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Abstract 

All motor tasks with a mechanical system (a human body, a rider on a 

bicycle) that is approximately linear in the part of the state space where it 

stays most of the time (e.g., upright balance control) have the following 

property: actionable sensory feedback allows for optimal control actions 

that are a simple linear combination of the sensory feedback. When only 

non-actionable sensory feedback is available, optimal control for these 

approximately linear mechanical systems is based on an internal dynamical 

system that estimates the states, and that can be implemented as a 

recurrent neural network (RNN). It uses a sensory model to update the 

state estimates with the non-actionable sensory feedback, and the weights 

of this RNN are fully specified by results from optimal feedback control. 

This is highly relevant for muscle spindle afferent firing rates which, under 

perfectly coordinated fusimotor and skeletomotor control, scale with the 

exafferent joint acceleration component. The resulting control mechanism 

balances a standing body and a rider-bicycle combination using realistic 

parameter values and with forcing torques that are feasible for humans. 
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Introduction 

Most of our movements are goal-directed, and to achieve these goals our 

central nervous system (CNS) almost always requires sensory feedback. 

For example, staying upright while standing (standing balance control) 

depends on control actions in the form of ankle torques that overcome the 

toppling torque due to gravity and prevent the body from falling. These 

control actions are computed by the CNS and depend on sensory feedback 

about the body’s center of gravity (CoG) relative to its area of support 

(AoS). The situation is similar in other forms of balance control, such as 

on the bicycle: the control actions now involve steering (turning the 

handlebars), and the sensory feedback pertains to the combined CoG of 

rider and bicycle relative to the line of support (LoS) formed by the two 

contact points between the tires and the road surface. 

 

The difficulty of the CNS’s control task depends on the sensory feedback. 

This can be demonstrated rigorously for the case of the CNS controlling a 

linear mechanical system. This mechanical system consists of the body’s 

musculo-skeletal system plus the objects that are attached to it (e.g., a 

bicycle, a cane, a pencil). The mechanical system is linear if the limb 

movements are described by a set of differential equations that are linear 

in the limbs’ positions and velocities, the system’s state variables. For 

several motor tasks, such as balance control, the mechanical system is 

linear near the so-called fixed point, and for a standing body and a rider-

bicycle combination, this is the upright position. In balance control, 

because the fixed point is above the AoS/LoS, most of the movements 

remain close to it. This is the situation that we will consider in this paper. 

For a linear mechanical system, the optimal control action is a simple 

linear combination of the state variables [1]. Therefore, the control task for 

the CNS is easy if the sensory feedback is an accurate estimate of the 
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limbs’ positions and velocities (the state variables); the optimal control 

action then is a simple linear combination of this sensory feedback. This 

type of sensory feedback will be called actionable.  

 

The nature of the sensory feedback depends on the sensory organs. For 

balance control, the somatosensory (including proprioceptive), vestibular 

and visual feedback modality have been investigated most [2]. I will focus 

on proprioceptive feedback from the muscle spindles [3]. There is good 

empirical evidence that, at least on a firm and immobile support surface, 

this proprioceptive feedback is sufficient for standing balance control [4, 5]. 

However, I will argue that it is not actionable because the muscle spindles 

do not provide direct information about joint angular position and velocity 

[6-9]. How then can the CNS use proprioceptive feedback to realize its 

control objective, staying upright? I will demonstrate that this is possible 

by making use of a CNS-internal sensory model of the proprioceptive 

feedback. Crucially, this sensory model agrees with results from sensory 

neurophysiology [8, 10-12]  which are consistent with the view that, under 

perfectly coordinated fusimotor control, muscle spindle afferent firing rates 

scale with the exafferent joint acceleration component. This sensory model 

can be combined with the familiar internal model for the dynamics of the 

mechanical system [13, 14], and together they specify a dynamical system 

that estimates the current state. This CNS-internal dynamical system can 

be implemented as a recurrent neural network (RNN).  

 

The evidence in the present paper comes from formal analysis and 

computer simulations, and the main point can be made convincingly using 

the one degree-of-freedom (1-DoF) inverted pendulum model of standing 

balance control. Focusing on such a simple model has the risk of making 

claims about motor control in general that are only valid for this simple 

model system. I will mitigate this risk by making the same point using two 
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3-DoF models for bicycle balance control. Balancing a bicycle using only 

proprioceptive feedback is a very challenging control problem because the 

mechanical system is underactuated [15]: because the rider is not touching 

the road surface, the bicycle lean angle cannot be controlled by a forcing 

torque over the roll axis. I will demonstrate that a bicycle can be balanced 

using only non-actionable proprioceptive feedback from the rider’s upper 

body and a steering torque that controls the front frame via the 

handlebars. 
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Results 

A closed-loop feedback control model for standing balance 

In Fig. 1A and 1B, a closed-loop feedback control model is shown [16-18]. 

In its application to standing balance control, the mechanical system (in 

red) is the body’s musculo-skeletal system, which is depicted separately in 

Fig. 1C. This mechanical system is modeled as a compound inverted 

pendulum (CIP) that rotates about the ankle joint. The pendulum’s 

angular position relative to gravity (lean angle) is denoted by q and the 

muscular forcing torque at the ankle joint by z. The movements of the 

CIP are fully specified by its equation of motion (EoM), which expresses 

the acceleration �̈� as a function of position q, velocity �̇�, and the forcing 

torque z (see Eq. 3). The EoM is usually written as a function of the 

mechanical system’s state, which is the combined position q and velocity 

�̇�, and is denoted by 𝒙 = &𝜃, �̇�(!. The distinction between the state   

𝒙 and the acceleration �̈� is crucial for balance control because the muscular 

forcing torque z controls �̈� in a direct way, whereas the state variables q 

and �̇� are only controlled indirectly via �̈�. The EoM can be written as a 

differential equation for the state 𝒙, which I will denote as �̇� = F(𝒙, 𝒛). 

This differential equation is usually called the EoM in state-space form, 

and it is described in more detail in An optimal computational system for 

a linear approximation of the mechanical system. (Here and in the 

following, I will not follow the notational convention of using lower case 

boldface letters for vectors and normal font for scalars; all results in this 

paper hold for the vector-valued case, but sometimes the 

application/example involves only scalars.) 
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Fig. 1: Closed-loop feedback control model for standing balance. (A) 

Block diagram of the closed-loop feedback control model, with a 

mechanical (in red), a sensory (in green), a computational (multiple colors; 

see below), and a motor output system (in black). The computational 

system is a neural network with an input layer with input y, an 

intermediate layer with recurrent connections, and an output layer with 

output u. (B) The computational system is based on a linear internal 

model (approximation) �̇� = 𝐴𝒙 + B𝒛 of the nonlinear mechanical system 

�̇� =  F(𝒙, 𝒛) and a sensory internal model C. This assumption, together 

with an optimality criterion for the control performance (see Eq. 1), 

defines the weights of the neural network. The matrices L and -K are, 

respectively, the Kalman and the LQR gain (see text). (C) A standing 
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body with a superimposed compound inverted pendulum rotating about 

the ankle, used to model standing balance control. The pendulum’s angular 

position relative to gravity is denoted by q and the torque at the ankle 

joint by z. 

  

The sensory system (in green) linearly maps the vectors &𝒙𝒕, �̈�(! and u onto 

sensory variables, adds noise s and feeds the resulting y into the 

computational system. With respect to these sensory variables, I deviate 

from the existing literature on closed-loop feedback control, in which the 

sensory feedback only pertains to the state variables x. First, I have added 

the angular acceleration �̈� to the state variables x because this reflects one 

of the main claims of this paper. Second, I have added the torque variable 

u to capture the gain modulation of the sensory (in green) by the 

computational (in blue) system. In muscle spindles (the main 

proprioceptive feedback), this gain modulation is implemented by spinal 

gamma and beta motor neurons (fusimotor neurons) and is denoted as 

fusimotor control [3, 6, 7]. The motor output system (in black) adds noise 

m to the computational system’s output u and feeds the resulting noise 

torque z into the mechanical system.  

 

The sensory, motor, and computational system are models of, respectively, 

the peripheral, somatic, and central nervous system (PNS, SNS, CNS). In 

this paper, the main interest is in the sensory and the computational 

system, and I will address the question whether the computational system 

can control the mechanical system for a plausible sensory feedback and 

realistic values of the mechanical system’s parameters. 

 

The computational system calculates (1) an optimal internal state estimate 

𝒙/ by integrating a linear differential equation that takes the sensory 

feedback y as input, and (2) an optimal control action u by multiplying 
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the state estimate 𝒙/ by the gain -K. One can consider the computational 

system both from a neurobiological and an optimal feedback control 

(OFC) perspective, and these are depicted in, respectively, Fig. 1A and 

1B. From the neurobiological perspective, the computational system is a 

neural network with an input layer, an intermediate layer with recurrent 

connections, and an output layer. These recurrent connections agree with 

the fact that, within the CNS, feedback connections are ubiquitous. As is 

common in neuroscience, I assume that the CNS learns optimal weights for 

the neural network’s connections [16-18]. Calculating these optimal weights 

is a computational challenge which nowadays is considered a part of 

machine learning. Here, I take a different approach: I first establish a 

correspondence between the neural network and the OFC perspective, and 

then use standard OFC results to express the optimal weights in closed 

form.  

 

The OFC perspective is model-based: the computational system is based 

on (1) a linear forward model �̇� = 𝐴𝒙 + B𝑧 that approximates the 

nonlinear mechanical system �̇� =  F(𝒙, 𝒛), and (2) a linear sensory model 

𝒚 = 𝐶𝒙 + 𝒔 of the input to the computational system. I assume the 

matrices A, B and C to be given and ask for which values of K and L some 

optimality criterion is achieved. This criterion is a quantification of the 

person’s objective to stay balanced with as little effort as possible. This 

quantification (J) is a weighted sum of quadratic forms: 

 𝐽 = lim
#→%

1
𝑇 ℰ ;<

{[𝒙(𝑡) − 𝒄]!𝑄[𝒙(𝑡) − 𝒄] + 𝒖(𝑡)!𝑅𝒖(𝑡)}𝑑𝑡
#

&

H 
Eq. 1 

 

in which ℰ(	) denotes expected value, and 𝑄 and 𝑅 are positive definite 

weight matrices of the appropriate dimensions. The first term 

([𝒙(𝑡) − 𝒄]!𝑄[𝒙(𝑡) − 𝒄]) quantifies the difference between the time-varying 

state variable 𝒙(𝑡) and its target state 𝒄 = [𝑎', 0]! (in which 𝑎' is a small 
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positive number that reflects people’s preference for a leaned forward 

posture), and the second term (𝒖(𝑡)!𝑅𝒖(𝑡)) quantifies the energetic cost.  

 

The minimization of J is a well-known problem that has a solution under 

the following conditions: (1) the mechanical system is linear and identical 

to the computational system’s forward model (i.e., �̇� = F(𝒙, 𝒛) = 𝐴𝒙 + B𝑧), 

(2) the sensory system’s output matrix C is identical to the corresponding 

matrix of the computational system’s sensory model, and (3) the sensor 

and the motor noise are Gaussian. Together, these conditions and the 

solution are known as the linear quadratic gaussian (LQG). Optimal 

control under the LQG is achieved when -K is the linear quadratic 

regulator (LQR), which depends on A and B (plus the weights 𝑄 and 𝑅), 

and L is the Kalman gain, which depends on A and C (plus two noise 

covariance matrices, which serve as weights) [1].  

