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Abstract

We address the question whether the assumptions of signal-dependent and constant
motor noise in a full skeletal model of the human upper extremity, together with the
objective of movement time minimization, can predict reaching movements. We learn a
control policy using a motor babbling approach based on reinforcement learning, using
aimed movements of the tip of the right index finger towards randomly placed 3D
targets of varying size. The reward signal is the negative time to reach the target,
implying movement time minimization. Our biomechanical model of the upper
extremity uses the skeletal structure of the Upper Extremity Dynamic Model, including
thorax, right shoulder, arm, and hand. The model has 7 actuated degrees of freedom,
including shoulder rotation, elevation and elevation plane, elbow flexion, forearm
rotation, and wrist flexion and deviation. To deal with the curse of dimensionality, we
use a simplified second-order muscle model acting at each joint instead of individual
muscles. We address the lack of gradient provided by the simple reward function
through an adaptive learning curriculum. Our results demonstrate that the assumptions
of signal-dependent and constant motor noise, together with the objective of movement
time minimization, are sufficient for a state-of-the-art skeletal model of the human
upper extremity to reproduce complex phenomena of human movement such as Fitts’
Law and the 2/3 Power Law. This result supports the idea that the control of the
complex human biomechanical system is plausible to be determined by a set of simple
assumptions and can be easily learned.

Author summary

Among the infinite number of possible movements, humans are commonly assumed to
choose those that optimize criteria such as minimizing movement time, subject to
movement constraints such as signal-dependent and constant motor noise. The fact that
these assumptions result in movements that exhibit characteristics of human movements
has been shown in simplified models, such as point-mass models of the end-effector.
Defining characteristics of human movements are the speed-accuracy trade-off described
through Fitts’ Law for aimed movements, and the 2/3 Power Law for curved movements.
Here, we show that movement of a significantly more complex biomechanical model of
the human upper extremity also exhibits these characteristics, when movement is
learned via reinforcement learning under these simple assumptions.

Introduction

Among the infinite number of movements that achieve a certain objective, such as
reaching for a target, humans regularly choose movements that exhibit certain invariant
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Fig 1. Synthesized reaching movement. A policy implemented as a neural
network computes motor control signals of simplified muscles at the joints of a
biomechanical upper extremity model from observations of the current state of the
upper body. We use Deep Reinforcement Learning to learn a policy that reaches
random targets in minimal time, given signal-dependent and constant motor noise.

characteristics. Aimed movements towards a spatially defined target exhibit a
speed-accuracy trade-off described by Fitts’ Law [1]. Curved movements exhibit a
relation between end-effector velocity and curvature described by the 2/3 Power
Law [2, 3]. These phenomena have been shown to be a direct consequence of minimizing
movement time, under signal-dependent and constant motor noise, in the case of simple
end-effector models of the human hand [4]. Here, we aim to demonstrate that these
simple assumptions are sufficient for a full skeletal upper extremity model to reproduce
these phenomena of human movement. Our biomechanical model of the human upper
extremity uses the skeletal structure of the Upper Extremity Dynamic Model by Saul et
al. [5], including thorax, right shoulder, arm, and hand. The model has 7 actuated
degrees of freedom (DOFs): shoulder rotation, elevation and elevation plane, elbow
flexion, forearm rotation, and wrist flexion and deviation. While the thorax is fixed in
space, the upper extremity can move freely by actuating these DOFs. To deal with the
curse of dimensionality, following van Beers et al. [6], we use a simplified second-order
muscle model acting at each DOF instead of individual muscles,[
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with model sampling interval ∆t=2ms (controls are updated every 10ms), excitation
and activation time constants te=30ms and ta=40ms, respectively, and applied control

c
(q)
n and resulting activation σ

(q)
n for each DOF q ∈ Q (where Q is the set of all DOFs),

at time step n ∈ N. We assume both signal-dependent and constant noise in the control,
i.e.,

c(q)n = (1 + ηn)a(q)
n + εn, (2)

where an = (a
(q)
n )q∈Q denotes the action vector obtained from the learned policy and ηn

and εn are Gaussian random variables with zero mean and standard deviations as
described by van Beers et al. [6]. The torques that are applied at each DOF

independently are obtained from multiplying the respective activation σ
(q)
n with a

constant gear g(q), which represents the strength of the muscle, i.e.,

τ (q)
n = g(q)σ(q)

n . (3)

Since the actions a
(q)
n are assumed to lie within the unit interval [−1, 1], the gears

determine the magnitude of applied torques. Details on the derivation of the gears are
given in the Methods section below.

