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Abstract: Inspired by flight characteristics captured from live Monarch butterflies, an optimal
control problem is presented while accounting the effects of low-frequency flapping and abdomen
undulation. A flapping-wing aerial vehicle is modeled as an articulated rigid body, and its
dynamics are developed according to Lagrangian mechanics on an abstract Lie group. This
provides an elegant, global formulation of the dynamics for flapping-wing aerial vehicles, avoiding
complexities and singularities associated with local coordinates. This is utilized to identify an
optimal periodic motion that minimizes energy variations, and an optimal control is formulated
to stabilize the periodic motion. Furthermore, the outcome of this paper can be applied to
optimal control for any Lagrangian system on a Lie group with a configuration-dependent inertia.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Millions of Monarch butterflies migrates from North Amer-
ica to the central Mexico during the fall, exhibiting the
longest flight range among the insects (Gibo [1981]). Their
dynamics are distinct from small insects, as the relatively
large wings are flapping at a lower frequency, with active
undulation of its abdomen. It has been suggested that
abdomen undulation may reduce power consumption from
the dynamic coupling of wing-body motion by Sridhar
et al. [2019]. It is further reported in Dyhr et al. [2013] that
moths actively modulate their body shape to control flight
in response to visual pitch stimuli, and it may contribute
to pitch stability. However, it is challenging to dynamically
model such effects to utilize in control system design.

Flapping wing aerial vehicles are essentially infinite dimen-
sional, nonlinear time-varying systems, where the equa-
tions of motion describing displacement and the defor-
mation of a flexible multi-body system are coupled with
the Navier-Stokes equations. Various control system design
techniques have been reviewed by Shyy et al. [2016]. Most
of these control systems are based on the common sim-
plified formulation where the nonlinear time-varying flap-
ping dynamics are transformed into linear time-invariant
systems by considering small perturbations averaged over
the period of flapping (see, for example, Xinyan Deng
et al. [2006]). As such, these approaches are not suitable to
analyze the low-frequency flapping dynamics of Monarch
butterflies.

Recently, a flapping wing aerial vehicle is modeled as an
articulated rigid body by Sridhar et al. [2020], where four
rigid bodies representing two wings, thorax, and abdomen
are interconnected via spherical joints, with the assump-
tion of quasi-aerodynamics. The resulting dynamics are
⋆ This research has been supported in part by NSF under the grants
NSF CMMI-1761618 and CMMI-1760928.

considered as a Lagrangian system on a Lie group, and
an intrinsic form of equations of motion are constructed.
Compared with developing equations of motion of multi-
rigid body systems with local coordinates, such as Euler
angles, this provides an elegant, global formulation that
is free of singularities. As such, this is particularly useful
to design control systems inspired by Monarch. For exam-
ple, it has been utilized to study the effect of abdomen
undulation in energy efficiency by Tejaswi et al. [2020].

In this paper, we present an optimal control problem
to stabilize a periodic motion representing the hovering
flight. The flapping motion of both wings are parame-
terized by several variables characterizing the amplitude
and the shape of oscillations, which are optimized over
the numerical solutions of the aforementioned Lagrangian
system. Compared with various prior works in the control
of flapping wing aerial vehicles, the unique contribution
is that we consider the complete dynamics involving the
motion of wings, thorax, and abdomen coupled though
arbitrary three-dimensional rotations and translations. In
other words, the dynamics are not simplified by the com-
mon assumptions such as the longitudinal motion confined
to a two-dimensional space, or the wing flapping decoupled
from the body and the abdomen. These features are partic-
ularly useful to grasp the unique dynamic characteristics
of Monarch, and to take the advantage of those in control
system design. In short, we exploit the geometric formula-
tion of Lagrangian mechanics on a Lie group for optimal
control of a complex system inspired by Monarch.

2. LAGRANGIAN MECHANICS FORMULATED ON
A LIE GROUP

Consider an n-dimensional Lie group G. Let g be the
associated Lie algebra, or the tangent space at the identity,
i.e., g = TeG. Consider a left trivialization of the tangent
bundle of the group TG ≃ G × g, (g, ġ) 7→ (g, Lg−1 ġ) ≡
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(g, ξ). More specifically, let L : G × G → G be the left
action defined such that Lgh = gh for g, h ∈ G. Then the
left trivialization is a map (g, ġ) 7→ (g, Lg−1 ġ) ≡ (g, ξ),
where ξ ∈ g. Further, suppose g is equipped with an
inner product 〈·, ·〉, which induces an inner product on
TgG via left trivialization. For any v, w ∈ TgG, 〈w, v〉TgG =
〈TgLg−1v,TgLg−1w〉g. Given the inner product, we identify
g ≃ g

∗ and TgG ≃ T
∗
gG ≃ G × g

∗ via the Riesz
representation. Throughout this paper, the pairing is also
denoted by the dot product ·. The adjoint operator is
denoted by Adg : g → g, and the ad operator is denoted
by adξ : g → g. See, for example Marsden and Ratiu [1999]
for detailed preliminaries.