 

Applying the LQG results, one can see that the optimal input weights for 

the neural network are the Kalman gain L, the optimal output weights are 

the LQR gain −𝐾, and the optimal recurrent weights are 𝐴 − 𝐵𝐾 − 𝐿𝐶. 

With these results, a digital computer does not have to learn the neural 

network weights from experience with the mechanical system (i.e., a 

training set). However, for the CNS, learning from experience is the only 

plausible way. Because this learning process develops over time, the CNS’s 

current weights can only approximate the optimal weights.  

 

It is important to note that the LQG is for continuous signals only, 

whereas the signals in the peripheral, central and somatic nervous system 

are sets of spike signals. However, it is possible to formulate a spiking 

neural network (SNN) with the same functional properties as a LQG 

controller [19]. This functional equivalence can be demonstrated using a 
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SNN [20, 21] that produces the type of spiking activity that is observed in 

biological neural networks: irregular, sparse, and robust. 

 

Actionable sensory feedback 

Consider a linear mechanical system with observable states x. The optimal 

control action for such a system is the linear combination -Kx [1]. This 

shows the importance of sensory feedback about the mechanical system’s 

states x. Optimal control actions can be computed from the sensory 

feedback not only when the states are observable, but also when the 

sensory system’s output matrix C is invertible. In this case, the optimal 

control action can be computed as −𝐾𝐶()𝒚. Sensory feedback obtained via 

an invertible output matrix C will be called directly actionable (for short, 

actionable) because a simple linear mapping is sufficient to compute the 

optimal control action. For actionable feedback, there is no need to pass it 

through a recurrently connected intermediate layer such as in Fig. 1A.  

 

Non-actionable sensory feedback can be of different types, such as a simple 

non-invertible mapping of the mechanical system’s state x, or a mapping 

of non-state variables such as acceleration �̈� and torque u (see Fig. 1A and 

1B). In this paper, I will only focus on the latter type. However, it holds 

for all types of non-actionable sensory feedback that it must be passed 

through a recurrently connected intermediate layer if it is to be converted 

into an optimal control action.  

 

Actionable feedback can also profit from a recurrently connected 

intermediate layer, but only when motor and/or sensory noise is added to 

the input and/or output of the mechanical system. If the sensory feedback 

is noisy, more accurate state estimates are obtained by combining the 

noisy sensory feedback with model-based predictions using Bayes’ rule [22]. 
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Crucially, this can also be performed by the RNN in Fig. 1A, and the 

optimal combination of the noisy sensory feedback with the model-based 

predictions is realized by the Kalman gain L. However, for non-actionable 

sensory feedback, the RNN does not simply improve the accuracy of the 

state estimates; without the RNN, there would not be any state estimates. 

 

Muscle spindle proprioceptive feedback 

Proprioceptive feedback for balance control 

Balance control relies on contributions from the somatosensory (including 

proprioceptive), visual, vestibular and auditory sensory system [2]. When 

all sensory systems are functioning properly, they work together to 

maintain balance [23, 24]. In this paper, I will focus on proprioceptive 

feedback about the state variables position and velocity. There are 

convincing arguments for the role of muscle spindles as the most important 

sensory organ for this part of proprioception [3]. I will model balance 

control using only muscle spindle proprioceptive feedback, and by 

simulating the model I will thus test the hypothesis that this feedback is 

sufficient for balance control. This is a plausible hypothesis, at least when 

the support surface is firm and immobile; on such a surface, humans can 

maintain standing balance after removing vestibular, touch, and visual 

feedback [4, 5]. 

 

Muscle spindle feedback is not actionable 

For standing balance control, actionable feedback would imply that the 

muscle spindles provide direct feedback about angular position and 

velocity, and this is a common assumption in the field of standing balance 

control [2, 23, 25, 26]. However, for active joints (moving or in isometric 

contraction), this assumption is not supported by neurophysiological 
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evidence. This has been pointed out first by [9], and was thereafter 

confirmed in two specialized review papers [6, 7].  

 

This claim contradicts another claim in standing balance control: of the 

three sources of information, position, velocity and acceleration, velocity is 

the most important one for explaining body sway across a range of 

experimental conditions [27, 28]. This claim is based on a comparison of 

computational models that differ with respect to the reliability of the three 

sources of information: the model in which the velocity information was 

more reliable than position and acceleration information better reproduced 

the body sway than the models in which position and/or acceleration 

information were more reliable. In this paper, I will base my claims on 

straightforward empirical studies that do not need computational models 

for data-based inference. Most of these studies involve neurophysiological 

recordings from spindle afferents. After reviewing the relevant empirical 

studies, I will propose a computational model that agrees with them. This 

approach has the advantage that the empirical part does not depend on 

the inevitable auxiliary assumptions in the modelling. 

 

The claim that muscle spindles do not provide direct feedback about 

angular position and velocity agrees with the fact that corrective responses 

to balance perturbations are mainly driven by acceleration [29-31]. This 

acceleration-driven component in the corrective responses depends on 

proprioceptive feedback, because it is only present in animals with intact 

proprioceptive afferents [29]. Specifically, long-latency muscle activity in 

response to balance perturbations exhibits an initial burst that scales with 

perturbation acceleration [29-31], and this initial burst is nearly abolished 

when a part of the proprioceptive afferents is lesioned [29]. 

 



Control, sensory models, and non-actionable feedback Page nr. 14 of 64 

14 

Neurophysiological evidence about the muscle spindles’ response properties 

comes from direct recordings of their output (afferent firing rates). In 

anesthetized animals, such recordings are obtained from the dorsal horn of 

the spinal cord [8], and in awake humans from PNS sensory axons using 

microneurography [6, 32]. A muscle spindle contains the endings of the 

sensory neurons, and these are coiled around so-called intrafusal fibers, 

which have a sensory function only; the contractile force is produced by 

the muscle’s extrafusal fibers. The sensory neurons’ endings respond to the 

stretch in the intrafusal fibers and if they lie slack (zero tension), the 

sensory neuron provides no information about the muscle’s extrafusal 

fibers. When discussing the muscle spindles’ response properties, it is 

important to distinguish between (1) passive and active muscles, and (2) 

moving and stationary muscles. When a passive muscle moves, this is 

because an external force (e.g., gravity) acts on it, and when an active 

muscle moves this is at least partly due to the extrafusal fibers’ contractile 

force. A stationary muscle can also be both passive and active, and the 

muscle spindle firing rates in the latter scenario (isometric contraction) are 

of interest for this paper. Often, also a distinction is made between type Ia 

and type II afferents, of which the first are more responsive to the 

dynamics of the stretch [6, 33]. In the following, I will not always make a 

distinction between these two types of afferents; the CNS receives input 

from both, and I assume some intelligence in the CNS to combine their 

input.  

 

Recordings in passive muscles 

Recordings of passive muscle spindle output are commonly performed 

using a ramp-and-hold test in which the muscle is stretched from zero 

tension to a new length where it is kept stationary for some time [8, 11, 

33]. In the first dynamic part of this test (stretch onset; from zero tension 
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to a new length), the firing rates of type Ia afferents scale with peak 

acceleration [8]. Acceleration is positive when the muscle is stretched from 

zero tension to a new length; when acceleration is negative (the muscle 

decelerates), the type Ia firing rate drops to zero [8, 11, 33]. Thus, the type 

Ia firing rates scale with the positive part of acceleration. For 

completeness, I must note that the spindle firing rate at stretch onset 

could be predicted equally well by the first time derivative of the force 

that causes the acceleration [8]. I will not use this result but will return to 

it in the Discussion. 

 

During the stationary period of the ramp-and-hold test in a passive 

muscle, both type Ia and type II afferents have an increased firing rate [8, 

11, 33]. During this stationary period, the tension force that was needed to 

keep the muscle at a constant length, decreased over time and, crucially, 

the firing rate scaled with this muscle tension [8]. The relevance of this 

observation follows from the fact that, at least in the passive muscle and 

above the length at which the intrafusal fiber falls slack, muscle tension is 

proportional to muscle length and this in turn determines joint angle. This 

potential angular position encoding agrees with several microneurography 

studies in awake humans: when the muscles are passive, there is an 

approximately linear relationship between joint angle and sensory neuron 

firing rate [33-37].  

 

Recordings in active muscles 

The active muscles from which the recordings are obtained are either in 

isometric contraction (and thus stationary) or moving slowly. There are 

large differences with the recordings in passive muscles. Crucially, 

microneurography studies in awake humans showed that, in the active 

muscle (participants holding a loaded finger at some joint angle), there is 
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no relationship between joint angular position and firing rate [12, 38]. 

Thus, muscle spindles provide length information when the passive joint is 

moved by an external force, but this is lost when the joint’s position is 

controlled by the CNS. 

 

An essential difference between the active and the passive muscle is that, 

in the former, the muscle spindle intrafusal fibers are activated by spinal 

fusimotor neurons as a part of fusimotor control. Without fusimotor 

control, muscle spindle output would only depend on the length of the 

extrafusal fibers that determine the joint’s position. The simplest form of 

fusimotor control is alpha-gamma coactivation, which effectively deals with 

the problem that the stretch-sensitive sensory endings have a limited 

operating range: when the extrafusal fibers contract, the tension in the 

intrafusal fibers can become too low (they fall slack) for the sensory 

endings to fire, regardless of the length/velocity/acceleration of the 

extrafusal fibers. Fusimotor neurons control the length of the intrafusal 

fibers, and thereby the sensitivity/gain of the sensory neurons. In alpha-

gamma coactivation, the gamma motor neurons fire in sync with the spinal 

alpha motor (skeletomotor) neurons, whose firing makes the extrafusal 

fibers contract. This coordination keeps the intrafusal fibers at a length 

that keeps the sensory neurons in their operating range.  

 

More complicated forms of fusimotor control have been described and they 

all involve CNS-level computations that allow for temporal coordination 

between fusimotor and skeletomotor neurons [7, 10, 39]. In this paper, I 

focus on the role of this temporal coordination in distinguishing between 

reafferent and exafferent feedback. The better the temporal coordination, 

the more the sensitivity of the sensory neurons shifts to the non-muscular 

forces, such as gravity, elasticity (which both depend on angular position) 

and damping (which depends on angular velocity). If the coordination is 
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perfect (the intrafusal fiber tension does not reflect extrafusal fiber 

contractions elicited by skeletomotor neurons), the muscle spindle output 

only reflects non-muscular forces and thus is purely exafferent. In the next 

section, I will (1) argue that muscle spindles respond to the exafferent 

acceleration component, (2) describe the supporting sensory 

neurophysiological evidence for this, and (3) show how length- and 

velocity-related information can be extracted from it. 