We learn a control policy using a motor babbling approach based on reinforcement
learning. In this approach, the policy initially generates random movements, which are
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rewarded with the negative time to reach randomly placed 3D targets of varying size
with the right index finger. This reward signal implies movement time minimization for
aimed movements. The policy is updated using the soft-actor-critic algorithm (SAC) [7].
The actor and critic networks both consist of two fully connected layers with 256
neurons each, followed by the output layer, which either returns the means and
standard deviations of the action distributions (for the actor network) or the
state-action value (for the critic network). The fully observable state includes among
others the angles and velocities of all joints, as well as the target position. To make
reinforcement learning computationally feasible, a fast physics simulation is necessary.
Therefore, we implemented the above biomechanical model in MuJoCo [8].

It is important to note here that the assumption of minimizing total movement time
does not provide any gradient to the reinforcement learner. In particular, it is not
possible to distinguish beneficial states and actions from inappropriate ones before the
target has been reached, which terminates the episode and thus increases the total
return. This, together with the fairly small subspace of appropriate actions relative to
the number of possible control vectors, makes it very difficult to obtain a reasonable
policy without additional aid. For this reason, we created an adaptive curriculum, which
dynamically decreases the target width from 60cm to less than 2cm diameter during
training. This has shown to be both effective (targets with diameter around 2cm are
consistently reached by the final policy) and efficient (this minimum width was reached
after 1.2M steps, while various predetermined curricula required more than 3M steps).

Results

Fitts’ Law

For evaluation of the trajectories resulting from our final policy for different target
conditions, we designed a discrete Fitts’ Law type task. The task follows the ISO 9241-9
ergonomics standard and incorporates 13 equidistant targets arranged in a circle at
50cm distance in front of the body and placed 10cm right of the right shoulder (Fig 2).
The objective is for the end-effector to reach each target and to stay inside the target
for 100ms. Although not included in the training phase, staying inside the target
seemed to be no problem during evaluation. If both requirements are satisfied or 1.5
seconds have passed, the next target is given to the learned policy.

The Index of Difficulty (ID) of the tasks ranges from 1 to 4, where ID is computed
as log2(D/W + 1). D denotes the distance between initial and target position and W is
the target size. We execute 50 movements for each task condition and each direction,
i.e., 6500 movements in total. All of them were successful, i.e., the end-effector stayed
inside the target for 100ms within the given 1.5 seconds.

Using the trajectories from this discrete pointing task, we evaluate whether the
synthesized movements follow Fitts’ Law [1], i.e., whether there exists a linear
relationship between task difficulty (ID) and the required movement time. Fig 3 shows
the total duration for each movement sorted by ID. The median movement times for
each ID (green lines) are approximated by a linear function (red line, with R2 = 0.9986).
This indicates that Fitts’ Law holds for aimed movements simulated by the model.

2/3 Power Law

The 2/3 Power Law [2,4,9,10] describes a relationship between the radius of curvature of
the movement ρn and the corresponding velocity vn:

vn = kρ1−β
n , (4)

β ≈ 2/3, (5)
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A B

Fig 2. ISO 9241-9 task. A: The target setup in the discrete Fitts’ Law type task.
Different circles correspond to different IDs and distances between targets.
B: Visualization of our biomechanical model performing aimed movements. Note that
at each time step, only the current target (position and radius) is given to the learned
policy.

Fig 3. Fitts’ Law. The movements generated by our learned policy follow Fitts’ Law.
Here, movement time is plotted against ID for all distances and IDs in the considered
ISO task (6500 movements in total).

where the parameter k determines the velocity gain. We evaluate whether our model
exhibits the 2/3 Power Law using an elliptic via-point task.

