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A Class of Axis–Angle Attitude Control Laws for
Rotational Systems

Francisco M. F. R. Gonçalves, Ryan M. Bena, and Néstor O. Pérez-Arancibia

Abstract— We introduce a new class of attitude control
laws for rotational systems, which generalizes the use of
the Euler axis–angle representation beyond quaternion-
based formulations. Using basic Lyapunov’s stability the-
ory and the notion of extended K∞ functions, we devel-
oped a method for determining and enforcing the global
asymptotic stability of the single fixed point of the re-
sulting closed-loop (CL) scheme. In contrast with tradi-
tional quaternion-based methods, the proposed general-
ized axis–angle approach enables greater flexibility in the
design of the control law, which is of great utility when
employed in combination with a switching scheme whose
transition state depends on the angular velocity of the con-
trolled rotational system. Through simulation and real-time
experimental results, we demonstrate the effectiveness of
the proposed approach. According to the recorded data,
in the execution of high-speed tumble-recovery maneuvers,
the new method consistently achieves shorter stabilization
times and requires lower control effort relative to those cor-
responding to the quaternion-based and geometric-control
methods used as benchmarks.

Index Terms— Axis–Angle, Attitude Control, Robotics.

I. INTRODUCTION

NUMEROUS different types of attitude controllers have
been thus far proposed for stabilizing and commanding

the trajectory of rotational systems that can be modeled as
rigid bodies [1]–[16]. These controllers can be classified into
three main types: (i) quaternion-based, (ii) Euler-angles–based,
and (iii) rotation-matrix–based (geometric). The limitations
of attitude controllers based on Euler angles have been ex-
tensively studied and discussed in the technical literature—
for example, see [17] and references therein. For this reason,
quaternion-based and geometric methods have been the pre-
ferred choices for implementing robust high-performance atti-
tude controllers. Although these two attitude representations
implicitly contain the knowledge about the Euler axis and
associated rotation angle as defined in [18], this information is
generally not directly used in the design of attitude controllers.

For example, quaternion-based time-invariant attitude con-
trol laws, usually include a proportional term that is formed
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by scaling the attitude-error Euler axis with sin Θe
2 , where Θe

is the corresponding instantaneous rotation error. However,
there is not a reason for this type of formulation other than
ensure continuity in the entire rotational space and simplify
the analysis of the resulting closed-loop (CL) system. Coun-
terintuitively, however, in most practical applications, this
continuous control law is modified to obtain a switching or
hybrid scheme to avoid unwinding behavior [4]–[8]. Another
consequence of implementing continuous quaternion-based
control laws is that, for rotational errors larger than 𝜋 rad,
the proportional-control effort decreases as the rotational error
about the attitude-error Euler axis increases. In a similar
fashion, geometric-based attitude control laws implicitly ap-
ply torques in the direction of the shorter rotational trajec-
tory required to eliminate the attitude error. As discussed
in [1] and [2], this direction choice is not necessarily the
best for every kinematic situation, depending on the specific
performance objectives of the problem of interest.

In this letter, we introduce a class of attitude control laws
applicable to a wide gamut of rotational systems that can be
modeled as rigid bodies moving in the three-dimensional (3D)
space, including uncrewed aerial vehicles (UAVs), satellites,
and microrobotic swimmers. The proposed method general-
izes the use of the Euler axis–angle representation in the
formulation of the feedback law that stabilizes and drives the
rotational motion of the controlled system. It is widely known
that global asymptotic stability in the 3D rotational space
cannot be achieved with the use of continuous time-invariant
feedback controllers. Nonetheless, a common technique used
to overcome this topological obstruction is to design discontin-
uous control laws [8]. Following this approach, by combining
Lyapunov’s stability theory and the notion of extended K∞
functions, we developed a method that ensures the existence
of a unique CL fixed attitude-error quaternion (AEQ) and the
global asymptotic stability of the corresponding equilibrium
point, which depends on a positive-definiteness condition that
the controller gains must satisfy.

