuation associated with compliance can provide interesting properties
to the device, like for instance self-adaptability [21,22]. Underactuated mechanisms help to achieve an
adaptive grasp similar to human grasping. Also, human hands present some coupling between joints,
e.g., the distal interphalange joints of the fingers are not independently controllable [23–26].

1.2. Differential Mechanisms

When a few motors are employed to activate many joints, driving simultaneously the opening
and closing motion of the fingers, a differential mechanism is necessary. For instance in [27–29] a
simple differential mechanism was used to decouple finger motions when one of them was constrained,
for example when one of the fingers contacts an object or an external surface. In the literature there are
many applications of differential mechanisms for robotic fingers and hands [30]. In [31], a differential
system based on gears is used for a novel architecture of robotic hand and the properties of differential
mechanisms arranged in cascade via parallel or serial connections is studied. In [32], a planetary gear
solution and a fluid T-pipe scheme are described. In [33] a moving pulley differential mechanism was
used, while in [13], a differential with a T-shape fluid mechanism and the connected seesaw circuit
is presented. In [34], an underactuated anthropomorphic gripper for prosthetic applications was
presented, in which a mechanical lever inside the palm allowed to extend the grasping capabilities and
improve the force transmission ratio of the gripper. This mechanism was further developed in [35],
whereby the differential mechanism included a set of locking buttons that allow the user to stop the
motion of each finger.

1.3. The Scoop Hand

One of the strategies that can be employed with underactuated compliant hands to compensate
the lack of control is represented by environmental constraint exploitation [36]. This exploitation has
been inspired by human behaviours, that often use environmental features (e.g., flat surfaces, edges,
corners, etc.) in an active way to support the hand in reaching the object or to reposition it [37]. In [38],
a flat active surface was added to an underactuated modular gripper to embed on the hand a constraint
surface that could help in grasping and manipulating objects. In the solution presented in [38] the flat
surface was approximately rigid and had only one actuated DoF at its base allowing a limited bending.

1.4. Paper Contribution

In this paper, we present an improvement of the idea proposed in [38], guided by: (i) a further
exploitation of system compliance by means of flexible materials and (ii) providing a closure motion
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also to the flat embedded constraint. Different solutions were evaluated and compared, in terms of
complexity, payload, versatility. The solution that has been identified as optimal has a mobile and
compliant proximal part and a rigid distal element shaped to easy the approach to the object to be
grasped. This solution has been prototyped and some preliminary tests were performed.

1.5. Paper Organization

In the first part of the paper, we explain the context of grasping with modular robotic hands and
the principal devices used for this purpose. We analyze and compare some proposals to improve a
device already tested and working, to characterize some specific functions. Some developed prototypes,
the design phases and the studies of the functions which have in the field of grasping are shown. Finite
element method (FEM) simulations are carried out to evaluate behavior in working conditions. Finally,
the proposed versions are compared with the starting model to evaluate the improvements.

2. Motivation and Starting Point

2.1. Modular Hands

The field of robotic anthropomorphic grippers has been very thorough in recent years, through the
introduction of modular structures [39]. The modular approach increases the possible configurations
of the device and improve its versatility. Using modules with the same geometrical dimensions,
the gripper can be disassembled and reassembled to adapt it to new and different tasks [40]. Another
important point of modular structures concerns the low-cost of their production: it will be necessary to
produce and assemble copies of a few types of module for realizing different configurated devices [39].

Grippers are usually designed to grasp single objects with a definite shape: this characteristic leads
to an optimization of the device design. The modular structure can improve this limit by assembling
the device differently [39]. The soft modular hand grippers can adapt to many different shapes of
various grasped objects. Moreover, mechanical elements, such as a differential system [38], allow an
asymmetrical grasp, allowing them to take even more objects, if properly identified.

In soft manipulation many grippers exploit the external environment to reduce the uncertainties
in grasping. In this case, the external environment can be a constraint able to improve the capability to
grasp [36].

The addition of embedding constraint into a gripper allows to manipulate a specific object that have
an unknown shape, maybe even inserted within a group of other different objects. An underactuated
soft hand is an example of this kind of device.