We define an ellipse in 2D space (55cm in front, 10cm above, and 10cm right of the
shoulder) that completely lies within the area used for target sampling during training
(ellipse radii are 7.5cm (horizontal) and 3cm (vertical)). Using the via-point method
described in the Methods section below, our learned policy is used to trace the ellipse
for 60 seconds as fast as possible (see Fig 4A). For the resulting trajectory, we compute
ρn and vn at all time steps sampled at a rate of 100Hz and then perform a log-log
regression on these values. This gives us the optimal parameter values β = 0.65 and
k = 0.54, which suggests that the 2/3 Power Law holds. Both the data points and the
linear approximation in log-log space are shown in Fig 4B.

November 17, 2020 4/20



A B

Fig 4. 2/3 Power Law. Elliptic movements generated by our learned policy follow the
2/3 Power Law.
A: End-effector positions projected into the 2D space (blue dots), where targets were
subsequently placed along an ellipse of 15cm width and 6cm height (red curve).
B: Log-log regression of velocity against radius of curvature for end-effector positions
sampled with 100Hz when tracing the ellipse for 60 seconds.

Movement trajectories

In addition to Fitts’ Law and the 2/3 Power Law, we qualitatively analyze the movement
trajectories generated by the model. Figures 5 and 6 show position, velocity, and
acceleration time series as well as 3D movement path, Phasespace, and Hooke plots for
multiple movements from the Fitts’ Law type task for two representative task
conditions (ID 4 respective ID 2, each with 35cm distance between targets) and one
representative movement direction (between targets 7 and 8 shown in Fig 2A). Apart
from the 3D movement path, all plots show centroid projections of the respective
trajectory onto the vector between initial and target position.

The movements exhibit typical features of human aimed movements, such as
symmetric bell-shaped velocity profiles. Movements are smooth and gently accelerate
and decelerate as visible in the acceleration profile and Hooke plot. For high ID (Fig 5),
movements exhibit an initial rapid movement towards the target, followed by an
extended phase of corrective movements. For low ID (Fig 6), the phase of corrective
movements is generally shorter.

Movement trajectories towards the target are slightly curved and some of them
exhibit pronounced correctional submovements at the end (see, e.g., S1 Fig and S2 Fig).

The between-movement variability within one movement direction and task
condition decreases with increasing ID; in particular, very simple ID 1 movements
exhibit a large variability and are most prone to outliers (see, e.g., S3 Fig).

For a few movement directions (mostly in ID 2 tasks), the corresponding plots seem
to incorporate two different types of trajectories (see, e.g., S6 Fig): While some
movements start with zero or even negative acceleration and show a typical N-shaped
acceleration profile, others exhibit a positive acceleration at the beginning and their
first peak is less pronounced. The reason for this behavior are corrective submovements
at the end of the previous movement (see, e.g., S4 Fig and S5 Fig)1, leading to a
different initial acceleration of the beginning of the subsequent movement. Apart from
these notable features, almost all movements exhibit bell-shaped velocity and N-shaped
acceleration profiles, as it is typical for pointing tasks [11].

1Note that in the Fitts’ Law type task, the end-effector needs to stay inside the target for 100ms to
successfully terminate the episode. If the target is left earlier, another attempt has to be made within
the permitted total duration of 1.5s.
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Fig 5. End-effector trajectories (ID 4). 3D path, projected position, velocity,
acceleration, phasespace, and Hooke plots of 50 aimed movements (between targets 7
and 8 shown in Fig 2A) with ID 4 and a target distance of 35cm.

Discussion

In summary, we can conclude that, under the assumption of movement time
minimization given signal-dependent and constant motor noise, movement of the human
upper extremity model produced by reinforcement learning follows both Fitts’ Law and
the 2/3 Power Law. Moreover, the generated trajectories exhibit features typical for
pointing tasks, such as bell-shaped velocity and N-shaped acceleration profiles, and
corrective submovements that increase with task difficulty. To our knowledge, this has
not yet been shown for state-of-the-art biomechanical models of the upper extremity.
This result supports the idea that the control of the complex human biomechanical
system is plausible to be determined by a set of simple assumptions and can be easily
learned.
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Fig 6. End-effector trajectories (ID 2). 3D path, projected position, velocity,
acceleration, phasespace, and Hooke plots of 50 aimed movements (between targets 7
and 8 shown in Fig 2A) with ID 2 and a target distance of 35cm.