A main contribution of the work presented in this letter
is the design flexibility enabled by a generalized formula-
tion of the proportional term in the proposed control law;
specifically, it allows the user to select a suitable proportional
control function based on the platform and/or application,
with stability guarantees. Furthermore, in contrast to exist-
ing quaternion-based control methods, the new generalized
axis–angle attitude control approach ensures a greater propor-
tional action the farther away the system’s state is from the
stable CL equilibrium AEQ. This characteristic is especially
useful when a scheme of the proposed type is employed
in combination with intelligent switching methods capable
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of taking into account the angular velocity when selecting
the direction in which the input torque is applied during
operation, as for example done in the case presented in [1].
We tested the functionality and performance of the introduced
approach through simulations and outdoor flight tests. The
obtained simulation and experimental data show that compared
to two other high-performance benchmark controllers—one
quaternion-based and another geometric—a scheme of the
new type is unequivocally superior. Specifically, data obtained
through dozens of high-speed tumble-recovery maneuvers
show that the new approach consistently achieves shorter
stabilization times and requires less control effort, from a
statistical standpoint. Due to space constraints, in this letter, we
limit the discussion to the attitude control problem; however,
a position control scheme of the type presented in [4] can
be straightforwardly integrated with the presented method for
attitude control.

Notation–
1) Lowercase symbols represent scalars, e.g., 𝑝; bold low-

ercase symbols denote vectors, e.g., 𝒑; bold uppercase
symbols denote matrices, e.g., 𝑷; and bold crossed
lowercase symbols denote quaternions, e.g.,

¯
𝒑.

2) The set of unit vectors is denoted by S2. The special
orthogonal group in the three-dimensional space is de-
noted by SO(3).

3) The sets of reals and positive reals are denoted by R and
R>0, respectively. The set of integers is denoted by Z.

4) The symbols × and ⊗ respectively denote the
cross-product of two vectors and the multiplication
between two quaternions.

5) Throughout the rest of the paper, we use the notion of
extended class K∞ function as defined in [19].

II. BACKGROUND

We first describe the dynamics of a rigid body rotating in
the 3D space. As shown in Fig. 1, B = {𝒃1, 𝒃2, 𝒃3} denotes
the body-fixed frame of reference, with its origin coinciding
with the body’s center of mass (CoM), used for kinematic
description and dynamic analysis. Consistent with this defini-
tion, I = {𝒊1, 𝒊2, 𝒊3} denotes the inertial frame of reference,
fixed to the planet, used for formulation and analysis. As
discussed in [4], [5], using quaternions and Euler’s second
law, the open-loop rotational dynamics of the system can be
described according to

¤
¯
𝒒 =

1
2 ¯
𝒒 ⊗

[
0
𝝎

]
, (1a)

¤𝝎 = 𝑱−1 (𝝉 − 𝝎 × 𝑱𝝎) , (1b)

in which
¯
𝒒 is a unit quaternion that represents the orientation

of B relative to I; 𝝎 is the angular velocity of B with respect
to I, written in B coordinates; 𝑱 is the inertia matrix of the
body, written in B coordinates; and, 𝝉 is the torque applied
to the system written in B coordinates and, in closed loop,
generated by a control law.

As specified by Euler’s rotation theorem, any sequence of
rotations of a rigid body in the 3D space is equivalent to
a single rotation of amount Θ about an axis 𝒖 that passes
through the body’s CoM. This information can be stored
in the form of a unit quaternion as

¯
𝒒 =

[
𝑚 𝒏𝑇

]𝑇 , where

Fig. 1. Picture of the UAV used in the flight control experiments.
The Crazyflie 2.1 quadrotor and the definitions of the inertial frame of
reference, I = {𝒊1 , 𝒊2 , 𝒊3 }, fixed to the planet and the body-fixed frame of
reference, B = {𝒃1 , 𝒃2 , 𝒃3 } (shifted for clarity), whose origin is attached
to the center of mass of the robot.

𝑚 = cos Θ
2 and 𝒏 = 𝒖 sin Θ

2 . In the case specified by (1a), Θ
is the amount that the modeled body must be rotated about 𝒖
to reach the attitude of B starting from I. Accordingly, the
instantaneous AEQ is given by

¯
𝒒e = ¯

𝒒−1 ⊗
¯
𝒒d =

[
𝑚e 𝒏𝑇e

]𝑇 ,
with 𝑚e = cos Θe

2 and 𝒏e = 𝒖e sin Θe
2 , where Θe is the amount

that B must be rotated about the attitude-error Euler axis,
𝒖e, to reach the orientation of the desired body-fixed frame,
Bd; and,

¯
𝒒d is a unit quaternion that represents the attitude of

Bd relative to I. In practice,
¯
𝒒d is either defined by a user,

as described in Section IV, or generated by a position-control
scheme, as explained in [4]. For the purpose of real-time im-
plementation, the control algorithm must compute the desired
angular-velocity quaternion of the rotational system, written
in Bd coordinates, according to[

