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Abstract— The emergence of differentiable simulators en-
abling analytic gradient computation has motivated a new wave
of learning algorithms that hold the potential to significantly in-
crease sample efficiency over traditional Reinforcement Learn-
ing (RL) methods. While recent research has demonstrated
performance gains in scenarios with comparatively smooth dy-
namics and, thus, smooth optimization landscapes, research on
leveraging differentiable simulators for contact-rich scenarios,
such as legged locomotion, is scarce. This may be attributed to
the discontinuous nature of contact, which introduces several
challenges to optimizing with analytic gradients. The purpose of
this paper is to determine if analytic gradients can be beneficial
even in the face of contact. Our investigation focuses on the
effects of different soft and hard contact models on the learning
process, examining optimization challenges through the lens of
contact simulation. We demonstrate the viability of employing
analytic gradients to learn physically plausible locomotion skills
with a quadrupedal robot using Short-Horizon Actor-Critic
(SHAC), a learning algorithm leveraging analytic gradients,
and draw a comparison to a state-of-the-art RL algorithm,
Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO), to understand the benefits
of analytic gradients.

I. INTRODUCTION

Today’s RL algorithms rely on sampling the task objective
in order to estimate the gradient of the objective with
respect to the parameters of the control policy. This Zeroth-
order Gradient (ZoG) estimation allows for optimization
over nondifferentiable functions, which has been crucial for
its applicability within robotics, as physics simulators are
typically not differentiable. Recently, several differentiable
simulation frameworks have been proposed, opening up
the possibility to compute the derivative of the dynamics
analytically. Gradients derived from such simulations can po-
tentially enhance sample efficiency by offering less variance
than ZoG estimates [1].

Nevertheless, employing FoGs presents numerous chal-
lenges that have so far restricted their effective use, par-
ticularly in complex, contact-rich learning tasks like legged
locomotion [2], [3], [4]. The primary obstacles introduced
by contact are discontinuous optimization landscapes and
discretization artifacts. While research has been focusing
on addressing the challenges from the algorithmic perspec-
tive, little work studies the impact of different simulation
techniques. We aim to assess the role of the simulator
by exploring the effect of different contact models on the
learning process and on the quality of the learned behaviors.
We probe a simple spring-damper model, similar to the
models in [5], [6], that provides useful gradients but yields
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Fig. 1: A 12 Degree of Freedom (DoF) quadruped robot
learning to locomote on flat terrain in a differentiable sim-
ulation. Policies trained with First-order Gradients (FoGs)
and soft contact exhibit hopping behaviors (top left). When
training with FoGs and hard contact, policies follow un-
reasonable foothold patterns, sometimes leading to fail-
ure (top right). Policies trained with ZoGs and hard con-
tact or with FoGs and the analytically smooth contact
model exhibit effective and stable locomotive gaits (bottom).
Learned behaviors can be seen in the supplementary video:
https://youtu.be/wmyp76Y5mPg.

limited physical accuracy against a hard contact model based
on Moreau’s time-stepping scheme [7], that offers more
accurate physics but less informative gradient signals.

Additionally, we adopt the idea of replicating the effect
of stochastic smoothing found in current RL algorithms [8]
and propose a smooth contact model that yields informative
gradients while producing physically realistic locomotion be-
haviors. The model remains stable across any stiffness level
and allows for large time steps, overcoming the limitations
of traditional soft contact models.

We showcase the feasibility of attaining physically re-
alistic locomotion skills utilizing analytic gradients with a
quadrupedal robot, illustrated in Fig. 1, and compare the first-
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order-based algorithm SHAC [5] to PPO [9], a RL algorithm
that has shown impressive results in the legged locomotion
domain [10].

In summary, our main contributions are:
• An evaluation of different contact models and their

effects on optimization
• A smooth contact model that combines the advantages

of soft and hard contact modeling
• A demonstration of achieving physically plausible lo-

comotion skills through analytic gradients1

• A comparison of SHAC and PPO using our simulation,
highlighting the benefits of analytic gradients

II. RELATED WORK

Motivated by the availability of Automatic Differentiation
(AD) tools, many differentiable simulators, summarized in
Tab. I, have been developed in recent years. One of the first
simulators amenable to AD is presented in [2]. Attempts to
optimize a locomotion policy for an 8 DoF quadruped result
in suboptimal behaviors involving front flips, yet they estab-
lish the feasibility of leveraging differentiable simulations for
learning. Subsequently, [11] presents an analytic solution to
the Linear Complementarity Problem (LCP) of contact. The
simulator Nimble [12] exploits the sparse nature of the LCP
to increase computational efficiency and leverages symbolic
differentiation instead of AD.