We develop Euler–Lagrange equations for an arbitrary Lie
group G, which are utilized later for the flapping wing
UAV.

Assumption 1. The Lagrangian L : G× g → R is given by
the difference between kinetic and potential energy,

L(g, ξ) =
1

2
〈Jg(ξ), ξ〉 − U(g), (1)

for a configuration-dependent inertia J : G × g → g
∗ and

potential U : G → R.

Here, the inertia is a symmetric, positive-definite tensor
dependent on the group. More specifically,

〈Jg(ξ), ξ〉 ≥ 0,

〈Jg(ξ), ξ〉 = 0 ⇔ ξ = 0,

〈Jg(ξ1), ξ2〉 = 〈Jg(ξ2), ξ1〉,

for any g ∈ G and ξ, ξ1, ξ2 ∈ g.

Definition 2. The left-trivialized derivative of Jg(ξ) with
respect to g is defined as Kg(ξ)(·) : G× g → g

∗ given by

Kg(ξ)χ = T
∗
eLg(DgJg(ξ)) · χ. (2)

along the direction χ ∈ g. By selecting a basis of g, Kg(ξ)
can be represented by a matrix since it is a linear operator.

The Euler-Lagrange equations for an arbitrary Lagrangian
on a Lie group has been reported, for exampled by Lee
et al. [2018]. Here we present a special case, when the
Lagrangian is given by the configuration-dependent kinetic
energy and the potential as in (1).

Theorem 3. The forced Euler-Lagrange equations corre-
sponding to the Lagrangian in (1) are given by,

Jg(ξ̇) +Kg(ξ)ξ − ad∗ξJg(ξ)−
1

2
K∗

g(ξ)ξ

+T
∗
eLg(DgU(g)) = f, (3)

ġ = gξ, (4)

with f : [t0, tf ] → g
∗ as the generalized force acting on the

system.

Proof. Note that the Lagrangian of the system is ex-
pressed as L(g, ξ) : G × g → R by utilizing the left-
trivialization, ξ = g−1ġ. Now, the dynamical relations are
obtained using the Lagrange-d’Alembert principle,

δ

∫ tf

t0

L(g, ξ)dt+

∫ tf

t0

f(t) · ηdt = 0

where the infinitesimal variation η = g−1δg ∈ g vanishes at
the endpoints. Thus the forced Euler-Lagrange equations
are (Lee et al. [2018]),

d

dt
DξL(g, ξ)−ad∗ξ(DξL(g, ξ))−T

∗
eLg(DgL(g, ξ)) = f. (5)

φ > 0

sy

ry

(a) flapping angle,
φR ∈ [−π, π)

θ > 0

rx

sx

(b) pitch angle,
θR ∈ [−π, π)

ψ > 0 ry

sy

(c) deviation angle,
ψR ∈ [−π, π)

Fig. 1. Euler angles (Sridhar et al. [2020]) : positive values
are indicated from FS (green) to FR (red)

Using the special structure of the Lagrangian from (1),

DξL(g, ξ) · δξ =
1

2
(〈Jg(ξ), δξ〉 + 〈Jg(δξ), ξ〉)

= 〈Jg(ξ), δξ〉.

Thus, DξL(g, ξ) = Jg(ξ). We also have,

d

dt
DξL(g, ξ) = Jg(ξ̇) + T

∗
eLg(DgJg(ξ)) · ξ

= Jg(ξ̇) +Kg(ξ)ξ

from the definition in (2). Finally,

T
∗
eLg ·DgL(g, ξ) · χ =

1

2
〈Kg(ξ)χ, ξ〉 − T

∗
eLgDgU(g) · χ

=
1

2
〈χ,K∗

g(ξ)ξ〉 − T
∗
eLgDgU(g) · χ

=

(
1

2
K∗

g(ξ)ξ − T
∗
eLgDgU(g)

)
· χ,

where g
∗ is identified with g with the pairing.

Substituting all the above expressions back in (5), we
obtain the Euler-Lagrange equations in (3). ✷

3. DYNAMICS OF FLAPPING WING UAV

In this section, we present a multibody model for an
FWUAV after which we derive the corresponding Euler-
Lagrange equations. The three-dimensional special orthog-
onal group is denoted by SO(3) = {R ∈ R3×3 | RTR =
I, det(R) = 1}, and the corresponding Lie algebra is
so(3) = {A ∈ R3×3 | A = −AT }. The Hat map ∧ : R3 →
s0(3) is defined such that x̂y = x × y for any x, y ∈ R3.
And its inverse map is the vee map, ∨ : so(3) → R3.
Next, ei ∈ Rn denotes the i-th standard basis of Rn for an
appropriate dimension n, e.g., e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Rn. The
units are in kg, m, s, and rad, unless specified otherwise.