0
𝝎̂d

]
= 2

¯
𝒒−1

d ⊗ ¤
¯
𝒒d. (2)

Next, to obtain the desired angular velocity of the robot
in B coordinates, we use the transformation 𝝎d = 𝑺𝑇𝑺d𝝎̂d,
where 𝑺d transforms vectors from Bd to I coordinates and
𝑺𝑇 transforms vectors from I to B coordinates. Then, the
control law computes the torque input according to

𝝉b = 𝑱
(
𝑘

¯
𝒒𝒏e + 𝑘𝝎𝝎e + ¤𝝎d

)
+ 𝝎 × 𝑱𝝎, (3)

where 𝑘
¯
𝒒 and 𝑘𝝎 are scalar positive controller gains;

𝝎e = 𝝎d − 𝝎 is the angular-velocity tracking error; 𝑱 ¤𝝎d is
a feedforward term that cancels the left-hand side of (1b)
and is included aiming to provide faster tracking performance;
and, 𝝎 × 𝑱𝝎 is a feedback-linearization term that cancels the
nonlinearity present in (1b).

As discussed in [4], the CL rotational dynamics obtained by
substituting the right-hand side (RHS) of (3) into (1b) exhibit
two equilibria corresponding to the same kinematic condition
but with different stability properties—one asymptotically
stable and another unstable. It is straightforward to see that,
at both fixed points, 𝒏e = 0. Therefore, if the state of the CL
system were to be exactly at the unstable equilibrium point, the
control torque specified by (3) would not compel the controlled
rotational system to execute a 2𝜋-rad rotation and converge to
the stable equilibrium point, thus preventing global asymptotic
stability in SO(3). However, in any real-life application, any
deviation from the unstable fixed point would make 𝒏e ≠ 0
and, therefore, for all practical purposes, we can confidently
assume that the torque generated according to (3) forces
the CL system’s state to converge to the stable equilibrium
point. Furthermore, since 𝒏e is scaled by the factor sin Θe

2 ,
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the first term in (3) does not provide the maximum allowable
control effort when the controlled rotational system is at the
farthest orientation from the stable CL equilibrium AEQ. In
fact, this term reaches its minimum value at the unstable
CL equilibrium AEQ, where sin (2𝜋/2) = 0; its maximum
at sin (𝜋/2) = 1; and, its minimum again at the stable CL
equilibrium AEQ, where sin (0/2) = 0. These observations
contradict the expected behavior of the proportional action of a
feedback controller. We address this issue in the next section
by proposing a new generalized axis–angle attitude law for
controlling rotational systems in the 3D space.

III. GENERALIZED AXIS–ANGLE ATTITUDE CONTROL

A. A New Class of Control Laws

Let 𝛾 : R ↦→ R be an extended K∞ function. Then, for a
system whose dynamics evolve on SO(3), the rotational errors
to be minimized can be represented as

𝜶e = 𝛾(Θe)𝒖e and 𝝎e, (4)

where 𝜶e is a scaled Euler axis (SEA) aligned with 𝒖e, whose
magnitude—measured by any vector norm—scales with the
value of Θe. Without loss of coverage of SO(3), Θe can be
restricted to any half-open interval spanning 2𝜋. In addition,
given a selected interval, there exists a unique axis–angle
pair representing any geometrically nontrivial attitude error;
namely, Θe ≠ 2𝜋𝑘 , ∀ 𝑘 ∈ Z. When the attitude error is trivial,
the corresponding rotation axis is not uniquely defined and
can take any value in S2. Note, however, that 𝜶e is still
well defined at Θe = 0. For any nontrivial case, the selected
domain for Θe yields a {𝒖e,Θe} pair that defines one of two
geometrically unique and opposite physical rotations. To deal
with this rotational ambiguity, at initial time 𝑡0, the direction
of 𝒖e is selected to minimize a cost two-valued function over
the interval Θe ∈ [0, 2𝜋), as described in [1]. Thus, using
the rotational errors specified by (4), we define the proposed
generic control law as

𝝉𝛾 = 𝑱 (𝑘𝜶𝜶e + 𝑘 𝛿 ¤𝜶e + 𝑘𝝎𝝎e + ¤𝝎d) + 𝝎 × 𝑱𝝎, (5)

in which 𝑘𝜶, 𝑘 𝛿 , and 𝑘𝝎 ∈ R>0. Then, from simple substitu-
tion of (4) into (5), we obtain that

