arXiv:2207.02251v1 [math-ph] 5 Jul 2022

Momentum map reduction for nonholonomic systems

Paula Balseiro^∗ Maria Eugenia Garcia^{†‡} Cora Tori^{†§} Marcela Zuccalli^{†‡}

Abstract

This paper presents a reduction procedure for nonholonomic systems admitting suitable types of symmetries and conserved quantities. The full procedure contains two steps. The first (simple) step results in a Chaplygin system, described by an almost symplectic structure, carrying additional symmetries. The focus of this paper is on the second step, which consists of a Marsden-Weinstein– type reduction that generalizes constructions in [4, 17]. The almost symplectic manifolds obtained in the second step are proven to coincide with the leaves of the reduced nonholonomic brackets defined in [7]. We illustrate our construction with several classical examples.

1 Introduction

A basic fact in symplectic geometry, widely used in geometric mechanics, is that a symplectic manifold carrying a (free and proper) symplectic action gives rise to a Poisson bracket on the quotient manifold. Moreover, if the action is Hamiltonian then the Marsden-Weinstein reduced spaces of the symplectic manifold, at different values of the momentum map, coincide with unions of symplectic leaves of the quotient Poisson structure. Given an invariant Hamiltonian function, the dynamics in the quotient Poisson manifold restrict to leaves and hence can be studied by means of Marsden-Weinstein reduction. This paper presents some analogs of these results in the context of nonholonomic systems.

The study of nonholonomic systems with symmetries has a vast literature, see e.g. [10, 17, 20]. In our set-up, a nonholonomic system is geometrically described by an almost Poisson structure (the lack of integrability being a consequence of the constraints in velocities [9, 32]) along with a Hamiltonian function. In the presence of symmetries, it is shown in [7, 30] that, if the system admits suitable conserved quantities (called horizontal gauge momenta [8, 26]), then there is a modification of the almost Poisson bracket that still codifies the nonholonomic dynamics and has the following key property: the corresponding reduced bracket on the quotient manifold, though generally not Poisson, gives rise to a foliation by almost symplectic leaves that are tangent to the reduced nonholonomic vector field. Our goal in this paper is to study, in this context, a Marsden-Weinstein–type reduction that produces these almost symplectic leaves. This procedure extends the ones in [4, 9, 17] in that we allow for more general

∗Universidade Federal Fluminense, Instituto de Matemática e Estatística, Rua Mario Santos Braga S/N, 24020-140, Niteroi, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil.

†CMaLP - Centro de Matemática de La Plata, Universidad Nacional de La Plata, Calles 50 y 115, La Plata, Argentina. ‡Facultad de Ciencias Exactas, Universidad Nacional de La Plata, Calles 50 y 115, La Plata, Argentina. §Facultad de Ingeniería, Universidad Nacional de La Plata, Calles 48 y 116, La Plata, Argentina.

conserved quantities as well as modifications of the almost symplectic structure (by dynamical gauge transformations) prior to reduction.

We now explain the framework and results in this article in more detail. A nonholonomic system is determined by a configuration manifold Q, a Lagrangian L and a non-integrable distribution D on Q describing the permitted velocities. The submanifold M ⊂ T^∗Q given by the image of the Legendre transformation of D has a natural almost Poisson bracket [32, 39, 47], called the nonholonomic bracket, and a Hamiltonian function H_M defined by L. The nonholonomic dynamics on M is determined by the “hamiltonian” vector field of H_M with respect to the nonholonomic bracket, denoted by X_{nh}. If the nonholonomic system has symmetries given by the (free and proper) action of a Lie group G, then the nonholonomic bracket and the dynamics can be reduced to the quotient manifold M/G.

In our set-up, we assume that G admits a closed normal subgroup G_W so that the nonholonomic system is G_W -Chaplygin [37]. A consequence of this fact is that, setting ~Q := Q/G_W , the nonholonomic vector field descends to a vector field ~X_{nh} on the cotangent bundle T^∗ ~Q, which is the hamiltonian vector field of the reduced hamiltonian function ~H with respect to a natural almost symplectic 2-form ~Ω on T^∗ ~Q (coming from the nonholonomic bracket and defined in detail in Sec. 2.2). This is the first step in our reduction procedure.

Our goal in this paper is to explain a further reduction of the nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) making use of the canonical momentum map for the action of the remaining Lie group F := G/G_W on the cotangent bundle T^∗ ~Q. Here a first difficulty is that the vector field ~X_{nh} is not tangent to the momentum level sets. We fix this problem by using conserved quantities of the system to find suitable F -invariant submanifolds that substitute the momentum level sets in the reduction procedure. A second difficulty is that ~Ω is not basic on these F -invariant submanifolds. This issue is resolved through a suitable modification of ~Ω by a special 2-form. We elaborate on these two key points below.

The F -invariant submanifolds carrying the nonholonomic dynamics. A central assumption in this work is the existence of the maximum possible amount of certain types of first integrals –horizontal gauge momenta– defined by the evaluation of the canonical momentum map ~J on T^∗ ~Q on given f-valued functions η_i on ~Q, for i = 1, . . . , k, where f is the Lie algebra of F . We show that, for f^∗-valued functions μ = ∑ i c_iμ^i, where μ^i’s are dual to the η_i’s and c_i ∈ R, we obtain F -invariant submanifolds ~J^{−1}(μ) := {α_x ∈ T^∗ ~Q | ~J(α_x) = μ(x)} ⊂ T^∗ ~Q which are F -invariant and foliate T^∗ ~Q in such a way that ~X_{nh} is always tangent to them, see Sec. 3.3, Prop. 3.2.

The modification of ~Ω. What is behind the fact that the pull-back of ~Ω to ~J^{−1}(μ) does not descend to the quotient ~J^{−1}(μ)/F is that the infinitesimal generator^1 (η_i)_{T ∗ ~Q} of η_i is not necessarily the “hamiltonian” vector field associated to the horizontal gauge momentum ~J_{ηi} . Following [7], we define a 2-form ~B on T^∗ ~Q that satisfies i_{(ηi)T ∗ ~Q} (~Ω + ~B) = d ~J_{ηi} , (1.1)

as well as the dynamical condition i_{~Xnh} ~B = 0. Note that, by this last condition, our nonholonomic system is equivalently described by the triple (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω + ~B, ~H). We prove in Theorem 3.9 that the

1The infinitesimal generator of a f-valued function η is defined at αx ∈ T^∗_x ~Q as the infinitesimal generator of η(x) ∈ f.

pull-back of the 2-form ~Ω + ~B to the manifold J^{−1}(μ) is basic and hence defines an almost symplectic form ω^B_μ on ~J^{−1}(μ)/F .

Let us stress that an important point in our construction is that, in general, the μ’s are suitable f^∗- valued functions, not just fixed elements of f^∗ as in the usual hamiltonian case. This is essential for the reduction to be compatible with the nonholonomic dynamics. Comparing with previous constructions, we note that in [4, 9] the conserved quantities are assumed to be defined by fixed elements in the Lie algebra, while in [17] the reduction procedure considers f-valued function but, due to the lack of the 2-form ~B, it was not possible to define a reduced 2-form on the quotients ~J^{−1}(μ)/F .

The 2-form ~B was defined in [7, 30] in the context of hamiltonization, and its explicit expression permits a better understanding of the resulting “Marsden-Weinstein” reduced spaces even in the specific cases studied in previous works. In particular, inspired by the hamiltonian case [1, 40] and using the shift-trick, we show that the almost symplectic manifolds ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) are diffeomorphic to the manifold T^∗( ~Q/F ) with its canonical symplectic 2-form modified by a term ^B_μ that only depends on the 2-form ~B, see Theorem 4.3.

In Sec. 5, we relate the almost symplectic reduced spaces obtained in our construction with an almost Poisson bracket on the M/G given by the reduction of a modification of the non-holonomic bracket on M considered in [7, 30]. As shown in these papers, when a nonholonomic system admits the maximum amount of horizontal gauge momenta, the gauge transformation of the nonholonomic bracket on M by a suitable 2-form B generates a new bracket whose reduction by symmetries gives an almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on M/G that admits an almost symplectic foliation. We show in Theorem 5.2 that its leaves agree with the connected components of the almost symplectic reduced spaces of Theorem. 3.9. Having a Marsden-Weinstein–type description of the almost symplectic foliation associated to the reduced bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} is useful to study the dynamics restricted to leaves, to find conformal factors for the reduced brackets {·, ·}^B_{red} , as well as to study Routh reduction, integrability, Hamilton-Jacobi theory and even numerical methods (e.g. variational integrators), see [12, 13, 17, 18, 21, 25, 28, 41, 43].

Besides the Chaplygin ball (that was also treated in [4]), in Sec. 6 we study many other examples that could not be treated in [4, 9, 17], starting from the simple example of the nonholonomic particle, the snakeboard [6, 11] and the more sophisticated one describing a solid of revolution rolling on plane [20, 3, 30].

Acknowledgment: P.B. thanks to Facultad de Ciencias Exactas UNLP (Argentina) for the financial support and the hospitality during her visits.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Nonholonomic systems and first step reduction 4 2.1 Nonholonomic systems with symmetries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 2.2 The vertical symmetry condition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.3 Chaplygin systems with an extra symmetry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

3 Momentum map reduction 10 3.1 The canonical momentum map . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3.2 The suitable dynamical gauge transformation B . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 3.3 Almost symplectic reduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

4 The identification of (J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) with the canonical symplectic manifold 16 4.1 Identification at the zero-level . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 4.2 Identification at the μ-level and the Shift-trick . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

5 Relation with the nonholonomic bracket 19 5.1 The nonholonomic bracket and reduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 5.2 Gauge transformation of the nonholonomic bracket and reduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

6 Examples 23 6.1 Nonholonomic particle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 6.2 Snakeboard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 6.3 Chaplygin ball . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 6.4 Solids of revolution on a plane . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

2 Nonholonomic systems and first step reduction

In this section we will define the basic concepts around nonholonomic systems with symmetries and, in particular, the vertical symmetry condition which permits the reduction in two steps.

2.1 Nonholonomic systems with symmetries A nonholonomic system is a mechanical system on a manifold Q with a lagrangian function L : T Q → R and (linear) constraints in the velocities. The permitted velocities define a (constant rank) nonintegrable distribution D on Q. Throughout this paper we assume that the lagrangian L is of mechanical type: L =^1_2 κ − U where κ is the kinetic energy metric and U the potential.

Next, we write the nonholonomic equations of motion in the hamiltonian framework following [9]. The Legendre transformation κ^♯ : T Q → T^∗Q given, at X, Y ∈ T Q, by κ^♯(X)(Y ) := κ(X, Y ), defines the submanifold M of T^∗Q by M := κ^♯(D). Since the Legendre transformation is linear on the fibers, then τ_M := τ|_M : M → Q is a vector subbundle of the canonical vector bundle τ : T^∗Q → Q. The nonintegrable distribution D induces a (nonintegrable) distribution C on M, with fiber at each m ∈ M, given by C_m := {v_m ∈ T_mM : T τ_M(v_m) ∈ D_q, for q = τ_M(m) ∈ Q}. (2.2) Let H : T^∗Q → R be the hamiltonian function associated to the lagrangian L and Ω_Q the canonical 2-form on T^∗Q. Considering ι : M → T^∗Q the natural inclusion, we denote by Ω_M := ι^∗Ω_Q and H_M := ι^∗H the pull backs of Ω_Q and H to the submanifold M, respectively. Following [9], the nonholonomic dynamics is described by the integral curves of the vector field X_{nh} –called the nonholonomic vector field– defined on M given by i_{Xnh} Ω_M|_C = dH_M|_C ,

where (·)|_C is the point-wise restriction to C. During this paper, we will use the triple (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) to define a nonholonomic system.

Consider a free and proper action of a Lie group G on Q. This action is a symmetry of the nonholonomic system if its tangent lift leaves the lagrangian L and the distribution D invariant, or equivalently, if the cotangent lift of the action leaves M and H invariant. Therefore, there is a well defined G-action on the manifold M denoted by Ψ : G × M → M.

If the nonholonomic system admits a G-symmetry, the nonholonomic vector field X_{nh} is G-invariant as well: T Ψ_g(X_{nh}(m)) = X_{nh}(Ψ_g(m)) for all m ∈ M, g ∈ G. Thus, the vector field X_{nh} descends to the quotient manifold M/G, defining the reduced nonholonomic vector field X_{red} given by

X_{red} := T ρ(X_{nh}),

where ρ : M → M/G is the orbit projection.

In what follows, we will consider symmetries of the nonholonomic system satisfying the so-called dimension assumption [11], that is, for each q ∈ Q,

T_qQ = D_q + V_q,

where V_q is the tangent space to the G-orbit on Q at q. As usual, we denote by S the distribution on Q defined, for each q ∈ Q, by S_q := D_q ∩ V_q. Since the G-action is free, then both distributions S and V have constant rank.

Let g be the Lie algebra associated to the Lie group G and consider the trivial bundle Q × g → Q whose sections can be thought as g-valued functions, that is, if ξ ∈ Γ(Q × g), at each q ∈ Q, then ξ_q = ξ(q) ∈ g. Then, the distribution S induces the subbundle g_S → Q of Q × g → Q with fiber, at q ∈ Q, given by (g_S )_q := {ξ_q ∈ g : (ξ_q)_Q(q) ∈ S_q},

where (ξ_q)_Q(q) is the infinitesimal generator of the element ξ_q ∈ g at q (see e.g. [11]). For short, we may denote by ξ_Q(q) := (ξ_q)_Q(q). The bundle g_S → Q has the same rank as the distribution S, i.e.,

k := rank(S) = rank(g_S ).