 

A mechanical model for standing balance constrains the relation 

between intrafusal fiber acceleration and the state variables 

A mechanical model specifies acceleration components 

I now describe a mechanical model for standing balance (the CIP) that can 

be used to specify the acceleration component to which the muscle spindles 

respond. The CIP EoM is the following second-order differential equation: 

 𝐼�̈� + 𝑐*+,-�̇� −
)
.
𝑚𝑔𝑙 sin(𝜃) + 𝑘/!011	𝜃 = 𝑧  , Eq. 2 

in which m is the mass of the compound pendulum, l is its length, and g is 

the gravitational constant. The constant I denotes the rotational inertia 

𝐼 = )
3
𝑚𝑙.. The ankle joint has both stiffness and damping, and these are 

characterized by the coefficients 𝑘/!011	 and 𝑐*+,-. The variable z is the 

forcing torque applied at the ankle. This forcing torque is produced by the 

muscles’ extrafusal fibers and is the sum of a control signal plus motor 

noise. A critical aspect of Eq 2 is the relation between 𝑘/!011	 and the 

critical stiffness )
.
𝑚𝑔𝑙: if 𝑘/!011	 <

)
.
𝑚𝑔𝑙, the CIP is unstable in the upright 

position (𝜃 accelerates away from 0), and if 𝑘/!011	 >
)
.
𝑚𝑔𝑙, it is stable. 

Several studies have demonstrated that the ankle joint stiffness 𝑘/!011	 is 

less than the critical stiffness )
.
𝑚𝑔𝑙, and that this is due to the compliance 

of the Achilles tendon [40-43].  
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I now rewrite Eq. 2 by (1) bringing the state variables to the right side of 

the equation, and (2) dividing both sides by the rotational inertia I: 

 �̈� = 𝐼() Y−𝑐*+,-�̇� +
1
2𝑚𝑔𝑙 sin

(𝜃) − 𝑘/!011	𝜃 + 𝑧[ Eq. 3 

All terms in Eq. 3 are acceleration components: the terms containing �̇�, 

sin(𝜃), 𝜃, and 𝑧 are the acceleration components that are due to, 

respectively, damping, gravity, elasticity, and the forcing torque, and �̈� is 

the total acceleration. Eq. 3 imposes a constraint on the relation between 

the variables 𝜃, �̇�, �̈� and z, and the computational system can make use of 

this constraint to extract information about the state variables 𝒙 = &𝜃, �̇�(! 

from acceleration feedback.  

 

The differential equation in Eq. 3 pertains to a joint that is controlled by 

multiple muscles, and these are usually grouped functionally as agonists 

and antagonists. I define the agonists and antagonists as the muscles that 

produce positive, respectively, negative torque. For the ankle joint, the 

agonists are responsible for plantar flexion and the antagonists for 

dorsiflexion. This implies that the forcing torque z in Eq. 3 is the net 

torque that results from the combined action of both agonists and 

antagonists. 

 

One-to-one correspondence between angular and translational 

accelerations 

Eq. 3 can be used to specify the acceleration components that are 

registered by the spindles in the muscles (both agonists and antagonists) 

that cross the joint at which the forcing torque z is produced. To start out, 

note that Eq. 3 involves an angular acceleration �̈� whereas the muscle 

spindles respond to translational accelerations in the agonist and 

antagonist muscles. However, for a given joint, there is a one-to-one 
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correspondence between the joint’s angular acceleration �̈� and the 

translational accelerations in the associated muscle-tendon units. The 

relevant equations depend on where the tendons are attached to the joint’s 

bones, but for this paper, there is no need to specify this in more detail.  

 

In the following, I will assume that the translational acceleration in a 

muscle-tendon unit is dominated by the acceleration in its contractile part, 

the muscle (i.e., the extrafusal fibers). This implies that the tendon may 

not be so compliant that the muscle’s acceleration is absorbed in the 

tendon. Thus, we know that the Achilles tendon is too compliant to   

keep the body mass over the body’s AoS [40-43], but it may not be so 

compliant that the muscle’s acceleration does not dominate the 

acceleration of the muscle-tendon unit. Under this assumption, there is a 

one-to-one correspondence between the joint’s angular acceleration and the 

translational accelerations in the associated extrafusal fibers. In the 

Discussion, I will discuss the consequences of a muscle-tendon unit with a 

larger tendon compliance. 

 

For three scenarios, I will now describe how Eq. 3 can be used to specify 

the acceleration components that are registered by the muscle spindles. 

These scenarios differ with respect to (1) whether the joint is accelerating 

or stationary, and (2) whether the intrafusal fibers are under fusimotor 

control or not.  

 

Scenario 1: Accelerating joint without fusimotor control 

In this scenario, the linear acceleration of the extra- and the intrafusal 

fibers are identical, and therefore the one-to-one correspondence also holds 

between �̈� and the translational acceleration of the intrafusal fibers. 

Because the intrafusal fiber accelerations determine the spindle firing rates, 
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there also is a one-to-one correspondence between �̈� and the spindle firing 

rates in the muscles that are stretched in this acceleration. 

 

For a 1 degree of freedom joint, the neural signal that reflects the angular 

acceleration �̈� is the difference between the firing rates that originate from 

two populations of sensory neurons in the PNS, one corresponding to the 

agonist and the other to the antagonist muscle. These populations reflect 

the firing rates of the spindles in the corresponding muscle. This neural 

signal is not a firing rate itself but the input to a CNS neural population 

that reflects the angular acceleration �̈� in its firing rates.  

 

Scenario 2: Accelerating joint with perfectly coordinated fusimotor and 

skeletomotor control 

For this scenario, I rewrite Eq. 3 by bringing the forcing torque to the left 

side: 

 �̈� − 𝐼()𝑧 = 𝐼() Y−𝑐*+,-�̇� +
1
2𝑚𝑔𝑙 sin

(𝜃) − 𝑘/!011	𝜃[ Eq. 4 

In this scenario, the neural signal that informs the CNS about the CIP 

state is proportional to �̈� − 𝐼()𝑧. The term 𝐼()𝑧 is the contribution of the 

forcing torque z to the extrafusal fiber acceleration �̈�. If this acceleration 

component would also be present in the intrafusal fibers, it would result in 

reafferent feedback. By taking the difference �̈� − 𝐼()𝑧, this reafferent 

feedback is removed from the feedback without fusimotor control (�̈�), and 

the result is pure exafferent feedback. This agrees with the fact that the 

right side of Eq. 3 expresses the same quantity but now as a function of 

angular position and velocity, which determine the non-muscular forces 

gravity, elasticity, and damping that are responsible for the exafferent 

feedback. 
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The reafferent acceleration component 𝐼()𝑧 depends on the output of the 

fusimotor neurons, and it is unlikely that these are affected by the same 

motor noise 𝑚 as the forcing torque 𝑧 that acts on the mechanical system. 

Therefore, in the following, I assume that the fusimotor neurons are 

responsible for an acceleration −𝐼()𝑢 (involving the noise-free control 

signal u) of the intrafusal fibers. Replacing 𝐼()𝑧 on the left side of Eq. 4 by 

𝐼()𝑢 implies that the noise term 𝐼()𝑚 must be added to right side. This is 

equivalent to adding noise to the feedback. Thus, the total noise in the 

sensory feedback is the sum of a term that depends on the motor noise 

(𝐼()𝑚) and a term that is pure sensory noise (𝑠 in Fig. 1B). This has 

consequences for how the Kalman gain 𝐿 is calculated, but it has no 

consequences for the arguments in this section. It is also possible to add a 

separate noise term to the acceleration −𝐼()𝑢, and this again is equivalent 

to adding noise to the feedback. 

 

The reasoning in the previous paragraph is fully in line with [7, 10, 39] 

who argued that muscle spindles can be tuned by the CNS via its 

innervation of the spinal fusimotor neurons. Importantly, the CNS-

computed subtraction −𝐼()𝑢 goes beyond simple alpha-gamma 

coactivation which operates at the level of a single muscle. Instead, it is 

proposed that the CNS combines the planned muscle activations affecting 

a given joint (both agonists and antagonists) and cancels the resulting 

reafferent feedback via fusimotor neurons. Supportive evidence for this 

scheme comes from a study that showed that the spindle firing rate was 

inversely related to the force produced by the non-spindle-bearing muscle 

[10]. 
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Scenario 3: Stationary joint acting against an external load 

This scenario is typical for standing balance because people prefer a leaned 

forward posture. In this position, the calf muscles produce a torque that 

acts against the gravitational torque that results from this posture. Under 

this scenario, �̈� = 0 and the left side of Eq. 4 equals −𝐼()𝑢 (which replaces 

−𝐼()𝑧, as argued before). Under stationarity, the right side of Eq. 4 equals 

𝐼() ^)
.
𝑚𝑔𝑙 sin(𝜃) − 𝑘/!011	𝜃_, which is the acceleration that would be 

observed if there was no muscular torque acting against the net 

gravitational torque (gravitational torque corrected for stiffness). Thus, 

−𝐼()𝑢 is not an actual acceleration, but a term that reflects the tension in 

the intrafusal fibers of the agonist and the antagonist muscle spindles.  

 

The model predicts that keeping the joint stationary against an external 

load/torque produces the same pattern of spindle firing rates as when this 

joint is accelerated by this load/torque. For standing balance, because the 

body is leaned forward (𝜃 > 0), −𝐼()𝑢 > 0 and this implies that the 

output pattern of the agonist and the antagonist muscle spindles is 

identical to the pattern of a joint that is effectively accelerated (i.e., �̈� > 0) 

by the net gravitational torque. This prediction is in exact agreement with 

several human microneurography experiments involving stationary or 

slowly moving joints acting against an external load [10-12].  

 

These last two scenario’s (an accelerating and a stationary joint, both 

under fusimotor control) can be summarized as follows: muscle spindle 

afferent firing rates scale with the acceleration that is produced by the 

non-muscular forces (accelerating joint scenario), or that would be 

produced if there was no muscular force working against an external 

load/torque (stationary joint scenario). The role of fusimotor control is 

creating the appropriate tension in the intrafusal fibers such that pure 
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exafferent feedback is generated. This exafferent feedback reflects either 

actual (accelerating joint) or possible (stationary joint) acceleration, but in 

both scenarios, it scales with the non-muscular forces.  

 

How does the computational system process the exafferent acceleration 

feedback �̈� − 𝐼()𝑢? 

I assume that the computational system uses a linear approximation of the 

nonlinear CIP, and I therefore linearize the right side of Eq. 4 (using 

sin(𝜃) ≈ 𝜃 for 𝜃 ≈ 0). And on the left side of Eq. 4, I replace 𝑧 by 𝑢: 

 �̈� − 𝐼()𝑢 ≈ 𝐼() Y−𝑐*+,-�̇� + a
1
2𝑚𝑔𝑙 − 𝑘/!011	b 𝜃[ 

 

In matrix notation: 

	 [1 −𝐼()] Y�̈�𝑢
[ ≈ Y𝐼() a

1
2𝑚𝑔𝑙 − 𝑘/!011	b −𝐼()𝑐*+,-[ ^

𝜃
�̇�_	

Eq. 5	

The coefficient matrix on the left side of Eq. 5 is the green matrix C in the 

sensory system of Fig. 1A and 1B, and the coefficient matrix on the right 

side is the blue matrix C in Fig. 1B. These two matrices will be denoted 

as, respectively, 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,-. Thus, 

 𝐶456/ Y�̈�𝑢
[ ≈ 𝐶78,- ^

𝜃
�̇�_ = 𝐶78,-𝒙  

This shows that there exists a linear combination of the non-actionable 

sensory feedback variables �̈� and 𝑢 that equals a linear combination of the 

actionable state variables x. The matrix product 𝐶78,-𝒙 is a sensory 

internal model [44]. 