DiffTaichi [3] bypasses the need to differentiate the
LCP with an impulse-based 2D simulation for rectangles.
The authors point out the importance of Time of Impact
(ToI) estimation for optimization convergence. Warp [13], a
Python-based, differentiable kernel programming framework,
includes two simulation routines for rigid-body dynamics,
relying on XPBD [14] and a soft contact model. It facilitates
fast computation through GPU parallelization and source
code transformation to CUDA. Brax [4], a simulator built
on the JAX library, follows a similar approach and has
been continuously expanded to include various simulation
pipelines, like MuJoCo [15] and PBD. The accompanying
publication includes experiments for locomotion tasks but
reports that optimizing with analytic gradients does not yield
locomotive gaits.

TABLE I: Differentiable Rigid-Body Simulators

Name Differentiation Contact Modeling Device

Nimble [12] Symbolic LCP CPU
DiffTaichi [3] Automatic Impulse-based GPU
Warp [13] Automatic XPBD, Soft GPU
Brax [4] Automatic MuJoCo, PBD, Soft GPU
Dojo [16] Symbolic NCP CPU

Dojo [16] prioritizes physical accuracy over speed, solving
the Nonlinear Complementarity Problem (NCP) of contact

1To the best knowledge of the authors, this was achieved for the first
time, as previous attempts either leveraged spring-based contact [5] or non-
standard locomotion such as frontflips [2].

with an interior-point method and using variational integra-
tors for energy conservation. It utilizes intermediate solver
iterations for gradient computation, aiding in optimization,
but it suffers from slow CPU execution and lacks support
for parallelism, limiting its use in RL contexts.

The benefits of optimizing with FoGs have been reported
for various applications, such as soft body manipulation [17],
system identification from video [18], [19], or grasp syn-
thesis [20]. However, despite promising results, FoG-based
methods face several challenges.

To overcome the tendency to stagnate in local minima,
[21] combines Bayesian optimization with local Gradient
Descent (GD) steps. The authors examined multiple simu-
lators including DiffTaichi [3], Nimble [12], and Warp [13],
and found the provided gradient quality to hinder optimiza-
tion. Grasp’D [20] attempts to improve gradient quality by
smoothing collision geometries defined as signed distance
fields. However, experiments show that the improvement
is moderate. The work also introduces the idea of “leaky
gradients,” which allow for informative gradients in the
absence of contact. Another approach to dealing with un-
informative gradients is presented in [22], introducing “bun-
dled gradients”, defined as the expectation of the gradient
under stochastic noise. In a subsequent publication [8], the
authors formulate analytically smooth dynamics that mimic
the randomized smoothing effect of bundled gradients on
nonsmooth dynamics to avoid the need for sampling.

Other works focus on the issue of diverging gradients
when computing gradients via Backpropagation Through
Time (BPTT), introducing alternatives to differentiating the
entire task trajectory. In [23], the authors propose to train
a concurrent controller that outputs a series of actions for
multiple time steps in the future. This way, the gradient
does not have to be propagated through the policy network
multiple times. PODS [24] takes a different approach and
optimizes the actions taken at each time step. The control
policy is then trained on the optimized actions in a supervised
fashion.

Instead of entirely relying on FoGs, some works investi-
gate how FoGs can be combined with ZoGs. For instance,
[25] uses FoGs to generate additional samples for the critic
training of an actor-critic RL algorithm. In [1], an adaptive
interpolation scheme combines the two types of gradients
depending on their bias and variance. Recently, [5] developed
an actor-critic algorithm, SHAC, that leverages FoGs while
maintaining a similar structure to current RL algorithms,
thus facilitating its integration into standard RL training
environments. Short-Horizon Actor-Critic (SHAC) surpasses
the performance of purely ZoG-based algorithms, especially
for high-dimensional optimization spaces, and successfully
optimizes a locomotion policy for MuJoCo’s ant environ-
ment [15]. This development presents a promising avenue for
the utilization and further exploration of FoGs for complex
learning tasks.
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Fig. 2: A deterministic objective L(θ) and its expected value
Ew[L(θ + w)] under stochastic noise w (left). The approx-
imation Ẽw[L(θ + w)] is an unbiased estimator of the true
expected value. The gradient approximation of the expected
value ∇θẼw[L(θ+w)] is biased if L is discontinuous (right).
A comprehensive analysis of this phenomenon, including
discussion of variances, is given in [1].