Equivalently, the dimension assumption can be written, for each m ∈ M, as T_mM = C_m + V_m where V_m is the tangent to the orbit associated to the G-action on M at m. Analogously, the distribution S on M is defined, at each m ∈ M, by S_m := C_m ∩ V_m. Therefore, if ξ ∈ Γ(g_S ) then its infinitesimal generator on M satisfies that ξ_M(m) ∈ S_m (in this case, ξ_M(m) := (ξ_q)_M(m), where q = τ_M(m)).

It is well known that, even in the presence of symmetries, the canonical momentum map does not generate conserved functions because it does not take into account the constraints. In order to consider the constraints, the nonholonomic momentum map was defined in [11] as the bundle map J^{nh} : M → g^∗_S given, at each m ∈ M and ξ ∈ Γ(g_S ) by

⟨J^{nh}(m), ξ(q)⟩ := i_{ξM} Θ_M(m), where q = τ_M(m) and Θ_M := ι^∗Θ_Q, recalling that ι : M → T^∗Q is the natural inclusion and Θ_Q is the Liuoville 1-form on T^∗Q. Observe also that J^{nh} is the (pull back to M of the) canonical momentum map on (T^∗Q, Ω_Q) but evaluated on g_S -valued functions on Q. It was also studied in [11] a momentum equation, involving a PDE, encoding the conservation of functions of the type J_ξ := ⟨J^{nh}, ξ⟩, where ⟨J^{nh}, ξ⟩(m) = ⟨J^{nh}(m), ξ(q)⟩. In fact, when such a function J_ξ is conserved by the nonholonomic dynamics, i.e., X_{nh}(J_ξ) = 0, is called horizontal gauge momentum [8] and the associated element ξ ∈ Γ(g_S ) is a horizontal gauge symmetry.

The original definition of horizontal gauge momenta was done in local coordinates and independently of the nonholonomic momentum map.

Remark 2.1. The general existence of horizontal gauge momenta is still an open problem and what is usually done is to assume their existence when it is needed (for more details about their properties and existence see [6, 25, 26]). ⋄

Lemma 2.2. The function J_ξ = ⟨J^{nh}, ξ⟩ is G-invariant on M if and only if the section ξ on g_S → Q is Ad-invariant: that is for q ∈ Q and g ∈ G, Ad_g (ξ(Ψ_g−1 (q))) = ξ(q), where Ψ_g : Q → Q is the G-action on Q.

Proof. The function J_ξ = ⟨J^{nh}, ξ⟩ is G-invariant if and only if J_ξ(m) = J_ξ(Ψ_g(m)) which means that, for m_q ∈ M_q ⊂ T^∗_q Q, ⟨m_q, (ξ_q)_Q⟩ = ⟨Ψ^∗_{g−1} (m_q), (ξ(Ψ_g (q)))_Q(Ψ_g(q)⟩ = ⟨m_q, T Ψ_g−1 ((ξ(Ψ_g(q)))_Q(Ψ_g(q)))⟩ = ⟨m_q, (Ad_g−1 (ξ(Ψ_g(q))))_Q (q)⟩. Therefore, ξ(q) = Ad_g−1 (ξ(Ψ_g(q))).

2.2 The vertical symmetry condition

Let (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) be a nonholonomic system with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension assumption. We say that a distribution W is a vertical complement of the constraints D if

T Q = D ⊕ W and W ⊂ V. (2.3)

Due to the dimension assumption, a vertical complement of the constraints always exists but is not uniquely defined. The choice of a vertical complement W induces a splitting of the vertical space V = S ⊕ W, and, consequently, a splitting of the bundle Q × g → Q so that Q × g = g_S ⊕ g_W , where g_W → Q is the subbundle of Q × g → Q with fibers

(g_W )_q := {ξ_q ∈ g : (ξ_q)_Q(q) ∈ W_q}.

During this paper, we will assume that the Lie group G admits a closed normal subgroup G_W so that the system is Chaplygin with respect to the G_W -action. Hence, the system can be reduced in two steps: first by G_W and subsequently by the Lie group F = G/G_W . More precisely,

Proposition 2.3. [23] Let W be a vertical complement of the constraints D so that g_W ≃ Q × w for w a Lie subalgebra of g. Then the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) W is G-invariant (or equivalently the Lie algebra w is Ad-invariant), (ii) w is an ideal of g, (iii) there exist a normal subgroup G_W of G whose Lie algebra is w, (iv) for each q ∈ Q, W_q = T_q(Orb_{GW} (q)).

Definition 2.4. [2] A vertical complement W of the constraints D satisfies the vertical symmetry condition if there exists a closed normal subgroup G_W of G so that for each q ∈ Q, W_q = T_q(Orb_{GW} (q)).

The vertical symmetry condition implies that the bundle g_W is trivial and moreover g_W ≃ Q × w where w ⊂ g is the Lie algebra of the Lie group G_W .

Asking a vertical complement W to satisfy the vertical symmetry condition is a restrictive requisite, however there are many examples admitting such type of complement, for instance the nonholonomic oscillator, the snakeboard, the Chaplygin ball and the solids of revolution (see Sec. 6).

Let us consider a nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension assumption. If the vertical complement W satisfies the vertical symmetry condition, then the Lie group G_W acts freely and properly on Q and its tangent lift leaves the lagrangian L and the constraint distribution D invariant. Therefore the nonholonomic system has also symmetries given by the action of the Lie group G_W and thus the nonholonomic vector field X_{nh} on M descends to a vector field ~X_{nh} on the quotient manifold ~M := M/G_W so that

~X_{nh} := T ρ_{GW} (X_{nh}), (2.4)

where ρ_{GW} : M → ~M is the G_W -orbit projection. Moreover, since T Q = D⊕W , where W is the tangent to the G_W -orbit on Q (see Prop. 2.3), then we see that the nonholonomic system is a G_W -Chaplygin system, see e.g. [37]. In fact, in [37], it is proven that ~M is diffeomorphic to the cotangent manifold T^∗ ~Q, for ~Q := Q/G_W , and that the partially reduced dynamics ~X_{nh} is hamiltonian with respect to an almost symplectic 2-form. More precisely, if ~H is the (partially) reduced hamiltonian function on T^∗ ~Q such that ρ^∗_{GW} ~H = H_M and Ω_{~Q} is the canonical symplectic 2-form on T^∗ ~Q, then

i_{~Xnh} ~Ω = d ~H, with ~Ω := Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩}, (2.5)

where B_{⟨JK⟩} is the 2-form on T^∗ ~Q defined as follows: the splitting (2.3) and the vertical symmetry condition, induces a principal connection A_W : T Q → w given, at each v_q ∈ T_qQ by A_W (v_q) = η_q, if and only if P_W (v_q) = (η_q)_Q, where P_W : T Q → W is the projection to the second factor of (2.3). We define the w-valued 2-form K_W on Q given by K_W := d^DA_W , that is, for X, Y ∈ T Q,

K_W (X, Y ) = d^DA_W (X, Y ) := dA_W (P_D(X), P_D (Y )), (2.6)

where P_D : T Q → D is the projection to the first factor of (2.3). Since w ⊂ g, we can see K_W as a g-valued 2-form on Q and consider its pull back to M, i.e., K_W := τ^∗_MK_W . Then, following [37], we define the 2-form ⟨J, K_W ⟩ as the natural paring of the canonical momentum map J : M → g^∗ with the g-valued 2-form K_W (where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the pairing between g^∗ and g). The 2-form ⟨J, K_W ⟩ was proven to be basic with respect to the principal bundle ρ_{GW} : M → T^∗ ~Q and therefore B_{⟨JK⟩} is the 2-form on T^∗ ~Q such that ρ^∗_{GW} B_{⟨JK⟩} = ⟨J, K_W ⟩.

2.3 Chaplygin systems with an extra symmetry

From Section 2.2 and in particular from (2.5), we consider the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H). Since the Lie group G_W is a closed normal subgroup of G, the quotient F := G/G_W is a Lie group with Lie algebra f := g/w where k = dim(f). In this section we study the F -symmetry on the manifold (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω). Let us denote by ϱ_G : G → F the projection to the quotient Lie group and by ϱ_g : g → f the projection to the quotient Lie algebra. If Ψ : G×Q → Q denotes the G-action on Q, then the (partially) reduced manifold ~Q inherits a well defined action of the Lie group F denoted by ~Ψ : F × ~Q → ~Q, given, at each h ∈ F and x ∈ ~Q, by ~Ψ_h(x) := ρ_{~Q}(Ψ_g(q)), (2.7)

where g ∈ G and q ∈ Q satisfy that ϱ_G(g) = h and ρ_{~Q}(q) = x, respectively, for ρ_{~Q} : Q → ~Q the orbit projection. Therefore, the Lie group F acts (freely and properly) also on the manifold T^∗ ~Q leaving the 2-form ~Ω and the hamiltonian ~H invariant.

The following Lemma will be useful to study the horizontal gauge momenta on the partially reduced manifold T^∗ ~Q. Recall that a section ξ of g_S → Q is Ad-invariant if, as seen as g-valued functions on Q, we have that for q ∈ Q and g ∈ G, Ad_g (ξ(Ψ_g−1 (q))) = ξ(q).

Lemma 2.5. Consider the bundles g_S → Q and ~Q×f → ~Q, and the projection to the orbits ρ_{~Q} : Q → ~Q.

(i) There is a one-to-one correspondence between the Ad-invariant sections on g_S → Q and sections of ~Q×f → ~Q so that if ξ ∈ Γ(g_S ) then there is a unique η ∈ Γ( ~Q×f) such that T ρ_{~Q}(ξ_Q(q)) = η_{~Q}(x).

(ii) The choice of a horizontal G-invariant distribution Hor ⊂ D such that T Q = Hor ⊕ V , induces a F -invariant splitting on T ~Q = ~Hor ⊕ ~V_F where ~V_F is the tangent to the F -orbit on ~Q and ~H_{or} := T ρ_{~Q}(H_{or}). In other words, an equivariant principal connection A : T Q → g, induces an equivariant principal connection ~A : T ~Q → f on ~Q so that the following diagram commutes:

T Q^A // T ρ ~_Q fflffl g ϱ_g fflffl T ~Q^{~A} // f

Proof. (i) First, let ξ ∈ Γ(g_S ) Ad-invariant. Then, the vector field ξ_Q is invariant and we can define the vector field X on ~Q such that, for each x = ρ_{~Q}(q) ∈ ~Q, X(x) = T ρ_{~Q}(ξ_Q(q)). Now we claim that X(x) ∈ V_F where V_F is the tangent to the F -orbit on ~Q. In fact, using that ρ = ρ_{~Q/F} ∘ ρ_{~Q} for ρ_{~Q/F} : ~Q → ~Q/F the orbit projection, we have that 0 = T ρ(ξ_Q(q)) = T ρ_{~Q/F} (X(x)) and hence X(x) ∈ (V_F )_x. Therefore, for each x ∈ ~Q there is η(x) ∈ f such that T ρ_{~Q}(ξ_Q(q)) = X(x) = η_{~Q}(x).

Conversely, if η ∈ Γ( ~Q × f), then η_{~Q}(x) ∈ T_x ~Q. Therefore there exists an (unique) invariant vector field Y on Q such that T ρ_{~Q}(Y (q)) = η_{~Q}(x) and Y (q) ∈ D_q (recall that T Q = D⊕W and KerT ρ_{~Q} = W ). Then we claim that, at each q ∈ Q, Y (q) ∈ S_q since, using again that ρ = ρ_{~Q/F} ∘ ρ_{~Q}, we have that T ρ(Y (q)) = T ρ_{~Q/F} (T ρ_{~Q}(Y (q)) = T ρ_{~Q/F} (η_{~Q}(x)) = 0

Therefore, Y (q) ∈ V_q and hence Y (q) ∈ S_q. Then, for each q ∈ Q, there is an element ξ(q) ∈ g_S |_q such that Y (q) = ξ_Q(q). Using that the vector field Y (q) is invariant, we obtain that ξ ∈ Γ(g_S ) is Ad-invariant.

(ii) Item (i) asserts that rank(S) = rank( ~V_F ) and moreover, since Ker T ρ_{~Q} = W , we have that rank(Hor) = rank( ~Hor) and hence we conclude that T ~Q = ~Hor ⊕ ~V_F . It is straightforward to see that ~A ∘ T ρ_{~Q} = ϱ_g ∘ A.

The conserved quantity assumption

Consider a nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) with a G-symmetry and recall that S = D ∩ V . Next we will make a fundamental assumption that will be used the rest of the paper: the nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) admits k = rank(S) G-invariant (functionally independent) horizontal gauge momenta {J_1, ..., J_k}. Since the corresponding horizontal gauge symmetries ζ_i ∈ Γ(g_S ), such that J_i := ⟨J^{nh}, ζ_i⟩, are linearly independent and globally defined, they define a global basis of (Ad-invariant) sections of g_S → Q denoted by B_{HGS} = {ζ_1, ..., ζ_k}. (2.8) As a consequence of Lemma 2.5, the global basis B_{HGS} induces a corresponding basis of global sections ~B_{HGS} = {η_1, ..., η_k }, (2.9)

of the bundle ~Q × f → ~Q where, for each i = 1, ..., k, (η_i)(x) := ϱ_g((ξ_i)(q)) for q ∈ Q and x = ρ_{~Q}(q) ∈ ~Q. We will often see the elements η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS} as f-valued functions on ~Q. Associated to the basis ~B_{HGS} we can define the functions { ~J_1, ..., ~J_k } on T^∗ ~Q, given by ~J_i := i_{(ηi )T ∗ ~Q} Θ_{~Q}, (2.10)

where Θ_{~Q} is the canonical 1-form on T^∗ ~Q.