 

As specified by Eq. 5, the sensory feedback does not pertain to the state 

variables x themselves, but to a linear combination of x. The crucial 

question is whether the computational system can estimate every state 

from a time history of this sensory feedback. In the control theory 

literature, this property is known as observability, and for a linear system 

it can be assessed from the row space of the so-called observability matrix 
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[45]. Unfortunately, this matrix condition does not tell us whether the 

mechanical system of interest (the standing body) can be controlled with 

realistic state and control variables (body angular position, angular 

velocity, and ankle torques). In this paper, I will use simulation to evaluate 

whether sensory feedback governed by the matrix pair &𝐶456/, 𝐶78,-( is 

sufficient for standing balance control.  

 

An optimal computational system for a linear approximation of the 

mechanical system 

I will now describe how to simulate the model in Fig. 1B, and to use these 

simulations to test whether sensory feedback governed by the matrix pair 

&𝐶456/, 𝐶78,-( is sufficient for standing balance control. The rationale for 

this test is the following: if an optimal computational system with sensory 

model 𝐶78,-𝒙 cannot control the CIP with a realistic body sway and ankle 

torque, then we can rule out the hypothesis that the matrix pair 

&𝐶456/, 𝐶78,-( is sufficient for standing balance control. Note that this 

rationale does not hold if the computational system were suboptimal.  

 

The starting-point are the nonlinear CIP EoM in state-space form, which 

follow from Eq. 3: 

 
�̇� = Y�̇�

�̈�
[ = c

�̇�

𝐼() a−𝑐*+,-�̇� +
1
2
𝑚𝑔𝑙 sin(𝜃) − 𝑘/!011	𝜃 + 𝑧b

d 

																= Ω(𝒙, 𝑧) 

 

A linear approximation of Ω(𝒙, 𝑧) is obtained by taking the first order 

Taylor expansion around 0 (for 𝜃, �̇� and z): 

 
�̇� ≈ c

0 1

𝐼() a
1
2𝑚𝑔𝑙 − 𝑘/!011	b −𝐼()𝑐*+,-

d 𝒙 + ^ 0𝐼()_ 𝑧 

				≈ 𝐴𝒙 + 𝐵𝑧 

Eq. 6 
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Note that 𝐵𝑧 = 𝐵(𝑢 +𝑚) = 𝐵𝑢 + 𝐵𝑚, which implies that the system noise 

(Bm) is a linear function of the motor noise. This follows from the 

assumption that the mechanical system is deterministic for a given input z 

because, in that case, the noise in the system’s output only depends on the 

noise in its input.  

 

I now consider optimal control in the sense of Eq. 1 for the following linear 

dynamical system: 

 
�̇� = 𝐴𝒙 + 𝐵𝑢 + 𝐵𝑚 

𝑦 = 𝐶78,-𝒙 + 𝐼()𝑚 + 𝑠 
 

with Gaussian motor (m) and sensor (s) noise. This problem is a LQG and 

its solution is given by a linear differential equation that governs the state 

estimates 𝒙/:   

 𝒙/̇ = (𝐴 − 𝐵𝐾)𝒙/ + 𝐿(𝑦 − 𝐶78,-𝒙/) Eq. 7 

in which -K is the LQR gain and L is the Kalman gain, and the control 

signal u equals −𝐾𝒙/ [1]. This is the standard solution of the LQG with a 

few minor adaptations to the usual way of calculating the Kalman gain: 

(1) the system noise covariance scaling matrix depends on B (i.e., 

𝐵var(𝑚)𝐵!), (2) the sensory noise covariance scaling matrix contains a 

term that depends on 𝐼 (i.e., 𝐼()var(𝑚)𝐼()!), and (3) the system and the 

sensory noise are correlated because they both depend on 𝑚. 

 

The differential equation in Eq. 7 describes the dynamics of the recurrently 

connected intermediate layer in Fig. 1A. The weights of the recurrent 

connections depend on two sets of parameters: (1) A, B and 𝐶78,-, which 

characterize the computational system’s forward and sensory model, and 

(2) -K and L, which fulfill the optimality criterion for given A, B and 

𝐶78,-.  
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Standing balance can be controlled using non-actionable sensory 

feedback  

I now report on a simulation study that evaluates whether OFC with 

exafferent acceleration feedback can control standing balance with realistic 

model parameters and realistic kinematic and kinetic (torque) simulation 

output. From a pure physics perspective, standing balance control is 

possible with an extremely wide range of torque values. However, the 

upper part of this range is infeasible for the human neuromuscular system. 

In this simulation study, I evaluate whether the torque values remain well 

within the feasible range.  

 

In this section, I give a general description of the simulation study, and in 

the Methods section, I give the details. The mechanical system (the CIP) 

is specified by realistic and/or empirical values for its parameters (body 

length and mass, stiffness, damping). The simulations require noise input 

and I set the noise parameters such that the effects of motor and sensor 

noise on the sensory feedback are equal. The weights of the optimality 

criterium in Eq. 1 (the 2-by-2 matrix Q and the scalar R) are set such that 

the precision (Q-dependent) and the energetic cost (R-dependent) 

component have an equal contribution to the optimality criterium. 

 

In the simulations, I evaluate whether the CoG remains over the AoS, 

which is a realistic fraction of the sole length. The validity of the closed-

loop feedback model is evaluated by checking whether the torque values 

remain within a feasible range for humans. Sample results of the 

simulation are shown in Fig. 2. Panel A shows that the CoG moves outside 

the AoS before the ankle torque exceeds its maximum. This phenomenon 

was also observed when the AoS was increased to 99% of the sole length, 

and the weight of the precision (Q-dependent) relative to the energetic cost 

(R-dependent) component was increased by a factor 10. Panel B shows the 
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lean angular position power spectral density (psd) for one of the noise 

scales. Its shape is remarkably similar to the average psd obtained in a 

large group of healthy participants [see Fig. 1 in 46]. Panel C shows an 

example lean angular position time series. Note the asymmetry around the 

target lean angular position, which is a consequence of the gravitational 

torque pulling the body forward when it is at its target lean angular 

position.  

 

 
Fig. 2: Simulation results for standing balance control using non-

actionable sensory feedback. (A) Three indices of lack of control as a 

function of noise: RMS deviation of the actual from the target angular 

position, and the proportion of the time that the CoG angular position and 

the ankle torque exceed their critical values. (B) Power spectral density of 

the angular position for the noise scale that is indicated by a red V in 

panel A. (C) Example angular position time series for the same noise scale 

as in B. 

 

This simulation study shows that, under sufficiently low noise levels, the 

non-actionable proprioceptive feedback is sufficient for controlling standing 
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balance; using realistic parameters for the mechanical system, the 

computational system produces control actions with feasible torque values. 

 

A general mechanical model constrains the relation between 

acceleration, force input, and the state variables 

The simulation study on standing balance control has demonstrated the 

usefulness of the sensory model 𝐶78,-𝒙 to update actionable state 

estimates using non-actionable proprioceptive feedback. I now discuss the 

generality of this result, and do this in two steps: (1) demonstrate the 

relation between 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- for a general multibody mechanical 

system (i.e., extending Eq. 5 to a multibody system), and (2) use this 

relation to demonstrate that a bicycle can be balanced using non-

actionable proprioceptive feedback from the rider’s upper body.  

 

I start from the following differential equation for a multibody mechanical 

system: 

 𝑀(𝜽)�̈� + 𝐷m𝜽, �̇�n = 𝐻𝒛 Eq. 8 

The vectors 𝜽, �̇�, �̈� and 𝒛 are, respectively, the positions, velocities, 

accelerations and forcing torques of a multibody mechanical system. 

Because not all joints have to be actuated (see the bicycle model for an 

example), I use the binary matrix H to distribute the forcing torques over 

the joints; rows of H that correspond to non-actuated joints are zero. The 

matrix 𝑀(𝜽) is the mass moment of inertia and the vector 𝐷m𝜽, �̇�n 

captures all forces of the non-actuated system (gravity, centrifugal, 

damping, stiffness). Note that Eq. 8 is more general than the familiar 

manipulator equation form [15], which splits 𝐷m𝜽, �̇�n into two terms of 

which one depends on gravity only.  

 

Eq. 8 can be rewritten as follows: 
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 �̈� − 𝑀(𝜽)()𝐻𝒛 = −𝑀(𝜽)()𝐷m𝜽, �̇�n Eq. 9 

I now linearize the left side of Eq. 9 with respect to �̈� and 𝝉, and the right 

side with respect to 𝜽 and �̇�. Next, I evaluate the Jacobian of this 

linearization at the unstable fixed point &𝜽; �̇�( = [𝟎; 𝟎]. The Jacobian of 

the left side is [𝐼, −𝑀(𝟎)()𝐻], in which 𝐼 is the identity matrix. The 

Jacobian of the right side requires symbolic differentiation, and the 

outcome of this operation is denoted by 𝐽9𝜽;�̇�=(𝟎; 𝟎). Inserting the linear 

approximations in the left- and the right side of Eq. 9, one obtains 

 [𝐼, −𝑀(𝟎)()𝐻] Y�̈�
𝒛
[ ≈ 𝐽9𝜽;�̇�=(𝟎; 𝟎) ^

𝜽
�̇�_ 

Eq. 10 

The sensory feedback mapping matrices 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- are equal to the 

Jacobians in, respectively, the left- and the right side of Eq. 10. We thus 

obtain 

 𝐶456/ Y�̈�𝒛
[ ≈ 𝐶78,- ^

𝜽
�̇�_ 

 

Every row in 𝐶456/ specifies the difference between the acceleration at a 

single joint and a linear combination of the forcing torques. The 

corresponding row in 𝐶78,- specifies a linear combination of the state 

variables.   

 

Note that these Jacobians also appear in the linearization of the EoM: 

 
�̈� = −𝑀(𝜽)()𝐷m𝜽, �̇�n + 𝑀(𝜽)()𝐻𝝉 

�̈� ≈ 𝐽9𝜽;�̇�=(𝟎; 𝟎) ^
𝜽
�̇�_ + 𝑀

(𝟎)()𝐻𝝉 

Thus, the EoM in state-space form, &�̇�; �̈�( = �̇� = 𝐴𝒙 + 𝐵𝝉, have coefficient 

matrices A and B, of which the lower halves are equal to, respectively, 

𝐽9𝜽;�̇�=(𝟎; 𝟎) and 𝑀(𝟎)()𝐻. 
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Bicycle balance control  

I now make use of Eq. 10 to demonstrate that a bicycle can be balanced 

using non-actionable proprioceptive feedback from the rider’s upper body. 

 

Problem definition and bicycle mechanics 

There are two important differences between standing and bicycle balance 

control: (1) a bicycle’s AoS is a line instead of a surface, and (2) balance 

control of a moving bicycle involves not only the gravitational but also the 

centrifugal force. A stationary bicycle is balanced when the combined CoG 

of rider and bicycle is above the line that connects the contact points of 

the two wheels with the road surface, the so-called line of support (LoS). 

Because of disturbances, this CoG cannot be exactly above this one-

dimensional LoS for some time. Therefore, a bicycle is considered balanced 

if the CoG fluctuates around the LoS within a limited range, small enough 

to prevent the bicycle from touching the road surface.  

