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Abstract— Recent studies have demonstrated the immense
potential of exploiting muscle actuator morphology for natural
and robust movement – in simulation. A validation on real
robotic hardware is yet missing. In this study, we emulate muscle
actuator properties on hardware in real-time, taking advantage
of modern and affordable electric motors. We demonstrate that
our setup can emulate a simplified muscle model on a real
robot while being controlled by a learned policy. We improve
upon an existing muscle model by deriving a damping rule that
ensures that the model is not only performant and stable but
also tuneable for the real hardware. Our policies are trained
by reinforcement learning entirely in simulation, where we
show that previously reported benefits of muscles extend to
the case of quadruped locomotion and hopping: the learned
policies are more robust and exhibit more regular gaits. Finally,
we confirm that the learned policies can be executed on real
hardware and show that sim-to-real transfer with real-time
emulated muscles on a quadruped robot is possible. These
results show that artificial muscles can be highly beneficial
actuators for future generations of robust legged robots. Videos:
https://sites.google.com/view/emulatedmuscles

I. INTRODUCTION

The development of learning algorithms for robotic loco-
motion predominantly relies on position control with electric
motors. The ideal actuator is considered to impose as few
constraints as possible on the system, while additional proper-
ties such as regular foot patterns, minimal torque utilization,
and robust policies arise due to the inclusion of a series of
cost terms and certain training curricula. Nevertheless, there
is rising interest in alternative actuation models, promising
advantageous properties amenable to stable control and
generalizing controllers without the need for tedious cost
term tuning. Some of these studies investigate the effect of
action spaces on learned controllers in general [1]–[3], while
others demonstrate the benefits of a particular actuator class,
which is well-known but under-utilized: muscles [4]–[6].

Muscles support the nervous system of animals and humans
in robust control as they generate zero-time delay reactions
(termed preflexes) to environmental influences [7]–[9]. While
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some of these advantages have been investigated in simplistic
simulated [1], [4], [10] and hardware demonstrators [11],
[12], actual real-world experiments remain indispensable to
validate the relevance to robotic hardware.

Different artificial muscle architectures are being developed
to test the potential of the reported simulation findings, two
notable examples being McKibben [13], [14] and HASEL
muscles [15]. Although very promising, many years of
research are needed to make these systems reliable and
to allow reproducible experimentation in robotics. Some
approaches aim to speed up the development of control
algorithms for artificial muscles by using hybrid sim-hardware
setups [16], [17] or model-based algorithms [14], which is
not feasible for every task.

With the advent of powerful and affordable direct-drive
electric motors it is possible to emulate particular actuators
in real time. The concept of emulating muscles on motors
has been tested in simulation, even for a bipedal robot [5],
[6], but in hardware only with a singular motor on a lab
bench [11], [18], [19]. This approach was limited so far, as
a PD-controller was required to match the torques predicted
by the muscle emulator due to time delays induced by the
emulation [18], [19]. Benefits of emulated muscles have not
been demonstrated in complex and realistic robotic settings.

Even in those instances where emulated muscles have
been simulated, the control algorithms were limited to state
machines or reflex-based controllers [5], [6]. The combination
with more powerful frameworks such as reinforcement learn-
ing (RL), is doubly interesting, as it may allow the generation
of diverse movements with emulated muscles, while the
importance of the actuation model for RL performance is
also well documented [1], [3], [20], including evidence that
muscles can benefit learning [4].

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate that emulated
muscle properties are beneficial for learning robust walking
without the need for excessive reward engineering and can be
exploited on real hardware. To achieve this, we first extend
simulation results of a previously proposed muscle model [4].
We implement this model in the GPU-based simulator Isaac
Gym [21] and show several benefits in quadruped locomotion
and hopping tasks — when compared to commonly used
actuators. After observing increased robustness and more
regular gaits in the learned policies in simulation, we emulate
the muscle-actuator in hardware with a high frequency real-
time control cycle without an intermediate PD-controller. Our
policies are learned with RL entirely in simulation without
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Fig. 1: Emulated muscles on real robots. We compare three different low-level actuation controllers which are used by
three policies trained in simulation: PD, muscle and torque control. The resulting policies can then be tested on a real robot,
by a real-time control module running at ∼ 500 Hz, which communicates with the slowly executed RL policy executed
with ∼ 50 Hz. The robot backend performs torque commands with a maximum of 10 kHz and repeats previous torques
between command updates. Importantly, the policy action either represents desired positions, muscle excitations or torques.
The simulation has a physics timestep of 5 ms, with 4 physics updates for each controller step.

the need for numerous fine-tuned cost terms and are shown
to transfer to the real system. This finding showcases the
effectiveness of muscle actuators and hints at the potential for
physical robots, either through emulation or novel hardware
actuators.