III. OPTIMIZATION THROUGH CONTACT

FoG-based optimization becomes challenging when the
objective function is nonsmooth or discontinuous. To un-
derstand the effect of discontinuities on the optimization
process, consider a generic optimization problem

min
θ
L(θ) , (1)

where L is the objective or loss function and θ is the op-
timization variable. ZoG-based algorithms like PPO sample
L stochastically to construct a gradient estimate, effectively
optimizing

min
θ

Ew[L(θ + w)] = min
θ

∫
w

p(w)L(θ + w) dw , (2)

a stochastic version of the original objective, where w is a
stochastic disturbance and p(w) is its probability distribution.
Under a finite number of samples, the true expectation is
approximated by

Ẽw[L(θ + w)] =
1

N

N∑
n=0

L(θ + wn) (3)

with wn ∼ p(w). Fig. 2 shows that introducing stochasticity
smooths discontinuities, explaining the success of RL even
in discontinuous scenarios. Applying the same idea in the
gradient domain yields

∇θẼw[L(θ + w)] =
1

N

N∑
n=0

∇θL(θ + wn) , (4)

which does not accurately approximate the gradient of the
stochastic objective in the presence of discontinuities. In-
stead, the sampled gradient is biased and does not contain
useful information, as depicted in Fig. 2. The benefit of
stochastic smoothing for ZoG estimation does thus not
directly transfer to FoGs.

Even without discontinuities, stiff dynamics may lead to
what [1] refers to as empirical bias, apparent under a small
number of samples N . Intuitively, if an objective function
changes very quickly in a small interval and is constant
everywhere else, the gradient computed using Equation 4

Fig. 3: The discontinuities of hard contact. The normal
contact force fn is discontinuous at a penetration depth d of
0 between two rigid objects. The dashed line indicates that
interpenetration does not occur in continuous time (left). The
tangential force ft is discontinuous at a tangential velocity
vt of 0 (middle). In discrete time, the contact force is
computed to be applied over the entire time step, resolving
the discontinuity. The tangential velocity at the next time
step vt,i+1 will be 0 until the friction force would need to
be exerted for more than one time step (right).

might still yield zero almost everywhere, similar to the
FoG shown in Figure 2, if none of the sampled gradients
encounter the steep ascent.

A. Contact Discontinuities

Rigid-body simulators often employ hard contact models
because they allow for large simulation time steps, do not re-
quire parameter tuning, and model physics with high fidelity.
Inconveniently, hard contact models introduce discontinuities
to the continuous-time dynamics. First, contact forces are
only present if two objects are in contact, causing a dis-
continuity with respect to the contacting object’s positions.
Second, assuming a Coulomb friction model, tangential con-
tact forces switch direction discontinuously if the tangential
contact velocity changes direction.

Interestingly, the discontinuity introduced by the Coulomb
friction model is not present in discrete-time simulation
because the frictional force ft is assumed to act over an
entire time step. If the tangential contact velocity vt,i is
small enough, the Coulomb friction force only needs to act
over part of the time step until the system is at rest. Since
time is discretized, the simulation routine assumes a smaller
force acting over the discretization interval instead to achieve
vt,i+1 = 0 at the next time step, as sketched in Figure 3.

Soft contact models are generally better suited for opti-
mization as discontinuities can be avoided. However, even
in the absence of discontinuities, stiff contact models might
introduce empirical bias, as mentioned above. The stiffness
parameter thus trades off gradient quality with physical
accuracy.

B. Discretization Artifacts

A further challenge of optimizing through contact is
caused by discrete contact resolution. Most simulators detect
contacts at the beginning of each time step, allowing for
some interpenetration between detections. This can alter or
invert the gradient direction compared to the continuous-time
dynamics, as described in [3]. Note that decreasing the step
size increases the accuracy of the forward simulation but
does not improve the gradient for hard contact models.



Fig. 4: Two falling spheres under gravity make inelastic
contact with the ground. Blue lines depict the anticipated
behavior in continuous time. The orange line illustrates the
system’s behavior when discretized (left). Both contacts are
resolved at time step tc, resulting in discontinuous dynamics
(middle). This obfuscates the gradient of the final height w.r.t.
the initial height (right).