𝝉𝛾 = 𝑱 [𝑘𝜶𝛾(Θe)𝒖e + 𝑘 𝛿𝛾(Θe) ¤𝒖e + 𝑘 𝛿 ¤𝛾(Θe)𝒖e

+ 𝑘𝝎𝝎e + ¤𝝎d] + 𝝎 × 𝑱𝝎.
(6)

B. Closed-Loop Dynamics & Equilibrium Points

It is straightforward to see that for the control input defined
by (6), the CL rotational-error dynamics can be written as

¤
¯
𝒒e =

1
2

[
0
𝝎e

]
⊗

¯
𝒒e, (7a)

¤𝝎e = −𝑘𝜶𝛾(Θe)𝒖e − 𝑘 𝛿

[
𝛾(Θe) ¤𝒖e +

𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
(𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e)𝒖e

]
− 𝑘𝝎𝝎e.

(7b)

Also, it can be shown that ¤Θe = 𝒖𝑇
e 𝝎e. Next, to find the

equilibrium point(s) of the system specified by (7a)–(7b), we

solve for

−1
2
𝒏𝑇e 𝝎e = 0, (8a)

−1
2
(𝒏e × 𝝎e − 𝑚e𝝎e) = 03×1, (8b)

−𝑘𝜶𝛾(Θe)𝒖e − 𝑘 𝛿𝛾(Θe) ¤𝒖e − 𝑘𝝎𝝎e = 03×1. (8c)

For (8b) to be satisfied, both terms inside the parenthesis
must be zero because they are orthogonal. For both these
terms to be zero, one of the following propositions must
hold: (i) 𝒏e ∥ 𝝎e and 𝑚e = 0; (ii) 𝝎e = 0; (iii) 𝒏e = 𝝎e = 0.
Also, for (8a) to be satisfied, either (ii) or (iii) is true,
𝒏e = 0, or 𝒏e ⊥ 𝝎e. Since 𝒏e and 𝝎e cannot simultaneously
be orthogonal and parallel, the only viable option is either (ii)
or (iii). The fulfillment of either (ii) or (iii) requires that the
solution to (8a)–(8c) satisfies 𝝎★

e = 0. Since 𝒖e is a unit vector
evolving on S2, it follows that 𝒖e ⊥ ¤𝒖e and, therefore, for (8c)
to be satisfied, 𝛾(Θe) = 0. Last, recalling that 𝛾(Θe) is an
extended K∞ function and, therefore, 𝛾(0) = 0, we conclude
that Θ★

e = 0.
It is important to note that for the law specified by (6),

we selected 𝛾(Θe) to be an extended K∞ function in order to
enforce the existence of a unique zero for 𝛾(Θe) and a unique
equilibrium point for the CL dynamics given by (7a)–(7b),
over the selected range of Θe. In summary, the CL dynamics
resulting from using the control input specified by (6) exhibit a
unique equilibrium point, given by the quaternion-vector pair

¯
𝒒★e = [1 0 0 0]𝑇 and 𝝎★

e = 0. This result does not contradict
the topological obstruction discussed in [17] and references
therein, according to which every continuous time-invariant
CL vector field on SO(3) must exhibit more than one equi-
librium point because, for the selected function 𝛾(·) and range
for Θe, the term 𝛾(Θe)𝒖e is discontinuous at Θe = 2𝜋 rad.
As a consequence, the resulting CL dynamics specified by
(7a)–(7b) are also discontinuous, which forces the existence of
a unique fixed point, similarly to the cases presented in [8] and
references therein. Because of the imposed discontinuity on the
CL dynamics, to analyze the system of differential equations
given by (7a)–(7b), we use Carathéodory’s concept of solution
as stated in Definition 2.1 of [20].

C. Stability Analysis
Theorem 1. Let the attitude and angular-velocity refer-
ences,

¯
𝒒d and 𝝎d, be smooth and bounded functions of

time. Also, let the real controller gains satisfy 𝑘 𝛿 , 𝑘𝝎 > 0,
and 𝑘𝜶 >

𝑘𝛿 𝑘𝝎
4 . Then, the fixed point {Θ★

e , 𝝎
★
e } of the CL

state-space rotational dynamics specified by (7a) and (7b) is
globally asymptotically stable.

