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Shinsuke Koyama†

The Institute of Statistical Mathematics, Tokyo 190-8562, Japan

Daniel E. Callan‡

Brain Information Communication Research Laboratory Group,
ATR Institute International, Kyoto 619-0288, Japan

Shigeru Shinomoto§

Brain Information Communication Research Laboratory Group,
ATR Institute International, Kyoto 619-0288, Japan

Graduate School of Informatics, Kyoto University, Kyoto 606-8501, Japan and
Research Organization of Science and Technology, Ritsumeikan University, Shiga 525-8577, Japan

(Dated: March 19, 2024)

Skateboarders perform a reciprocating motion on a curved ramp, called pumping, by moving their
bodies up and down perpendicular to the ramp surface. We propose a simple mechanical model
for this pumping motion and solve the equation of motion explicitly in angular coordinates. This
allows us to derive an optimal control strategy to maximize amplitude by dynamically adjusting
the center of mass of the skateboarder. This optimal strategy is compared to experimental results
for the motion of a skilled and an unskilled skateboarder in a half-pipe, validating that a skilled
skateboarder follows the optimal control strategy more closely.

Gaining popularity as an action sport in the early six-
ties, skateboarding grew into a social phenomenon that
was even included as an official discipline in the 2021
Olympic Games [1]. From a scientific point of view,
the mechanics of skateboarding have served as a versa-
tile playground in classical dynamics and control theory
[2, 3]. Recently, skateboarding has also become popu-
lar as an appealing model problem from dynamic control
in robotics [4–6]. Mimicking the delicate motion of hu-
man bodies during various dynamically involved actions,
state-of-the-art machine learning techniques are applied
to capture performance data [7]. We also refer to [8–10]
for various in-depth considerations on the mechanics of
the dynamics of skateboarding.

In this letter, we propose a different, bottom-up ap-
proach towards the optimal control of skateboarding by
focusing on a particular confined motion with few degrees
of freedom as a test case: pumping on a ramp. Despite its
utmost simplicity, our minimal model is consistent with
experimental data we obtained from comparing the per-
formance of a skilled and an unskilled skateboarder. This
approach not only avoids the computational complexity
that goes along with high-dimensional, multi-degree-of-
freedom models but is also in tune with reduced-order
modeling and nonlinear normal modes [11]. Indeed, the
theory of nonlinear normal modes [12], i.e., the reduc-
tion to few effective degrees of freedom, is highly relevant
in control problems [13] for mechanical systems. Apart
from the appeal of a completely soluble, experimentally
consistent example, our insights might prove useful as a

basic test case for robotics as well [14].

We aim to model the reciprocating, pumping motion of
a skateboarder in the half-pipe. To this end, we propose
a simple mechanical skateboarder model on a cylindrical
ramp by analogy to the pumping motion on a swing, see
Figure 1, which is itself classically modeled as a variable-
length pendulum [15, 16]. The results obtained for the
cylindrical ramp are then extended to the optimal con-
trol motion in the half-pipe by interpolating along the
flat part of the ramp. The equation of motion for a fric-
tionless variable-length pendulum takes the form [17, 18]

(L− h)θ̈ − 2ḣθ̇ + g sin θ = 0, (1)

where θ is the angle relative to a vertical axis, L is the ra-
dius of the cylindrical ramp, h is the height of the center
of mass, and g sin θ is the gravitational restoring force.
A skateboarder controls his/her center of mass with re-
spect to height, h = h(t), perpendicular to the surface
of the ramp. For more details on the dynamics of swing-
ing, we refer to recent works on the pumping of a swing
taking into account the detailed aspects of swinging spe-
cific to human body movement [19–22]. The mechanism
in which a change in body height will result in a gain
in rotational motion may be intuitively understood as a
result of the conservation of angular momentum, partic-
ularly when the friction can be ignored. We therefore
regard the height as an external control function to be
optimised for maximal amplitude gain under certain con-
straints. Firstly, we assume that the height is constrained
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FIG. 1. Analogy of pumping motions. (a) Pumping on a swing;
(b) The variable-length pendulum; (c) Pumping of a skateboarder
on a cylindrical ramp.

between a minimal bending and a maximal standing pos-
ture, H0 ≤ h ≤ H1. Secondly, we assume that the energy
input through the muscular activity of the human or the
control force of a skateboarding robot is limited, leading
to a constraint in the acceleration of the height |ḧ| ≤ g.
We consider equation (1) together with kinetic friction

by assuming that the wheels of the skateboard kinetic
friction µN at the surface of the ramp, where µ is a
material-specific friction coefficient and N is the normal
force

N = m(g cos θ + ḧ+ (L− h)θ̇2). (2)

The force term (2) results from balancing the force com-
ponent normal to the ramp with gravity in the radial di-
rection since m(L−h)θ̇2 represents the centrifugal force.
Starting from an initial angle θ0 and zero initial veloc-
ity θ̇0 = 0, the height h is adjusted during a roll from
the initial angle to the final angle θ∗ at which all kinetic
energy is consumed and the amplitude is maximal. Dif-
ferent height variations then lead to different maximal
amplitudes θ∗. We are interested in an optimal control
function ĥ = ĥ(t) such that