Contributions: (1) We investigate different actuator models
with RL on a simulated robotic quadruped. (2) We extend
previous results on muscle actuation with RL from Wochner
et al. [4] to a realistic robotic locomotion task. (3) We
identify a critical parameter of the previously proposed muscle
model and derive a theoretically motivated value to facilitate
tuning the model for real systems. (4) We achieve sim-to-
real transfer with a walking policy to a real-time emulated
muscle-controller on robotic hardware.

II. METHODS

A. Low-level actuation controllers

We compare the performance of RL policies trained with
three different low-level controllers: PD-controller, muscle-
controller, and direct torque-controller (Fig. 1).

PD-controllers are commonly used in quadruped locomo-
tion studies [22], [23]; our version receives a desired position
computed by the policy, while the desired velocity is set to
zero, similar to [1]:

τi = kstiff (q̃i − qi)− kdampq̇i, (1)

where τi is the computed torque, q̃i the desired position, qi
current position, and q̇i the velocity for joint i.

The torque-controller is considered to be ideal in the sense
that the torque computed by the policy is directly applied to
the joint:

τi = kscale τ̃i, (2)

where τ̃i ∈ [−1, 1] is computed by the policy and kscale
scales the policy output to the robot’s torque range. While it
is possible to use torque actuation on quadrupeds with learned
policies, it imposes strong control frequency requirements on
the implementation [24].

The muscle-controller is similar to [4] and emulates length
and velocity dependent muscle force characteristics, as well
as activation dynamics:

τi = fmax

[
2∑

k=1

(−1)k+1FL(lk) FV(
¯̇
lk)mact,k + FP(lk)

]
,

(3)
where FL(·) is the force-length and FV(·) the force-velocity
relationship (see “muscle” in Fig. 1), FP(·) the passive force
and mact the muscle activity. The sum is taken over two
muscles for each joint, each pulling in opposing directions.
The activity mact approaches the policy action ã with a
low-pass filter:

ṁact(t) =
1

∆ta
(ã(t)−mact(t)), (4)



with the time constant ∆ta = 0.01 s. The scalar fmax was
introduced to easily tune the maximum force output. The
muscle length is given by:

lk = ak qi + bk, (5)

with ak and bk being part of the parametrization. The muscle
velocity is given by the derivative of Eq. 5

¯̇
lk = β ˙lk = β (ak q̇i). (6)

Importantly, we multiply the muscle velocity by a scaling
parameter β in the FV-function (Eq. 6), corresponding to
1/vmax in [4], allowing us to tune the maximum damping
strength of the muscle. The parameters a and b correspond
to m and lref in [4], where the exact formulation is detailed.

B. Muscle model implementation

For the simulation experiments, we re-implemented the
MuJoCo-based muscle model from [4]. In order to preserve
Isaac Gym’s computational speed [22], we translated the
original Cython implementation of the muscle model to a
vectorized PyTorch version. Overall, the vanilla PD-controller
is only 30% faster than the muscle implementation, even
though we simulate 16 muscles for the robot—compared to 8
motors for the PD and torque-controllers. Considering that the
training time is mostly below an hour on a consumer-GPU,
this computational efficiency is sufficient for the purpose of
this study. The environment runs with a timestep of 5 ms for
the physics engine and a control time step of 20 ms.

For the hardware experiments, the muscle model is imple-
mented in C++, which communicates with real-time Python
functions which were bound via PyBind11 [25]. This module
interfaces with the RL policy running at ∼ 50 Hz, which
is not real-time executed, while the actual muscle-controller
is running at ∼ 500 Hz. It is important to achieve a large
execution frequency on the hardware to reliably emulate the
muscle model [4]. This paradigm is similar to most studies
using PD-controllers on quadruped robots [24].