Proof. Let a candidate Lyapunov function be given by

𝑉 =
[
𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎𝑇
e
] 

𝑘2
𝛿

2𝑘𝜶
𝑘 𝛿

2𝑘𝜶
𝑘 𝛿

2𝑘𝜶
1

2𝑘𝜶


[
𝛾(Θe)𝒖e

𝝎e

]
+
∫ Θe

0
𝛾(𝜙)𝑑𝜙.

(9)

It is straightforward to show that the eigenvalues of the matrix
in the quadratic term of (9) are

𝜆1 = 0 and 𝜆2 =
𝑘2
𝛿
+ 1

2𝑘𝜶
. (10)
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Therefore, the quadratic term in (9) is positive semidefinite
and 𝑉 is positive definite because the second term is positive
definite as long as 𝛾(·) exists strictly in the first and third
quadrants, which is true for any extended K∞ function. This
is a sufficient but not a necessary condition for positive
definiteness. To continue, we expand 𝑉 as

𝑉 =
𝑘2
𝛿

2𝑘𝜶
𝛾2 (Θe) +

𝑘 𝛿

𝑘𝜶
𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e +
1

2𝑘𝜶
𝝎𝑇

e 𝝎e

+
∫ Θe

0
𝛾(𝜙)𝑑𝜙,

(11)

and compute its time derivative, which yields

¤𝑉 =
𝑘2
𝛿

𝑘𝜶
𝛾(Θe)

𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
¤Θe

+ 𝑘 𝛿

𝑘𝜶

[
𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
¤Θe𝒖

𝑇
e 𝝎e + 𝛾(Θe) ¤𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e + 𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇
e ¤𝝎e

]
+ 1

𝑘𝜶
𝝎𝑇

e ¤𝝎e + 𝛾(Θe) ¤Θe,

(12)

which can be simplified by recalling that ¤Θe = 𝒖𝑇
e 𝝎e, noticing

that ¤𝒖𝑇
e 𝒖e = 0 because 𝒖e ∈ S2, and substituting (7b) into

(12). Namely,

¤𝑉 =
𝑘2
𝛿

𝑘𝜶
𝛾(Θe)

𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e

+ 𝑘 𝛿

𝑘𝜶

[
𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e𝒖
𝑇
e 𝝎e + 𝛾(Θe) ¤𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e − 𝑘𝜶𝛾
2 (Θe)

−𝑘 𝛿𝛾(Θe)
𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
(𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e) − 𝑘𝝎𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇
e 𝝎e

]
+ 1

𝑘𝜶
𝝎𝑇

e

[
−𝑘𝜶𝛾(Θe)𝒖e − 𝑘 𝛿

(
𝛾(Θe) ¤𝒖e

+ 𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
(𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e)𝒖e

)
− 𝑘𝝎𝝎e

]
+ 𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e.

(13)

Thus, after canceling out the terms with equal magnitudes and
opposite signs, we obtain

¤𝑉 = −𝑘 𝛿𝛾
2 (Θe) −

𝑘 𝛿𝑘𝝎

𝑘𝜶
𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎e −
𝑘𝝎

𝑘𝜶
𝝎𝑇

e 𝝎e

= −
[
𝛾(Θe)𝒖𝑇

e 𝝎𝑇
e
]
𝑾

[
𝛾(Θe)𝒖e

𝝎e

]
,

(14)

where

𝑾 =


𝑘 𝛿

𝑘 𝛿𝑘𝝎

2𝑘𝜶
𝑘 𝛿𝑘𝝎

2𝑘𝜶
𝑘𝝎

𝑘𝜶

 , (15)

which can be made positive definite by selecting

{𝑘 𝛿 , 𝑘𝝎} > 0 and 𝑘𝜶 >
𝑘 𝛿𝑘𝝎

4
, (16)

thus also enforcing that ¤𝑉 (𝑡) < 0. Last, by noticing that 𝑉 , as
specified by (9), is radially unbounded, we conclude that the
unique fixed point of the CL dynamics given by (7a)–(7b),
{Θ★

e ,𝝎
★
e }, is globally asymptotically stable. □

A robustness analysis of the proposed control law is outside
the scope of this letter; however, this task can be performed
using the Lyapunov-based methods presented in [21].

Time (s)

(a) (b)

(c)

Time (s)

(d)

SE
A

s N
or

m
s

Fig. 2. Numerical results with Crazyflie 2.1 parameters us-
ing quaternion-based, geometric, and axis–angle control laws.
(a) Mean and SD of the stabilization time over different initial rotation
errors. (b) Mean and SD of the control effort variation over different initial
rotation errors. (c) Time evolution of the rotation error associated with
the attitude-error Euler axis. (d) Time evolution of the SEAs magnitudes
for the quaternion-based and proposed axis–angle law.