2.2. The Starting Point Solution, Main Features, and Limits

This paper proposes an upgraded version of “The Soft ScoopGripper” [38], a modular, underactuated
soft gripper with embodied constraints (Figure 1a). This device is composed of two modular fingers
actuated by a single tendon through a differential system and a rigid scoop, which represents the constraint.
The rigid modular parts of the fingers are connected together using flexible joints: this configuration
allows to have a deformable structure able to adapt to the shape of objects. The rigid scoop, that is
connected to the base of the gripper with a flexible prismatic hinge, increases the certainty of the grasp
(Figure 1b). An important feature of the gripper is the capability of grasping object not necessary placed
on a regular surface, as a plane. Again, the large scoop increases the ability to bear weighty object put on it.

However, using the Soft ScoopGripper, some attention must be paid to its limitations. The grasped
objects have to be adequate in term of stiffness to avoid their damage. Use depends on the shape of the
objects, and for this reason a flat surface is required. For the gasp of small objects, the user needs a good
dexterity to prevent them from falling; in the case of targets with different shapes, versatility and a
better reconfiguration is required. According to these issues, this paper proposes many improvements
and skills, such as a new design and different movement structure.
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Figure 1. The Soft ScoopGripper prototype presented in [38] (a) and the main idea of soft hands with
embodied constraints (b).

3. Design Improvements

3.1. Exploiting Soft Materials

The first improvement proposed in this paper consists in making flexible and active the embedded
constraint, that in the first prototype was realized with a rather stiff material (acrylonitrile styrene
acrylate, ASA) and could only rotate with respect to the palm, thanks to an elastic connection in
the proximal part. This almost rigid realization makes the structure not enough adaptable to the
environment uncertainties and to the object. A rigid and thin structure could also provide high
contact pressures during the grasp and damage fragile objects (e.g., vegetables, fruits, etc.). As a first
improvement of the device, in order to guarantee a higher adaptability, the rigid link has been designed
to be realized with a flexible material, in particular TPU was chosen since it is easy to manufacture
with standard FDM technologies. TPU is a highly elastic polymer, used for applications that require a
good flexibility; this material has a low Young’s modulus value compared to a rigid plastic, such as
ASA [41]. Two holes were designed into the single body scoop for the routing of two artificial tendons,
from the top to the bottom, needed to actuate the soft hand. Moreover, a pair of holes are planned for
inserting cylindrical steel pins, which allow for the recovery of a suitable level of mechanical stiffness
in the central part of the structure and allow to lift heavier objects.

A FEM analysis was realised on the CAD model (Figure 2a,b). This process was used to show the
distribution of displacement and stress over the soft structure. The test was realized simulating the
grasp and lift of an object with a mass of 2 kg, so a weight force of 19.61 N was considered, which was
placed on the end of the scoop. The results (Figure 3a,b) show that there are no high stress areas,
with the exception of the contact region between the soft scoop and the support. However, at the
distal part of the scoop, a displacement of 79.01 mm was shown (Figure 3c). It is evident that the high
flexibility of the employed material would lead to deformations unsuitable for a stable and robust
grasp of objects with masses higher than 1–2 kg, which can be assimilated to a weight force of 10–20 N.
Four prototypes of the model were 3D printed in TPU material, using different infill percentages.
The infill density percentage has an influence on the material mechanical properties, e.g., on the Young
modulus (see Table 1) [42].

Table 1. Four different infill density percentages applied during the 3D printing process and the
corresponding variation of Young’s modulus E, that affect the stiffness and the flexibility of the scoop.