In [3], the ToI is computed with a linear model to correct
for discretization artifacts. However, this is only accurate if
the distance between the colliding bodies evolves linearly in
time, which is generally not the case. Finding the exact ToI
is not tractable without drastically increasing computation
time. Against the common misconception, similar artifacts
occur even without restitution, i.e., for inelastic collisions,
as shown in Fig. 4.

The effect of ToI estimation on optimization is currently
a subject of debate, with varying conclusions presented in
recent studies [3], [4].

IV. CONTACT SIMULATION

We implement a differentiable rigid body simulator using
Warp [13]. Our simulation advances the system dynamics in
generalized coordinates and offers several contact models,
serving as a platform for studying the importance of dynam-
ics modeling for optimization.

A. Soft Contact

The first investigated contact model is based on penalty
functions and is adopted from Warp’s predecessor dFlex, a
differentiable physics engine also used in [5], rendering it an
excellent baseline. At every time step, normal contact forces
are computed according to

fn =

{
kpd− kd min(vn, 0), if d ≥ 0

0, otherwise
(5)

and tangential friction forces follow

f t = −
vt

∥vt∥2
min(kf ∥vt∥2 , µfn) , (6)

where d is the penetration depth between the contacting
bodies, v is the relative velocity in the contact frame, and
µ is the friction coefficient. The parameters kp, kd, and kf
have to be tuned and trade off physical accuracy against sim-
ulation stability and gradient smoothness. Inconveniently, the
model behavior depends on various simulation parameters,
such as the simulation step size or the mass of simulated
objects. Note that the damping term of the normal force fn
introduces a discontinuity to the otherwise smooth model.
However, damping is crucial to stabilize the simulation and

0.10 0.15 0.20

0.000

0.025

0.050

F
in

al
H

ei
gh

t
(m

) Hard Contact

Stochastic Smoothing

Analytic Smoothing

0.10 0.15 0.20
−2

−1

0

F
in

al
V

el
o
ci

ty
(m

/s
)

0.10 0.15 0.20
Initial Height (m)

0.0

0.5

1.0

G
ra

d
ie

n
t

Stochastic ZoG

Stochastic FoG

Analytic FoG

0.10 0.15 0.20
Initial Height (m)

−40

−20

0

V
el

o
ci

ty
G

ra
d

ie
n
t

Fig. 5: The final height (top left), final velocity (top right),
and their gradients (bottom) versus the initial height of a
falling sphere under gravity. The sphere only collides with
the ground if the initial height is small enough (left half of all
graphs). Hard contact exhibits discontinuities in the position
and velocity domain. Stochasticity helps to smooth disconti-
nuities, but the FoG gradient is biased and uninformative.
The analytically smoothed contact model induces similar
effects on the dynamics as stochasticity, with the advantage
of informative and unbiased FoGs.

to obtain more physically plausible results. After computing
the contact forces, a semi-implicit Euler step evolves the
system dynamics to the next time step.

B. Hard Contact

Next, we investigate a hard contact simulation routine
based on Moreau’s time stepping scheme [26], similar
to [27]. A key advantage over LCP-based simulation routines
is that there is no need to linearize the friction cone.
Additionally, the midpoint discretization used in Moreau’s
scheme has slightly improved stability properties over semi-
implicit Euler integration [28].

The implemented simulation routine begins with an ex-
plicit Euler half-step on position level that yields the position
at the midpoint of the simulation step. Then, the Equation
of Motion (EoM) is evaluated and contacts are resolved at
the midpoint. The contact handling procedure determines the
required impulses to satisfy all contact constraints at the end
of the simulation step. It involves projecting parts of the EoM
onto the contact domain and iterating over all contacts in a
Gauss-Seidel fashion to converge to the appropriate impulses.
A proximal projection ensures that contact forces always
remain within the bounds of the friction cone. Finally, the
dynamics are integrated using a midpoint rule.

Hard contact simulation is physically accurate but suffers
from the phenomena described in Sec. III. Revisiting the
introductory example of a falling, inelastic sphere exposes
two discontinuities in the dynamics, shown in Fig. 5. The first
discontinuity is observed in the sphere’s position, resulting
from discrete time stepping. The second discontinuity, evi-
dent in the sphere’s velocity, originates from the discontinuity
in the normal contact force, which propagates through the
dynamics and becomes apparent in the velocity domain.