Proposition 2.6. Recalling that ρ_{GW} : M → T^∗ ~Q is the orbit projection, we have that

(i) the functions ~J_i on T^∗ ~Q are functionally independent and ρ^∗_{GW} ~J_i = J_i,

(ii) the functions ~J_i are conserved by the partially reduced dynamics ~X_{nh}.

Proof. (i) Let ξ_i be the Ad-invariant horizontal gauge symmetry in (2.8) and η_i be the corresponding f-valued functions on ~Q defined in (2.9). Using (2.10) and that (ρ^∗_{GW} Θ_{~Q} − Θ_M)|_C = 0 we obtain that

ρ^∗_{GW} ( ~J_i) = ρ^∗_{GW} (i_{(ηi)T ∗~Q} Θ_{~Q}) = i_{(ξi)M} ρ^∗_{GW} Θ_{~Q} = i_{(ξi)M} Θ_M = J_i.

(ii) It is a consequence of item (i).

Definition 2.7. The functions ~J_i = i_{(ηi)T ∗ ~Q} Θ_{~Q} for η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS}, are called the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta and the corresponding f-valued functions η_i are the partially reduced horizontal gauge symmetries.

We conclude that, if the nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) admits k (functionally independent) G-invariant horizontal gauge momenta, then the partially reduced system (T^∗ ~Q, Ω_{~Q}, ~H) inherits k = dim(f) partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta.

From Lemma 2.5(ii) the vector fields (η_i)_{~Q} generate the vertical space ~V_F and hence the connection ~A : T ~Q → f can be written as ~A = ~Y^i ⊗ η_i, (2.11)

for η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS} and ~Y^i the 1-forms on ~Q so that ~Y^i((η_j )_{~Q}) = δ_{ij} and ~Y^i|_{~Hor} = 0.

3 Momentum map reduction

In this section, we will work with the partially reduced system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) defined in (2.5) and the corresponding symmetry group F . We assume the existence of k = dim(f) partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta { ~J_1, ..., ~J_k } (Def. 2.7) with corresponding partially reduced horizontal gauge symmetries given by ~B_{HGS} = {η_1, ...η_k} as in (2.9). With these ingredients we will define an almost symplectic foliation –where the reduced nonholonomic dynamics lives– trough a Marsden-Weinstein-type reduction.

3.1 The canonical momentum map

The canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗ on (T^∗ ~Q, Ω_{~Q}) is defined, as usual, by ⟨ ~J(α_x), ν⟩ = i_{νT ∗~Q} Θ_{~Q}(αx), (3.12) for α_x ∈ T^∗_x ~Q and ν ∈ f. Then, for each ν ∈ f, the function ~J_ν ∈ C^∞(T^∗ ~Q) is given, at each α_x ∈ T^∗_x ~Q, by ~J_ν (α_x) = ⟨ ~J, ν⟩(α_x) := ⟨ ~J(α_x), ν⟩. However, these functions do not see the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta ~J_i since the associated f-valued functions η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS} are not necessarily constant (c.f.[4]).

In order to encode the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta using the canonical momentum map, for each f-valued function η, we define the function ~J_η on T^∗ ~Q by ~J_η (α_x) = ⟨ ~J, η⟩(α_x) := ⟨ ~J(α_x), η(x)⟩, (3.13) for α_x ∈ T^∗_x ~Q. Therefore, the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta { ~J_1, ..., ~J_k } given in Def. 2.7 associated to the basis ~B_{HGS} = {η_1, ..., η_k} given in (2.9), are described by the canonical momentum map using (3.13) ~J_i := ~J_{ηi} = ⟨ ~J, η_i⟩, for i = 1, ..., k. We denote by ~B^∗_{HGS} = {μ^1, ..., μ^k}, (3.14)

the dual basis of f^∗-valued functions on ~Q associated to ~B_{HGS}, that is, for each i = 1, ..., k the μ^i are f^∗-valued functions on ~Q (or sections of the bundle ~Q × f^∗ → ~Q), such that, at each x ∈ ~Q, (μ^i)(x) ∈ f^∗ and ⟨μ^i(x), η_j (x)⟩ = δ_{ij} for ⟨·, ·⟩ the natural pairing between f and f^∗.

Remark 3.1. The canonical momentum map can also be written as ~J = ~J_1μ^1 + ... + ~J_kμ^k, where at each α_x ∈ T^∗ ~Q, ~J(α_x) = ~J_1(α_x).μ^1(x) + ... + ~J_k(α_x).μ^k(x) ∈ f^∗. ⋄

Now, let us consider a f^∗-valued function on ~Q given by μ = c_iμ^i for c_i constants in R and define the level set ~J^{−1}(μ) := {α_x ∈ T^∗ ~Q : ~J(α_x) = μ(x)}. Proposition 3.2. Let μ = c_iμ^i be a f^∗-valued function for c_i constants in R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}. Then the inverse image ~J^{−1}(μ) ⊂ T^∗ ~Q coincides with the common level sets of the (partially reduced) horizontal gauge momenta ~J_1, ..., ~J_k at c_1, ..., c_k respectively, i.e.,

~J^{−1}(μ) = ⋂ i ~J^{−1}_i (c_i),

and hence ~J^{−1}(μ) is a F -invariant submanifold of T^∗ ~Q. Moreover, the collection (of connected components) of the manifolds ~J^{−1}(μ) for μ ∈ span_R{μ^i} defines a foliation of the manifold T^∗ ~Q.

Proof. If α_x ∈ T^∗ ~Q then ~J(α_x) = μ(x), is equivalent to ~J_i(α_x) = ⟨ ~J(α_x), η_i(x)⟩ = c_i for all i = 1, ..., k and hence ~J^{−1}(μ) = ∩_i ~J^{−1}_i (c_i).

Let us consider the F -invariant submersion J := ( ~J_1, ..., ~J_k) : T^∗ ~Q → R^k . Since for c = (c_1, ..., c_k ) ∈ R^k , J^{−1}(c) = ~J^{−1}(μ), we conclude that, for each μ ∈ span_R{μ^i}, ~J^{−1}(μ) is a F -invariant manifold and the collection of connected components of ~J^{−1}(μ) defines a foliation of T^∗ ~Q.

As a consequence of the previous proposition, we conclude that the (partially reduced) nonholonomic vector field ~X_{nh} is tangent to the manifolds ~J^{−1}(μ) for μ = c_iμ^i.

However, it is important to note that the map ~J does not behave as a momentum map on (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω), not even in the coordinates given by the horizontal gauge symmetries, in the sense that the vector fields (η_i)_T ∗_Q might not be hamiltonian vector fields associated to the functions ~J_i (i.e., i_{(ηi)T ∗Q} ~Ω can be different from d ~J_i). This observation has a fundamental reflect when we want to study a “Marsden- Weinstein reduction”: the pull back of ~Ω to the manifold ~J^{−1}(μ) is not basic with respect to the bundle ~J −1(μ) → ~J −1(μ)/F . To solve this problem, in the next section we consider a gauge transformation by a 2-form B (as it was done in [5, 7, 29]) so that we have the desired relation between (η_i)_T ∗ ~_Q and the functions ~J_i.

3.2 The suitable dynamical gauge transformation B

Consider the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) and a 2-form ~B on T^∗ ~Q. Following [46] a gauge transformation by a 2-form ~B of the 2-form ~Ω is just considering the 2-form ~Ω+ ~B on T^∗ ~Q. If the 2-form ~B is semi-basic with respect to the bundle T^∗ ~Q → ~Q, then the manifold (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω + ~B) is almost symplectic.

Definition 3.3. [5] A 2-form ~B on T^∗ ~Q induces a dynamical gauge transformation of ~Ω if ~B is semibasic with respect to the bundle T^∗ ~Q → ~Q and i_{~Xnh} ~B = 0.

Remark 3.4. The original definition of gauge transformation was done on Dirac structures in [46] and the dynamical gauge transformation by a 2-form was defined on almost Poisson structures in [5]. In this section we work with the particular case of dynamical gauge transformation by 2-forms of 2-forms and in Sec. 5 we will see the relation with the corresponding almost Poisson brackets. ⋄

Definition 3.3 guarantees that the (partially reduced) dynamics ~X_{nh} on T^∗ ~Q is also defined by

i_{~Xnh} (~Ω + ~B) = d ~H.

The goal of considering this extra term given by a 2-form ~B is that there is a special choice of ~B such that the behaviour of the almost symplectic manifolds (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω) and (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω + B) are different regarding the (partially reduced) horizontal gauge momenta. That is, there is a 2-form ~B on T^∗ ~Q that makes (η_i)_{T ∗ ~Q} the hamiltonian vector field of the functions ~J_i with respect to the 2-form ~Ω + ~B. Next, we write the explicit expression of such a 2-form ~B, which comes from a 2-form B defined on M presented in [7].

Let (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) be a nonholonomic system with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension assumption. Let W be a vertical complement of the constraints (2.3) and choose a horizontal space Hor ⊂ D so that T Q = Hor ⊕ V = Hor ⊕ S ⊕ W, (3.15)

(observe that D = Hor ⊕ S).

We assume that the nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) admits k = rank(S) G-invariant (functionally independent) horizontal gauge momenta {J_1, ..., J_k }. The corresponding horizontal gauge symmetries {ζ_1, ..., ζ_k} define the vector fields {Y_1, ..., Y_k} on Q given by Y_i := (ζ_i)_Q and then we have the globally defined 1-forms Y^i on Q so that Y^i|_{Hor} = Y^i|_W = 0 and Y^i(Y_j ) = δ_{ij} . Following [7], we define the 2-form B_1 on M to be B_1 := ⟨J, K_W ⟩ + J_i d^C Y^i (3.16)

where, for i = 1, ..., k, Y^i = τ^∗_MY^i and d^C Y^i = τ^∗_Md^DY^i with d^DY^i(X, Y ) = dY^i(P_D(X), P_D (Y )) for X, Y ∈ T Q as in (2.6).

The splitting (3.15) induces a splitting on T M so that T M = Hor ⊕ V = Hor ⊕ S ⊕ W, where S is defined in Sec. 2.1, (Hor)_m = {v_m ∈ T_mM : T τ_M(v_m) ∈ (Hor)_q} and W_m = {v_m ∈ V_m : T τ_M(v_m) ∈ W_q} at each m ∈ M, q = τ_M(m). Let us denote by A : T M → g the principal connection with corresponding horizontal space Hor and denote by P_V : Hor ⊕ V → V the projection to the second factor. Finally we also define the 2-form B on M as it was also done in [7], B := ⟨J, K_V ⟩ − 1 2 (κ_g ∧ i_{PV (Xnh)}[K_W + d^C Y^i ⊗ ζ_i])|_{Hor} , (3.17)

where K_V is the curvature of A, and κ_g is the g^∗-valued 1-form on M given, at each X ∈ T M, by κ_g(X , η) = κ(T τ_M(X ), η_Q), for η ∈ g; for more details see [7, Sec. 3.3].

Proposition 3.5. [7] The 2-forms B_1 and B defined in (3.16) and (3.17), respectively, are semi-basic with respect to the bundle τ_M : M → Q and G-invariant. Moreover, the 2-form

B := B_1 + B, (3.18)

satisfies the dynamical condition i_{Xnh} B = 0. (3.19)

We assume now that the vertical complement W verifies the vertical symmetry condition and hence, following Sec. 2, we consider the partially reduced system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) with the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta { ~J_1, ..., ~J_k }. Next, we will see that the 2-forms B_1 and B descend to well defined 2-forms on T^∗ ~Q and, in particular, B_1 has an explicit expression on T^∗ ~Q.

Following Lemma 2.5(ii) the splitting (3.15) induces the connection ~A = ~Y^i ⊗ η_i on ~Q as in (2.11). Define the 1-forms ~Y^i on T^∗ ~Q such that τ^∗_{~Q} ~Y^i = ~Y^i for τ_{~Q} : T^∗ ~Q → ~Q for each i = 1, ..., k (or equivalently ρ^∗_{GW} ~Y^i = Y^i). Moreover, from Lemma 2.5 and (2.11) these forms satisfy that ~Y^i((η_i)_T ∗_{~Q}) = δ_{ij}.

Proposition 3.6. Consider the nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H),

(i) the 2-forms B_1 and B on M are basic with respect to the bundle ρ_{GW} : M → T^∗ ~Q, i.e., there exist ~B_1 and ~B on T^∗ ~Q such that ρ^∗_{GW} ~B_1 = B_1 and ρ^∗_{GW} ~B = B. In particular,

~B_1 = B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~J_id ~Y^i, (3.20)

and ~B is basic with respect to the principal bundle ρ_F : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q/F , that is, there is a 2-form B on T^∗ ~Q/F such that ρ^∗_FB = ~B.

(ii) The 2-form ~B := ~B_1 + ~B defines a dynamical gauge transformation on (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H).