Prototype Infill Percentage % E [MPa]

#1 30 1.38
#2 50 2.07
#3 70 6.53
#4 90 9.45
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Therefore, the prototypes were tested on an experimental setup, fixing the support with the scoop
to a surface, inserting the artificial tendons and cylindrical pins inside the holes. The test was divided
into two parts: analysing the flexion of the scoop by applying a force to the tendons, to simulate the
action of the differential mechanism [28], and applying a test weight to the surface to verify the results
obtained from the FEM. The results of this test show a larger value of the deformation with respect to
the FEM evaluations in the deformation, when a 19.61 N load was applied, the deformation was not
measured due to its irregularities and not repeatability. Experimental results also showed some issues
with the device actuation. Both the numerical evaluations and the experimental measures showed that
this solution presents several limitations: using a part entirely in TPU makes the scoop excessively



Robotics 2020, 9, 105 6 of 14

deformable and unable to stably grasp objects with mass higher than 1–2 kg, and furthermore the
actuation system present on the device is not optimal for this design. To proceed with this solution,
it would be necessary to review the entire structure, totally overturning the pre-existing system, starting
from the positioning of the motors to the entire kinematic chain that is the basis of the robot hand.
For this reason, it was decided not to continue with the development of this version and to change the
entire structure of the component.

3.2. Modular Elements/1

Starting from the Soft ScoopGripper finger structure, the design of the phalanges was changed
to make them as much similar as possible to the scoop (see Figure 1a), with a different articulation
system. This idea was an extension of the rigid modules realized in ASA, which replace the couple of
fingers with a single articulated platform, as shown in (Figure 4a).

This version retains the advantage of the actuation mechanism already present on the original
device, redesigning the new paired modules. During grasping, the modules get close each other,
forming a continuous surface (Figure 4b), where the object can be leaned. This feature would allow
to grasp even small objects. The new modules are 3D printed in ASA and are connected by flexible
passive elements realized with TPU. To avoid damage to the objects, TPU strips are placed on the inner
face of the modules.

This design allows to overcome some limits of the previous design, but during the development
of the prototype, some problems were highlighted, such as the assembly time, that was excessive and
not suitable for a device that is intended to be easily customizable and adaptable to task variations.
Furthermore, the installation of the TPU profiles on the internal surface of the modules would not
guarantee stability, as the glue present appears to have difficulties in adhesion in the long term.
These problems encountered in the preliminary prototyping stages have required to develop a new
solution which makes the device even more versatile and easier to assemble.
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Figure 4. Modular coupled fingers: (a) The scoop is substituted by an articulated platform with the
same modular structure of the finger, and larger rigid elements; (b) The prototype CAD design.

3.3. Modular Elements/2

The structure of the third solution was inspired by the fingers of the initial Soft ScoopGripper.
In particular a motor fixed on the base of the device rotates a pulley that is connected to an artificial
tendon fixed to a slide; the slide is connected to a separate pair of fingers through other two tendons,
composed of rigid modules and flexible joints, and fixed on the last module of each single finger. Through
the analysis of the Soft ScoopGripper, the proposed solution includes TPU modules inside the new rigid
modules, while not compromising the characteristics and the mobility of the device (see Figure 5g).
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Figure 5. Modular elements that compose the gripper: (a) Ending module, (b) middle module and
(c) starting module of the robotic finger of the gripper. (d) Flexible joint placed between a pair of
modules. (e) Module B, front and (f) back view. (g) Two middle modules joined module A. (h) Module A,
(i) top and (j) side view.

A flap with a through hole was added on the module to allow the inserting of a TPU module
(Figure 5a,b). To ensure stability and at the same time ease of assembly, different types of modules
have been provided. All these modules, made of ASA, and are connected each other through elastic
TPU joints (Figure 5d). The same profile of the TPU joints was used, thus keeping the hole diameter
unchanged; this choice improves further modularity and takes advantage of an already tested and
functional design. Once the flap was developed, we proceeded to the design of the TPU module.
A classification was performed, dividing them into two types, module A (Figure 5h) and module B
(Figure 5e,f). They differ in the function that they will have to perform. Module A will be used on each
pair of phalanges, while the end module will be used only on the top of the scoop, where this must
have a shape that allows it to be positioned below the object to be manipulated. After some preliminary
tests on 3D printed versions of module B, it was decided to use ASA as material for these components.

The handle of Soft ScoopGripper can be modelled and customized according to the user’s size
hand for a better grip and a further development of this gripper will be the use of 3D scanner
techniques [43,44] to customize the design of the support handle.