Algorithm 1 Modified Gauss-Seidel Iteration

Input: G, c,p,d, κ
Output: p

for N solver iterations do
for contact j ∈ C do

s← 0
r ← 0
for contact k ∈ C do

if j = k then
s← s+Gjkpk

else
s← s+Gjkpk · sigmoid(dk, κ)

r ← r + det(Gjk)
r ← 1

1+r
pj ← prox(pj − r(s+ cj))

p← p · sigmoid(d, κ)

We additionally implement an optional ToI correction that
approximates the ToI with a linear model, similar to [3], to
investigate its importance in optimization.

C. Analytically Smoothed Contact

Stochastic smoothing effectively smoothes the discontinu-
ities of hard contact but does not provide meaningful FoGs,
as depicted in Fig. 5. Thus, we propose smoothing the hard
contact model analytically to replicate the effects of stochas-
ticity, similar to [8]. The contact model is smoothed by
substituting the discontinuous step function, which represents
the contact force in relation to the penetration depth, with
a sigmoid function, as depicted in Figure 62. The smooth
surrogate is defined as

sigmoid(d, κ) =
1

1 + e−dκ
, (7)

where κ determines the stiffness of the function.
Algorithm 1 outlines the modified Gauss-Seidel scheme

for analytically smooth contact. Inputs to the contact solver
are the Delassus Matrix G, which expresses the system’s
inverse inertia in contact coordinates, c, which includes
dynamic quantities that need to be counteracted by the
contact impulses, and p, an initial guess for the impulses. The
modified version additionally requires d, which contains the
penetration depth for all active contacts, and κ. The iteration
count N is fixed so that the solver loop can be unrolled
during backpropagation. The set C contains all contacts that
surpass a certain penetration depth3. In every iteration, a
proximal operator projects the updated impulses onto the
friction cone.

2While smoothing the step function with Gaussian noise, often employed
to introduce stochasticity in RL methods, would yield the error function [1],
this work relies on the sigmoid function for its lower computational cost. The
sigmoid function is equivalent to the step function smoothed with logistic
noise [8].

3The threshold should be chosen to limit the number of active contacts
and thus computational cost. We set the threshold to −1m and only consider
foot contacts.
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Fig. 6: The analytically smoothed contact model. The dis-
continuous step function of the normal contact force fn is
replaced with a sigmoid function. Different stiffness param-
eters κ control the smoothing intensity. A value of κ = ∞
recovers the original hard contact model.

Similar to RL algorithms, the level of stochasticity or
smoothness can be incrementally reduced during the training
process to shift towards a more precise model by adjusting κ.
The model can become arbitrarily stiff without destabilizing
the simulation, a significant advantage over the previously
introduced soft contact model.

V. RESULTS

We compare the introduced contact models for the task
of quadrupedal locomotion, which requires making and
breaking contact frequently. The learning setup is detailed
in the Appendix. We employ SHAC [5], an optimization
algorithm that demonstrates potential in optimizing contact-
rich tasks. SHAC is a mixed-order method, using FoGs
over a short horizon and ZoGs to approximate the future
return after the short horizon trajectory via a value function.
This approach effectively avoids gradient divergence by
only backpropagating through trajectories with a relatively
small number of transitions. Additionally, the value function
smooths the optimization landscape, combating the discussed
issues in optimizing discontinuous functions. Qualitative
results of the emerging locomotion behaviors can be seen
in the supplementary video.

A. The Effects of Contact Modeling

As shown in Fig. 8, all contact models result in similar
convergence properties during optimization. The penalty-
based contact model yields the highest reward. However, the
model yields poor results in terms of physical accuracy and
permits the largest penetration into the ground, as depicted
in Fig. 7. More critically, policies take advantage of the
ground’s spring-like properties, resulting in trampoline-like
jumping movements, as outlined in Fig. 1, which explain the
higher reward obtained. Making the soft model more precise
by increasing its stiffness is not feasible, as the gradient norm
quickly grows and diverges.

To investigate if learned policies transfer to more phys-
ically realistic environments, a policy is executed using
the hard contact model. As anticipated, the robot quickly
loses balance and falls after a few time steps. To conclude,
the investigated soft contact model features properties that
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locomotion for different contact models. Using the penalty-
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ToI correction significantly reduces the penetration depth
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smooth contact model varies depending on κ, but can achieve
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facilitate efficient optimization, explaining its use in recent
works [6], [5]. However, its lack of accuracy does not allow
for transfer to the physical world, rendering it unsuitable for
robotics tasks.