C. Muscle parameter tuning

In contrast to the PD-controller [26], there is no clear tuning
procedure for a muscle-controller. The velocity scaling β is
especially difficult to tune, as it affects the damping of the
actuator through the FV-relationship [4] and might not transfer
to real hardware due to control frequency limitations, see
Sec. III-A. When we tried to set this parameter through an
iterative tuning procedure similar to previous studies [27], we
either obtained parameters that performed well in simulation
but were not stable on the hardware, or they were stable but
did not yield performant policies.

We derive an expression for the damping coefficient β,
such that under certain conditions, the damping is equivalent
to a damping-controller τ = −kdampq̇. With this approach,
we can determine reasonable β values that are achievable on
the hardware based on the easier-to-tune damping-controller.

We start by assuming two symmetric muscles connected
to a single joint at position q = 0. As the FV-relationship
is thought to primarily contribute to muscle damping [8],

we also assume FL(l) = 1, FP(l) = 0 and constant activity
mact,k = 1. Equation 3 then simplifies to:

τ = fmax

(
FV(

¯̇
l1)− FV(

¯̇
l2)

)
(7)

= fmax

(
FV(

¯̇
l1)− FV(−¯̇

l1)
)

(8)

≈ fmax (4
¯̇
l1) (9)

where ¯̇l1 = −¯̇
l2 in Eq. 6 as we assume symmetric muscles and

a1 = −a2 in Eq. 5, and we have used a Taylor expansion
around ¯̇

l1 = 0. By using the definition of the FV-curve
from [4], [28], we obtain

FV(
¯̇
l) = 1 + 2

¯̇
l +O(

¯̇
l2).

By comparing Eq. 9 to a damping controller and using ¯̇
l1 =

a1βq̇ we get:

−kdampq̇ = −fmax 4β a1 q̇ (10)

⇒ β =
kdamp

4 a1fmax
. (11)

The negative sign in Eq. 10 was introduced as muscles are
assumed to always pull on the joint. We found that setting
kdamp = 0.1 is an achievable value for a damping controller
on the robot hardware. By using Eq. 11 for all muscle
experiments, we ensure that the maximum co-contraction
level generates achievable damping on the hardware. The
policy can still reduce the amount of equivalent damping by
changing the amount of co-contraction [8].

D. Tasks

We employ two tasks: walking and hopping, which have
been proven interesting in previous comparisons of action
spaces [4]. Walking requires a periodic and relatively slow
joint movement, while periodic hopping is a highly explosive
movement that also requires stabilization when landing.

1) Walking: We restrict ourselves to the target velocity
tracking reward from [22] and omit all other terms that were
used in that study:

rwalk = exp
(
−(vtarget − vx)

2/σ
)
, (12)

where vtarget is the target x-velocity, vx is the x-velocity of
the base and σ = 0.25 is a sensitivity factor. The task is reset
if the robot base or the upper legs make contact with the
ground or if the base height is hbase < 0.2m.

2) Periodic hopping: The hopping reward is based on the
vertical velocity of the robot base vz as

rhop = exp (10 vclip) , (13)

where vclip = clip(vz, 0, 10). This is the same hopping reward
as in [4] with slightly different scaling, accounting for a
different velocity range with the SOLO robot. We observed
the reward function to not work well if the desired hopping
velocity is in a range where the reward function is not sensitive
to changes. The episode is reset when the robot base changes
in orientation too much from upright orientation, or when a
body part different than the feet touches the ground.



Both tasks additionally use action rate regularization:

ract = −wact (at+1 − at)
2
, (14)

where at is the action at time step t and wact is a weighting
coefficient.

The total reward is

r = rwalk/hop + ract. (15)

E. Learning high-level policies

In order to train policies, we use the popular RL algorithm
PPO [29] with the implementation from [22] and identical
hyperparameters as in [23] for the SoloLeap-task, shown
in Table S6 in their work. Our policy and critic are fully-
connected MLPs with 3 hidden dimensions of 128 units each
and ELU-activation functions. For simulation experiments, we
do not use domain randomization, while sim-to-real transfer
requires randomization of initial states, ground friction, body
mass, and input noise. See Tab. I for details.