4. Analysis and Comparison

Numerical Evaluations with FEM Analysis

The next phase of this work was the study of static stresses applied to the scoop, using FEM tools.
The first step was the definition of a simplified parametric CAD structure similar to the device (see Figure 6).
Some details on the model that were not necessary for the analysis were removed to simplify the analysis
without influencing the accuracy of the results. The simplifications were introduced for device shape and the
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elements that compose it, the structure, the constraints and forces used for the kinematic analysis. The upper
part of the prototype was examined, holding the two base phalanges using fixed constraints, and applying
a roller on the end phalanges: in this way a realistic scoop behavior was emulated. Two different system
configurations have been developed: the first, which a constraint was applied to the top of the scoop,
to reproduce the behavior when the force was applied by the artificial tendons; the other configuration
assesses the resistance of the device when there is no such force, and was obtained by removing the
constraint. For both configurations, four tests were carried out with different conditions. A force equal to
19.61 N was applied, equivalent to lifting an object with a mass of 2 kg; this value was chosen to compare
the results obtained with the FEM analysis with the ones obtained with the real prototype, which were
carried out with objects having a maximum mass of 2 kg. The force was applied to different modules with
the same constraint conditions (Table 2), to evaluate the behavior of the device at the different positions
that can be assumed by the object taken during grasping. A summary of the results is shown in (Table 3).

Table 2. Configuration of force application.

Case Modules to which Force is Applied

1 Modules 2 and 3
2 Module 3
3 Modules 3 and 4
4 Module 4

Table 3. Results of FEM analysis performed in the two different configurations.

Gripper with No Constraint Gripper with Constraint

Case Analysis Min Value Max Value Analysis Min Value Max Value

1
Displacement 0 mm 22.3 mm Displacement 0 mm 0.507 mm

Von Mises Stress 5.50 × 10−4 N/mm2 22.7 N/mm2 Von Mises Stress 6.49 × 10−5 N/mm2 3.2 N/mm2

2
Displacement 0 mm 16.6 mm Displacement 0 mm 0.604 mm

Von Mises Stress 3.48 × 10−4 N/mm2 15.3 N/mm2 Von Mises Stress 6.66 × 10−5 N/mm2 2.82 N/mm2

3
Displacement 0 mm 22.3 mm Displacement 0 mm 0.419 mm

Von Mises Stress 8.13 × 10−4 N/mm2 27.4 N/mm2 Von Mises Stress 2.19 × 10−5 N/mm2 1.76 N/mm2

4
Displacement 0 mm 33.7 mm Displacement 0 mm 22.3 mm

Von Mises Stress 5.95 × 10−4 N/mm2 18.9 N/mm2 Von Mises Stress 5.90 × 10−5 N/mm2 1.96 N/mm2
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with respect to TPU, allowing for better resolution and thinner thicknesses. The prototype made with 
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5. Prototyping and Testing

FEM analysis results showed some issues concerning the excessive deformation of the device in
action. The choice of using TPU as material for the realization has been identified as the main cause of
these issues. The elastic modulus E of this material combined with its difficult printability for FDM
technology [45] limits its applicability for the parts that require a high accuracy. Because of these
problems, ASA was used to construct the end part of the scoop. This material has different properties
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with respect to TPU (summarized in Table 4) in particular it is much stiffer and therefore it allows to
realize components with a lower flexibility. In addition, ASA is a material that is easier to be printed
with respect to TPU, allowing for better resolution and thinner thicknesses. The prototype made with
3D printing additive manufacturing technology is visible in (Figure 7a,b).

Table 4. Mechanical properties of the materials under study.

Material Properties ASA TPU

Elastic modulus (E) 29 N/mm2 15.2 N/mm2

Poisson ratio 1.03 1.29
Density 1070 kg/m3 1200 kg/m3
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Figure 7. The soft gripper with modular embedded constraints prototype (a) and a detail of the modular
scoop (b).