 

On a moving bicycle, not only gravity, but also the centrifugal force acts 

on the CoG. Crucially, the centrifugal force is under the rider’s control via 

the turn radius [47]. The balance of a moving bicycle depends on the 

resultant of all forces that act on the CoG: a bicycle is balanced if the 

direction of this resultant force fluctuates around the LoS within a fixed 

range. Besides the forces that act on the CoG, there are also forces that 

are responsible for the turning of the bicycle’s front frame, and some of 

these are independent of the rider’s actions [48]. These rider-independent 

forces are responsible for the bicycle’s self-stability and will not be 

described in detail. 
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For investigating bicycle balance control, I use the bicycle model in Fig. 3. 

This model consists of three rigid bodies: front frame, rear frame (which 

includes the rider’s lower body and will also be denoted as such), and the 

rider’s upper body. The positions of these three bodies are specified by 

three angular variables: steering (𝛿), lower body (𝜃)), and upper body (𝜃.) 

angular position. The lower and upper body angular positions are relative 

to gravity. 

 

 
Fig 3: Kinematic variables of the bicycle model plus the rider-controlled 

forcing torques. (A) Side view. In green, the bicycle rear frame, 

characterized by its angular position 𝜃) over the roll axis (green arrow). In 

red, the bicycle front frame, characterized by its angular position 𝛿 over 

the steering axis (red arrow). In blue, the rider’s upper body, characterized 

by its angular position 𝜃. over the roll axis (blue arrow). In black, (1) the 

steering torque 𝑇> and the lean torque 𝑇?, which are both applied by the 

rider, and (2) the steering axis angle 𝜆 (see text). (B) Rear view. In green, 

the bicycle rear frame (including the lower body) angular position 𝜃). In 

blue, the rider’s upper body angular position 𝜃.. The symbol ⨂ denotes 

the CoG of the upper body (in blue), the lower body (in green), and the 

combined CoG (in black). 

 

Cycling involves a double balance problem, of which I have only described 

the first part, which is keeping the combined CoG of rider and bicycle 

above the LoS. The second balance problem pertains to the rider’s upper 
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body only, and this problem is keeping the upper body CoG above its AoS, 

the saddle. I will only consider the balance over the roll axis (parallel to 

the LoS), which corresponds to upper body movements to the left and the 

right. I thus ignore the balance over the pitch axis (perpendicular to the 

LoS and gravity), which corresponds to upper body movements to the 

front and the back, typically caused by accelerations and braking.  

 

For both balance problems (with respect to the combined and the upper 

body CoG), the relevant control actions must result in a torque over the 

roll axis. Within the constraints of our kinematic model, there are two 

possible control actions: (1) turning the handlebars (using steering torque 

𝑇>), and (2) leaning the upper body (using lean torque 𝑇?). At this point, 

it is convenient to make use of Fig. 3B, which is a schematic of a double 

compound pendulum (DCP). By turning the handlebars, the contact point 

of the front tire (represented by the green rod) with the road surface 

moves to the left or the right, and this changes the position of the 

combined CoG relative to the LoS. In the bicycle reference frame (in which 

the LoS is one of the axes) this corresponds to a centrifugal torque in the 

direction opposite to the turn (a tipping out torque). Steering in the 

direction of the lean produces a tipping out torque that brings the 

combined CoG over the LoS. This is called steering to the lean/fall. 

 

The second control action is leaning the upper body, which can bring the 

upper body CoG above the saddle in a direct way. This deals with the 

second balance problem. However, there is consensus that leaning the 

upper body cannot deal with the first balance problem (bringing the 

combined CoG above the LoS), at least not in a direct way. An important 

argument in favor of this view is that a bicycle with a locked steer cannot 

be balanced; not a single case has been reported. However, leaning the 

upper body can deal with the first balance problem in an indirect way: 
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leaning the upper body to one side will make the front and the rear frame 

lean to the other side (by conservation of angular momentum). Depending 

on geometrical properties of the bicycle, this lean may turn the front frame 

to the same side [48, 49]. 

 

What sensory information informs the CNS about the combined CoG 

angular position? 

One of the most challenging aspects of bicycle balance control pertains to 

the sensory feedback that informs the CNS about the combined CoG 

angular position. To describe this, it is convenient to repeat Eq. 10: 

 
[𝐼,−𝑀(𝟎)()𝐻] Y�̈�

𝒛
[ ≈ 𝐽9𝜽;�̇�=(𝟎; 𝟎) ^

𝜽
�̇�_ 

𝐶"#$% (�̈�𝒛*
≈ 𝐶&'() (

𝜽
�̇�* 

The symbols in this equation map onto the ones in Fig. 3 as follows: 𝜽 =

[𝛿, 𝜃), 𝜃.]! and 𝒛 = [𝑇> , 𝑇?]!. Note that the joint between the lower body 

(rear frame) and the road surface is not actuated, and thus there is no 

torque that corresponds to 𝜃). Because our bicycle model has less actuators 

than degrees of freedom, it belongs to the category of underactuated 

systems [15]. To control a non-actuated joint, an underactuated system 

must rely on the actuated joints, and this may be a challenging task for 

the controller.  

 

The matrices 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- have order 3x5 and 3x6, respectively. Via 

the term 𝐼�̈�, every row in 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- corresponds to one of the three 

joints of the bicycle model: the steering joint (�̈�), the joint between the 

road and the lower body (�̈�)), and the hip joint (�̈�.). With respect to 

proprioceptive feedback at the hip joint, only the difference acceleration 

�̈�. − �̈�) can be registered (see Fig. 3B). This fact requires matrices 𝐶456/ 

and 𝐶78,- with two rows, of which one corresponds to �̈� and the other to 
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the difference acceleration �̈�. − �̈�). This is obtained by pre-multiplying the 

original 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- by the following matrix: 

^1 0 0
0 −1 1_ 

Thus, no unique information about the lower body (such as �̈�)) enters the 

computational system; the corresponding joint is not only non-actuated, 

but it also sends no unique information about its state to the 

computational system.  

 

During normal cycling, the lower body is used for propulsion, but it cannot 

be ruled out that resting on the pedals allows to register balance-relevant 

sensory information. Therefore, for the purpose of this paper, I consider a 

restricted form of cycling in which the rider keeps his legs still, does not 

use them to carry weight, and relies on a motor for propulsion. This is like 

balance control on a scooter. 

 

I will test the hypothesis that a bicycle can be balanced using the same 

type of proprioceptive feedback as for standing balance control. The latter 

involves ankle joint accelerations and torques over the same axis as the 

angular position that the person wants to control. In bicycle balance 

control, there are two controllable joints, the steering axis and the hip, but 

only the latter is over the same axis as the CoG angular position that the 

rider wants to control. Thus, to test the hypothesis that a bicycle and a 

standing body can be balanced using the same type of proprioceptive 

feedback, I ignore the acceleration and torque feedback from the steering 

axis. In the simulations on which I will report, this was implemented by 

pre-multiplying the original 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- by the vector [0 −1 1], 

which also turns them into vectors. As expected, including the steering 

axis feedback in the simulations (i.e., not performing the pre-multiplication 

with [0 −1 1]) improved the performance of the controller (results not 

shown). The reported simulation results are thus for a suboptimal scenario, 
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but with the same type of proprioceptive feedback as for standing balance 

control.  

 

To the best of my knowledge, there is no empirical evidence for the 

hypothesis that hip joint acceleration feedback is sufficient for bicycle 

balance control. However, there are observations that suggest that a 

bicycle cannot be balanced if the hip joint acceleration feedback cannot be 

processed correctly by the rider’s internal models. These observations come 

from a study in which riders were instructed to take turns with a special 

bicycle (a bricycle) that, on initiation of a turn, tips the rear frame to the 

outside of the turn, resulting in a lean-induced tipping-out gravitational 

torque on top of the turn-induced tipping-out centrifugal torque [47, 50]. 

On a regular bicycle, these two torques act in opposite directions: the turn-

induced tipping-out centrifugal torque is cancelled by a lean-induced 

tipping-in gravitational hip torque. Crucially, none of the participants was 

able to complete a simple obstacle course on the bricycle [47, 50]. This 

suggests that the non-negotiable tipping-out torque elicits proprioceptive 

feedback that makes the CNS think the rider is falling to the opposite side 

of the initiated turn. Because the CNS has learned to steer to the fall, 

completing the turn is not possible on the bricycle. 

 

Two bicycle models 

Starting from the kinematic bicycle model in Fig. 3, I formulated two sets 

of EoM for the mechanical system, one nonlinear and one linear. The EoM 

for both bicycle models are derived in the Methods. The nonlinear EoM 

are obtained by combining the dynamics of the Acrobot and the double 

pendulum on a cart under bicycle-specific kinematic constraints [51]. This 

model is called the Steered Double Pendulum (SDP). The linear EoM are 

obtained from a linear 2-DoF benchmark model [48] by replacing the rear 
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frame by a linearized double pendulum [51]. This linear model is called the 

Benchmark Double Pendulum (BDP).  

 

Simulations using the nonlinear EoM of the SDP have the advantage that 

they mimic the fact that an internal model (linear in our simulations) 

typically is only an approximation of a nonlinear mechanical system. 

Simulations using linear EoM will not capture the inevitable differences in 

the dynamics of the internal and the mechanical model, and a good control 

performance may thus give an overly optimistic picture.  

 

Simulations using the linear BDP have the advantage that this model 

captures steering torques that result from the passive (rider-independent) 

dynamics. Specifically, the model’s passive dynamics involves steering 

torques that depend on the angular position 𝜃) (sign and amplitude). 

These passive steering torques are necessary for the self-stability of the 

bicycle [48] and they also result in a much more relaxed steering behavior. 

The SDP does not have these passive steering torques and therefore has a 

much twitchier steering behavior, not representative of commercial 

bicycles. In the BDP but not in the SDP, the rider can in principle feel the 

angular position through the steering torque, but this potential feedback 

has been removed from 𝐶456/ and 𝐶78,- by pre-multiplying these matrices 

with [0 −1 1]; the 0 in the first position corresponds to the steering 

axis.  

 

To be realistic, both the nonlinear and the linear mechanical model must 

have joints with realistic stiffness and damping. Compared to the ankle 

joint, much less is known about the stiffness and damping of the steering 

and pelvic joint. These are not joints in the strict biomechanical sense 

because they involve more than the interface between two bones; the 

steering joint involves both the arms and part of the upper body, and the 
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pelvic joint involves both the hip joint (head of femur and acetabulum) 

and the lumbosacral joint (lumbar spine and sacrum). For the steering 

joint, I calculated the stiffness from an empirically determined time 

constant, as described in [51]. And for the pelvic joint, I chose a stiffness 

coefficient such that the elastic force was 10 percent of the average (over 

upper and lower body) gravitational force; this allowed the upper and the 

lower body to fall with different accelerations. I used different damping 

ratios for the SDP and the BDP. For both joints of the BDP, the damping 

ratio was 1, which corresponds to the minimum damping that is required 

to suppress the spring-induced oscillations. For the SDP, this minimum 

damping resulted in numerical inaccuracies in the ODE solver (Matlab’s 

ode45) even at very low noise levels. Stable numerical performance was 

obtained with a damping ratio of 20, which is a strongly overdamped 

system. 

 

A bicycle can be balanced using non-actionable sensory feedback from the 

pelvic joint 

I followed the same approach as in the simulations of standing balance 

control. However, this time the challenge is much more difficult: I try to 

control a 3-DoF underactuated (instead of a 1-DoF fully actuated) 

mechanical model using non-actionable feedback from a single joint.  