3.1 Multibody Model

Let the inertial frame which is compatible to the standard
north-east-down (NED) frame be FI = {ix, iy, iz}. We
model the FWUAV as an articulated structure which is
composed of multiple rigid bodies listed here:

• Body: This corresponds to the head and thorax com-
bined into a single rigid body. We define FB =
{bx,by,bz} as the body-fixed frame located at the
center of mass of the body. This position is denoted
by x ∈ R3 in FI , and the attitude of FB is given
by R ∈ SO(3). With Ω ∈ R3 as the angular velocity
of the body resolved in FB, the attitude evolves as
Ṙ = RΩ̂.



• Right wing: It is directly attached to the body. Also,
we do not distinguish forewings and hindwings in our
model. Let FR = {rx, ry, rz} be the frame fixed to
the right wing at its root. It is located at a constant
µR ∈ R3 from the origin of FB. Next, we define
FS = {sx, sy, sz} as the stroke frame obtained by
translating the origin of FB to the center of wing
roots, and rotating it about by by a fixed angle
β ∈ [−π, π). The attitude of the right wing frame
with respect to FS is denoted by 1–3–2 Euler angles
(φR(t), ψR(t), θR(t)) (see Figure 1). So the attitude
of FR relative to FB, QR ∈ SO(3), can be expressed
as QR = exp(βê2) exp(φR ê1) exp(−ψRê3) exp(θRê2),

and its time-derivative will be Q̇R = QRΩ̂R for
ΩR ∈ R3.

• Left Wing: The left wing frame FL = {lx, ly, lz} is de-
fined symmetrically to the right wing, and is located
at µL ∈ R3 from the origin of FB. So its attitude
is, QL = exp(βê2) exp(−φLê1) exp(ψLê3) exp(θLê2),
with the set of Euler-angles (φL(t), ψL(t), θL(t)), and

Q̇L = QLΩ̂L for ΩL ∈ R3.

• Abdomen: Finally, the abdomen is connected to the
body via a spherical joint at which FA = {ax, ay , az}
is attached. It is located at µA ∈ R3 from origin of
FB, and its attitude relative to the body is denoted
by QA ∈ SO(3) with Q̇A = QAΩ̂A for ΩA ∈ R3.

3.2 Lagrangian Mechanics of FWUAV

The configuration of the presented model is described
by g = (x,R,QR, QL, QA) which belongs to the 15-

dimensional Lie group G = R3 × SO(3)
4
. The correspond-

ing left trivialized velocity is ξ = (ẋ,Ω,ΩR,ΩL,ΩA) which
is an element of the Lie algebra, g = R3 × so(3)4 ≃ R3 ×
(R3)4. In this subsection, we derive the Euler–Lagrange
equations in (3) for the flapping wing UAV.

Definition 4. Variables corresponding to the body are de-
noted by a subscript B, while the wings and the abdomen
are denoted by Bi with i ∈ {R,L,A}.

Proposition 5. The kinetic energy of the UAV is given by

T =
1

2
ξTJgξ where Jg ∈ R15×15 is the inertia tensor for

the UAV given in (8).

Proof. Firstly, the kinetic energy of the body can be
written as,

TB =
1

2
mB‖ẋ‖

2 +
1

2
ΩT JBΩ.

wheremB ∈ R is the mass of the body composed head and
thorax, and JB ∈ R3×3 is the inertia matrix of the body
about FB.

Next, we need the kinetic energy of the wings and the
abdomen which can be obtained in a similar manner.
Consider a mass element dm in Bi, whose location is given
by ν ∈ R3 in Fi. Thus, its location from the origin of the
inertial frame, resolved in FI is,

x+R(µi +Qiν) = x+Rµi +RQiν,

and its velocity is

ẋ+RΩ̂(µi +Qiν) +RQiΩ̂iν.

Therefore, the kinetic energy corresponding to Bi is

Ti =
1

2

∫

Bi

‖ẋ+RΩ̂(µi +Qiν) +RQiΩ̂iν‖
2dm. (6)

Let mi ∈ R be the mass of Bi. Resolved in Fi, define
νi ∈ R3 as the location of the mass center of Bi and
Ji ∈ R3×3 as the inertia matrix of Bi about the origin
of Fi :

νi =
1

mi

∫

Bi

νdm, Ji =

∫

Bi

ν̂T ν̂dm.

Using these expressions, the kinetic energy can be written
as

Ti =
1

2

[
ẋ
Ω
Ωi

]T

Ji(R,Qi)

[
ẋ
Ω
Ωi

]
.