Methods

In the following, we first describe the general reinforcement learning approach and give
details about the underlying biomechanical model. Afterwards, we focus on individual
components of our method, namely states, actions, gears, rewards, and an adaptive
target selection mechanism. We also provide details about the implementation of our
algorithm. Finally, we discuss the methods used for evaluation.

Reinforcement Learning

We define the task of controlling the biomechanical model of the human upper extremity
through motor control signals applied at the joints as a reinforcement learning problem,
similar to [12]. In this formulation, a policy πθ(a|s) models the conditional distribution
over actions a ∈ A (motor control signals applied at the individual DOFs) given the
state s ∈ S (the pose, velocities, distance to target, etc.). The subindex θ denotes the
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parameters of the neural networks. At each timestep n ∈ {0, . . . , N}, we observe the
current state sn and sample a new action an from the current policy πθ. The physical
effects of that action, i.e., the application of these motor control signals, constitute the
new state sn+1, which we obtain from our biomechanical simulation. We compute a
reward rn at each time step n, which allows to penalize the total time needed to reach a
given target. The sum of the (discounted) rewards appears in the expected return

J(θ) = ET ∼pθ(T )[

N∑
n=0

γnrn], (6)

which we want to maximize with respect to the parameters θ, i.e., the goal is to learn
the optimal parameters θ∗ that maximize J(θ). Here,

pθ(T ) = p(s0)

N−1∏
n=0

πθ(an|sn)p(sn+1|sn, an) (7)

is the distribution over all possible trajectories T = (s0, a0, . . . , aN−1, sN ) induced by
the policy πθ, while p(s0) denotes the distribution of the initial states. In our model,
given sn and an, the subsequent state sn+1 is not deterministic, since both
signal-dependent and constant noise are included (details are given in the Introduction).
The probability of reaching some subsequent state sn+1 ∈ S is thus given by
p(sn+1|sn, an). However, to our knowledge, there is no closed formula for sn+1.2 Hence,
we cannot directly compute the expected value in Eq (6). Instead, we rely on sampling

to approximate it. The total return of a trajectory is given by
∑N
n=0 γ

nrn, where
γ ∈]0, 1] is a discount factor that causes the learner to prefer earlier rewards over later
rewards.

In order to approximate the optimal parameters θ∗, we use a policy-gradient
approach, which iteratively refines the parameters θ in the direction of increasing
rewards. Reinforcement learning methods that are based on fully sampled trajectories
usually suffer from updates with high variance. To reduce this variance and thus speed
up the learning process, we choose an approach that includes two approximators: an
actor network and a value network. These work as follows: Given some state s0 as
input, the actor network outputs the (standardized) mean and standard deviation of as
many normal distributions as dimensions of the action space. The individual action
components are then sampled from these distributions. To update the actor network
weights, we require some measurement of how “desirable” some state s0 is, i.e., how
much reward can be expected when starting in this state following the current policy.
These values are given by the state value function3, which is defined as the expected
sum of discounted rewards:

V (s0) = Ean∼π(sn)[

N∑
n=0

γnrn]. (8)

The output of the value network is an approximation of this state value function.
These two networks are then coupled with the soft actor-critic (SAC) algorithm [7],

which has been successfully used in physics-based character motion [13]: As a
policy-gradient method, it can be easily used with a continuous action space such as
continuous motor signals – something that is not directly possible with value function
methods such as DQN [14]. As an off-policy method that makes use of a replay buffer,

2Even if the stochastic noise was omitted, the underlying dynamics would be too complex to yield
an analytical solution.

3Note that given the current policy πθ, V (s0) corresponds to J(θ) for some fixed initial state s0.
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it is quite sample-efficient, which is important since running forward physics simulations
in MuJoCo constitutes the major part of the training duration. Moreover, it has been
shown that SAC outperforms other state-of-the-art algorithms such as PPO [15] or
TD3 [16]4. In order to obtain an unbiased estimate of the optimal value function, we
use Double Q-Learning [17], using a separate target critic network. The neural network
parameters are optimized using the Adam optimizer [18].