 

As for standing balance control, I assume that the effects of motor and 

sensor noise are equal, and to implement this I use as a common scale the 

noise variance of the sensory feedback. The only difference is that the 

motor noise is two-dimensional, with a steering and a pelvic component. I 

assume that the two noise components are independent and have equal 

variance.  
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In the simulations, I evaluate whether the computational system can 

balance the bicycle for angles that approach the values observed with real 

riders on real bicycles, without requiring turn curvatures and torques 

(steering and pelvic) that cannot be produced by humans. Maximum 

values for the combined CoG angular position and the curvature were 

obtained in [51] as 0.2637 rad. and 0.3969 𝑚(), respectively. The latter 

corresponds to a maximum steering angular position of 0.3300 rad. As the 

maximum for the pelvic torque, I take the torque that is required to keep 

the upper body in a horizontal position on a Roman chair (a bed with an 

unsuspended upper body). I take the same maximum for the steering 

torque because the muscles around the pelvis must produce the reaction 

forces for the steering. The weights of the optimality criterium in Eq. 1 are 

calculated in the same way as for standing balance control but now using 

the maxima for the combined CoG lean angular position, the steering 

angular position, the pelvic and the steering torque.  

 

The simulations demonstrated that, both for the linear BDP and the 

nonlinear SDP, the non-actionable proprioceptive feedback from the pelvic 

joint is sufficient to balance the bicycle. For sufficiently low noise levels, 

the simulation output for the two bicycle models are very similar. 

However, above a critical noise level the SDP simulations are limited by 

inaccuracies in the numerical solutions of the SDP EoM, obtained by 

Matlab’s ODE solver ode45.  

 

Sample results for the BDP model are shown in Fig. 4. The most relevant 

information is on right vertical axis of panel A which shows the proportion 

of time that two kinematic variables (combined CoG lean and steering 

angular position) and two kinetic variables (steer torque and pelvic torque) 

exceed their critical values. Crucially, the two kinematic variables exceed 

their critical values before the kinetic variables exceed theirs. At the noise 
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levels for which the SDP EoM could be solved accurately, the critical 

values for the kinematic and the kinetic variables were also not exceeded. 

This phenomenon was also observed when the weight of the precision 

relative to the energetic cost component was increased by a factor 10.  

 

 

 
Fig. 4: Simulation results for bicycle balance control using non-

actionable sensory feedback. (A) Four indices of lack of control as a 

function of noise: RMS deviation of the actual from the target lean angular 

position, and the proportion of the time that the CoG lean angular 

position, the steering torque, and the pelvic torque exceed their critical 

values. (B) Power spectral density of the lean angular position for the 

noise scale that is indicated by a red V in panel A. (C) Example lean 

angular position for the same noise scale as in B. 

 

Thus, both for the linear BDP and the nonlinear SDP, the non-actionable 

proprioceptive feedback from the pelvic joint is sufficient to balance the 

bicycle. For the linear BDP, it was additionally demonstrated that the 

computational system produces control actions with feasible torque values. 
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Thus, a bicycle can be balanced using the same type of proprioceptive 

feedback as for standing balance control: accelerations over the same axis 

as the angular position that is to be controlled. 
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Discussion 

Summary of the results 

Actionable sensory feedback allows for optimal control actions that are a 

simple linear combination of this sensory feedback. This holds for all motor 

tasks with a mechanical system (a human body, a rider-bicycle 

combination) that is approximately linear in the part of the state space 

where it stays most of the time, such as in balance control. When the 

sensory organs only provide non-actionable feedback, these approximately 

linear mechanical systems allow for an extremely versatile type of control 

that is based on a CNS-internal dynamical system that estimates the 

states. This dynamical system can be implemented as a RNN and it uses a 

sensory model to update the state estimates using non-actionable sensory 

feedback. The RNN weights are fully specified by a LQG for a given 

optimality criterion, a forward model of the mechanical system, and a 

sensory model of the sensory feedback. The relevance of this formalism for 

motor control crucially depends on the nature of the sensory feedback, 

such as the well-documented properties of muscle spindle afferent firing 

rates. Specifically, these firing rates scale with the acceleration that is 

produced by the non-muscular forces (in an accelerating joint), or that 

would be produced if there was no muscular force working against an 

external torque/load (in a stationary joint). Fusimotor control creates the 

appropriate tension in the intrafusal fibers such that pure exafferent 

feedback is achieved. Crucially, although acceleration feedback is not 

actionable, there exists a sensory model that expresses this feedback as a 

linear function of the state variables. The resulting control mechanism 

simulates standing and bicycle balance control using realistic parameter 

values and with forcing torques that are feasible for humans.  
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Contribution to the modelling of balance control 

Several papers in the balance control literature have used an internal 

dynamical system to model the CNS within the framework of OFC [27, 28, 

52-55]. It has been used for testing hypotheses about (1) the information in 

the sensory feedback (position, velocity, and/or acceleration) that is used 

for updating the state estimate [27, 28], (2) a mechanism that compensates 

for the sensorimotor delay [53], (3) intermittent versus continuous standing 

balance control [52], (4) non-linear components in the corrective responses 

to balance-perturbing stimuli [54], and (5) the control objective of the CNS 

(stabilization versus sway minimization) [55]. The main difference with the 

present paper is that it uses OFC to test a hypothesis that is derived from 

sensory neurophysiology: Is spindle-generated exafferent acceleration 

feedback sufficient for balance control? Whereas the existing papers mainly 

demonstrate the scope of OFC in explaining different phenomena [27, 28, 

52-55], this paper demonstrates that it continues to be successful if the 

sensory feedback is highly reduced (only muscle spindle feedback) and 

constrained to the response properties of the relevant sensory organs.  

 

Short-range muscle stiffness and the mechanics of the muscle spindles 

The key neurophysiological claim of this paper is that muscle spindle firing 

rates reflect the exafferent acceleration component. Because mechanical 

systems are second order (i.e., the highest derivative in the EoM is 2), 

acceleration has a well-defined relation with the state variables. From this 

perspective, the firing rates of a mechanoreceptor may very well be 

proportional to an acceleration component. However, there is no guarantee 

that the mechanics of the muscle spindles have the same structure as the 

mechanics of the limb to which the muscle spindles belong. In fact, there is 

good evidence for short-range muscle stiffness that potentially complicates 

the relation between the two mechanical state variables and spindle output 
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[8, 56-58]. To deal with short-range muscle stiffness, [8] proposed that 

spindle output scales with a linear combination of the tension force and its 

first time derivative (yank). However, this same study (on passive muscle 

spindle output) also demonstrated that peak yank and peak acceleration 

predicted similar amounts of variance in the initial burst amplitudes [8].  

Short-range muscle stiffness is thus consistent with spindle output at 

stretch onset that scales with peak acceleration. This was also 

demonstrated by a recent combined biomechanical-neurophysiological 

model of the muscle spindle that models short-range muscle stiffness at the 

level of cross-bridge kinetics [59]. This model produces spindle output at 

stretch onset that scales with peak acceleration. 

 

The model by [59] allows for both skeletomotor and fusimotor input from 

the CNS and can therefore could be used to investigate the claim that 

spindle feedback scales with the exafferent joint acceleration component. 

The crucial question is whether a pattern of combined skeletomotor and 

fusimotor input can be identified under which this model produces pure 

exafferent acceleration feedback. 

 

Paradoxical muscle shortening 

Pure exafferent feedback effectively deals with the potential problems 

caused by paradoxical muscle shortening [60-62]. Paradoxical muscle 

shortening is due to compliance of the Achilles tendon, which makes the 

body unstable, and necessitates muscle activity to maintain balance. 

Generating sufficient muscular tension results in paradoxical changes in 

muscle length: when the body rotates forward (�̇� > 0), the calf muscles are 

actively shortened (producing a negative torque 𝜏 < 0) to maintain 

balance. As a result of this paradoxical muscle shortening, muscle length is 

negatively correlated with angular position [63]. If muscle spindle afferent 
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firing rates would be proportional to muscle length, paradoxical muscle 

shortening would result in firing rate patterns that are opposite to those of 

a passive joint that is moved by an external torque. It is unclear how the 

CNS can interpret such a signal, which was also noted by [63]. However, if 

the muscle spindle output reflects the exafferent joint acceleration 

component, the computational system can rely on a well-defined sensory 

internal model to successfully update the internal state estimate, as 

demonstrated in this paper.  

 

At this point, it is important to discuss the sensory consequences of tendon 

compliance: the larger the compliance, the less the joint angular 

acceleration will reflect the extrafusal fiber acceleration. This would reduce 

the information in the muscle spindle output (which depends on extrafusal 

fiber acceleration) about the joint’s state (which is constrained by joint 

angular acceleration via Eq. 3). A principled way to deal with this possible 

problem (inaccurate information about the joint’s state) is by means of a 

model dynamical system for the muscle-tendon unit in which the muscle 

and the tendons have their own dynamics. Dynamical systems have been 

used before to model the properties of sensory organs [52-54, 64]. Such a 

dynamical system would become part of an extended mechanical system 

with additional output variables: lengths, velocities, and accelerations of 

the individual muscles (extrafusal fibers), both agonists and antagonists, 

and their corresponding tendons. These extrafusal fiber accelerations then 

co-determine (together with the fusimotor output to the intrafusal fibers) 

the muscle spindle firing rates. Note that, if the mechanical system is 

extended by a component for the muscle-tendon dynamics, also the 

computational system is extended by an internal model for this 

component. 
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Central mechanisms for cancelling re-afferent feedback 

Purely exafferent muscle spindle feedback requires perfectly coordinated 

fusimotor and skeletomotor control. It is difficult to argue that this is 

always the case, especially because the computational system must learn to 

compute fusimotor output that prevents possible reafferent feedback at 

level of the spindle. Thus, the feedback may also contain a reafferent part, 

and this can be made precise from Eq. 2 if the forcing torque is split in a 

part that is matched by fusimotor control (FMC) and a part that is not: 

𝑧 = 𝑢@A7 + 𝑢686@A7 +𝑚. The matched part 𝑢@A7 corrects the intrafusal 

fiber acceleration for the component −𝐼()𝑢@A7 that would become 

reafferent without fusimotor control. The remainder acceleration 

component −𝐼()𝑢686@A7 specifies the reafferent part of the sensory 

feedback and goes to the right of the equation. Central mechanisms exists 

via which re-afferent feedback can be cancelled [65, 66] and they depend on 

a corollary discharge, an efference copy with a special role in the 

processing of sensory feedback. Similar mechanisms might also be used to 

cancel the reafferent acceleration component −𝐼()𝑢686@A7.  

 

Non-actionable feedback in the vestibular system 

It is useful to investigate if actionable feedback is also a useful concept in 

the vestibular system. From the perspective of balance control, vestibular 

feedback is actionable if it informs the CNS about the body’s tilt (roll and 

pitch) relative to gravity. Compared to the literature on proprioceptive 

feedback for balance control, the vestibular system literature shows more 

awareness of the limits on the information that is encoded in the sensory 

afferents (see the reference below). In fact, although the concept of 

actionable feedback (its formal definition and motivation from OFC) is 

absent in the vestibular system literature, much of the thinking is inspired 
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by the fact that the output of the sensory organs (otoliths and semicircular 

canals) is only useful if it allows for balance control.  