For instance, [Ji]4:6,6:9, which can also be denoted as Ji23

in terms of a 3 × 3 block structure, can be obtained from
(6) as

1

2
ΩTJi23Ωi =

1

2

∫

Bi

〈RΩ̂(µi +Qiν), RQiΩ̂iν〉dm

=⇒ ΩTJi23Ωi =

∫

Bi

−((µ̂i + Q̂iν)Ω)
TQiΩ̂iνdm

=

∫

Bi

ΩT (µ̂i + Q̂iν)
TQiν̂Ωidm

=⇒ Ji23 =

∫

Bi

(µ̂i + Q̂iν)
TQiν̂dm = miµ̂

T
i Qiν̂i +QiJi

since Q̂iν = Qiν̂Q
T
i . Repeating this procedure for all

blocks, the configuration-dependent inertia for Bi, i.e.,
Ji(R,Qi) ∈ R9×9 is given by



miI3×3 −miR(µ̂i + Q̂iνi) −miRQiν̂i

mi(µ̂i + Q̂iνi)RT
(
miµ̂Ti µ̂i +QiJiQT

i
+ QiJi +miµ̂Ti Qiν̂i

mi(µ̂
T
i
Q̂iνi + Q̂iνi

T
µ̂i)

)

miν̂iQT
i
RT JiQT

i
+miν̂Ti Q

T
i
µ̂i Ji



.

(7)

The total kinetic energy will be the sum of the individual
contributions from the body, the wings and the abdomen

T =
1

2
ξTJgξ = TB +

∑

i∈{R,L,A}

Ti.

Hence, the symmetric inertia tensor for the complete UAV,
Jg ∈ R15×15, can be constructed using the above values as



(mBI3×3 + JR11
+ (JR12

+ JR13
JL13

JA13

JL11
+ JA11

) JL12
+ JA12

)

· (JB + JR22
+ JR23

JL23
JA23

JL22
+ JA22

)

· · JR33
0 0

· · · JL33
0

· · · · JA33




,

(8)

where Jimn
, i ∈ {R,L,A} refers to the m,n-th 3× 3 block

of the corresponding matrix, Ji. ✷

Definition 6. Identify χ = [δx, η, ηR, ηL, ηA]
T ∈ R15 ≃ g

as the variation of the configuration, g ∈ G.



Using above expressions of the inertia tensor, we need to
evaluate its derivative as defined in (2). For example, the
first three rows of Ji · [ẋ,Ω,Ωi]

T are

miẋ−miR(µ̂i + Q̂iνi)Ω−miRQiν̂iΩi.

So the corresponding first three rows of Ki(ξ)χi along the
direction χi = [δx, η, ηi]

T ∈ R9 are given by

[(Ki(ξ))(χi)]1:3 = −miRη̂(µ̂i + Q̂iνi)Ω−miR(Q̂iη̂iνi)Ω

−miRη̂Qiν̂iΩi −miRQiη̂iν̂iΩi

= [0]δx+ [miR((µ̂i + Q̂iνi)Ω)
∧ +miR(Qiν̂iΩi)

∧]η

+[−miRΩ̂Qiν̂i +miRQi
̂̂νiΩi]ηi.

Similarly, repeating this for the remaining rows to con-
struct Ki(ξ) ∈ R9×9,



0 miR((µ̂i + Q̂iνi)Ω+ miR(−Ω̂Qiν̂i+

Qiν̂iΩi)
∧ Qî̂νiΩi)

0 mi(µ̂i + Q̂iνi)R̂T ẋ miR̂T ẋQiν̂i −Qi(JiQT
i
Ω)∧+

QiJiQ̂T
i
Ω−miµ̂iΩ̂Qiν̂i−

mi ̂̂µiΩQiν̂i −QiĴiΩi +miµ̂iQî̂νiΩi

0 miν̂iQT
i
R̂T ẋ miν̂i(QT

i
RT ẋ)∧ + JiQ̂T

i
Ω−

miν̂i(Q
T µ̂iΩ)∧




.

(9)

Thus the derivative of the inertia tensor for the complete
UAV from (8) is expressed as the matrix Kg(ξ) ∈ R15×15,

Kg(ξ) =




0 KR12
+KL12

+KA12
KR13

KL13
KA13

0 KR22
+KL22

+KA22
KR23

KL23
KA23

0 KR32
KR33

0 0
0 KL32

0 KL33
0

0 KA32
0 0 KA33


 .

(10)

Proposition 7. The generalized force due to the gravita-
tional potential energy is,

fg =




(mB +mR +mL +mA)ge3∑

i∈{R,L,A}

mig(µi +Qiνi)
∧RT e3

mRgν̂R(Q
T
RR

T e3)

mLgν̂L(Q
T
LR

T e3)

mAgν̂A(Q
T
AR

T e3)



. (11)

Proof. The gravitational potential energy of the body can
be written as

UB = −mBge
T
3 x,

while that of Bi is,

Ui = −mige
T
3 (x+Rµi +RQiνi).

So the total potential energy is

U = −mBge
T
3 x+

∑

i∈{R,L,A}

−mige
T
3 (x+Rµi +RQiνi).

Its negative derivatives, fg ∈ R15 correspond to the
gravitational force and moment given by fg = −T

∗
eLgDgU .