D. Discussion
There exist infinitely many valid choices of 𝛾(·) functions;

some superior to the rest. For example, a sigmoid function is
an extended class K∞ function that provides tunable saturation
while maintaining linearity near the equilibrium. Namely,

𝛾(Θe) = Θmax
1 − 𝑒

−𝜉
Θe

Θmax

1 + 𝑒
−𝜉

Θe
Θmax

, (17)

where Θmax and 𝜉 are design parameters. In this context,
Θmax is the angle at which the maximum magnitude of the
actuation torque occurs and 𝜉 determines the rate at which the
magnitude of 𝛾(Θe) changes with respect to Θe. Taking the
partial derivative of (17) with respect to Θe yields

𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
=

2𝜉𝑒−
Θe

Θmax(
1 + 𝑒

−𝜉
Θe

Θmax

)2 , (18)

which provides insights and can be used to guide the process
of controller synthesis. In particular, the slope at the origin
has the form 𝜕𝛾

𝜕Θe
(0) = 𝜉

2 , in which 𝜉 can be tuned taking into
consideration, for example, actuator limitations and control
objectives.

IV. SIMULATION AND EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Numerical Simulations
To systematically assess the functionality and performance

of the proposed generalized control law, we compared a con-
troller synthesized using this new approach with two bench-
mark schemes through numerical simulations. The first scheme
used for comparison uses the quaternion-based attitude control
law specified by (3), 𝝉b; the second is the high-performance
geometric method presented in [12], whose corresponding
attitude control law here we denote by 𝝉g. We implemented
and ran the simulations in Simulink 25.2 (MATLAB R2025b)
using the Dormand-Prince algorithm with a fixed step of
10−4 s. The open-loop dynamical model specified by (1a)–(1b)
was incorporated into the simulations with the parameters of



© 2025 IEEE. This work has been accepted for publication in IEEE Control Systems Letters. Personal use of this material is permitted. Permission from
IEEE must be obtained for all other uses.

the Crazyflie 2.1 platform—shown in Fig. 1—and empirically
selected controller gains that satisfy the stability conditions
for the three compared control laws. Specifically, we selected
𝑱 = diag{16.6, 16.7, 29.3} ·10−6 kg ·m2, 𝑘

¯
𝒒 = 103 N · m, and

𝑘𝝎 = 102 N · m · s for 𝝉b specified by (3). For 𝝉𝛾 specified
by (5), we selected 𝑘𝜶 = 103 N · m, 𝑘𝝎 = 102 N · m · s, and
𝑘 𝛿 = 10 N · m · s with 𝛾(Θe) defined by (17). For 𝛾(Θe), we
used Θmax = 1 rad and 𝜉 = 1.5, which were chosen considering
the actuator characteristics of the experimental platform. The
controller gains for 𝝉g were specified aiming to ensure an
objective comparison. For consistency with previous published
results, we implemented both 𝝉𝛾 and 𝝉b in combination with
the model predictive selection (MPS) algorithm presented in
[1], according to which the initial direction of 𝒖e, encoded by
𝜎 ∈ {−1,+1}, minimizes

Γ(𝜎, 𝑡) =
∫ 𝑡+𝑡h

𝑡

[
𝝉𝑇 (𝜎, 𝜁)𝑹𝝉(𝜎, 𝜁) + 𝒏𝑇e (𝜁)𝑸𝒏e (𝜁)

]
𝑑𝜁,

(19)

where 𝑡h = 0.2 s; 𝑹 = 𝑰; and, 𝑸 = 10−6 · 𝑰. In the simulations,
𝝉 ∈ {𝝉̃b (𝜎), 𝝉̃𝛾 (𝜎)}, with 𝝉̃b (𝜎) defined as in [1] and

𝝉̃𝛾 (𝜎) = 𝑱 [𝑘𝜶𝜶e (𝜎) + 𝑘 𝛿 ¤𝜶e (𝜎) + 𝑘𝝎𝝎e + ¤𝝎d] + 𝝎 × 𝑱𝝎,

(20)

in which 𝜶e (𝜎) = 𝜎𝛾(Φe)𝒖e and Φe = (1 − 𝜎) 𝜋 + 𝜎Θe. Note
that for 𝜎 = +1, Φe = Θe, and for 𝜎 = −1, Φe = 2𝜋 − Θe.