For more physically accurate results, employing a hard
contact model appears to be essential4. Interestingly, opti-
mization is successful despite the discontinuities depicted in
Fig. 5, suggesting that the employed algorithm effectively
smooths the optimization landscape.

Nevertheless, policies trained with hard contact sometimes
exhibit unnatural walking behaviors involving suboptimal
foothold locations. This is likely due to misleading gradients
arising from discontinuities. Augmenting the simulation with
ToI estimation holds little improvement, in line with the
findings of [4]. A linear approximation is possibly too
inaccurate to effectively mitigate the discretization artifacts.
In general, the effect of ToI estimation is expected to be more
pronounced when training with purely FoG-based methods.

The benefits of the analytically smoothed contact model
are not reflected in the learning curves, where its perfor-
mance is comparable to the hard contact model, but the
resulting locomotion behaviors are significantly smoother
and lack the previously observed erratic footholds. To test
the contact model’s effectiveness, policies are re-executed in
a hard contact simulation. Notably, policies are effectively
transferred, even if they were trained with a relatively smooth
model, e.g., for κ = 100. This confirms the intuition that the
characteristic of stochastic smoothing, which maintains the
deterministic case within its domain, is effectively replicated
by the introduced analytic smoothing method.

Scheduling the smoothness during training promises even
better transferability, as the final model is closer to hard
contact. Emerging behaviors still feature smooth motions,
making this method the most promising among those exam-
ined for effective real-world deployment.

4To ensure stable gradients with hard contact simulation, armature is
added to the diagonal elements of each body’s inertia matrix.
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Fig. 8: The mean total reward received during a task episode
for different contact models over the course of training. The
reward is averaged over five training runs with different
random seeds (0 to 4), and the standard deviation is indicated
by the shaded regions.

B. A Comparison to PPO

We compare SHAC to the publicly available PPO im-
plementation RSL RL [10]. Both algorithms exhibit anal-
ogous convergence properties and achieve nearly identical
final rewards, as shown in Figure 9. Nevertheless, SHAC
outperforms PPO in terms of sample efficiency, owing to the
reduced variance of ZoGs. Primarily, this leads to reduced
memory requirements during the training process. Providing
a fair comparison in terms of time complexity is challeng-
ing because training duration also hinges on the particular
implementation details. In the implementations discussed in
this thesis, a single training iteration for SHAC takes roughly
0.5 s and for PPO about 1 s.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper explored the effect of contact modeling on
FoG-based optimization for the contact-rich task of learning
quadrupedal locomotion. We demonstrated the feasibility
of attaining walking behaviors with hard contact, offering
a physically more accurate approach than penalty-based
models [5]. Our analytically smooth contact formulation led
to improved movement fluency, while the resulting poli-
cies successfully transferred to hard contact simulation. A
comparison of SHAC and PPO showed that although both
algorithms converge at a similar rate and to a comparable op-
timum, SHAC did so with notably higher sample efficiency.

Future research could aim to reduce the dependency on
ZoGs, currently still included through the use of a value
function, to further enhance sample efficiency. The proposed
contact model’s ability to smooth discontinuities reduces the
necessity of the value function’s smoothing effect. Another
promising path could involve exploring more complex tasks
currently beyond the reach of RL methods, where FoG-based
strategies might succeed. Finally, confirming the real-world
applicability of policies trained with the proposed method
remains an important step we plan to address in future work.
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APPENDIX
Table II specifies the used rewards. The control policy

outputs position commands for the joints that are tracked
with a PD-control law. The maximum torque applied by the
actuators is 20Nm. Environments are terminated if the center
of the quadruped’s base falls below 0.25m with respect to the
ground or if the maximum episode length of 10 s is reached.
Contact models are evaluated using the parameters kp = 12 ·
103, kd = 3, kf = 9 · 102 for the spring-damper model, κ =
100 for the analytically smoothed model, and κ = 100 →
1000 for the analytically smoothed model with a curriculum
if not stated otherwise.

TABLE II: Rewards

Name Formula Weight

Base velocity exp(|ẋbase − 1.0|) 1.0
Base height exp(|(ybase − 0.45|) 0.5
Base alignment eworld

y · ebase
y 0.5

Actions
∑

i exp(−|ai|) 0.01
Joint velocity −∥q̇joints∥2 0.001
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