So along the direction χ,

δU = −mBge
T
3 δx+∑

i∈{R,L,A}

−mige
T
3 (δx+Rη̂(µi +Qiνi) +RQiη̂iνi))

= −mge3 · δx+
∑

i∈{R,L,A}

[
mige

T
3R(µi +Qiνi)

∧
]
η+

∑

i∈{R,L,A}

[
mige

T
3RQiν̂i

]
ηi

= −fg · χ

from the expression in (11). Here, the total mass is denoted
by m ∈ R,

m = mB +mR +mL +mA.

✷

Proposition 8. The contributions from the external aero-
dynamic forces and control torque are given by

fa =




RQRFR +RQLFL +RQAFA

µ̂RQRFR + µ̂LQLFL + µ̂AQAFA

MR

ML

MA


 , (12)

fτ =




0
−τR − τL − τA

QT
RτR

QT
LτL

QT
AτA


 (13)

where Fi is the net aerodynamic force and Mi is the
net moment about the wing root or joint connecting the
abdomen. Moreover, τi is the control torque exerted at
the wing root or abdomen joint resolved in the body-fixed
frame.

Proof. Consider an infinitesimal aerodynamic force dFi(ν) ∈
R3 acting at the position ν of the wing or the abdomen
resolved in the corresponding frame Bi. Thus the net force
and moment can be expressed as,

Fi =

∫

Bi

dFi(ν), Mi =

∫

Bi

ν × dFi(ν).

In the inertial frame, this infinitesimal force is RQidFi(ν)
acting at the location x+Rµi+RQiν. So, the correspond-
ing virtual work is

δWi =

∫

Bi

δ(x+Rµi +RQiν) ·RQidF (ν)

=

∫

Bi

(δx+Rη̂µi) · RQidF (ν) +

∫

Bi

(η̂iν) · dF (ν)

= δx · RQiFi + (η̂µi) ·QiFi + ηi ·Mi

=⇒
∑

i∈{R,L,A}

δWi = fa · χ

Next, the virtual work due to the control torque, which is
equal to QT

i τi in the corresponding frame, will be

δWτ =
∑

i∈{R,L,A}

ηi ·Q
T
i τi + η · −τi = fτ · χ.

Here, the second term is the contribution of a reactive
torque −τi exerted on the body. So the net total of these
terms is equal to

δW = δWτ +
∑

i∈{R,L,A}

δWi = (fa + fτ ) · χ,

with fa, fτ ∈ R15 as given in (12) and (13) respectively.
✷

The co-adjoint operator can be expressed as the block
diagonal matrix,

ad∗ξ = diag[03×3,−Ω̂,−Ω̂R,−Ω̂L,−Ω̂A] ∈ R15×15 (14)

since this operation on SO(3) is given by ad∗Ωη = Ω̂T η.



Proposition 9. The Euler–Lagrange equations for the flap-
ping wing UAV are given according to (3) as

Jg(ξ̇)− ad∗ξ · Jg(ξ) + Lg(ξ)ξ = fa + fg + fτ . (15)

Here, effects of the configuration dependent inertia is
represented by the matrix Lg(ξ) = Kg(ξ) −

1

2
KT

g (ξ) ∈

R15×15. Meanwhile, fg = −T∗
eLgDgU is the contribution

of potential energy and fa + fτ is the non-conservative
external force.

4. OPTIMAL CONTROL

In this section, we present optimal control of flapping wing
UAV inspired by Monarch. First, the equations are reor-
ganized such that the flapping motion can be described by
wing kinematics. Second, we formulate an optimization to
identify a periodic motion corresponding to hovering, with
an additional numerical analysis to illustrate the effects of
abdomen undulation. Next, we present an optimal control
problem to stabilize the hovering flight.

4.1 Reduced Equations

We are interested in the global motion of the flapping
wing UAV in 3-D space which is influenced by the coupled
movement of wings and abdomen. So, in this section
we consider a simpler case of the dynamics wherein we
prescribe the motion of wings and abdomen. That is,
we obtain equations governing the evolution of (x,R) for
given functions QR(t), QL(t), QA(t). This is reasonable as
the inertia of the wing and the abdomen are relatively
small, and the corresponding torques at the joint can be
reconstructed by dynamic inversion. This corresponds to
a specific choice to formulate the maneuver with wing
kinematics, and the effects of dynamic coupling are still
accounted completely by (15).

Definition 10. The configuration variables are decom-
posed into the free part and the prescribed part as

g1 = (x,R), ξ1 = [ẋ,Ω], (16)

g2 = (QR, QL, QA), ξ2 = [ΩR,ΩL,ΩA]. (17)

with g = (g1, g2) and ξ = (ξ1, ξ2).

Definition 11. (Configuration subspaces). Decompose all
15 × 15 matrices into {(6× 6), (6× 9), (9× 6), (9× 9)}
blocks. For instance, Jg can be decomposed into J11 ∈
R6×6, J21 ∈ R9×6 and so on. Similarly a vector f ∈ R15

can be divided into f1 ∈ R6 and f2 ∈ R9.