In total, we performed 10908 simulations of high-speed
tumble-recovery maneuvers, in which the control objective
was to stabilize the orientation of the UAV from an initial
state with arbitrary attitude and angular velocity. Consistent
with stabilization, for each simulation, the desired state was
set to

¯
𝒒d = [1 0 0 0]𝑇 and 𝝎d = 0 rad · s−1. The directions of

the initial Euler axes of rotation, 𝒖0 = 𝒖(𝑡0), were randomly
selected from the unit sphere using a uniform distribution, and
the initial rotations about 𝒖0, Θ0 = Θ(𝑡0), were taken from
the set [1 : 180]° in steps of 5°. For each Θ0, we varied the
initial angular velocity, 𝝎0, from −30 · 𝒖0 to 30 · 𝒖0 rad · s−1

with the magnitude incremented in steps of 0.6 rad · s−1. For
each simulation corresponding to a Θ0 value, we computed the
mean and standard deviation (SD) of the stabilization time,
𝑡s—defined as the time it takes for Θe to reach a value lower
than 15°—across the 101 different values of 𝝎0. Fig. 2(a)
shows how the mean (solid line) and SD (reduced-opacity
band) of the stabilization time vary as functions of the initial
rotation error, Θe,0, for the three simulated controllers. As
seen, the means of the stabilization time obtained with the
three controllers are similar for small values of Θe,0; however,
for larger values of Θe,0 the means of the stabilization time
obtained with 𝝉𝛾 are notably smaller, even though 𝝉g produces
a better performance in some cases—as evidenced by the
SD data. Fig. 2(b) shows the mean and SD of the control
effort—defined as Λ =

∫ 1
0 ∥𝝉(𝑡)∥2𝑑𝑡, with 𝝉 ∈ {𝝉̃b, 𝝉g, 𝝉̃𝛾}—

as functions of Θe,0, for the same simulations corresponding
to Fig. 2(a). Although the means of the control effort obtained
with the three controllers are similar for small values of Θe,0,
the values of Λ corresponding to 𝝉b and 𝝉𝛾 decrease as Θe,0
increases. Remarkably, the proposed controller consistently
requires less control effort while achieving a lower mean
stabilization time compared to the two benchmark controllers.

Fig. 2(c) shows the time evolution of Θe corresponding to
the three simulated control laws, with an initial condition of

Start and Stop Commands

Flight Data

Fig. 3. Experimental setup used during the flight tests. The attitude
flight control experiments were run outdoors using a ground computer
equipped with the Crazyradio 2.0 to communicate with the Crazyflie 2.1.

Θ0 = 136° and 𝝎0 = 30 · 𝒖0 rad · s−1. This initial state cor-
responds to a kinematic condition in which the direction of
the system’s initial angular velocity is opposite to that of the
shorter rotational path required to eliminate the attitude error.
As seen, the controller based on 𝝉̃𝛾 achieves a stabilization
time of 0.45 s whereas the benchmark controllers—with laws
𝝉̃b and 𝝉g—achieve stabilization times of 0.58 and 0.49 s,
respectively. It is important to note that the initial rotation
error for the 𝝉̃𝛾 and 𝝉̃b cases is 224°, which means that these
two laws applied the control torque in the direction of the
longer rotational path required to eliminate the attitude error.
Fig. 2(d) shows the magnitudes of the corresponding SEAs,
∥𝒏e∥2 and ∥𝜶e∥2. As seen, ∥𝒏e∥2 increases as the control
error decreases down to Θe = 180° and starts decreasing
after passing through that point (see inset), which highlights
the characteristic behavior of quaternion-based controllers. In
contrast, ∥𝜶e∥2 decreases with Θe, as intended by design.

B. Real-Time Flight Experiments

To assess and demonstrate the suitability and performance
of the proposed axis–angle control approach, we performed
real-time flight experiments using the same three controllers
described in Section IV-A. As depicted in Fig. 3, the flight tests
were conducted outdoors, using a ground computer—equipped
with the Crazyradio 2.0 2.4-GHz USB radio transceiver—to
send initialization and stop commands, and collect the flight
and control data at a rate of 100 Hz. During each test, the UAV
was required to execute a high-speed tumble-recovery maneu-
ver after a throw launch. A representative experiment consists
of two stages. In the first stage, the tested UAV is thrown
into the air with an arbitrary high angular velocity, while
the controller and propellers remain inactive; in the second
stage, the controller and propellers are activated. Throughout
a maneuver, the flier operates entirely autonomously, using
only onboard sensing and computation, with the tested attitude
controller running at 500 Hz.