Biomechanical Model of the Human Upper Extremity

Our biomechanical model of the human upper extremity is based on the Upper
Extremity Dynamic model [5], which was originally implemented in OpenSim [19].
Kinematically, the model represents the human shoulder and arm using 7 physical
bodies and 5 ”phantom” bodies to model the complex movement of the shoulder. This
corresponds to 3 joints (shoulder, elbow, and wrist) with 7 DOFs and 5 additional joints
with 13 associated components coupled by 13 constraints with the DOFs. Each DOF
has constrained joint ranges (see Table 1), which limits the possible movements. In
contrast to linked-segment models, the Upper Extremity Dynamic model represents both
translational and rotatory components of the movement within shoulder, clavicle, and
scapula, and also within the wrist. It also contains physiological joint axis orientations
instead of the perpendicular orientations in linked-segment models. The dynamics
components of the musculoskeletal model are represented by the weight and inertia
matrix of each non-phantom body and the default negligible masses and inertia of all
phantom bodies. The dynamics properties of the model were extracted from multiple
previously published works on human and cadaveric studies. The active components of
the Upper Extremity Dynamic Model consist of 31 Hill-type muscles as well as of 14
coordinate limit forces softly generated by the ligaments when a DOF approaches the
angle range limit. Further details of this model are given in [5].

Table 1. Joint ranges of individual DOFs.

Joint DOF
Joint Angle Ranges (deg) Joint Torque Ranges (Nm)

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum

elevation angle −90 130 −36.01 36.01

shoulder elevation 0 180 −60.97 60.97

shoulder rotation −90 20 −19.37 19.37

elbow flexion 0 130 −12.57 12.57

pronation/supination −90 90 −1.03 1.03

wrist deviation −10 25 −2.14 2.14

wrist flexion −70 70 −1.53 1.53

Angle and torque ranges of all joint DOFs, which are actuated via second-order muscle
dynamics (Eq 1). Gears are defined as the magnitude of the torque range limits.

In order to make reinforcement learning feasible, we manually implement the Upper
Extremity Dynamic Model in the fast MuJoCo physics simulation [8]. With respect to
kinematics, the MuJoCo implementation of the model is equivalent to the original
OpenSim model and contains physiologically accurate degrees of freedom as well as
corresponding constraints. We use the physiological masses of individual segments in
the MuJoCo model. However, we compute the inertial properties using the geometry
and density of model segments in MuJoCo instead of the inertia matrices from the

4Supporting the observations in [7], we also found our training process to be faster and more robust
when using SAC compared to PPO.
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OpenSim model. We do not implement muscles in the MuJoCo model, as this would
significantly slow down the simulation and make reinforcement learning computationally
infeasible due to the curse of dimensionality.5 Instead, we implement simplified
actuators, representing aggregated muscle action on each individual DOF, which are
controlled using the second-order dynamics introduced in [21] with fixed time constants
te = 30ms and ta = 40ms. A formula of the discrete-time implementation used in our
algorithm is given in Eq 1. We select the gears, and respectively the maximum torques
for the actuators given in Table 1, based on experimental data as described in the
subsequent section. We currently do not model the soft joint ranges in MuJoCo, as the
movements the model produces to not usually reach joint limits.

Our biomechanical model provides the following advantages over simple
linked-segment models:

• phantom bodies and joints allow for more realistic movements, including both
translation and rotation components within an individual joint,

• individual joint angle and torque limits are set for every DOF,

• axes between joints are specifically chosen and not just perpendicular between two
segments,

• the model includes physiological body segment masses, and it yields

• better options for scaling individual body parts, e.g., based on particular
individuals.

States, Actions, and Gears

Using the MuJoCo implementation of our biomechanical model described above, the
states s ∈ S ⊆ R48 in our RL approach include the following information:

• joint angle for each DOF q ∈ Q in radians (7 values),

• joint velocity for each DOF q ∈ Q in radians/s (7 values),

• activations σ(q) for each DOF q ∈ Q, and their derivatives σ̇(q) (2× 7 values),

• positions of the end-effector and target sphere (2× 3 values),

• (positional) velocities of the end-effector and target sphere (2× 3 values),

• (positional) acceleration of the end-effector (3 values),

• difference vector : vector between the end-effector attached to the index finger and
the target, pointing towards the target (3 values),

• projection of the end-effector velocity towards the target (1 value),

• radius of the target sphere (1 value).