ĥ(t) = arg max
{h(t)}

θ∗[h(t)], (3)

subject to the constraint H0 ≤ h(t) ≤ H1 and |ḧ(t)| ≤ g
for all times. Problem (3) of controlling a variable-length
pendulum under different constraints and damping me-
chanics has been considered in, e.g., [23, 24].
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FIG. 2. Pumping on a cylindrical ramp in the presence of kinetic
friction. (a) The attained angle θ∗ plotted against the pumping
timing δ and pumping momentum β. (b) The optimal height h
and its acceleration ḧ in the frictionless case (solid black line);
unbounded control in the presence of kinetic friction (green dashed
line) and the optimal solution under the acceleration bounded by
|ḧ| ≤ g (thick blue line). The optimal strategies for a cylindrical
ramp are compared with unsuccessful controls where an achieved
angle θ∗ is smaller than the initial angle |θ0| (brown and orange
dotted lines). Parameters: θ0 = −π/4 ≈ −0.79, L = 3, H0 =
0.9, H1 = 1.0 and µ = 0.02.

To tackle the optimization problem (3) directly, we as-
sume that the height is a monotonic function of time for a
one-directional roll along the cylindrical ramp. Since the
angle θ(t) along one roll is a monotonic function of time
as well, we may rewrite the governing equation for the
radius r(θ) = L − h(t) as a function of the angle, which
will simplify the notation in the following. This allows
us to derive an equation for the kinetic energy with re-
spect to angular rotation Ekin = θ̇2/2 as a function of
θ. The analytical trick to write the kinetic energy and
the radius as functions of the angle - the original dynam-
ical variable - is reminiscent of the modern solution to
the Brachistochrome problem [25] and similar problems
in the calculus of variations.
To this end, we write r′ = dr/dθ and note that ṙ = r′θ̇.
By transforming the acceleration r̈ to angle-variables,
r̈ = d/dt(r′θ̇) = θ̈r′ + θ̇2r′′, the equation of motion can
be transformed into an equation for the kinetic energy
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Ekin with respect to θ,

rE′
kin+4r′Ekin + g sin θ

+ µ(g cos θ − r′E′
kin + 2(r − r′′)Ekin) = 0.

(4)

The linear first-order differential equation (4) can be in-
tegrated easily to

Ekin(θ) = −g

∫ θ

θ0

sinu+ µ cosu

r(u)− µr′(u)
exp

(∫ θ

u

f(s)ds

)
du,

f(s) = −4r′(s) + 2µ(r(s)− r′′(s))

r(s)− µr′(s)
.

(5)

We remark that the influence of an air drag or an in-
ertial drag proportional to the square of the velocity,
Fair = CD|v|v can be treated analogously to kinetic fric-
tion and an explicit formula similar to (5) may be derived
by explicitly solving a linear differential equation for the

angular kinetic energy. The numerical results for the op-
timal control strategy, however, show little deviation as
compared to pure kinetic friction and we focus on for-
mula (5) henceforth. At the maximal amplitude θ∗ along
one monotonic roll, all kinetic energy is consumed and
we have that Ekin(θ

∗) = 0. Setting µ = 0 in (5) we
immediately see that the optimal control strategy in the
frictionless case is given by

r̂frictionless(θ) =

{
L−H0, (θ0 ≤ θ ≤ 0),
L−H1, (0 < θ),

(6)

where we have assumed that the skateboarder starts
his/her roll on the left side of the ramp (θ0 < 0). The
maximal angle θ∗frictionless achieved by this optimal con-
trol can be calculated explicitly as well and is given by

cos θ∗frictionless = 1−
(
L−H0

L−H1

)3

(1− cos θ0). (7)

Solutions (6) and (7) will serve as a benchmark for
the full, physically meaningful optimal control with con-
straints.
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FIG. 3. (a) Simulations for the optimal pumping motion of a skateboarder on a half-pipe consisting of two cylindrical ramps connected
by a flat zone in between. The radius of curvature of the cylindrical parts is L = 1.9 m and the width of the flat zone is D = 3.2 m,
corresponding to the experimental conditions. (b) Height and acceleration variations for different optimal pumping strategies: optimal
control for the frictionless case (black line), optimal unbounded control in the presence of kinetic friction (dashed green line), and optimal
control under the acceleration bounded by |ḧ| ≤ g (blue thick line). The optimal control strategies are compared with unsuccessful
pumping (brown and orange dotted lines), where the achieved maximal angle is smaller than the initial amplitude.

As potential pumping strategies, we examine a two-
parameter family of logistic functions interpolating be-
tween maximal and minimal height,

r(θ) = L−H0 −
H1 −H0

1 + e−β(θ−δ)
, (8)

for the pumping momentum β and the timing parame-
ter δ. For the numerical simulation, we choose a friction
coefficient of µ = 0.02, which is consistent with the ex-
perimentally obtained friction coefficient. We compare
the optimal pumping strategies for the cylindrical parts
of the half-pipe in Figure 2 for the frictionless case, un-
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bounded acceleration, acceleration bounded by |ḧ| ≤ g,
and unsuccessful pumping motions, where the achieved
maximal angle θ∗ is smaller than the initial amplitude
|θ0|.