Fig. 4(a) presents the time evolution of Θe for different
experiments with similar initial conditions, using the three
tested control laws. As seen, the stabilization times corre-
sponding to 𝝉̃b, 𝝉g, and 𝝉̃𝛾 are of 0.57, 0.50, and 0.48 s,
respectively. Interestingly, the corresponding values of Λ for
the 𝝉g and 𝝉̃𝛾 laws are 1.76 · 10−4 and 4.56 · 10−5, which indi-
cates that the proposed method achieved a lower stabilization
time using only 25% of the control effort measured for the
geometric-control case. Fig. 4(b) presents the time evolutions
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Fig. 4. Experimental results. (a) Rotation errors corresponding to
three tests employing 𝝉̃b, 𝝉g, and 𝝉̃𝜸 . (b) Magnitudes of the SEAs ∥𝒏e∥2
and ∥𝜶e∥2 corresponding to 𝝉̃b and 𝝉̃𝜸 , respectively. (c) Comparison of
mean (circle) and SEM (vertical bars) of the stabilization times using 𝝉̃b,
𝝉g, and 𝝉̃𝜸 over 30 experiments. (d) Comparison of mean and SEM of
the control effort using 𝝉̃b, 𝝉g, and 𝝉̃𝜸 over 30 experiments.

of the 2-norms of the SEA vectors ∥𝒏e∥2 and ∥𝜶e∥2. Similarly
to the simulation cases discussed in Section IV-A, it can be
observed that ∥𝒏e∥2 increases as Θe decreases down to 180°,
and decreases after passing through this point. In contrast, over
the entire range of operation, ∥𝜶e∥2 decreases and increases
with Θe, as intended by design. Experiments of this type can
be viewed in the video available as a Supplemental Item.

In Fig. 4(c), each data point indicates the mean and standard
error of the mean (SEM) of the stabilization times corre-
sponding to 30 back-to-back experiments performed using
each of the three control laws compared in this letter. The
means of the stabilization times corresponding to 𝝉̃b, 𝝉g,
and 𝝉̃𝛾 are 0.74, 0.61, and 0.55 s, respectively. In Fig. 4(d),
each data point indicates the the mean and SEM of the
control effort, Λ, corresponding to the same experiments in
Fig. 4(c). Specifically, the means of Λ corresponding to 𝝉̃b, 𝝉g,
and 𝝉̃𝛾 are 3.47 · 10−4, 3.02 · 10−4, and 2.15 · 10−4 N · m · s,
respectively. Although the differences between these values
are not substantial, the experimental data provide compelling
evidence of the suitability and superior performance of the
proposed approach; particularly, under nonideal conditions
due to the presence of actuator saturation, model uncertainty,
and disturbances. We inferred that these nonideal conditions
also explain the discrepancies between the simulated and
experimental Λ values. Last, it is important to mention that
the large variability in the experimental data is expected due
to the random nature of tumble-recovery experiments.

V. CONCLUSION

We introduced a new class of axis–angle attitude control
laws that provide substantial design flexibility with guaranteed
closed-loop stability while ensuring a greater proportional
control effort the farther away the system’s state is from the
unique stable fixed AEQ of the CL dynamics. This char-
acteristic is particularly useful when the proposed approach
is used in combination with intelligent switching schemes.
Evidence regarding functionality and high performance was
provided in the form of data obtained through simulations and
outdoor flight tests, during which we commanded a quadrotor
to autonomously execute tumble-recovery maneuvers in the

air. The new method consistently achieved reduced stabi-
lization times and required less control effort compared to
the quaternion-based and geometric-control methods used as
benchmarks.
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“Closed-Loop Stability of a Lyapunov-Based Switching Scheme for
Energy-Efficient Torque-Input-Selection During Flight,” in Proc. IEEE
Int. Conf. Robot. Biomim. (ROBIO), Bangkok, Thailand, Dec. 2024, pp.
1941–1947.

[3] R. Schlanbusch, A. Loria, and P. J. Nicklasson, “On the stability
and stabilization of quaternion equilibria of rigid bodies,” Automatica,
vol. 48, no. 12, pp. 3135–3141, 2012.

[4] R. M. Bena, X.-T. Nguyen, X. Yang, A. A. Calderón, Y. Chen, and N. O.
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