Each component a(q) ∈ [−1, 1] of the action vector a = (a(q))q∈Q ∈ A is used to
actuate some DOF q ∈ Q by applying the torque τ (q) resulting from Eq 1-3. Note that
in addition to these actuated forces, additional active forces (e.g., torques applied to
parent joints) and passive forces (e.g., gravity and contact forces) act on the joints in
every time step.

5In particular, computing dynamic actuator lengths (which significantly affect the forces produced
by muscle activation patterns) has still proven challenging in MuJoCo [20].
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We determine the maximum torque a human would exert at each DOF in this task
experimentally as follows. We implemented the Fitts’ Law task described above in a VR
environment displayed via the HTC Vive Pro VR headset. We recorded the movements
of a single participant performing the task using the Phasespace X2E motion capture
system6 with a full-body suit provided with 14 optical markers. Using OpenSim, we
scaled the Upper Extremity Dynamic Model to this particular person. We then used
OpenSim to perform Inverse Dynamics to obtain the torque sequences that are most
likely to produce the recorded marker trajectories. For each DOF q ∈ Q, we set the
corresponding gear g(q) to the absolute maximum torque applied at this DOF during
the experiment.7 The resulting values are shown in Table 1.

Reward Function and Curriculum Learning

The behavior of the policy is largely determined by the reward rn that appears in (6)
and (8). We designed the reward following Harris and Wolpert [4], who argue that there
is no rational explanation why the central nervous system (CNS) should explicitly try to
minimize previously proposed metrics such as the change in the torque applied at the
joints [22], or the acceleration (or jerk) of the end-effector [23]. They argue that it is not
even clear whether the CNS is able to compute, store, and integrate these quantities
while executing motions.

Instead, they propose that the CNS aims to minimize movement end-point variance
given a fixed movement time, under the constraint of signal-dependent noise. This is
equivalent to minimizing movement time when the permissible end-point variance is
given by the size of the target [4]. The equivalent objective is simple and intuitively
plausible, since achieving accurate aimed movements in minimal time is critical for the
success of many movement tasks.

Therefore, the objective of our model is minimization of movement time while
reaching a target of a given width.

More precisely, our reward function only consists of a time reward, which
penalizes every time step of an episode equally:

rn = −100∆t. (9)

This term provides incentives to terminate the episode (which can only be achieved by
reaching the target) as early as possible. Since we apply each control an for 10ms, ∆t
amounts to 0.01 in our case, i.e., rn = −1 for every time step n ∈ {0, . . . , N}.

According to our experience, it is possible to learn aimed movements despite the lack
of gradient provided by the reward function, as long as a few requirements are met: The
initial posture needs to be sampled randomly and the targets need to be large enough at
the beginning of the training to ensure that the target is often enough reached by
exploration in early training steps to guide the reinforcement learner. However, creating
a predetermined curriculum that gradually decreases the target width during training
appropriately has proved very difficult: In most cases, the task difficulty either increased
too fast, leading to unnatural movements that do not reach the target directly (and
often not at all), or progress was slow, resulting in a time-consuming training phase.

For this reason, we decided to use an adaptive curriculum, which dynamically
adjusts the target width depending on the recent success rate. Specifically, we define a
curriculum state, which is initialized with an initial target diameter of 60cm. Every 10K
update steps, the current policy is evaluated on 30 complete episodes, where target
diameters are chosen depending on the current state of the curriculum. Based on the

6https://www.phasespace.com/x2e-motion-capture/
7We removed a small number of outliers, which we defined as values with distance to mean larger

than 20 times the standard deviation.
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percentage of targets reached within the permitted 1.5 seconds (success rate), the
curriculum state is updated: If the success rate falls below 70%, it is increased by 1cm;
if the success rate exceeds 90%, it is decreased by 1cm.8

At the beginning of each episode, the target diameter is set to the current
curriculum state with probability 1− ε, and sampled uniformly random between 0.1cm
and 60cm with probability ε = 0.1, which has proven to be a reasonable choice. This
particularly ensures that all required target sizes occur throughout the training phase,
and thus prevents forgetting how to solve “simpler” tasks (in literature often referred to
as catastrophic forgetting ; see, e.g., [24]).