Proposition 12. The derivative of ξ1 for given (g2, ξ2, ξ̇2)
can be evaluated as,

ξ̇1 = (J11 − CJ21)
−1

[
(ad∗ξ1J11 − Cad∗ξ2J21)ξ1

− (L11 − CL21)ξ1 − (J12 − CJ22)ξ̇2

+ (ad∗ξ1J12 − Cad∗ξ2J22)ξ2 − (L12 − CL22)ξ2

+fa1
+ fg1 − C(fa2

+ fg2)] , (18)

where,

C =

[
0 0 0

−QR −QL −QA

]
∈ R6×9.

Proof. The Euler–Lagrange equations (15) for the full
configuration can be decomposed into two parts as,

J11ξ̇1 + J12ξ̇2 − ad∗ξ1 · (J11ξ1 + J12ξ2)+

L11ξ1 + L12ξ2 = fa1
+ fg1 + fτ1 , (19)

J21ξ̇1 + J22ξ̇2 − ad∗ξ2 · (J21ξ1 + J22ξ2)+

L21ξ1 + L22ξ2 = fa2
+ fg2 + fτ2 . (20)

Here the external control torques (τR, τL, τA) are unknown
since we are directly specifying the wing and abdomen
configuration. So, the above two equations are coupled by
these torques through the relation,

fτ1 =

[
0 0 0

−QR −QL −QA

]
fτ2 = Cfτ2 ,

from (13). To remove these terms, we calculate (19) - C×
(20) to obtain

(J11 − CJ21)ξ̇1 − (ad∗ξ1J11 − Cad∗ξ2J21)ξ1 + (L11 − CL21)ξ1

= −(J12 − CJ22)ξ̇2 + (ad∗ξ1J12 − Cad∗ξ2J22)ξ2

− (L12 − CL22)ξ2 + fa1
+ fg1 − C(fa2

+ fg2)

which is rearranged into the equation in (18).

The control toques (τR, τL, τA) necessary to specify motion
of the wings and abdomen can then be obtained from (20)
by substituting the integrated (g1, ξ1). ✷

4.2 Wing and Abdomen Kinematics

Since we are prescribing the second set of configuration in
(17), it would be simpler to parameterize the trajectories
of these variables. Consider the model utilized in Tejaswi
et al. [2020] for the motion of the wing relative to the body.
Let f ∈ R be the flapping frequency in Hz and T = 1

f
be

the corresponding time period in seconds.

• The flapping angle is parameterized as,

φ(t) =
φm

sin−1 φK
sin−1(φK cos(2πft)) + φ0, (21)

where φm ∈ R is the amplitude, φ0 ∈ R is the offset,
and 0 < φK ≤ 1 determines waveform shape.

• The pitch angle is given by,

θ(t) =
θm

tanh θC
tanh(θC sin(2πft+ θa)) + θ0, (22)

where θm ∈ R is the amplitude of pitching, θ0 ∈ R is
the offset, θC ∈ (0,∞) determines the waveform, and
θa ∈ (−π, π) describes phase offset.

• Finally, the deviation angle is given by

ψ(t) = ψm cos(2πψNft+ ψa) + ψ0, (23)

where ψm ∈ R is the amplitude, ψ0 ∈ R is the offset,
and the parameter ψa ∈ (−π, π) is the phase offset.

Using these Euler angles, the attitude, angular velocity
and acceleration of the wings can be constructed.

Next, the attitude of the abdomen relative to the body
can be considered as QA(t) = exp(θA(t)ê2). This is
motivated by the flight characteristics of a live Monarch
butterfly which exhibits a nontrivial pitching motion of
the abdomen (see Sridhar et al. [2020]). Here, the relative
pitch angle is taken to be θA(t) = θAm

cos (2πft+ θAa
) +

θA0
, for fixed parameters θAm

, θAa
, θA0

∈ R.

4.3 Periodic Motion

The above dynamic model yields the position and the at-
titude trajectory of the body for given kinematics of wings



(a) Position of body x (b) Velocity of body ẋ

(c) Body pitch (in degrees) and an-
gular velocity along 2nd axis

(d) Prescribed wing kinematics and
abdomen undulation (in degrees)

Fig. 2. Hovering periodic orbit generated using optimized
parameters; shaded region corresponds to down-
strokes

and abdomen. We first need to construct the kinematics
of wings and abdomen for a particular maneuver. This
is challenging due to the complexities of the dynamics
and the relatively large number of free parameters in the
wing kinematics. Here we focus on the case of hovering
flight, where the position and the attitude returns to the
initial value after each flapping period. This result can be
easily extended to other maneuvers such as forward flight
or climbing.

This is addressed by a constrained optimization to mini-
mize a performance index while ensuring that the motion
is periodic. The parameters being optimized over charac-
terize FWUAV wing kinematics and abdomen undulation
along with the initial conditions. More specifically, this is
formulated as follows.