TABLE I: Values for domain randomization (DR) and input
noise (IN). All values are sampled uniformly in the given
ranges and added to the existing values.

Parameter Range

DR

init. joint pos. [−1.0, 1.0]
init. muscle act. [0.5, 1.0]
friction [0.5, 1.25]
joint damping [0, 0.09]
pushxy [−1.5, 1.5]
mass shift [−0.5, 1.2]

IN

base lin. vel. [−0.02, 0.02]
base ang. vel. [−0.05, 0.05]
gravity vector [−0.05, 0.05]
joint pos. [−0.01, 0.01]
joint vel. [−0.075, 0.075]
muscle length [−0.01, 0.01]
muscle vel. [−1.0, 1.0]
muscle act. [−0.01, 0.01]
muscle force [−1.0, 1.0]

III. RESULTS

Each simulation experiment was repeated over 10 random
seeds. In experiments where we show a specific rollout of a
specific policy, we analyzed all trained seeds for all policies
at the end of their training, and selected in each case the
one with the best behavior. In general we observe very small
variance across seeds, likely due to the large number (4096)
of parallel environments in Isaac Gym.

A. Parameter tuning procedure

As our study aims to investigate the potential benefits
of muscle-like actuators, we use a methodical approach
for parameter tuning. First, only the task-relevant reward
is used as objective. We tune the actuator-relevant parameters
to achieve maximum performance in a population-based
optimization over 10 iterations of 100 trials each. This
optimization successfully leads to policies achieving large task
rewards. Upon closer inspection, however, we observe them
to be very jittery, not likely to generalize to the real hardware.

TABLE II: Optimized parameter values for the used actuators.
Note that β is not optimized but set through Eq. 11.

Parameter Value

muscle

lmin 0.24
lmax 1.53
fvmax 1.38
fpmax 1.76
lce_min 0.74
lce_max 0.94
fmax 34
ϕmin -3.14
ϕmax 3.14
τact 0.01
β 0.36

PD kstiff 2
kdamp 0.05

torque n.a. n.a.

action rate weight wact 0.004

We consequently add action-rate regularization, see Eq. 14.
The best parameters from the previous step are taken, and a
grid search over weighting coefficients for the action rate cost
is performed. It is commonly observed that smooth actuation
signals are more transferable to real-world robots [30]. The
level of action smoothness that works well for sim-to-real
transfer is hard to quantify, as such we visually check for
the variance in the applied torques, instead of optimizing the
regularizer together with the other parameters.

This optimization procedure is executed for the PD and
muscle low-level controller for the walking task. The torque
actuator has no parameters besides the maximum torque,
which is given by the system specification of the robot. We
then keep all parameters identical for the hopping task.

B. Walking

While performant and transferable gaits usually require
dozens of cost terms which are hand-tuned by experts [22],
[23], we investigate the behaviors that arise from a simple
and under-specified forward velocity reward combined with
an action rate cost. Different actuator morphologies might
embed certain movement priors into the learning algorithm
which do not require a complex tuning procedure.

The task reward over training improves faster for the PD-
and torque-controllers than for the muscle-controllers, see
Fig. 3. While all three policies perform well according to
this metric, we also take a look at the learned gaits in Fig. 4.

The touch patterns of the feet with the ground (Fig. 4b)
show that the muscle-agent learns the most regular gait. The
PD-agent tends to not elevate the feet from the ground, as can
be seen from the gait illustration (Fig. 4c) and the joint angle
trajectories (Fig. 4a). This behavior relies on very precise
movements and friction coefficients in the simulation, which
would likely not generalize to the real world. Interestingly,
the torque-agent lifts the feet off the ground but tends to
use extreme and uncontrolled motions. This showcases that
even with an under-specified reward function, a particular
embodiment, or low-level controller, can bias the behavior
towards being more natural.
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Fig. 3: Stable locomotion is achieved by all actuators.
Upper: Velocity-tracking task reward over time. The PD-agent
learns with the smallest number of iterations, while torque-
and muscle-agents achieve a similar maximum performance
with more training. Lower: The action rate reward only slowly
improves for the muscle-agent, likely because the number of
actions is twice as large as for the other actuators (16 vs 8).