Proof. (i) By construction, the 2-forms B_1 and B verify that i_X B_1 = i_X B = 0 for all X ∈ Γ(W) (where W is the G_W -orbit on M). Since they are G_W -invariant (see Prop. 3.5), we conclude that they are basic with respect to the bundle ρ_{GW} : M → T^∗ ~Q. Therefore, from the expression of B_1 in (3.16) and by Prop. 2.6 (i), it is straightforward to obtain that ~B_1 = B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~J_id ~Y^i, where ~Y^i are 1-forms on T^∗ ~Q such that ρ^∗_{GW} ~Y^i = Y^i. Finally, by (3.17) we see that B is semi-basic with respect to the bundle ρ : M → M/G and G-invariant and hence it is basic.

(ii) Since B is semi-basic with respect to the bundle τ_M : M → Q then ~B is semi-basic with respect to τ_{~Q} : T^∗ ~Q → ~Q. The dynamical condition i_{~Xnh} ~B = 0 is a direct consequence of (3.19).

As a consequence of Prop. 3.6 and (2.5), the (partially) reduced nonholonomic vector field ~X_{nh} on T^∗ ~Q is also determined by

i_{~Xnh} ~Ω_B = d ~H where ~Ω_B := ~Ω + ~B.

and, as a consequence, the triple (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) describes our (partially reduced) nonholonomic system as well. Note that, by Prop. 3.5, the 2-form ~B is F -invariant and hence F is a symmetry of the nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H).

The following Proposition puts in evidence the need of considering the nonholonomic system described by (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) instead of (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) showing that the canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗ is the map that behaves as a momentum on (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B) when it is evaluated on the f-valued functions on ~Q of ~B_{HGS} given in (2.9).

Proposition 3.7. Consider the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H). The (partially reduced) horizontal gauge symmetries η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS} and the momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗ satisfy the relation i_{(ηi)T ∗ ~Q} ~Ω_B = d ~J_i, where ~J_i = ⟨ ~J, η_i⟩ are the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta.

Proof. Recall that ~Ω_B = ~Ω + B = Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~B_1 + ~B. Using (3.16) and the fact that B is basic with respect to ρ_F : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q/F , we have that

i_{(ηi )T ∗ ~Q} ~Ω_B = i_{(ηi )T ∗ ~Q} (~Ω + ~B_1) = i_{(ηi)T ∗ ~Q} (Ω_{~Q} + ~J_id ~Y^i).

Let us denote by ~Y_i := (η_i)_{~Q}. Consider now G-invariant vector fields ~X_1, ..., ~X_n so that { ~X_1, ..., ~X_n, ~Y_1, ..., ~Y_k} is a basis of vector fields on ~Q and consider its dual basis of 1-forms on ~Q given by { ~X^1, ..., X^n, ~Y^1, ..., ~Y^k}. Since ~Y^i = τ^∗_{~Q} ~Y^i for τ_{~Q} : T^∗ ~Q → ~Q the canonical projection, we have that Θ_{~Q} = p_a ~X^a + p_i ~Y^i where ~X^a = τ^∗_{~Q} ~X^a and ~J_i = p_i (see e.g. [7]), and hence we obtain that i_{(ηi )T ∗ ~Q} ~Ω_B = i_{(ηi )T ∗ ~Q} (−dΘ_{~Q} + ~J_id ~Y^i) = d ~J_i.

Remark 3.8. The particular case where the partially reduced symmetries are given by elements of the Lie algebra f and the canonical momentum map behaves as a standard momentum map for (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) was studied in [4] but we remark these are restrictive conditions, not satisfied in most of the cases as, for instance, the nonholonomic particle, the snakeboard and the solids of revolutions which are examples treated in Section 6. ⋄

3.3 Almost symplectic reduction

In this section we state one of the main results of the paper: we will perform a reduction of (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B) using the canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗ following the procedure of a Marsden-Weinstein–type reduction but having into account that the f-valued functions μ considered are, in general, non-constant functions on ~Q.

Theorem 3.9. Let (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) be a nonholonomic system with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension assumption. Suppose that the system admits {J_1, ..., J_k}, for k = rank(S), G-invariant horizontal gauge momenta and that the vertical complement W can be chosen so that it satisfies the vertical symmetry condition. Then, for the 2-form ~B in Prop. 3.6, holds

(i) the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) is F -invariant and it has k (partially reduced) horizontal gauge momenta { ~J_1, ..., ~J_k }.

(ii) [Almost symplectic reduction] For each f^∗-valued function of the form μ = c_iμ^i for c_i ∈ R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS} (defined in (3.14)), the manifold ~J^{−1}(μ)/F admits an almost symplectic form ω^B_μ such that ι^∗_μ ~Ω_B = ρ^∗_μω^B_μ ,

where ι_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ) → T^∗ ~Q is the natural inclusion and ρ_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ) → ~J^{−1}(μ)/F is the orbit projection.

(iii) [The reduced dynamics] The reduced nonholonomic vector field X_{red} on M/G is tangent to the manifold ~J^{−1}(μ)/F for μ = c_iμ^i, with c_i ∈ R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}, and its restriction to this leaf is a hamiltonian vector field for the 2-form ω^B_μ and the hamiltonian function H_μ := (ι^{red}_μ )^∗H_{red}, for ι^{red}_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ)/F → T^∗ ~Q/F the inclusion.

Proof. (i) Since the nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) is G-invariant and ~B is F -invariant, then the partially reduced system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) is invariant by the F -action defined in (2.7). Moreover, the canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗ and the basis ~B_{HGS} define the functions ~J_i which are partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta, see Lemma 2.5, Prop. 2.6 and Def. 2.7.

(ii) Following Prop. 3.2, for each μ = c_iμ^i (for c_i ∈ R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}), ~J^{−1}(μ) is a F -invariant manifold and, since the F -action is free and proper, the quotient space ~J^{−1}(μ)/F is a well defined manifold. Let us denote by ~Ω^B_μ the pull back of ~Ω_B to ~J^{−1}(μ), i.e., ~Ω^B_μ := ι^∗_μ ~Ω_B. Next, we will show that ~Ω^B_μ is basic with respect to the bundle ~J^{−1}(μ) → ~J^{−1}(μ)/F . That is, as a consequence of Prop. 3.7, we will prove that, for each α ∈ ~J^{−1}(μ) ⊂ T^∗ ~Q,

Ker (~Ω^B_μ (α)) = T_α(Orb_F (α)), (3.21)

where Orb_F (α) is the orbit of the F -action at α. First, we claim that for all α ∈ ~J^{−1}(μ) and μ = c_iμ^i, T_α ~J^{−1}(μ) = (T_αOrb_F (α))^{~ΩB} . In fact, the flow ϕ^X_t of a vector field X on ~J^{−1}(μ), satisfies that ~J(ϕX_t (α)) = μ for all t. Then, for η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS} and using Prop. 3.7, we have that

~Ω_B(X, (η_i)_{T ∗~Q}(α)) = −d ~J_i(α) X = −^d_{dt} ~J_i(ϕ^X_t (α)) | | |_{t=0} = −^d_{dt} ⟨ ~J(ϕ^X_t (α)), ηi⟩ | | |_{t=0} = −^d_{dt} ci | t=0 = 0.

Since (η_i)_T ∗_{~Q}(α) for i = 1, ..., k form a basis of T_αOrb_F (α), then we obtain that X(α) ∈ (T_αOrb_F (α))^{~ΩB} . Finally, T_α ~J^{−1}(μ) = (T_αOrb_F (α))^{~ΩB} since both spaces have the same dimension.

Now we prove the identity (3.21). Let X(α) ∈ Ker (~Ω^B_μ (α)), then ~Ω^B_μ (X(α), Y (α)) = 0 for all Y (α) ∈ T_α ~J^{−1}(μ) = (T_αOrb_F (α))^{~ΩB} . Then X(α) ∈ [(T_αOrb_F (α))^{~ΩB} ]^{~ΩB} = T_αOrb_F (α) (since the 2-form ~Ω_B is nondegenerate). Conversely, for η_i ∈ ~B_{HGS}, ~Ω^B_μ ((η_i)_{~J} −1_{(μ)}(α), X(α)) = 0 for all X(α) ∈ T_α ~J^{−1}(μ) and then (η_i)_{~J} −1_{(μ)}(α) ∈ Ker (~Ω^B_μ (α)) for all i = 1, ..., k.

Therefore, by (3.21), the 2-form ~Ω^B_μ descends to an almost symplectic 2-form ω^B_μ on ~J^{−1}(μ)/F such that ρ^∗_F ω^B_μ = ~Ω^B_μ .

(iii) Since ~J_i are conserved quantities for the partially reduced dynamics ~X_{nh} on T^∗ ~Q, then the flow ~ϕnh_t of the vector field ~X_{nh} satisfies that, for α ∈ ~J −1(μ), ~ϕnh_t (α) ∈ ~J −1(μ) for all t. Therefore, by the G-invariance of the dynamics, we conclude that ϕ^{red}_t (ρ_μ(α)) ∈ ~J^{−1}(μ)/F where ϕ^{red}_t is the flow of the reduced nonholonomic dynamics X_{red} and ρ_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ) → ~J^{−1}(μ)/F the orbit projection. Denoting by X^μ_{red} the restriction of X_{red} to the leaf ~J^{−1}(μ)/F , we can see that i_Xμ_{red} ω^B_μ = dH_μ as a direct consequence of item (ii) and Prop. 3.6 (ii).

Remark 3.10. The fact that we consider G-invariant horizontal gauge momenta J_1, ..., J_k and not only G_W -invariant, permits us to reduced the manifold ~J^{−1}(μ) by the action of the Lie group F (without taking into account any “isotropy group”). Under this assumption, we may denote by J̄_i the functions on T^∗ ~Q/F such that ρ^∗_F J̄_i = ~J_i for ρ_F : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q/F the corresponding orbit projections (or equivalently ρ^∗J̄_i = J_i). Therefore, ~J^{−1}(μ)/F coincides with the common level sets of the reduced horizontal gauge momenta J̄_i, i.e., ~J^{−1}(μ)/F ≃ ∩_iJ̄^{−1}_i (c_i). ⋄

4 The identification of (J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ) with the canonical symplectic manifold

In the hamiltonian framework, when working on a canonical symplectic manifold (T^∗Q, Ω_Q) (and when G = G_μ) we have the identification of the Marsden-Weinstein reduced symplectic manifolds with the cotangent manifold T^∗(Q/G) and its canonical symplectic form plus a magnetic term that depends on a chosen connection, see e.g. [1, 40]. In this section we show an analogous identification but carrying on the information of the nonholonomic character of the system. That is, we take into account that the nonholonomic dynamics takes place on the almost symplectic manifold (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B) and that the 2-form ~B also depends on a chosen connection. Hence we obtain an identification of the “Marsden-Weinstein” reduced spaces ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) with the cotangent manifold T^∗( ~Q/F ) and its canonical symplectic form modified by a “magnetic” term, i.e., a 2-form that, in this case, does not come from a 2-form on ~Q/F (as in the hamiltonian case) and it depends only on the 2-form ~B. This extra term carries the nonholonomic character of the reduced system since, contrary to hamiltonian systems, its differential can be different from zero. Moreover, in Examples 6.1, 6.2 and 6.4 we will see that B = 0 and then the manifolds ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) are diffeomorphic to the canonical symplectic manifold (T^∗( ~Q/F ), Ω_{~Q/F} ) (showing a genuine hamiltonization).

Next, we consider, as usual, a nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) with a G-symmetry admitting k = rank(S) horizontal gauge momenta and with the vertical symmetry condition. Then the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) admits a symmetry given by the action of the Lie group F with k partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta (recall that the dimension of the Lie algebra f is also k).

4.1 Identification at the zero-level

Following [40], we consider the zero level set of the canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗ and the map ~φ_0 : ~J^{−1}(0) → T^∗Q, for Q := ~Q/F given, at each α_x ∈ ~J^{−1}(0) ⊂ T^∗ ~Q, by ⟨ ~φ_0(α_x), T ρ_Q(v_x)⟩ = ⟨α_x, v_x⟩, for v_x ∈ T_x ~Q and ρ_Q : ~Q → Q the orbit projection. Since the map ~φ_0 is F -invariant, it is shown also in [40] that there is a well defined diffeomorphism

φ_0 : ~J^{−1}(0)/F → T^∗Q,

so that φ_0 ∘ ρ_0 = ~φ_0 for ρ_0 : ~J^{−1}(0) → ~J^{−1}(0)/F the canonical projection. Next, we show that this map is, in fact, the diffeomorhism that links the 2-form ω^B_0 on ~J^{−1}(0)/F from Theorem 3.9 (at μ = 0) with the canonical 2-form Ω_Q on T^∗Q.

Recall, from Prop. 3.5 and Prop. 3.6, that the 2-form ~B can be written as ~B = ~B_1 + ~B where ~B is a basic form with respect to the bundle ρ_F : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q/F and hence we denote by B the 2-form on T^∗ ~Q/F such that ρ^∗_F B = ~B.

Proposition 4.1. The diffeomorphism φ_0 : ~J^{−1}(0)/F → T^∗Q satisfies that

φ^∗_0 Ω_Q = ω^B_0 − B_0,

where Ω_Q is the canonical 2-form on T^∗Q and B_0 := (ι^{red}_0 )^∗B, for ι^{red}_0 : ~J^{−1}(0)/F → T^∗ ~Q/F the natural inclusion. In particular, if dim(Q) = 1, then φ^∗_0 Ω_Q = ω^B_0 .