Implementation of the Reinforcement Learning Algorithm

The actor and critic networks described in the Reinforcement Learning section consist of
two fully connected layers with 256 neurons each, followed by the output layer, which
either returns the means and standard deviations of the action distributions (for the
actor network) or the state-action value (for the critic network). To improve the speed
and stability of learning, we train two separate, but same-structured critic networks and
use the minimum of both outputs as the teaching signal for all networks (Double
Q-Learning) [7, 17]. In all networks, ReLU [25] is used as non-linearity for both hidden
layers.

The reinforcement learning methods of our implementation are based on the
TF-Agents library [26]. The learning phase consists of two parts, which are repeated
alternately: trajectory sampling and policy updating.

In the trajectory sampling part, the target position is sampled from the uniform
distribution on a cuboid of 70cm height, 40cm width, and 30cm depth, whose center is
placed 50cm in front of the human body and 10cm to the right of the shoulder. The
width of the target is controlled by the adaptive curriculum described above. The
biomechanical model is initialized with some random posture, where the joint angles are
uniformly sampled from the convex hull of static postures that allow to keep the
end-effector in one of 12 targets placed along the vertices of the above described cuboid.
The initial joint velocities are uniformly sampled from the interval
[−0.005 radians/s, 0.005 radians/s].

In every step n ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}, given the current state vector sn ∈ S (see
description above), an action is sampled from the current policy πθ(sn). Next, the
MuJoCo simulation uses this action to actuate the model joints, updates the body
posture, and returns both the reward rn and the subsequent state vector sn+1. In our
implementation, every episode in the learning process contains at most N = 100 of such
steps, with each step corresponding to 10ms.9 If the target is reached earlier, i.e., the
distance between end-effector and target center is lower than the radius of the target
sphere, the current episode terminates and the next episode begins with new target
position and width. At the beginning of the training, 10K steps are taken and the
corresponding transitions are stored in a replay buffer, which has a capacity of 1M steps.
During training, only one step is taken and stored per sampling phase.

In the policy updating part, 256 previously sampled transitions (sn, an, rn, sn+1) are
randomly chosen from the replay buffer to update both the actor network and the critic
network weights. We use a discount factor of 0.99 in the critic loss function of SAC. All
other parameters are set to the default values of the TF-Agents SAC
implementation [26].

8We clipped the resulting value to the interval [0.1cm, 60cm] to avoid target sizes that are larger
than the initial width or are too close to zero.

9Allowing movements to be longer than one second did not improve the training procedure signifi-
cantly.
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Both parts of our learning algorithm, the trajectory sampling and the policy update,
are executed alternately until the curriculum state, i.e., the current suggested target
diameter, falls below 1cm.10 To evaluate a policy πθ, we apply the action a∗n with the
highest probability under this policy at every time step (i.e., we use the corresponding
greedy policy) and evaluate the resulting trajectory. Such an evaluation is done every
10K steps, where 30 complete episodes are generated using this deterministic policy, and
resulting performance indicators are stored. After the training phase, θ∗ is set to the
latest parameter set θ, i.e., the final policy πθ∗ is chosen as latest policy πθ.

An overview of the complete training procedure is given in Fig 7.

Trajectory sampling

Sample transition
using πθ

Replay
buffer

Policy update

Update critic and actor
network weights θ

Evaluation

Generate 30 complete
trajectories using

greedy(πθ)

Curriculum learner

Update target width
sampling range

πθ

(sn, an, rn, sn+1)

256 sampled
transitions

new target

position and width

πθ

success rate

final policy
πθ∗

initialize
network weights θ

× 10K

Before training

Every step

Every 10K steps

After training

Fig 7. Reinforcement learning procedure. Before training, the networks are
initialized with random weights, and 10K transitions generated using the resulting initial
policy are stored in the replay buffer (blue dashed arrows). During training (red box),
trajectory sampling and policy update steps are executed alternately in every step. The
targets used in the trajectory sampling part are generated by the curriculum learner,
which is updated every 10K steps based on an evaluation of the most recent (greedy)
policy. As soon as the target width suggested by the curriculum learner falls below 1cm,
the training phase is completed and the final policy is returned (teal dash-dotted arrow).

Evaluation

For evaluation of the trajectories resulting from the learned policy for different target
conditions, we designed a discrete Fitts’ Law type task. This task follows the ISO
9241-9 ergonomics standard and incorporates 13 equidistant targets arranged in a circle
at 50cm distance in front of the body and placed 10cm right of the right shoulder
(Fig 2). As soon as a target is reached and the end-effector stays inside for 100ms, the
next target is given to the learned policy. This also happens after 1.5 seconds,
regardless of whether the episode was successful.