We continue with the analysis of the full half-pipe,
starting with an initial position of the skateboarder at
the left cylindrical part of the ramp (θ0 < 0). To en-
ter the flat zone linking the two cylindrical parts with
the highest possible speed, we seek optimal parameters
β and δ from (8) such that Ekin is maximal at θ = 0 (en-
tering the flat zone). During the motion in the flat zone,
the height h is decreased to H0 continuously until leaving
the flat zone again. Upon entering the right cylindrical
part, we search for another set of parameters in (8) so
that the final angle of a skateboarder θ∗ is maximized.
Similar to the cylindrical ramp, we note that in the fric-
tionless case, the maximal amplitude can be calculated
explicitly to

cos θ∗ = 1−
(
L−H0

L−H1

)5

(1− cos θ0), (9)

We remark that the maximal angle is larger than the one
of the cylindrical ramp (7) since the skateboarder per-
formed two pumping cycles in the half-pipe. Figure 3
compares the optimal pumping strategies in the half-pipe
for bounded acceleration (thick blue line), the frictionless

case (solid black line), the case with friction but acceler-
ation unbounded (dashed green line), and two examples
of unsuccessful pumping (brown and orange dotted lines)
where the achieved maximal angle is smaller than the ini-
tial amplitude.

For the experimental validation of the optimal con-
trol strategy, two skateboarders with different degrees of
skill were asked to gain height as much as possible by
adopting their most efficient pumping action. The skilled
skateboarder has eleven years of experience, while the un-
skilled skateboarder has two years of experience. For each
trial, they started from a position of rest and stopped
their pumping when they reached the top of the ramp.
The subject’s center of mass was estimated automati-
cally by the motion-capture software Xsens. The accel-
eration in the sagittal plane {ax, ay} was translated into
the height acceleration measured relative to the ramp
surface ḧ using information about the center of mass of
the subjects.
Figure 4a shows snapshots of the skilled and unskilled
skateboarders performing reciprocating during the exper-
iment. Figures 4b, c, and d show their horizontal velocity
vx and vertical velocity vy as well as the acceleration ḧ.
Each black solid curve represents a left-to-right motion
segmented from the back-and-forth motion.
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FIG. 4. (a) Pumping on a half pipe performed by skilled and unskilled skateboarders. (b) and (c) The horizontal and vertical velocities
of the center of mass. Each line represents a left-to-right motion segmented from the back-and-forth motion. (d) The acceleration of the
height from the ramp surface, ḧ. The magenta line shows the theoretical-numerical prediction of the optimal control strategy.

Firstly, the friction coefficient µ is estimated from the decrease in horizontal velocity in Figure 4b. With an av-
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erage speed of v ≈ 3 m/s, the skateboarder took ∆t ≈ 1
s to pass the flat zone of 3 m. The velocity decreased
by ∆v ≈ 0.2 m/s during this passage, implying that the
change in velocity ∆v/∆t = µg or µ ≈ 0.02. We also
used this friction coefficient as an input parameter for
the theoretical estimation described above.
Secondly, we have compared the estimated acceleration
with the optimal acceleration obtained by our theory
(Figure 3b). The skilled skateboarder had a smaller root
mean square error (3.9 m/s2) with the theoretical optimal
solution than the unskilled skateboarder (4.3 m/s2). This
indicates that our theoretical-numerical optimal pump-
ing strategy is followed more closely by the skilled skate-
boarder as compared to the unskilled one.

We conclude with a summary of the results. We mod-
eled the pumping motion of a skateboarder in a half-pipe
as a variable-length pendulum with kinetic friction in the
cylindrical part of the ramp surface and solved the equa-
tion of motion explicitly for the kinetic energy in angular
coordinates. This allows us to formulate an optimization
problem for the maximal angle in one roll. The results
were compared to an experimental study in which the
pumping strategies of skilled and unskilled skateboard-
ers trying to gain height were compared. The skilled
skateboarder showed less deviation from the theoretically
predicted optimal control strategy.

By simplifying the highly complex and delicate move-
ment of skateboarding into the low-degree-of-freedom
dynamical problem, we were able to suggest potential
improvements in the performance of an athlete. This
type of simplified kinematic consideration could also
be applied to investigate improvements in other sports,
such as ski jumping.
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and T. Vyhĺıdal, Journal of the Franklin Institute 359,
1382 (2022).

[24] E. Lavrovskii and A. Formal’skii, Journal of Applied
Mathematics and Mechanics 57, 311 (1993).

[25] H. Erlichson, European journal of physics 20, 299 (1999).

mailto:floriank@ethz.ch
mailto:skoyama@ism.ac.jp
mailto:dcallan@atr.jp
mailto:shigerushinomoto@gmail.com
https://about.google/intl/ALL_au/stories/project-skate/
https://about.google/intl/ALL_au/stories/project-skate/
https://ci.nii.ac.jp/ncid/BB13706363

	Mechanical Optimization of Skateboard Pumping
	Abstract
	Acknowledgments
	References