Proof. On the one hand, it was shown in [40] that the diffeomorphism φ_0 : ~J^{−1}(0)/F → T^∗Q satisfies that φ^∗_0 Ω_Q = ω_0, where ω_0 is the symplectic form on ~J^{−1}(0)/F such that ρ^∗_0 ω_0 = ι^∗_0Ω_{~Q}, for ι_0 : ~J −1(0) → T ∗ ~Q the natural inclusion. On the other hand, Theorem 3.9 at the zero-level, implies that ρ^∗_0ω^B_0 = ι^∗_0 ~Ω_B. From the expression of ~B_1 in (3.20), we have that ι^∗_0(B_{⟨JK⟩} − ~B_1) = −ι^∗_0( ~J_id ~Y^i) = 0. Therefore, we obtain that

ρ^∗_0 ω^B_0 = ι^∗_0(Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~B) = ι^∗_0 Ω_{~Q} + ι^∗_0 ~B = ρ^∗_0 ω_0 + ι^∗_0 ρ^∗_F B = ρ^∗_0ω_0 + ρ^∗_0 (ι^{red}_0 )^∗ B,

where in the last equality we used that ι^{red}_0 ∘ ρ_0 = ρ_F ∘ ι_0 for ρ_F : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q/F the orbit projection. Then ω^B_0 = ω_0 + (ι^{red}_0 )^∗ B which implies that ω^B_0 = φ^∗_0 Ω_Q + B_0.

4.2 Identification at the μ-level and the Shift-trick

Now, using the Shift-trick as in [1, 40], we show that each (connected component of the) almost symplectic manifold ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) obtained in Theorem 3.9, is diffeomorphic to T^∗Q with its canonical 2-form Ω_Q properly modified by a “magnetic” term.

As usual, we denote by ~B_{HGS} = {η_1, ..., η_k} a global basis of equivariant f-valued functions on ~Q of (partially reduced) horizontal gauge symmetries and ~B∗_{HGS} = {μ1, ..., μk} the dual basis of f∗- valued functions given in (3.14). Recall that ~A is the induced connection on T ~Q (see Lemma 2.5) and observe that the 2-form ~B_1 in (3.20) is written with respect to this connection: ~A = η_i ⊗ ~Y^i and ~B_1 = B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~J_id ~Yi where ~Yi = τ ∗_{~Q} ~Y i for τ_{~Q} : T ∗ ~Q → ~Q is the canonical projection.

Next we proceed to define the Shift-map that, on μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}, coincides with the one defined in [1, 40]. More precisely, for f^∗-valued functions μ = c_iμ^i, where c_i ∈ R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}, we define the diffeomorphism Shift_μ : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q α → α − α_μ, (4.22)

where α_μ = ⟨μ, ~A⟩ for ⟨·, ·⟩ the natural pairing between the f^∗-valued function μ and the f-valued 1-form ~A, i.e., for x ∈ ~Q, α_μ(x) = ⟨μ(x), ~A_x⟩ ∈ T ∗_x ~Q. Lemma 4.2. If μ = c_iμ^i, for c_i ∈ R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}, then

(i) Shift^∗_μ Ω_{~Q} = Ω_{~Q} + τ^∗_{~Q} c_id ~Y^i.

(ii) The restricted map shift_μ := Shift_μ|_{~J −1(μ)} : ~J^{−1}(μ) → ~J^{−1}(0) is a well defined equivariant diffeomorphism and hence there is a well defined diffeomorphism shift_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ)/F → ~J^{−1}(0)/F so that the following diagram commutes T^∗ ~Q Shift_μ fflffl ~J −1(μ) ι_μ oo^{ρμ} //

shift_μ fflffl ~J −1(μ)/F shift_μ fflffl T^∗ ~Q ~J^{−1}(0)

ι_0

oo^{ρ0} // ~J^{−1}(0)/F

(4.23)

Proof. (i) Note that if μ = c_iμ^i, for μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}, then by (2.11), ⟨μ, ~A⟩ = c_i ~Y^i and hence d⟨μ, ~A⟩ = c_id ~Y^i. Moreover, following [40], we can also prove that Shift^∗_μΘ_{~Q} = Θ_{~Q} − τ^∗_{~Q}⟨μ, ~A⟩ and conclude that Shift^∗_μ Ω_{~Q} = Ω_{~Q} + τ^∗_{~Q} c_id ~Y^i.

(ii) It is straightforward to check that shift_μ is a diffeomorphism. To see the equivariance, recall that, for h ∈ F , ~Ψ_h : ~Q → ~Q denotes the F -action on ~Q and μ(x) denotes the evaluation of the f^∗- valued function μ at x ∈ ~Q. On the one hand, due to the F -invariance of the horizontal space ~Hor, the connection ~A is Ad-equivariant: for x ∈ ~Q, y = Ψ_h−1 (x), and X a vector field on ~Q. ~A_x(T ~Ψ_h(X(y))) = Ad_h( ~A_y(X(y))). On the other hand, since the (partially reduced) horizontal gauge momenta ~J_i are F -invariant functions, then the associated horizontal gauge symmetries η_i (seen as f-valued functions) are Ad-equivariant and the corresponding f^∗-valued functions μ^i are Ad^∗-equivariant, i.e., Ad_h(η_y) = η_x and Ad^∗_hμ(x) = μ(y).

For α_x ∈ T^∗_x ~Q and h ∈ F , we get that

T^∗ ~Ψ_h(Shift_μ(α_x)) = T^∗ ~Ψ_h(α_x) − T^∗ ~Ψ_h(⟨μ(x), ~A_x⟩) = T^∗ ~Ψ_h(α_x) − ⟨μ(x), ~A_x ∘ T ~Ψ_h)⟩ = T^∗ ~Ψ_h(α_x) − ⟨μ(x), Ad_h( ~A_y)⟩ = T^∗ ~Ψ_h(α_x) − ⟨Ad^∗_h(μ(x)), ~A_y ⟩ = T^∗ ~Ψ_h(α_x) − ⟨μ(y), ~A_y⟩ = Shift_μ(T^∗ ~Ψ_h(α_x)).

Next, for each f^∗-valued function μ = c_iμ^i with c_i ∈ R and μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS} we consider the map φ_μ := φ_0 ∘ shift_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ)/F → T^∗Q, (4.24) which, by construction, is a diffeomorphism.

Theorem 4.3. Consider a nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension assumption such that it admits k = rank(S) G-invariant horizontal gauge momenta. Moreover, we assume that the system verifies the vertical symmetry condition. The reduction of the partially reduced system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H) given in Theorem 3.9, induces, for each μ = c_iμ^i (with μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS}), the almost symplectic manifold ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) for which the diffeomorphism φ_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ)/F → T^∗Q satisfies that φ^∗_μ Ω_Q = ω^B_μ − B_μ,

where B_μ := (ι^{red}_μ )^∗B for ι^{red}_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ)/F → T^∗ ~Q/F the natural inclusion. In particular, if dim(Q) = 1, then φ^∗_μΩ_Q = ω^B_μ .

Proof. First, consider the following two commutative diagrams ~J −1(0) ρ_0 fflffl

ι_0 // T^∗ ~Q ρ_F fflffl ~J −1(0)/F^{ιred0} // T ∗ ~Q/F

~J −1(μ) ρ_μ fflffl

ι_μ // T^∗ ~Q ρ_F fflffl ~J −1(μ)/F^{ιredμ} // T ∗ ~Q/F

(4.25)

Since ρ^∗_F B = ~B and, as a consequence of Theorem 3.9, we see that φ^∗_μ Ω_Q = ω^B_μ − B_μ if and only if

ρ^∗_μ ∘ φ^∗_μ Ω_Q = ι^∗_μ(Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~B) − ι^∗_μ ~B. (4.26)

Next, we will prove (4.26). Using the definition of φ_μ in (4.24) and by (4.23) we have that

ρ^∗_μ ∘ φ^∗_μ Ω_Q = ρ^∗_μ ∘ shift^∗_μ ∘ φ^∗_0 Ω_Q = shift^∗_μ ∘ ρ^∗_0 ∘ φ^∗_0 Ω_Q = shift^∗_μ ∘ ρ^∗_0 (ω^B_0 − B_0),

where in the last equality we used Prop. 4.1. Moreover, since ρ^∗_0(ω^B_0 − B_0) = ι^∗_0 Ω_{~Q} (see the proof of Prop. 4.1), and using (4.25) and Lemma 4.2, we conclude that

ρ^∗_μ ∘ φ^∗_μ Ω_Q = shift^∗_μ ∘ ι^∗_0 Ω_{~Q} = ι^∗_μ ∘ Shift^∗_μ Ω_{~Q} = ι^∗_μ(Ω_{~Q} + τ^∗_{~Q} c_id ~Y^i) = ι^∗_μ(Ω_{~Q} + ~J_id ~Y^i),

where in the last equality we also used Prop.3.2 and the fact that ~Y^i = τ^∗_{~Q} ~Y^i. Finally, recalling the expression of ~B_1 in (3.20), we see that Ω_{~Q} + ~J_id ~Y^i = Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~B_1 and, since ~B_1 = ~B − ~B, we arrive to the desired result (4.26).

Remark 4.4. Theorem 4.3 identifies each almost symplectic manifold ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) with (T^∗Q, Ω_Q + ^B_μ) where ^B_μ := (φ−1_μ )∗B_μ. Observe that ^B_μ is not a magnetic term in the strict sense since it might be non closed and is not coming from a 2-form defined on Q. Moreover, it has no connection with the magnetic term that appears in hamiltonian systems. ⋄

5 Relation with the nonholonomic bracket

In this section we will work with the nonholonomic bracket {·, ·}_{nh} on M defined by the system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M). First, we recall from [5] how the gauge transformation by the 2-form B of the nonholonomic bracket defines a new almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_B on M. Afterwards, we will see how the 2-step reduction developed in Section 3 translates into a 2-step reduction where at each level we obtain an almost Poisson bracket showing that the almost symplectic foliation defined in Theorem 3.9 coincides with the union of almost symplectic leaves associated to the reduced bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on M/G.

5.1 The nonholonomic bracket and reduction

Consider a nonholonomic system given by the triple (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) as in Section 2. The fact that Ω_M|_C is a nondegenerate 2-section [9] not only defines uniquely the nonholonomic vector field but also it induces an almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_{nh} on functions on M, given for each f ∈ C^∞(M), by

{·, f}_{nh} = X_f if and only if i_{Xf} Ω_M|_C = (df)|_C . (5.27)

The bracket {·, ·}_{nh} is called the nonholonomic bracket [32, 39, 47] and it describes the nonholonomic dynamics since X_{nh} = {·, H_M}_{nh}.

Recall that, on the one hand, an almost Poisson bracket is a bilinear, skew-symmetric bracket that satisfies Leibniz identity but not necessarily the Jacobi identity. In fact, the characteristic distribution of the nonholonomic bracket {·, ·}_{nh} –the distribution generated by the hamiltonian vector fields X_f – is the nonintegrable distribution C, induced by the constraints and defined in (2.2), and hence the Jacobi identity is not satisfied. On the other hand, a Poisson bracket satisfies the Jacobi identity and, as a consequence, it has an integrable characteristic distribution inducing a symplectic foliation. In between, there is a class of almost Poisson brackets that have an integrable characteristic distribution but the Jacobi identity is still not satisfied. More precisely, an almost Poisson bracket {·, ·} on M is twisted Poisson [36, 46] if there exists a closed 3-form Φ on M such that {f, {g, h}} + {g, {h, f}} + {h, {f, g}} = Φ(X_f , X_g, X_h), for f, g, h ∈ C^∞(M). (5.28) A twisted Poisson bracket admits an almost symplectic foliation. The role of (regular) twisted Poisson brackets in nonholonomic mechanics was studied in [2, 5, 7] where it was observed that the reduction by symmetries of the nonholonomic bracket might become twisted Poisson.

If the nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) has a symmetry given by the action of a Lie group G, then the nonholonomic bracket is G-invariant as well, and thus it can be reduced to an almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_{red} on M/G so that, for f̄, ḡ ∈ C^∞(M/G),

{f̄, ḡ}_{red}(ρ(m)) = {ρ^∗f̄, ρ^∗ḡ}_{nh}(m), (5.29)

for m ∈ M and ρ : M → M/G the orbit projection. The reduced bracket {·, ·}_{red} on M/G is responsible of the reduced dynamics: X_{red} = {·, H_{red}}_{red},

where H_{red} : M/G → R is, as usual, the reduced hamiltonian, i.e., ρ^∗H_{red} = H_M.

In this section, we denote a nonholonomic system by the triple (M, {·, ·}_{nh} , H_M) or by (M/G, {·, ·}_{red} , H_{red}) to refer to the reduced system.