Based on the recommendations in [27], we determine different task difficulty
conditions by sampling “form and scale”, i.e., the Index of Difficulty (ID) and the
distance D between the target centers are sampled independently instead of using a

10With our implementation, this was the case after 1.2M steps, corresponding to about 4 hours of
training time.
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distance-width grid. We use the Shannon Formulation [28] of Fitts’ Law to compute the
resulting distance between initial and target point D, given the target width W and the
ID:

ID = log2

(
D

W
+ 1

)
. (10)

The used combinations of distance, width, and ID are given in Table 2 and the resulting
target setup is shown in Fig 2A.

Table 2. Conditions in the Fitts’ Law Type Task.

Distance D Width W ID

0.05 0.05 1
0.15 0.15 1
0.25 0.25 1
0.15 0.05 2
0.25 0.0833 2
0.35 0.1167 2
0.15 0.0214 3
0.25 0.0357 3
0.35 0.05 3
0.35 0.0233 4

Distance between initial point and target D (in meters), diameter of target sphere W
(in meters), and resulting Index of Difficulty (ID) of task conditions used in the Fitts’
Law type task.

The model executes 50 movements for each task condition and each direction, i.e.,
6500 movements in total. All movements reached the target and stayed inside for 100ms
within the given maximum movement time of 1.5s. Plots for all task conditions and
movement directions together with their underlying data can be found in a public
repository [29].

In addition, an adaptive “moving target” mechanism is applied to generate elliptic
movements from our learned policy. During training, the policy only has learned to
reach a given target as fast and accurate as possible – it was never asked to follow a
specific path accurately. For this reason, we make use of the following method:

Initially, we place the first target on the ellipse such that 10% of the complete curve
need to be covered clockwise within the first movement, starting in a fixed initial
position (the leftmost point on the ellipse). In contrast to regular pointing tasks, the
target already switches as soon as the movement (or rather the projection of the
movement path onto the ellipse) covers more than half of this distance. The next target
is then chosen to again create an incentive to cover the next 10% of the elliptic curve.
Thus, there are roughly 20 via-points in total subsequently placed on the ellipse. As
shown in Fig 4A, this indeed leads to fairly elliptic movements.

For our evaluation, we use an ellipse with horizontal and vertical diameter of 15cm
and 6cm (similar to the ellipse used in [4]), with its center placed 55cm in front, 10cm
above, and 10cm right of the shoulder. The task was performed for one minute, where
end-effector position, velocity, and acceleration was stored every 10ms.

Comprehensive data for all of these movements can be found in [29].
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Supporting information

S1 Fig. Movement with change of direction (3D Path). For some trajectories,
the direction changes towards the end of the movement (here: ID 2, 35cm distance,
movements between targets 5 and 6).

S2 Fig. Movement with change of direction (Phasespace). Changes of
direction towards the end of a movement are also visible in the appendix at the right
side of the Phasespace plot. (here: ID 2, 35cm distance, movements between targets 5
and 6).
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S3 Fig. Trajectory variability in ID 1 movements (Position). For simple ID
1 movements, the between-trial variability is the largest. In addition, some “outliers”
with considerably higher reaction time might occur (here: ID 1, 25cm distance,
movements between targets 1 and 2).

S4 Fig. Corrective Submovements (Position). For some trials, the end-effector
does not stay inside the target for the required 100ms. A corrective submovement (here
after 0.3s) then enables a second attempt (here: ID 2, 25cm distance, movements
between targets 9 and 10).
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S5 Fig. Corrective Submovements (Acceleration). For some trials, the
end-effector does not stay inside the target for the required 100ms. A corrective
submovement (here after 0.3s) then enables a second attempt (here: ID 2, 25cm
distance, movements between targets 9 and 10).

S6 Fig. Movements with different initial conditions (Acceleration). The
extent of corrective submovements in the previous movement (see S4 Fig and S5 Fig)
determines the initial acceleration, which in turn affects the shape of, e.g., the
acceleration profile (here: ID 2, 25cm distance, movements between targets 10 and 11).
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