C. Periodic hopping

The simulation results for the maximum height periodic
hopping task are shown in Fig. 5. The reward function,
see Eq. 13, incentivizes maximal upwards velocities for the
longest possible time. Even though the PD and torque agents
achieve some very high jumps (Fig. 5c), the hopping behavior
is straighter and more regular with the muscle actuation,
making it easier to control when landing. This leads to large
episode lengths (Fig. 5b) for the muscle-agent, as the other
controllers can often not recover after landing. These results
are slightly different to [4], where the muscle-agent achieved
better performance than the alternatives only early in the
training, but this difference may be explained by the superior
stability of quadrupeds over bipedal robots.

D. Robustness

Wochner et al. [4] demonstrated that muscle-actuators
exhibit higher robustness under unseen perturbations. We
therefore tested the trained policies under terrain variations
used in [22] and recorded the fraction of steps across 100
episodes in which the policies would not fall down, which
we define as the success rate. Note that the policies have only
been trained on flat terrain. We see that the muscle-controller
is generally more robust and has higher success rates than
the other controllers (Fig. 6).

E. Sim-to-real transfer

In order to test the applicability of our findings and
highlight their relevance for future robot design, we imple-
mented our muscle model on real robotic hardware. First, we
demonstrate the sim-to-real transfer of our policies in a task
requiring tracking joint angles over time. For this experiment,
the robot is suspended in mid-air on a fixed stand (Fig. 7b).

The sim-to-real policies were trained with observation noise
and domain randomization, see Tab. I. Finally, we added a
small amount of joint damping through a low-level controller
with kdamp = 0.08 Nms/rad in all hardware experiments to
stabilize the system and prevent damage. We also added it
in simulation to minimize the sim-to-real gap.

We compare a policy trained with the real-time muscle-
controller to a PD-controller for which we give alternating
target positions and set the target velocity to zero (Fig. 7a).
We use PD gains kstiff = 5.0 and kdamp = 0.1, similar to [23].
Figure 7a shows that the muscle-controller is able to track
the given joint angles similarly well to the PD-controller.

In a more realistic task, we train a walking policy with
the muscle-controller in simulation and can reliably perform
a running gait without additional training on the hardware.
This successful sim-to-real transfer demonstrates that muscle
actuation enables learning realistic and robust gaits without
the need for excessive reward engineering. See Fig. 7c and the
videos on the project website https://sites.google.
com/view/emulatedmuscles.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have investigated the benefits of muscle-
like actuation for quadruped locomotion tasks. We validated
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Fig. 4: Muscles learn more regular walking patterns. Using only the linear velocity and an action rate regularizing term
as reward, the muscle-actuator learns the most regular walking pattern, lifting the feet above the ground while moving. In
contrast, the torque-actuator agent walks with strongly extended motions that come close to the angular limits of the robotic
limbs. The PD-controller agent drags the feet very closely over the ground, likely not generalizing to real-world hardware.

previous results on stability and robustness of the learned
policies, while finding that the emulated actuator morphology
also influences the learned gaits in an under-specified loco-
motion task. Finally, we proposed a tuning procedure that
allowed us to validate the muscle model on a real robotic
system under performance and stability constraints. We are
able to execute policies learned entirely in simulation with
little reward engineering on robotic hardware that runs a
real-time emulated muscle model. These results showcase the
potential of muscle-like actuators when combined with RL.
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(a) Joint angle tracking with muscle and PD actuators.

(b) Exemplary target angles on the real robot.

(c) Walking gait of the muscle-policy.

Fig. 7: Sim-to-real transfer with an emulated muscle actuator. (a) & (b) We trained policies for joint angle target tracking
in simulation under the addition of simulated sensor noise and domain randomization. The muscle-policy is able to track
targets with a real-time emulated muscle actuator on real robotic hardware through sim2real transfer. Note that the target
angles were given at a fast frequency, making it challenging to track them perfectly in order to achieve a dynamic regime.
(c) We train a muscle-driven policy in a walking task in simulation and deploy it on the real robot hardware.
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