Following Section 2.2, we assume that we can choose a vertical complement of the constraints that satisfies the vertical symmetry condition, then the reduction by G_W of the nonholonomic system (M, {·, ·}_{nh} , H_M) gives the partially reduced nonholonomic system (M/G_W , {·, ·}_{~nh} , ~H) with the almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_{~nh} obtained as in (5.29) but with respect to the orbit projection ρ_{GW} : M → M/G_W . It is straightforward to see that the bracket {·, ·}_{~nh} is nondegenerate and hence the system (M/G_W , {·, ·}_{~nh} , ~H) is just the Chaplygin system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) from (2.5). Finally, the reduction by the Lie group F = G/G_W of (M/G_W , {·, ·}_{~nh} , ~H) gives the reduced nonholonomic system (M/G, {·, ·}_{red} , H_{red}). 5.2 Gauge transformation of the nonholonomic bracket and reduction

Consider a nonholonomic system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) with a G-symmetry admitting k = rank(S) horizontal gauge momenta {J_1, ..., J_k }. Next, we study the gauge transformation by the 2-form B of the nonholonomic bracket {·, ·}_{nh} and its reduction process.

More precisely, consider the 2-form B on M defined in (3.18). Observe that, since Ω_M|_C is nondegenerate and B is semi-basic with respect to the bundle τ_M : M → Q, then (Ω_M + B)|_C is a nondegenerate 2-section and we can define the new bracket {·, ·}_B on functions on M, given at each f ∈ C^∞(M), by X_f = {·, f}_B if and only if i_{Xf} (Ω_M + B)|_C = (df)|_C , (5.30)

(c.f. (5.27)). Therefore the 2-form B defines a gauge transformation of the nonholonomic bracket {·, ·}_{nh} generating the gauge related bracket {·, ·}_B on M (see [5, 29, 46] for more details). Since the 2-form B satisfies the dynamical condition i_{Xnh} B = 0 (see (3.19)), then the bracket {·, ·}_B still describes the nonholonomic dynamics: X_{nh} = {·, H_M}_B and we say that B defines a dynamical gauge transformation [5]. From (5.27) and (5.30) we see that the brackets {·, ·}_{nh} and {·, ·}_B share the characteristic distribution C (hence {·, ·}_B is an almost Poisson bracket as well).

Due to Prop. 3.5 the 2-form B is G-invariant, then the (dynamically) gauge related bracket {·, ·}_B is also G-invariant and it descends to an almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on M/G, such that, at each f̄, ḡ ∈ C∞(M/G), and for m ∈ M {f̄, ḡ}^B_{red}(ρ(m)) = {ρ^∗f̄, ρ^∗ḡ}_B (m). (5.31)

Therefore the nonholonomic system can be equivalently determined by the triple (M, {·, ·}_B , H_M) and by (M/G, {·, ·}^B_{red} , H_M) to refer to the reduced system.

Note that the bracket {·, ·}_B is, in particular, G_W -invariant as well. Following (5.31), but using the orbit projection ρ_{GW} : M → T^∗ ~Q, the almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_B descends to an almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_{~B} on T^∗ ~Q.

Proposition 5.1. The almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}_{~B} on T^∗ ~Q is nondegenerate and defined by the 2-form ~Ω_B = ~Ω + ~B, i.e., for f ∈ C^∞(T^∗ ~Q),

X_f = {·, f}_{~B} if and only if i_{Xf} ~Ω_B = df.

Proof. Since the brackets {·, ·}_{nh} and {·, ·}_B are gauge related by the 2-form B, which is basic with respect to the bundle ρ_{GW} : M → T^∗ ~Q, then by [2, Prop.4.8], the (partially reduced) brackets {·, ·}_{~nh} and {·, ·}_{~B} on T^∗ ~Q are gauge related by the 2-form ~B. Therefore, since ~Ω is the 2-form associated to {·, ·}_{~nh} , then ~Ω + ~B is the corresponding 2-form associated to {·, ·}_{~B} .

From Prop. 5.1 we conclude that the brackets {·, ·}_{~nh} and {·, ·}_{~B} are (dynamically) gauge related and that the triple (T^∗ ~Q, {·, ·}_{~B} , ~H) is just equivalent to the triple (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω_B, ~H). Moreover, from Theorem 3.9(i) we observe that the nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, {·, ·}_{~B} , ~H) has a symmetry given by the action of the Lie group F = G/G_W and, using the orbit projection ρ_F : T^∗ ~Q → T^∗ ~Q/F , we can define the reduced bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on T^∗ ~Q/F analogously as in (5.31). It is straightforward to conclude that the F -reduction of (T^∗ ~Q, {·, ·}_{~B} , ~H) and the G-reduction of (M, {·, ·}_B , H_M) coincide and that is why we use the same notation: (M/G, {·, ·}^B_{red} , H_{red}).

The properties of the bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on M/G are studied in [7] (see also [30]) where it is observed that, not only it describes the dynamics: X_{red} = {·, H_{red}}^B_{red}, but also the bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} is regular with an integrable characteristic distribution and hence it is twisted Poisson. This last fact is easily seen using that the rank of its characteristic distribution is dim(M/G) − k and the k functions J̄_i are Casimirs. Precisely, recall that { ~J_1, ..., ~J_k } are the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta with {η_1, ..., η_k } the partially reduced horizontal gauge symmetries, then Prop. 3.7 guarantees that {·, ~J_i}_{~B} = (η_i)_T ∗_{~Q} and thus {·, J̄_i}^B_{red} = 0 for J̄_i ∈ C^∞(M/G) such that ρ^∗_F J̄_i = ~J_i.

Next, we see how Theorem 3.9 characterizes also the almost symplectic structure on the foliation associated to the reduced bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} .

As usual, μ = c_iμ^i is a f^∗-valued function on ~Q where μ^i ∈ ~B^∗_{HGS} and c_i ∈ R for i = 1, ..., k.

Theorem 5.2. The leaves of the twisted Poisson bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on M/G are (the connected components of) the almost symplectic manifolds ( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F, ω^B_μ ) obtained in Theorem 3.9, where ~J^{−1}(μ)/F coincides with the common level sets of the reduced horizontal gauge momenta J̄_i on M/G, i.e., ~J −1(μ)/F ≃ ∩_iJ̄^{−1}_i (c_i). Proof. Let f ∈ C^∞(T^∗ ~Q/F ). We will show that the vector field X := {·, f}^B_{red} defined on T^∗ ~Q/F satisfies that, for ᾱ ∈ ~J^{−1}(μ)/F , X(α) ∈ T_α( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F ) and

i_{X(α)}ω^B_μ = d(ι^{red}_μ )^∗f(α), (5.32)

where, as usual, ι^{red}_μ : ~J^{−1}(μ)/F → M/G is the natural inclusion. In fact, first observe that, since X belongs to the characteristic distribution of {·, ·}^B_{red} then X(J_i) = 0 and hence X(α) ∈ T_α(J̄^{−1}_i (c_i)) = T_α( ~J^{−1}(μ)/F ), using Prop. 3.2. Now, let α ∈ ~J^{−1}(μ) and X(α) ∈ T_α( ~J^{−1}(μ)) such that ρ_F (α) = α and T ρ_F (X(α)) = X(α). By the definition of X and X, we have that X(α) = {·, ρ^∗_F f}_{~B}(α) and therefore, by Prop. 5.1, i_{X(α)} ~Ω_B = dρ^∗_F f(α) and hence i_{X(α)}ι^∗_μ ~Ω_B = dι^∗_μρ^∗_F f(α) which, by Theorem 3.9, is equivalent to (5.32).

Remark 5.3. (i) As a consequence of the three main Theorems (Thms. 3.9, 4.3 and 5.2) we conclude that the (connected components of the) almost symplectic leaves of the reduced bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} on M/G are diffeomorphic to (T^∗Q, Ω_Q + ^B_μ), see Remark 4.4.

(ii) Following the notation of [7], we have that the reduction of the manifold (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω + ~B_1) gives the Poisson bracket {·, ·}^1_{red} on M/G for which the symplectic leaves are diffeomorphic to (T^∗Q, Ω_Q). Moreover, Theorem 5.2 puts in evidence the gauge relation of {·, ·}^1_{red} and {·, ·}^B_{red} since they have the same foliation and the 2-form on each leaf is given by Ω_Q and Ω_Q + ^B_μ, respectively. ⋄

6 Examples

In this section we study four different examples. All of them admit a vertical complement of the constraints satisfying the vertical symmetry condition and k horizontal gauge momenta given by the nonholonomic momentum map evaluated in non-constant sections.

6.1 Nonholonomic particle

The nonholonomic particle is the toy example describing the motion of a particle in Q = R^3 with coordinates q = (x, y, z) determined by the (kinetic) Lagrangian L =^1_2 (ẋ^2 + ẏ^2 + ż^2) and the nonintegrable distribution D = span {∂_x + y∂_z, ∂_y }. The translational Lie group G = R^2 acting on the first and third variable of R^3 is a symmetry of the nonholonomic system. The system (M, Ω_M|_C , H_M) admits a G-invariant horizontal gauge momentum J_ζ =^1√_{1+y2} p_x on M (where (p_x, p_y, p_z) are the coordinates

on T^∗_q Q associated to the basis {dx, dy, dz − ydx}, see e.g. [10]).

First step reduction. The vertical complement W = span{∂_z} satisfies the vertical symmetry condition and therefore, the reduction of the system by the Lie group G_W = R gives the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗ ~Q, ~Ω, ~H) where ~Q = R^2 , ~Ω = Ω_R2 − B_{⟨JK⟩} = dx ∧ dp_x + dy ∧ dp_y − y 1+y^2 px dx ∧ dy and ~H =^1_2

(_1

1+y^2 p 2 x + p^2_y ) . The action of the Lie group F = G/G_W ≃ R on ~Q (given by

the translation on the first variable) is a symmetry of the partially reduced system on T^∗ ~Q. By Prop. 2.6 the partially reduced horizontal gauge momentum is given by ~J_{η1} =^1√_{1+y2} p_x with η_1 =^1√_{1+y2} 1 where 1 ∈ f = R such that 1_{~Q} = ∂_x. Following the computations on Sec. 3.2, the 2-form defining the gauge transformation is B = 0 and hence (η_1)_T ∗_{~Q} is the hamiltonian vector field associated to the function ~J_{η1} for the 2-form ~Ω as Prop. 3.7 shows.

Momentum map and reduction. The canonical momentum bundle map ~J : T^∗(R^2 ) → f^∗ is given, at each (x, y) ∈ R^2 , by ⟨ ~J(x, y, p_x, p_y), η(x, y)⟩ = f(x, y)p_x, where η(x, y) = f(x, y)1 ∈ f for f ∈ C^∞(R^2 ). The dual element μ ∈ Γ(R^2 × f^∗) associated to η_1 ∈ Γ(R^2 × f) is given by μ = √ 1 + y^21^∗, where 1^∗ ∈ f^∗ is the dual element of 1. For μ_c = cμ with c ∈ R, ~J^{−1}(μ_c) = {(x, y, p_x, p_y) : p_x = c √ 1 + y^2} = ~J^{−1}_{η1} (c), recovering Prop. 3.2. Following Theorem 3.9, ι^∗_{μc} ~Ω = dy ∧dp_y and hence on ~J^{−1}(μ_c)/F ≃ T^∗(R) the 2-form ω_{μc} = dy ∧dp_y is symplectic and coincides with the canonical 2-form on T^∗(R), see Theorem 4.3. Therefore, each symplectic leaf associated to {·, ·}_{red} on M/G is identified with the canonical symplectic manifold (T^∗(R), Ω_R).

6.2 Snakeboard

The snakeboard describes the dynamics of a skateboard but allowing the axis of the wheels to rotate by the effect of the human rider creating a torque, so that the board spins about a vertical axis, see e.g. [10]. The system is modelled on the manifold Q = SE(2) × S^1 × S^1 with coordinates q = (θ, x, y, ψ, ϕ), where (θ, x, y) ∈ SE(2) represents the orientation and the position of the board, ψ is the angle of the rotor with respect to the board and ϕ is the angle of the front and back wheels with respect to the board (which in this simplified model they are assumed to be equal). We denote by m the mass of the board, r the distance from the center of the board to the pivot point of the wheel axes and by J, J_0 the inertia of the rotor and of the board respectively. The lagrangian is given by

L(q, q̇) =^m_2 (ẋ^2 + ẏ^2 + r^2θ̇^2) +^1_2 Jψ̇^2 + Jψ̇θ̇ + J_0ϕ̇^2.

In this simplified version, see [11], the constraint 1-forms can be written as ε^x = dx+r cos θ cot ϕ dθ and ε^y = dy + r sin θ cot ϕ dθ, with ϕ ≠ 0, π, and hence the constraint distribution D is given by

D = span {Y_θ := ∂_θ − r cos θ cot ϕ ∂_x − r sin θ cot ϕ ∂_y, ∂_ψ, ∂_ϕ} .

The action of the Lie group G = SE(2) × S^1 on Q given, at each q ∈ Q and (α, a, b, β) ∈ G, by Ψ_{(α,a,b,β)}(θ, x, y, ψ, ϕ) = (θ + α, x cos α − y sin α + a, x sin α + y cos α + b, ψ + β, ϕ), is free and proper and it defines a symmetry for the nonholonomic system. Then V = span{Y_θ, ∂_ψ, ∂_x, ∂_y}.

The manifold M. Observe that W = span {∂_x, ∂_y} is a vertical complement of the constraints, and we may consider the adapted basis B_{T Q} = {Y_θ, ∂_ψ, ∂_ϕ, ∂_x, ∂_y} of T Q = D ⊕ W with dual basis B_T ∗_Q = {dθ, dψ, dϕ, ε^x, ε^y}. If we denote by (p_θ, p_ψ, p_ϕ, p_x, p_y) the associated coordinates on T^∗Q, then the manifold M ⊂ T^∗Q is given by p_x = − cos θ F (ϕ)(p_θ − p_ψ) and p_y = − sin θ F (ϕ)(p_θ − p_ψ), where F (ϕ) = mr^{sin ϕ cos ϕ}

mr^2−J sin^2 ϕ .