Closure motion: The assembled device was subject to a series of tests to allow the tracking of
the closure movements and end-tip trajectories followed by the scoop in a real set up. Three different
configurations were considered, which allowed to evaluate the overall behavior of the device: grasping
without object (Figure 8a); grasping of an object placed in the center of the scoop (Figure 8b); grasping
of an object placed on the outer edge of the scoop (Figure 8c). Comparing the data extracted from the
measurements of the different configurations (Table 5), it was possible to describe how the scoop grasps
an object, according to its position. The maximum displacement and rotation were found in case 1,
where no object was present; this can be explained due to the absence of an obstacle that slows down
the movement of the scoop. In case 2, however, the minimum values conducted in this test were found:
this could be caused by the higher torque required by the actuator to move the object, which has a
lower distance between the point of application of the force and the rotation center, compared to case 3.

Gripper Control. In addition to the FEM analysis and the study of the trajectory, it was necessary
to test the behavior in a real environment to characterize the device. A structure designed for the Soft
ScoopGripper [38] was used to analyze all the capabilities of the gripper. This structure is composed of
two parts: a handle, molded in ASA, to allow the operator to grab the device easily, and an interface
with two buttons, which allow the opening (extension) and closing (flexing) of the scoop, inserted
inside the handle itself. Figure 9 reports the finite state machine (FSM) developed to control the gripper,
valid for both the finger part and the scoop. The single pressure of the closing button activates the e1
event, which triggers the closing action (flexing) of the fingers and the blade, until contact with an
object is detected; upon detection of the presence of the object, by monitoring the torque applied to
the electric motor by the microcontroller, the device stops the bending, and passes to the next state,
contact/torque mode. In this phase, it is possible to adjust the force applied to the object being gripped
by consecutively pressing the relative button, which starts a new state of flexion. This sequence is
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interrupted when a predetermined threshold is exceeded, which defines the maximum allowable
flexion of both the scoop and the finger, called fully flexed. At this stage, the object is completely
grasped by the device. The second button of the control interface allows you to activate the extension
function, which reduces the moment applied by the electric motor and releases the object. This function
can be activated at any time during the process.
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Figure 8. Three different configurations employed to study the movements of the device: (a) grasping
without object. (b) Grasping of an object placed in the center of the scoop. (c) Grasping of an object
placed on the outer edge of the scoop.

Table 5. Data obtained from the analysis of the rotation and translation when the scoop is grasping.

Configuration
Rotations [deg] Translations [mm]

Z Y

1 No object 73.5 64.3
2 Center 53.9 49.3
3 Outer edge 72.2 59.7
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Tests with the YCB object set: Following what has already been done for the Soft ScoopGripper [38],
tests based on the so-called YCB object and model set and benchmarking were performed [46]. The YCB
Object and model set have been designed for facilitating benchmarking in robotic manipulation and they
are quite widely adopted in the robotics community to test and compare the grasp and manipulation
capabilities of robotic hands and grippers. The availability of an object set for benchmarking allows to
compare different types of end-effector, evaluating their grasping characteristics on a heterogeneous
group of objects, which differ in shape, weight and stiffness. All the experimentation phases were
carried out both for the new version of the scoop and for the previous one, so to have a comparison
criterion in the same conditions and with the same samples, to note the differences and the capabilities
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of the different solutions. To grip different types of objects, it was necessary to apply a reconfiguration
of the fingers: the mechanical system designed allows to rotate the components at the base of the
two fingers to allow grasping objects having a cylindrical symmetry, without having to rotate the
device (Table 6, case 3). Using a scoop reduces the force required on the fingers to hold the object;
the scoop will take most of the weight, while the fingers will keep the object stable, to not lose
the grasp. The comparison table between the two devices shows how the new version, despite a
greater compliance given by a less rigid structure, allows to support heavy objects (Table 6, case 2),
also adapting to the shapes of objects with non-flat surfaces (Table 6, cases 1 and 3). This feature has
shown greater safety in the grip compared to the previous version. In Table 6 (case 4), it is shown that
the contact surface formed by the TPU modules, with greater flexibility than the rigid ASA scoop,
limits the risk of damage.