• The objective function is

J = w1

∫ T

0

|E(t)|dt + w2

∫ T

0

|Ė(t)|dt, (24)

where w1, w2 ∈ R, and E(t) = 1

2
m ‖ẋ(t)‖

2
−mgeT3 x(t)

is the sum of the kinetic energy and the gravitational
potential energy. This is to minimize the variation of
the energy while penalizing abrupt changes.

• The optimization parameters are given by
· flapping frequency: f and stroke plane angle: β
· wing kinematics: (φm, φK , φ0), (θm, θC , θ0, θa),
(ψm, ψ0, ψa)

· abdomen undulation : (θAm
, θA0

, θAa
)

· initial translational velocity: ẋ(0) ∈ R3

· initial attitude, angular velocity along 2nd axis:
θB(0) s.t. R(0) = exp(θB(0)ê2), Ω2(0) = 〈Ω, e2〉

• We ensure periodic motion by imposing the con-
straints: x(0) = x(T ), ẋ(0) = ẋ(T ). Furthermore,

there are additional constraints to avoid physically
infeasible flapping, |φm| + |φ0| < π/2, along with
prescribed hard bounds on other parameters. It is
also assumed that the motion of wings is symmetric
to each other in this simple maneuver.

• The physical properties of the FWUAV including the
wing morphological parameters like Ji, µi are taken
to be similar to those of an actual Monarch. Their
specific values are given in Sridhar et al. [2020].

• The aerodynamic properties including lift and drag
coefficients are adopted from experimental data
in Dickinson et al. [1999], Sane and Dickinson [2001].
Tejaswi et al. [2020] presents these expressions along
with their relations to the actual aerodynamic forces
and torques in (12). Furthermore, only the wings
are assumed to generate aerodynamic forces since
the projected area of the body and abdomen is not
significant.

This problem is solved via global optimization techniques
such as multistart in MATLAB. The corresponding
optimized parameters are summarized in Table 1, and
the resulting maneuver is illustrated in Figure 2. Note
that since this maneuver is in the x-z plane, the relative
attitude and angular velocity of the body are non-zero
only along the y axis as shown in Figure 2.(c). Compared
with Tejaswi et al. [2020] where the periodic orbit is
constructed for the translational dynamics, this provides
the periodic motion for the coupled translational and
rotational motion in the higher-dimensional space.

Table 1. Optimized parameters

Parameters With abdomen Without abdomen
undulation undulation

f 11.7575 11.3975
β −0.0087 0.2014
φm 0.7271 0.6655
φK 0.9493 0.0138
φ0 −0.1977 −0.0434
θm 0.6981 0.6980
θC 2.8289 2.9968
θ0 0.4843 0.3503
θa 0.2905 0.3971
ψm 0.0004 0.0003
ψN 2 2
ψ0 −0.0223 −0.0400
ψa 2.7130 3.1109
θAm

0.2618 ——
θA0

0.2950 0.7667
θAa

2.7743 ——
ẋ1(0) −0.2332 −0.2437
ẋ2(0) 0.0000 0.0000
ẋ3(0) −0.0764 −0.0859
θB(0) 0.7314 0.5666
Ω2(0) −2.2583 −0.1709

Optimized J 0.0787 0.0890

(fnatural = 10.2247Hz, ψN = 2)

4.4 Effects of Abdomen

Now we study the influence of abdomen undulation on
the periodic maneuver and the performance index. As a
comparison, we identify another periodic orbit assuming
that the abdomen is at a fixed relative attitude with
respect to the body. The second column of Table 1 lists the



(a) Energy (b) Power

(c) Torque

Fig. 3. Comparison between hovering with abdomen un-
dulation (blue) and hovering without abdomen undu-
lation (red)

optimized parameters wherein θA0
is the constant relative

pitch of abdomen.

We observe that the objective function is decreased by
about 12% when there is abdomen undulation when com-
pared to no abdomen undulation. Since J in (24) is com-
posed of energy and its derivative, they are also reduced
in the case of abdomen undulation as seen in Figure 3.(a).
This is not surprising as there are additional degrees of
freedom that are utilized to minimize the objective func-
tion further.

Finally, the dynamical equations are utilized to obtain
the control torques (τR, τL, τA) as shown in the proof
of Proposition 12. For this numerical experiment, their
magnitudes are illustrated at Figure 3.(c). Also, the power
due to these external torques can be calculated as PR =
τTR (QRΩR) and PA = τTA (QAΩA) in the body frame.
Figure 3.(b) compares these values for the cases with and
without abdomen undulation. Note that since the wings
move symmetrically, ‖τR‖ = ‖τL‖ and PR = PL.