The vertical symmetry condition and first step reduction. The vertical complement W of the constraints D satisfies the vertical symmetry condition, that is, G_W = R^2 . Then the system is R^2 - Chaplygin and the partially reduced nonholonomic system takes place in T^∗ ~Q for ~Q ≃ SO(2) × S^1 × S^1 with coordinates (θ, ψ, ϕ) and it is determined by the partially reduced hamiltonian ~H and the 2-form

~Ω = Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} = −d(p_θdθ + p_ψdψ + p_ϕdϕ) + r^{F (ϕ)}_{sin2 ϕ} (p_θ − p_ψ)dθ ∧ dϕ, (6.33)

where we recall that ρ^∗_W B_{⟨JK⟩} = ⟨J, K_W ⟩ and ⟨J, K_W ⟩|_C = (p_xdε^x + p_ydε^y)|_C .

The remaining symmetry is given by the action of the Lie group F = G/G_W ≃ S^1 × S^1 on ~Q given, at each (α, β) ∈ F and (θ, ψ, ϕ) ∈ ~Q, by ~Ψ_{(α,β)}(θ, ψ, ϕ) = (θ + α, ψ + β, ϕ), with trivial Lie algebra f ≃ R^2 .

Horizontal gauge momenta and gauge transformation. First observe that S = span{Y_θ, ∂_ψ}. Following [6], we have also two (G-invariant) horizontal gauge momenta J_1, J_2 given by

J_1 = exp ( r ∫_{F (ϕ)} sin^2(ϕ) dϕ ) (p_θ − p_ψ) and J_2 = p_ψ.

By the G_W -invariance of J_1 and J_2, we can define the partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta ~J_1 = ⟨ ~J, η_1⟩ and ~J_2 = ⟨ ~J, η_1⟩ on T ∗ ~Q as in (2.10) for ~J : T ∗ ~Q → f∗ the canonical momentum map and η_1, η_2 ∈ Γ( ~Q × f) with η_1 = E(ϕ)(e_1 − e_2) and η_2 = e_2, where E(ϕ) = exp ( r ∫_{F (ϕ)} sin^2 ϕ dϕ ) and {e_1, e_2} is the canonical basis of f, see Lemma 2.5 and Sec. 3.1.

From Section 3.2 (for details see [6]) we can see that B = 0 and then Prop. 3.7 is verified directly for the 2-form ~Ω.

Momentum map and reduction. Let us consider the canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗ ~Q → f^∗. Following (2.9) and (3.14) we have the basis of sections ~B_{HGS} = {η_1, η_2} on ~Q × f → ~Q and its dual basis ~B^∗_{HGS} = {μ^1, μ^2} so that μ^1 =^1_{E(ϕ)} e^1 and μ^2 = e^1 + e^2, where {e^1, e^2} is the dual basis of f^∗ associated to {e_1, e_2}. Therefore for μ = c_1μ^1 + c_2μ^2 ∈ Γ( ~Q × f^∗) with c_1, c_2 ∈ R, we obtain that

~J^{−1}(μ) = ~J^{−1}_1 (c_1) ∩ ~J^{−1}_2 (c_2) = {(θ, ϕ, ψ, p_θ , p_ϕ, p_ψ) ∈ T^∗ ~Q : p_θ =^c1_{E(ϕ)} + c_2 and p_ψ = c_2}. (6.34)

From (6.33) and (6.34) we can compute ι^∗_μ ~Ω and hence, following Theorem 3.9 we conclude that the (almost) symplectic form on ~J^{−1}(μ)/F is ω_μ = dϕ ∧ dp_ϕ. Therefore, in agreement with Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 5.2, we identify the leaves of {·, ·}_{red} defined in (5.29) (and computed explicitly in [6]) with the canonical symplectic manifolds (T^∗S^1, Ω_S1 ) (observe that dim(Q) = 1).

6.3 Chaplygin ball

Next, we study the celebrated example called the Chaplygin ball in the context of [14, 22, 29], see also [31]. Consider a ball of radius r with an inhomogeneous mass distribution (but with the center of mass coinciding with the geometric center) that rolls without sliding on a plane. We denote by I the inertia tensor that is represented as a diagonal matrix with positive entries given by the principal moments of inertia I_1, I_2, I_3. The configuration manifold is Q = SO(3) × R^2 , where the rotational matrix g ∈ SO(3) represents the orientation of the ball relating the orthogonal frame attached to the body with the one fixed in space and (x, y) ∈ R^2 represents the position of the center of mass of the ball. The Lagrangian is just the kinetic energy

L((g, x, y), (Ω, ẋ, ẏ)) =^1_2 ⟨IΩ, Ω⟩ +^m_2 (ẋ^2 + ẏ^2),

where Ω = (Ω_1, Ω_2, Ω_3) is the angular velocity in body coordinates and m is the total mass of the ball.

The nonholonomic constraints are written as ẋ = r⟨β, Ω⟩ and ẏ = −r⟨α, Ω⟩ defining the constraints 1-forms given by ϵ^x = dx − r⟨β, λ⟩ and ϵ^y = dy + r⟨α, λ⟩, where α = (α_1, α_2, α_3) and β = (β_1, β_2, β_3) are the first and second rows of the matrix g, λ = (λ_1, λ_2, λ_3) are the left-invariant Maurer Cartan 1-forms on SO(3) and ⟨·, ·⟩ is the natural pairing in R^3 .

The system has a symmetry given by the action Ψ of the Lie group G = SE(2) on Q given, at each (h, (a, b)) ∈ SE(2) and (g, (x, y)) ∈ SO(3) × R^2 , by Ψ_{(h,(a,b))}(g, (x, y)) = (h̃g, h(x, y)^t + (a, b)^t), where ~h = (h 0_{0 1}) ∈ SO(3) and (·)t is the transpose of the element (·).

Let us denote by {X^L_1 , X^L_2 , X^L_3 } the left invariant vector fields on SO(3) (so that at the identity they are align with the canonical basis of so(3)) dual to {λ_1, λ_2, λ_3} and then we observe that the vector fields X_i := X^L_i + rβ_i∂_x − rα_i∂_y for i = 1, 2, 3 generate the constraint distribution D. Observe also that the vertical distribution V is generated by {⟨γ, X⟩, ∂_x, ∂_y}, where γ = (γ_1, γ_2, γ_3) is the third row of the matrix g and X = (X_1, X_2, X_3). Therefore, the distribution W = {∂_x, ∂_y} is a vertical complement of the constraints and hence we may consider the adapted basis of T Q given by B_{T Q} = {X_1, X_2, X_3, ∂_x, ∂_y} with dual basis B_T ∗_Q = {λ_1, λ_2, λ_3, ϵ^x, ϵ^y}.

The manifold M. If (M_1, M_2, M_3, p_x, p_y) are the coordinates associated to the basis B_T ∗_Q then the manifold M ⊂ T^∗Q is given by p_x = mr⟨β, Ω⟩ and p_y = −mr⟨α, Ω⟩, where M = (M_1, M_2, M_3) and Ω are related by M = IΩ + mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩γ.

The vertical symmetry condition and first step reduction. The Lie group G_W = R^2 is a closed normal subgroup of G and hence it is a symmetry of the nonholonomic system that makes it into a Chaplygin system: T Q = D ⊕ W for W = span{∂_x, ∂_y}. Since ~Q ≃ SO(3) then M/G_W ≃ T^∗SO(3) with coordinates (g, M). The 2-form ~Ω on T^∗SO(3), defining the partially reduced dynamics, is given by ~Ω = Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} = −d(M_iλ_i) − mr^2(Ω − ⟨γ, Ω⟩γ)dλ. The remaining Lie group F = G/G_W ≃ S^1 leaves invariant the system (T^∗SO(3), ~Ω, ~H).

Horizontal gauge momentum and gauge transformation. Following [22] (see also [14, 29]), this example admits one G-invariant horizontal gauge momentum J_ζ ∈ C^∞(M) defined by the section ζ = (1, −x, y) of g_S , that is, J_ζ = ⟨J^{nh}, (1, −x, y)⟩ = ⟨γ, M⟩. Moreover, since J_ζ is basic, it descends to a partially horizontal gauge momentum ~J_1 = ⟨ ~J, 1⟩ = i_{~Y} Θ_{~Q} where ~Y = 1_{~Q} = ⟨γ, X⟩ for 1 ∈ f ≃ R, see Lemma 2.5.

Since rank(S) = dim(f) = 1, following Sec. 3.2 (see also [7, 29]), the system admits a dynamical gauge transformation by the 2-form B = mr^2⟨Ω, dλ⟩ so that ~Y = 1_{~Q} is the hamiltonian vector field associated to ~J_1 with respect to the 2-form ~Ω_B = Ω_{~Q} − B_{⟨JK⟩} + ~B = −d(M_iλ_i) + mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩⟨γ, dλ⟩. (6.35) Moreover, from Sec. 3.2, the 2-form B is written as B = B_1 + B where B_1 = ⟨J, K_W ⟩ − J_ζ d⟨γ, λ⟩ and B = mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩⟨γ, dλ⟩ + J_ζ Φ_S2 for Φ_S2 = d⟨γ, λ⟩ = γ_1 dγ_2 ∧ dγ_3 + γ_2 dγ_3 ∧ dγ_1 + γ_3 dγ_1 ∧ dγ_2, see [5, 7] for details.

Momentum map and reduction. From (6.35) we observe that ~Ω_B is the sum of the canonical 2-form on T^∗ ~Q and a basic 2-form (with respect to the principal bundle T^∗SO(3) → T^∗SO(3)/F ), which implies that the canonical momentum map ~J : T^∗SO(3) → f^∗ is a standard momentum map for ~Ω_B. Moreover, since ~J_1 = ⟨ ~J, 1⟩ we can perform a standard (almost) symplectic reduction (as it was done in [4]).

In what follows we compute the almost symplectic foliation defined in Theorem 3.9 in order to illustrate Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 5.2 and enlighten the almost symplectic leaves associated to the twisted Poisson bracket described in [5, 14, 29]. For γ_3 ≠ 0, consider the basis B_{T ~Q} = { ~Y , ~X_i = X^L_i − γ_i ~Y } for i = 1, 2 with the dual basis B_T ∗_{~Q} = {ϵ^{~Y} = ⟨γ, λ⟩, ~X^1 = γ^{−1}_3 (−γ_1λ_3 + γ_3λ_1), ~X^2 = γ^{−1}_3 (−γ_2λ_3 + γ_3λ_2)}. If (~p, p_1, p_2) are the coordinates on T^∗ ~Q associated with this basis, then ~Ω_B = −d(p_1 ~X^1 + p_2 ~X^2) − d(~p ϵ^{~Y} ) + mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩⟨γ, dλ⟩. Then, using Remark 3.10 we have that ~J^{−1}(μ)/F = J̄^{−1}_1 (c) = {(γ, ~p, p_1, p_2) : ⟨γ, γ⟩ = 1, ~p = c} ≃ T^∗(S^2), and hence ω^B_μ = Ω_S2 + (c − mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩)Φ_S2 ,

where Ω_S2 is the canonical 2-form on T^∗(S^2). Therefore, the almost symplectic foliation of the bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} (computed explicitly in [14, 29]) is identified with the manifolds (T^∗(S^2), Ω_S2 + ^B_μ), where ^B_μ is the 2-form on T^∗(S^2) given by ^B_μ = (c − mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩)Φ_S2 (observe also that B = (J̄_1 − mr^2⟨γ, Ω⟩)Φ_S2 ). In this case, we can compute a conformal factor f_μ for each leaf (T^∗(S^2), Ω_S2 + ^B_μ) in order to obtain the conformal factor for the bracket {·, ·}^B_{red} (see e.g., [4]).

6.4 Solids of revolution on a plane

Let us consider a convex body of revolution, i.e., a body that is geometrically and dynamically symmetric under rotations about a given axis, rolling on a plane without sliding. This example is interesting because the horizontal gauge momenta cannot be explicitly written. However, we will see that the reduction of Theorem 3.9 gives a symplectic foliation, where the nonholonomic dynamics lives, that is diffeomorphic to (T^∗S^1, Ω_S1 ) as Theorem 4.3 asserts.

For this example we follow [19, 20] and we keep the notation and framework of the previous example. We assume that the body is invariant under rotations around e_3 and hence the principal moments of inertia are I_1 = I_2 and I_3. The total mass of the body is m and the position of the center of mass is represented by the coordinates x = (x, y, z) ∈ R^3 while the relative position of the body is given by the rotational matrix g ∈ SO(3). The lagrangian L : T (SO(3) × R^3 ) → R is of mechanical type and is given by L((g, x), (Ω, ẋ)) = 1 2 ⟨IΩ, Ω⟩ + 1 2 m⟨ẋ, ẋ⟩ − mg⟨x, e_3⟩, where I is the inertia matrix with entries I_1, I_2, I_3, Ω = (Ω_1, Ω_2, Ω_3) is the angular velocity of the body in body coordinates, g is the constant of gravity and ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product in R^3 .