Table 6. Comparison between different object grasped with the gripper.

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4

A

Robotics 2019, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 15 

 

symmetry, without having to rotate the device (Table 6, case 3). Using a scoop reduces the force 

required on the fingers to hold the object; the scoop will take most of the weight, while the fingers 

will keep the object stable, to not lose the grasp. The comparison table between the two devices shows 

how the new version, despite a greater compliance given by a less rigid structure, allows to support 

heavy objects (Table 6, case 2), also adapting to the shapes of objects with non-flat surfaces (Table 6, 

cases 1 and 3). This feature has shown greater safety in the grip compared to the previous version. In 

Table 6 (case 4), it is shown that the contact surface formed by the TPU modules, with greater 

flexibility than the rigid ASA scoop, limits the risk of damage. 

Table 6. Comparison between different object grasped with the gripper. 

 Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4 

A 

  
  

B 

 
   

6. Conclusions and Future Work 

6.1. Conclusions 

Table 7 summarizes a qualitative comparison relating to the limits of the Soft ScoopGripper 
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In summary, prototype 3, that uses a modular system having a high ability to adapt to the object, 
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made up of two pairs of fingers to one having a couple of fingers and a scoop in an assembly time of 
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6. Conclusions and Future Work

6.1. Conclusions

Table 7 summarizes a qualitative comparison relating to the limits of the Soft ScoopGripper
previously reported, analyzing which of these had been overcome by the proposed prototypes.
The prototype 3 can overcome all the limits encountered in the original project. Indeed, in prototype 1,
the main problems have not been sufficiently resolved, due to the excessive deformability of the chosen
material (TPU) and the implementation system, with little improvement possibilities, due to the limits
shown. Prototype 2 was used as a basic idea for the development of the prototype 3, as it provided the
opportunity to showcase the potential of the modular design, despite not having accomplished a real
experimentation phase.

In summary, prototype 3, that uses a modular system having a high ability to adapt to the
object, shows good versatility and the possibility of reconfiguration. This allows to move from a
structure made up of two pairs of fingers to one having a couple of fingers and a scoop in an assembly
time of a few minutes, thanks to the developed interchangeable modules. Furthermore, as visible
from the comparative scheme (Table 6), despite the use of a yielding structure and with greater
deformability, the grasping and sealing capacity of the gripping objects is unchanged compared to the
Soft ScoopGripper.

6.2. Future Work

The studies carried out so far have mainly focused on the design and choice of the most suitable
device. Future studies will be used to perform an experimental quantitative characterization of the
gripper. Furthermore, tests will be carried out according to ISO 14539 standard to validate the work.
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Currently, we are also identifying the suitable application fields for this type of gripper. The ability
to manipulate objects by simulating the action exerted by a human hand is required in those areas where
the integrity of the product itself and that of the operator performing the task prevail. Two fields have
been identified, namely agri-food and waste industry. In both areas, grasping ability and not damaging
the object are required, and this device is suitable for this task. Therefore, we are working to replicate a
convey-belt system on a laboratory scale to verify grasping capabilities in a more complex environment.
Another part of the research will be the study of other types of materials and manufacturing for the
realization of gripper components.

Table 7. Summary comparison between three different prototypes.

Soft Scoop Gripper Properties Prototypes

1 2 3

Capability to adapting to non-flat rigid surfaces, where the stiffness of the material and the scoop shape
make it difficult to insert it under an object. No Yes Yes

Avoiding damage of grabbed objects, always due to the stiffness of the material of which the scoop is made. Yes Yes Yes

Enough adaptability to the shape of objects; if the shape of the object does not have a flat surface, the grip is
almost exclusively performed by the fingers, and the scoop works as a constraint only. Yes Yes Yes

Good mobility of the scoop; no limited movement, which does allow a secure grip if the device is trying to
grasp small objects. No Yes Yes

Capability to selecting a particular target within a heterogeneous mix of different shape objects, as extracting
a ball from inside a basket of toys. No Yes Yes

Versatile and easily reconfigurable. No No Yes
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