 

I begin by assuming that head and body tilt are identical (i.e., no bend in 

the neck, pelvis, or ankles), but will later drop this assumption. Otolith 

afferent fibers are sensitive to head tilt [67-69] via the gravitational force 

that acts on the endolymph fluid and could thus in principle provide 

actionable feedback. However, an organ that is sensitive to gravitational 

force is also sensitive to forces that cause translational acceleration. 

Crucially, according to Einstein’s equivalence principle, such an organ 

cannot discriminate between these two types of force [67, 70, 71]. This is 

denoted as gravito-inertial ambiguity, and in the terminology of this paper, 

it implies that otolith feedback is non-actionable. Recent evidence has 

shown that a subset of the otolithic afferents (the regular firing afferents) 

are much more sensitive to sustained tilt than to brief translational 

accelerations [69], restricting the gravito-inertial ambiguity to very slow 

accelerations, but not resolving it.  

 

Because the gravito-inertial ambiguity cannot be resolved by selecting tilt-

only-sensitive otolith afferents, it must be resolved otherwise. The 

dominant line of thinking involves that the CNS combines information 

from the otoliths and the semi-circular canals to separate tilt from 

translational acceleration [68, 72-78]. This work is closely related to the 

present paper. The starting point is that the canal feedback is a high pass 

filtered angular velocity signal, with the filtering being due to the inertia of 

the endolymph fluid and its friction with the interior of the canals. This 

feedback is non-actionable but can be integrated in a clever way such that 

the outcome approximately encodes tilt. This integration can be considered 

as an inversion of a sensory model that specifies how canal afferent 

feedback depends on tilt, and it involves three steps. First, a leaky noisy 
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integrator (velocity storage) approximately corrects for the high pass 

filtering. Second, given a preliminary tilt/gravity estimate, the velocity 

storage output can be decomposed in two components, one parallel and 

one orthogonal to gravity. And third, the orthogonal component is 

integrated, resulting in an updated tilt/gravity estimate. As in every noisy 

integration, drift may occur, and multisensory integration (using visual 

and/or otolith information) is necessary to correct for it [68].  

 

This inverse sensory model differs from the computational system in Fig. 

1B in two ways. First, the computational system uses a sensory forward 

model (instead of an inverse model) specified by 𝐶78,- to compute the 

sensory consequences of the current state estimates. The role of the inverse 

sensory model is now for the Kalman gain which maps the sensory 

feedback onto an update of the current state estimate. Second, the sensory 

model in this paper is a simple linear mapping of the state variables 

instead of a dynamical system that describes the intra-sensor dynamics 

(i.e., the high pass filtering of the velocity signal). In this paper, I have not 

quantitatively specified the dynamics inside the muscle spindles that are 

responsible for transducing the exafferent acceleration component into 

action potentials. An obvious extension of the model in Fig. 1B involves 

replacing the linear mapping 𝐶456/ by a dynamical system that describes 

the filter characteristics of the sensory organs. Such an extended model 

involves two states, the state of the mechanical and the state of the 

sensory system. This is the same type of solution as for the problems that 

may be caused by the different dynamics of the two components of the 

muscle-tendon unit. 

 

I now drop the assumption that head tilt is identical to body tilt, and 

allow for a bend in the neck, pelvis, or ankles. This points to an important  
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difference between muscle spindle and vestibular feedback: the former can 

be attributed to a specific joint (i.e., the joint that is controlled by the 

spindle-containing muscles) whereas the latter is ambiguous in that 

respect. Specifically, a tilt of the vestibular organ can be due to a rotation 

at any of the four joints, neck, pelvis, knees, and/or ankles. In principle, 

this ambiguity can be resolved by multisensory integration involving 

proprioceptive feedback from these four joints. This has been demonstrated 

for the neck joint by [24] using an approach that can in principle be 

extended to all four joints. The approach of [24] is based on the 

assumption (subsequently verified) that multisensory integration obeys 

Bayes’ rule. Our model could easily be extended to multiple sensory 

feedback channels such as muscle spindles from multiple joints and 

vestibular feedback, assuming a good sensory model is available. The 

resulting multisensory integration would also obey Bayes’ rule in the same 

sense as the Kalman filter is a special case of recursive Bayesian estimation 

(with the prior being the posterior of previous time step).  

 

Head rotations can result from both external and self-generated (muscular) 

forces, and for the CNS it is essential to distinguish between the 

corresponding sensory feedback (resp., exafferent and reafferent). Like 

muscle spindle feedback, also vestibular feedback can be purely exafferent,  

as was demonstrated by [79]. These authors identified neurons in 

brainstem vestibular nuclei that only respond to passive head movement; 

the neural responses to concurrent active head movements were cancelled. 

The pattern of results across several experimental conditions was 

consistent with the role of an internal model of the sensory consequences of 

active head motion that suppresses reafferent vestibular feedback if the 

neck proprioceptive feedback matches the prediction of the internal model. 

Although it serves the same purpose as the coordination of the fusimotor 

and skeletomotor neurons, this mechanism for suppressing reafferent 
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vestibular feedback is much more complex: it requires (1) a prediction 

based on an efference copy of the motor command to the neck muscles, (2) 

neck proprioceptive feedback, (3) a mechanism that compares prediction 

and proprioceptive feedback, and (4) inhibition of neurons in the vestibular 

nuclei that would fire if the head rotation was passive.   

 

Complex mechanical systems 

My model for balance control is general in the sense that it only depends 

on the mechanical system’s EoM and some parameters to which realistic 

values can be assigned (see Methods). However, because the mechanical 

system may be complex, it may be difficult to obtain its EoM. Therefore, 

in this paper, I considered a restricted form of cycling in which the rider 

keeps his legs still, does not use them to carry weight, and relies on a 

motor for propulsion. Under these restrictions, I could derive two sets of 

EoM for the rider-bicycle combination, the BDP and the SDP. However, 

most cyclists transfer a large part of their weight to the pedals and the 

handlebars; downhill mountain bikers (the balance artists in the cycling 

community) even do this for the full 100 percent. To model bicycle balance 

control with less constraints on the rider’s movements, we only need EoM 

for a more general mechanical system in which (1) the lower body is no 

longer a part of the rear frame, and (2) the AoS for the combined upper 

and lower body is formed by saddle, pedals, and handlebars. For the rest 

of the model (sensory, computational, and motor output system), no new 

ingredients are required.  

 

Conclusion 

This paper integrates theoretical views from motor control with 

experimental results from sensory neurophysiology and applies the 
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resulting model to balance control. The result is a dynamical system that 

estimates the full state using non-actionable feedback (the exafferent 

acceleration component) and uses this estimate to successfully control the 

balance of a standing body and a rider-bicycle combination. 
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Methods 

Simulations of standing balance control 

The computer simulations are based on difference equations that are 

discrete time versions of the differential equations that were presented in 

the Results section. The difference equations for the linear dynamical 

system under consideration are the following: 

 
𝒙B') = 𝐴*!𝒙B + 𝐵*!𝑢B + 𝐵*!𝑚B 	

𝑦B = 𝐶78,-𝒙B + 𝐵*!C8𝑚B + 𝑠B 
 

In this equation, k indexes discrete time steps that are separated by a time 

interval dt. The matrices 𝐴*! and 𝐵*! are obtained from the well-known 

solution of a linear differential equation: 𝐴*! = 𝑒D*! and 𝐵*! =

𝐴()(𝐴*! − 𝐼)𝐵 [80]. The lower half of 𝐵*! is denoted by 𝐵*!C8 , and 𝐵*!C8𝑚B is 

the noise that must added to the sensory feedback because the reafferent 

acceleration feedback 𝐼()𝑢 does not contain the motor noise in the 

extrafusal fiber acceleration. 

 

Optimal control is provided by the discrete time version of Eq. 7:  

 𝒙/B') = (𝐴*! − 𝐵*!𝐾*!)𝒙/B + 𝐿*!&𝑦B − 𝐶78,-(𝐴*! − 𝐵*!𝒙/B)(  

 

The mechanical system (the CIP) is specified by realistic and/or empirical 

values for its parameters: body length 𝑙 = 1,85 m., body mass 𝑚 = 85 kg., 

gravitational constant 𝑔 = 9,8066, ankle stiffness 𝑘/!011	 = 493.4706 

Nm/rad. (64% of the critical stiffness), and ankle damping 𝑐*+,- = 30 

Nm/(rad./s) [43]. These parameter values also specify the linear 

approximation in Eq. 6. The CIP dynamics are simulated by the Matlab 

function ode45, which is based on an explicit Runge-Kutta (4,5) formula 

[81]. As depicted in Fig. 1, the input to the mechanical system is 𝑧B = 𝑢B +

𝑚B, with 𝑢B = −𝐾*!𝒙/B, and the output is &𝒙E')! , �̈�B'), 𝑧B')(
!
. The feedback 
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loop is closed by the sensory system that maps this mechanical system 

output to the sensory feedback 𝑦B'): 

𝑦B') = 𝐶456/ Y
�̈�B')
𝑧B')

[ + 𝐵*!C8𝑚B + 𝑠B') 

 

To simulate CIP dynamics under closed-loop feedback control, one must 

add noise. I set the noise parameters such that the effects of motor and 

sensor noise are equal. As a common scale for the effects of these two noise 

types, I use the noise variance of the sensory feedback 𝑦B: if the noise 

source is only sensory, then 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑦B) = 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑠B), and if the noise source is 

only motor, then 

 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑦B) = 𝐵*!C8var(𝑚B)𝐵*!C8
! + 𝐶78,-𝐵*!var(𝑚B)𝐵*!! 𝐶78,-!  Eq. 11 

In the simulations, I use a noise scaling variable 𝜎, set 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑠B) = 𝜎, and 

scale 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑚B) such that the expression on the right side of Eq. 11 equals 

𝜎. Thus, 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝑦B) = 2𝜎. The variances of the noise terms 𝐵*!𝑚B (for the 

state equation) and 𝐵*!C8𝑚B + 𝑠B (for the output equation) and their 

covariance are used as weights in the calculation of the Kalman gain 𝐿*!. 

This Kalman gain is a part of the computational system, and we thus 

implicitly assume that the CNS learns the sensor and the motor noise 

amplitudes (properties of the PNS and SNS) from experience. 

 

The weights of the optimality criterium in Eq. 1 (the 2-by-2 matrix Q and 

the scalar R) are set such that the precision (Q-dependent) and the 

energetic cost (R-dependent) component have an equal contribution to the 

optimality criterium. In this calculation, I set 𝑐 = [0.0262 0]! rad., in 

agreement with the observation that humans prefer a leaned forward 

position around 0.0262 rad. [82]. I use the maximum metric to calculate a 

diagonal matrix Q and a scalar R that produce equal values for 

𝒙,+F! 𝑄𝒙,+F and 𝑢,+F𝑅𝑢,+F. In the calculations, I use the critical values 

for angular position, angular velocity (calculated from the maximum angle 
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position frequency of 1.875 Hz reported in [46]), and ankle torque: 𝒙,+F =

[0.1566 0.1944]! and 𝑢,+F = 195. I give angular position and angular 

velocity an equal contribution to the precision component by setting 𝑄)) 

and 𝑄.. such that 0.1566.𝑄)) = 0.1944.𝑄... 