4.5 Optimal Control

Now we formulate an optimal control problem such that
an arbitrary trajectory asymptotically converges to the
optimized periodic orbit for the hovering flight that we
have obtained in the previous section. More specifically, let
x(t) = (g1(t), ξ1(t)) = (x(t), R(t), ẋ(t),Ω(t)) represent the
state of the FWUAV for the translational and rotational
dynamics of the body. We have already obtained a periodic
reference trajectory xd(t) = (xd(t), Rd(t), ẋd(t),Ωd(t)).
The objective is to adjust the control parameters such that
x(t) → xd(t).

We have various parameters in the definition of the wing
kinematics in (21)–(23). Instead of numerically optimizing
all of those parameters by brute-force, we identity a
smaller set of parameters by investigating the effects of

those on aerodynamic forces. So we choose N∆ = 6 specific
control parameters:

∆ = [∆φms
,∆θ0s ,∆φmk

,∆φ0s ,∆θ0k ,∆ψ0k ], (25)

They are composed of two types:

• Symmetric parameters: for instance, ∆φms
= (∆φm,R+

∆φm,L)/2 which is the average change of amplitude
of the flapping angle of both wings

• Anti-symmetric parameters: e.g., ∆φmk
= (∆φm,R −

∆φm,L)/2 which is the difference of flapping ampli-
tude changes leading to a lateral force

Here, ∆φm,R = φm,R(t) − φm,R,d, i.e., the change of
flapping amplitude of the right wing from the desired tra-
jectory. Other variables are defined similarly. The effects
of these control parameters on the resultant force and
moment are summarized as follows. The proposed control

Table 2. Change in average forces/moments
studied near the ideal hover trajectory

∆φms ∆θ0s ∆φmk
∆φ0s ∆θ0k ∆ψ0k

∆f̄a1
× 104 −23 −31 0 −37 0 0

∆f̄a2
× 104 0 0 87 0 −77 0

∆f̄a3
× 104 −78 42 0 41 0 0

∆M̄a1
× 105 0 0 79 0 0 0

∆M̄a2
× 105 −7 4 0 6 0 0

∆M̄a3
× 105 0 0 −111 0 35 −14

parameters improve the efficiency of optimization, and the
corresponding optimized trajectories are more suitable to
be generalized into other maneuvers.

To represent the variation of these control parameters over
time, the flapping period [0, T ] divided into Ns = 10 steps
at which the values of the control parameters are specified.
Considering that the desired trajectory is periodic, we
impose an additional constraint ∆(0) = ∆(T ) = 0. The
value of ∆(t) between discrete steps are obtained by a
piecewise linear interpolation.

The objective function is the weighted sum of the discrep-
ancy between the desired trajectory and the controlled
trajectory given by

J =

Np∑

i=1

Wi

√∑

j

(Wxj
(xj(ti)− xdj

(ti)))2 (26)

where ti = i × T/Ns. The inner sum represents errors
in the states x at time ti weighed by a factor Wxj

. The
outer sum combines the state errors over each prediction
horizon Np weighed by another factor Wi. The weighting
factor for the state, Wx is designed to ensure that each
component is scaled by its own physical characteristics.
And the weighting factor for time, Wi gradually increases
over i so that the terminal state error has more weight.

We follow the formulation of model predictive control,
where the prediction horizon corresponds to two flapping
period, i.e., Np = 2Ns = 20. The optimization is repeated
at every period to find the optimal control parameters over
the prediction horizon, resulting in 120 optimal control
parameters for two periods. Among those, the control
parameters corresponding to the first period is actually
implemented, and at the end of the period, optimization
is repeated.



(a) Linear velocity error (b) Angular velocity error

(c) Position and attitude error (d) Control inputs

Fig. 4. Optimal trajectory errors in blue with scale on the
left y-axis; uncontrolled trajectory errors in red with
labels on the right y-axis

The initial states are taken to be,

x(0) =

[
−0.0003
0.0004
−0.0004

]
, R(0) =

[
0.7365 0.0163 0.6763
−0.0130 0.9999 −0.0100
−0.6764 −0.0014 0.7366

]

ẋ(0) =

[
−0.2412
0.0100
−0.0787

]
, Ω(0) =

[
−0.0437
−2.2907
−0.0487

]
.

This optimization problem is numerically solved using
fmincon in MATLAB. The resulting optimal trajectory
errors and the snapshots are illustrated in Figure 4 and
5, with comparisons to another case without any control.
It is shown that uncontrolled trajectories quickly diverge
from the periodic orbit, whereas the controlled trajectories
asymptotically converge to the hovering flight.

5. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents an intrinsic formulation of a La-
grangian system on a Lie group, where the Lagrangian
is composed of a configuration-dependent kinetic energy
and a potential energy. This is utilized for the dynamics
of a flapping-wing UAV inspired by Monarch butterfly.
Two optimization problems are formulated to identify a
periodic motion for hovering and also to stabilize it in the
framework of model predictive controls. Future work in-
cludes constructing data-driven feedback control schemes
by integrating a set of optimal trajectories computed by
the proposed approach for varying initial conditions.
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