 

In the simulations, I evaluate whether the CoG remains over the AoS, 

which is a fraction of the sole length. To determine the AoS, I use a body-

to-sole-length ratio of 6.6 [83], place the ankle at 25% from the rear end of 

the sole, and assume that the CoG must remain at 10% from the front and 

the rear end of the sole. The latter assumption is required because there 

can be no reaction forces near the edge of the sole. This results in a critical 

lean angular position interval [-0.0606, 0.1828] rad. over the ankle joint.  

 

The validity of the closed-loop feedback model is evaluated by checking 

whether the torque values remain within the feasible range for humans. 

Specifically, the ankle torque must be less than the maximum voluntary 

contraction (MVC) of the ankle muscles. Because humans have a 

preference for a leaned forward position [82], I take the maximum 

plantarflexion MVC. In a group of 20 participants, the average 

plantarflexion MVC was 195 Nm [84].  

 

The SDP EoM 

The SDP EoM can be assembled from three components: (1) the EoM of a 

double compound pendulum with an actuated base (like the double 

compound pendulum on a cart, DCPC) and an actuated pelvic joint (like 

the Acrobot), (2) a planar kinematic bicycle model [85] that produces a 

formula for the acceleration at this base, and (3) a torsional spring-mass-

damper system for the steering angle. Specifically, I model the lean angular 

positions 𝜃) and 𝜃. as the result of a double compound pendulum on a 
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(zero-mass) cart (DCPC) and acceleration equal to 𝛼(𝛿), the centrifugal 

acceleration derived under the planar kinematic bicycle model (see 

further). The EoM for this DCPC can be written as follows: 

 
Y𝑑) cos

(𝜃))
𝑑. cos(𝜃.)

[ 𝛼(𝛿) + Y 𝑑3 𝑑G cos(𝜃) − 𝜃.)
𝑑G cos(𝜃) − 𝜃.) 𝑑H

[ ��̈�)
�̈�.
�

+ Y 0 𝑑G sin(𝜃) − 𝜃.) 𝜃.
𝑑G sin(𝜃) − 𝜃.) 𝜙) 0 [ ��̇�)

�̇�.
�

+ Y−𝑓) sin
(𝜃))

−𝑓. sin(𝜃.)
[

+ �
𝑘-5CI0/(𝜃) − 𝜃.) + 𝑐-5CI0/m�̇�) − �̇�.n
−𝑘-5CI0/(𝜃) − 𝜃.) − 𝑐-5CI0/m�̇�) − �̇�.n

� = Y 0𝑇?
[ 

Eq. 12 

These EoM are obtained by first applying the Euler-Lagrange method to 

the DCPC with a zero-mass cart, and then adding the constraint that the 

cart is controlled by the steering-induced centrifugal acceleration 𝛼(𝛿). 

The derivation of the DCPC EoM using the Euler-Lagrange method can 

be found in the literature. Here, I started from Bogdanov (86) and added 

stiffness (with constant 𝑘-5CI0/), damping (with constant 𝑐-5CI0/) and torque 

input 𝑇? at the pelvic joint (between the upper and the lower body), 

similar to the Acrobot [15]. Next, I added the constraint that the angles 𝜃) 

and 𝜃. have no direct effect on the position of the base of the first rod (in 

the DCPC, the point where the cart is attached). This constraint follows 

from the fact that the bicycle’s wheels are oriented perpendicular to the 

cart’s wheels. Under this constraint, the position of the base of the first 

rod is fully controlled by the steering-induced centrifugal acceleration 𝛼(𝛿).  

 

The constants in Eq. 12 are defined as follows: 

 
𝑑) = 𝑚)𝑙) +𝑚.𝐿)	

𝑑. = 𝑚.𝑙.	

𝑑3 = 𝑚)𝑙)
. +𝑚.𝐿). + 𝐼)	

𝑑G = 𝑚.𝐿)𝑙.	

𝑑H = 𝑚.𝑙.
. + 𝐼.	

𝑓) = (𝑚)𝑙) +𝑚.𝐿))𝑔	

Eq. 13 
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𝑓. = 𝑚.𝑙.𝑔 

The constants 𝑚), 𝐿), 𝑙) and 𝐼) are, respectively, the mass, the length, the 

CoG (𝐿) 2⁄ ) and the mass moment of inertia of the double pendulum’s first 

rod, which represents the bicycle and the rider’s lower body. The constants 

𝑚., 𝐿., 𝑙. and 𝐼. are defined in the same way, but now for the second rod, 

which represents the rider’s upper body. Finally, 𝑔 is the gravitational 

constant.  

 

I now give the formula for the centrifugal acceleration 𝛼(𝛿) that can be 

derived from a well-known planar bicycle model from the vehicle dynamics 

literature [85]: 

 α(𝛿) = 𝑣.
cosm𝛽(𝛿)n

𝑊 tan(𝛿)  

This formula depends on the speed 𝑣, the bicycle wheelbase W, and the so-

called slip angle 𝛽(𝛿), which is the angle between the velocity vector of the 

combined CoG and the LoS. This slip angle can be obtained as follows: 

𝛽(𝛿) = tan() �
𝑤J tan(𝛿)

𝑊 � 

In this equation, 𝑤J is the position of the combined CoG on the LoS. More 

precisely, 𝑤J is the distance between the road contact point of the rear 

wheel and the orthogonal projection of the combined CoG on the LoS. For 

realistic values (𝑊 = 1.02, 𝑤J = 0.3, −20o < 𝛿 < 20o), the slip angle 𝛽(𝛿) 

is almost a linear function of 𝛿: 

𝛽(𝛿) ≈
𝑤J𝛿
𝑊  

For steering angles −20o < 𝛿 < 20o, all deviations from linearity are less 

than 0.36%. In my simulations, I have used this approximation.    

 

Finally, I introduce the model for the steering angle 𝛿. This model assumes 

that the steering angle is fully controlled by rider-applied forces on the 

handlebars; I thus ignore all forces that may contribute to a bicycle’s self-
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stability. The steering assembly consists of the front wheel, the fork, the 

handlebars, and the rider’s arms. I model this assembly as a torsional 

spring-mass-damper system: 

 𝐼/!55J�̈� + 𝑐/!55J�̇� + 𝑘/!55J𝛿 = 𝑇> Eq. 14 

In this equation, 𝐼/!55J is the assembly’s rotational inertia, 𝑐/!55J its 

damping, and 𝑘/!55J its stiffness. The input to the steering assembly is the 

net torque produced by the rider’s arm muscles and denoted by 𝑇>. 

 

It is possible to derive expressions for the second derivatives �̈� and 

&�̈�), �̈�.(
#
 from Eq. 12 and Eq. 14. These expressions are complicated and 

not insightful. In my simulations, I use these expressions to define the 

state-space equations �̇� = Ω(𝒙, 𝒖 +𝒎) for the state variables 𝒙 =

&𝛿, 𝜃), 𝜃., �̇�, 𝜃)̇, 𝜃.̇(
#
, external torques 𝒖 = [𝑇> , 𝑇?]#, and motor noise 𝒎.   

 

The BDP EoM 

The BDP is based on three ideas. The first idea is to follow the approach 

of [48] and derive linearized EoM for a bicycle with the rider’s lower body 

rigidly attached to the rear frame and no upper body. These linearized 

EoM depend on a number of constants, and I chose these constants such 

that (1) the front frame is as similar as possible to the self-stable 

benchmark bicycle model described by [48], and (2) the lengths and masses 

are as similar as possible to the SDP. The second idea is to model the 

interactions between the upper body and the rear frame (which includes 

the lower body) by the linearized EoM of the double compound pendulum, 

similar to [87]. Finally, the third idea is to first derive the BDP EoM 

without stiffness and damping terms, and to add these terms only in the 

last step. 
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The approach of [48] involves a method to calculate the defining matrices 

of linearized EoM of the following type: 

𝑴�
�̈�
�̈�)
�̈�.
� + 𝑪 �

�̇�
�̇�)
�̇�.
� + 𝑲c

𝛿
𝜃)
𝜃.
d = 0 

The matrices 𝑴, 𝑪 and 𝑲 are functions of several constants (angles, 

lengths, masses, mass moments of inertia, gravitational acceleration, speed) 

that characterize the bicycle components and the internal forces that act 

on them. However, [48] only derived linearized EoM for bicycles with a 

rider that was rigidly attached to the rear frame. Thus, the upper body 

lean angular position 𝜃. is absent from their EoM. This missing component 

can be obtained by linearizing the double pendulum EoM which models 

the interactions between 𝜃) and 𝜃.. Schematically, each of the matrices 𝑴, 

𝑪 and 𝑲 is composed as follows: 

c
MP(1,1) MP(1,2) 0
MP(2,1) MP(2,2) 0

0 0 0
d + c

0 0 0
0 DP(1,1) DP(1,2)
0 DP(2,1) DP(2,2)

d 

in which “MP” denotes “Meijaard, Papadopoulos et al” [48], and “DP” 

denotes “Double Pendulum”. The MP calculations were performed by 

means of the Matlab toolbox Jbike6 [88], in which I entered the constants 

for a bicycle with the rider’s lower body rigidly attached to the rear frame 

and no upper body. This produced the constants MP(𝑖, 𝑗) (𝑖, 𝑗 = 1,2) for 𝑴, 

𝑪 and 𝑲.  

 

I now model the interactions between the upper body and the rear frame 

by the linearized EoM of the double compound pendulum. The nonlinear 

EoM of the double compound pendulum are obtained from Eq. 12 by 

removing the terms that correspond to the centrifugal acceleration 𝛼(𝛿), 

the stiffness and the damping: 
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Y 𝑑3 𝑑G cos(𝜃) − 𝜃.)
𝑑G cos(𝜃) − 𝜃.) 𝑑H

[ ��̈�)
�̈�.
�

+ Y 0 𝑑G sin(𝜃) − 𝜃.) 𝜃.
𝑑G sin(𝜃) − 𝜃.) 𝜃) 0 [ ��̇�)

�̇�.
� + Y−𝑓) sin

(𝜃))
−𝑓. sin(𝜃.)

[

= Y 0𝑇?
[ 

I evaluate these EoM at 𝜃) = 𝜃. and replace sin(𝑥) by its linear 

approximation near 0: sin(𝑥) ≈ 𝑥. This results in 

Y𝑑3 𝑑G
𝑑G 𝑑H

[ ��̈�)
�̈�.
� + Y−𝑓) 0

0 −𝑓.
[ Y𝜃)𝜃.

[ = Y 0𝑇?
[ 

The constants 𝑑3, 𝑑G and 𝑑H contain elements that must be added to the 

matrix 𝑴, and the constants 𝑓) and 𝑓. contain elements that must be 

added to the matrix 𝑲 (for the definitions, see Eq. 13). I will use the 

notation DP(𝑖, 𝑗) (𝑖, 𝑗 = 1,2) to denote these elements. For 𝑴, the following 

elements are added: 

• DP(1,1) = 𝑚.𝐿). 

• DP(1,2) = DP(2,1) = 𝑑G = 𝑚.𝐿)𝑙. 

• DP(2,2) = 𝑑H = 𝑚.𝑙.
. + 𝐼. 

And for 𝑲, the following elements are added: 

• DP(1,1) = 𝑚.𝐿)𝑔 

• DP(2,2) = −𝑓. = −𝑚.𝑙.𝑔 

 

Finally, I added stiffness and damping terms that were also added to the 

SDP. The stiffness and damping terms were added to, respectively, 𝑲 and 

𝑪. 
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