Let s be the vector from x to a fixed point on the surface S of the body. If we denote by γ = (γ_1, γ_2, γ_3) the third row of the matrix g ∈ SO(3), then s can be represented by the map s : S^2 → S so that s(γ) = (ϱ(γ_3)γ_1, ϱ(γ_3)γ_2, ζ(γ_3)), where ϱ = ϱ(γ_3) and ζ = ζ(γ_3) are the smooth functions defined in [20, Chap.6.7] that depend on the shape of the body. Throughout this work, we will also denote s(γ) = ϱγ − Le_3 where L = L(γ_3) = ϱγ_3 − ζ. Since the body rolls on a plane, the configuration space Q is diffeomorphic to SO(3) × R^2 and it is described by Q = {(g, x) ∈ SO(3) × R^3 : z = −⟨γ, s⟩}. The nonholonomic constraints describing the rolling without sliding are written as g^tẋ = −Ω × s.

Using that (Ω, ẋ) are the coordinates associated to the basis {X^L_1 , X^L_2 , X^L_3 , ∂_x, ∂_y, ∂_z } of T Q, for X^L_i the left invariant vector fields on SO(3), we conclude that the constraint distribution D on Q can be written as D = span{X_1, X_2, X_3}, where the vector fields X_i are defined to be

X_i := X^L_i + (α × s)_i∂_x + (β × s)_i∂_y + (γ × s)_i∂_z, for i = 1, 2, 3,

with α and β the first and second rows of the matrix g. Therefore, the constraints 1-forms are ϵ^1 = dx − ⟨α, s × λ⟩ and ϵ^2 = dy − ⟨β, s × λ⟩, where λ = (λ_1, λ_2, λ_3) are the (Maurer-Cartan) 1-forms on SO(3) dual to the left invariant vector fields {X^L_1 , X^L_2 , X^L_3 }.

For (g, (x, y)) coordinates on Q ≃ SO(3) × R^2 , we define the action of the Lie group G = S^1 × SE(2) on Q given, at each (h_1, (h_2, (a, b))) ∈ G, by

Ψ_{(h1,(h2,(a,b)))}(g, (x, y)) = (h̃_2gh̃^{−1}_1 , h_1h_2(x, y)^t + (a, b)^t),

where h_1 and h_2 ∈ SO(2) are orthogonal 2 × 2 matrices and h̃_i = ( h_i 0 0 1 ) ∈ SO(3). Since this action

is not free, from now on, we consider the manifold Q given by the coordinates (g, (x, y)) with γ_3 ≠ ±1 and hence with this restriction it defines a symmetry of this nonholonomic system as in [6].

The Lie algebra associated to G is g ≃ R ×R ×R^2 . It is straightforward to check that the dimension assumption is satisfied since ∂_x, ∂_y are vector fields in V and D + V = T Q. Moreover, S = D ∩ V = span{Y_1 := X_3, Y_2 := ⟨γ, X⟩}, with X = (X_1, X_2, X_3). The sections ξ_1 := (1; 0, (y + ϱβ_3, −x − ϱα_3)) and ξ_2 := (0; 1, (y − Lβ_3, −x + Lα_3)) on Q × g → Q, verify that (ξ_1)_Q = −X_3 and (ξ_2)_Q = ⟨γ, X⟩ and hence they are a basis of the bundle g_S → Q.

The vertical symmetry condition and first step reduction. If we choose the vertical complement of the constraints W = span{∂_x, ∂_y} then W is G-invariant and generated by the Lie algebra w = R^2 . Therefore, W satisfies the vertical symmetry condition and we can perform a reduction by the Lie group G_W = R^2 obtaining the partially reduced nonholonomic system on T^∗SO(3) with the 2-form ~Ω = Ω_{SO(3)} − B_{⟨JK⟩} . The action of the Lie group F ≃ S^1 × S^1 on T^∗SO(3) is given, at each (g, M) ∈ T^∗SO(3) and (h_1, h_2) ∈ S^1 × S^1, by

~Ψ_{(h1,h2)}(g, M) = (h̃_2gh̃^{−1}_1 , h̃_1M).

This F -action defines a symmetry of the partially reduced nonholonomic system (T^∗SO(3), ~Ω, ~H) for γ_3 ≠ ±1.

Horizontal gauge momenta and gauge transformation. Following [16, 20] (see also [6]), this example admits two G-invariant horizontal gauge momenta J_1, J_2 on M defined by two sections ζ_1, ζ_2 on Q × g → Q given by

J_i = f^1_i (q)J_{ξ1} + f^2_i (q)J_{ξ2} and ζ_i = f^1_i (q)ξ_1 + f^2_i (q)ξ_2

where f^j_i are G-invariant functions on Q (i.e., they depend only on the variable γ_3) and J_{ξi} = ⟨J^{nh}, ξ_i⟩ for i = 1, 2. The functions f^j_i cannot be explicitly written, instead they are defined as a solution of an ordinary linear system of differential equations [6, 20].

The horizontal gauge momenta J_1, J_2 descend to partially reduced horizontal gauge momenta ~J_1, ~J_2 that are given by ~J_i = ⟨ ~J, η_i⟩ where η_i = ϱ_g(ζ_i) are the corresponding f-valued functions (as in Lemma 2.5). That is, ~B_{HGS} = {η_1, η_2} is given by

η_i = f̃^1_i e_1 + f̃^2_i e_2, (6.36)

where f̃^j_i are the functions on SO(3) such that ρ^∗_{~Q}f̃^j_i = f^j_i and e_1 = (1, 0) = ϱ_g(ξ_1), e_2 = (0, 1) = ϱ_g(ξ_2).

Following Sec. 3.2 (see [7, 30]) and Prop. 3.7, the partially reduced system admits a dynamical gauge transformation by a 2-form ~B, given by ~B = mϱ⟨γ, s⟩⟨Ω, dλ⟩, so that the infinitesimal generators associated to η_1, η_2 are hamiltonian vector fields of ~J_1, ~J_2 respectively with respect to the 2-form ~Ω_B = ~Ω + ~B.

Momentum map and reduction. On ~Q = SO(3) we will work with the basis B_{T SO(3)} = {X_0 = γ_1X_2 − γ_2X_1, ~Y_1 := X_3, ~Y_2 := ⟨γ, X⟩}, its dual basis B_T ∗_{SO(3)} = {X^0, ~Y^1, ~Y^2} and the associated coordinates (g, p_0, p_1, p_2) on T^∗SO(3).

Let us now consider the momentum map ~J : T^∗SO(3) → f^∗ so that, for each f-valued function on SO(3) such that η = h_1e_1 + h_2e_2 with h_i ∈ C^∞(SO(3)), we have that

⟨ ~J, η⟩ = i_{ηT} ∗_{SO(3)} Θ_{SO(3)} = h_1p_1 + h_2p_2.

Now, let {μ^1, μ^2} be f^∗-valued functions dual to η_1, η_2 defined in (6.36). If μ = c_1μ^1 + c_2μ^2 for c_1, c_2 ∈ R then ~J^{−1}(μ) = {(g, p_0, p_1, p_2) : ~f^i_j p_i = c_j} and hence the manifold ~J^{−1}(μ) is determined by the coordinates (g, p_0). The quotient by the action of the Lie group F defines the manifold ~J^{−1}(μ)/F that is diffeomorphic to T^∗S^1 and given by the coordinates (γ_3, p_0). Following Theorem 3.9 and since ι^∗_μ ~Ω_B = ι^∗_μ(Ω_{~Q} + ~J_id ~Y^i), we obtain that

ω^B_μ = X^0 ∧ dp_0,

which is the canonical 2-form on T^∗S^1 for X^0 =^{dγ3}_{1−γ23} , recalling that γ_3 ≠ ±1.

Therefore, as a consequence of Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 5.2, we conclude that the reduced almost Poisson manifold (M, {·, ·}^B_{red} ), given in Sec. 5, is in fact a Poisson manifold (as it was shown in [3, 30, 45]) with symplectic leaves symplectomorphic to (T^∗S^1, Ω_S1 ).

References

[1] R. Abraham, J. E. Marsden; Foundations of mechanics. Benjamin/Cummings Publishing Co. Inc. Advanced Book Program, Reading, Mass., (1978), Second edition, revised and enlarged, With the assistance of Tudor Ratiu and Richard Cushman.

[2] P. Balseiro; The Jacobiator of nonholonomic systems and the geometry of reduced nonholonomic brackets.

Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 214 (2014), 453-501.

[3] P. Balseiro; Hamiltonization of solids of revolution through reduction. Journal of Nonlinear Science, 27(3) (2017), 2001-2035.

[4] P. Balseiro, O. E. Fernandez; Reduction of Nonholonomic Systems in Two Stages. Nonlinearity, 28 (2015) 2873-2912.

[5] P. Balseiro, L. C. García-Naranjo; Gauge transformations, twisted Poisson brackets and Hamiltonization of nonholonomic systems. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal, 205 (2012), 267-310.

[6] P. Balseiro, N. Sansonetto; Conserved quantities of nonholonomic systems. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., Online first, DOI: 10.1007/s00205-022-01753-9 (2022).

[7] P. Balseiro, L. P. Yapu-Quispe; Conserved quantities and hamiltonization of nonholonomic systems. Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré C, Analyse non linéaire, 38 (2021), 23-60.

[8] L. Bates, H. Graumann, C. MacDonnell; Examples of gauge conservation laws in nonholonomic systems.

Reports on Mathematical Physics, 37 (1996), 295-308.

[9] L. Bates, J. Sniatycki; Nonholonomic reduction. Rep. Math. Phys., 32 (1993), 99-115. [10] A. M. Bloch; Nonholonomic Mechanics and Control. Interdisciplinary Applied Mathematics, Springer- Verlag, Berlin (2000).

[11] A. M. Bloch, P. S. Krishnaprasad, J. E. Marsden, R. M. Murray; Nonholonomic mechanical systems with symmetry. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 136 (1996), 21-99.

[12] A. V. Bolsinov, A. V. Borisov, I. S. Mamaev; Hamiltonisation of non-holonomic systems in the neighborhood of invariant manifolds. Regular and Chaotic Dynamics, 116(5) (2011), 443-464.

[13] A. V. Bolsinov, A. A. Kilin, A. O. Kazakov; Topological monodromy as an obstruction to Hamiltonization of nonholonomic systems: Pro or contra?. Journal of Geometry and Physics, 87 (2014), 61-75.

[14] A. V. Borisov, I. S. Mamaev; Chaplygin’s Ball Rolling Problem Is Hamiltonian. Mathematical Notes, 70(5) (2001), 720-723.

[15] A. V. Borisov, I. S. Mamaev; On the history of the development of the nonholonomic dynamics. Regular and Chaotic Dynamics, 7(1) (2002), 43–47.

[16] A. V. Borisov, I. S. Mamaev; The Rolling Body Motion Of a Rigid Body on a Plane and a Sphere. Hierarchy of Dynamics. Regular and Chaotic Dynamics, 7(2) (2002), 177–200.

[17] J. Cortés Monforte; Geometric, Control and Numerical aspects of non-holonomic systems, Springer-Verlag (2002).

[18] J. Cortés Monforte, S. Martínez; Nonholonomic integrators. Nonlinearity, 14 (2001), 1365-1392. [19] R. Cushman; Routh’s sphere. Reports on Mathematical Physics, 42(12) (1998), 47-70. [20] R. Cushman, H. Duistermaat, J. Sniatycki, Geometry of Nonholonimcally Constrained Systems, Advance Series in Nonlinear Dynamics, Vol. 26, World Scientific (2010).

[21] M. de León, D. Martín de Diego, A. Santamaría-Merino; Geometric integrators and nonholonomic mechanics.

Journal of Mathematical Physics, 45(3) (2004), 1042-1064. [22] J. J. Duistermaat; Chaplygin’s sphere, arXiv:math/0409019 (2004). [23] J. J. Duistermaat, J. A. C. Kolk; Lie Groups, Universitext, Springer-Verlag Berlin, (2000). [24] K. Ehlers, J. Koiller, R. Montgomery, P. M. Rios; Nonholonomic systems via moving frames: Cartan equivalence and Chaplygin Hamiltonization. The breath of Symplectic and Poisson Geometry, Progress in Mathematics, 232 (2005), 75-120.

[25] F. Fassò, A. Giacobbe, N. Sansonetto; Periodic flows, rank-two Poisson structures, and nonholonomic mechanics. Regular and Chaotic Dynamics, 10(3) (2005), 267–284.

[26] F. Fassò, A. Giacobbe, N. Sansonetto; Gauge conservation laws and the momentum equation in nonholonomic mechanics. Reports on Mathematical Physics, 62(3) (2008), 345-367.

[27] Y. N. Fedorov, B. Jovanović; Nonholonomic LR Systems as Generalized Chaplygin Systems with an Invariant Measure and Flows on Homogeneous Spaces. Journal of Nonlinear Science, 14(4) (2004), 341-381.

[28] J. Fernández, C. Tori and M. Zuccalli; Lagrangian reduction of nonholonomic discrete mechanical systems.

Journal of Geometric Mechanics, 2 (2010), 69-111.

[29] L. C. García-Naranjo; Reduction of almost Poisson brackets and hamiltonization of the Chaplygin sphere.

Discrete & Continuous Dynamical Systems. Series S, 3(1) (2010), 37-60.

[30] L. C. García-Naranjo, J. Montaldi; Gauge momenta as Casimir functions of nonholonomic systems. Arch.

Rational Mech. Anal., 228(2) (2018), 563-602.

[31] S. Hochgerner, L. C. Garcıía-Naranjo; G-Chaplygin systems with internal symmetries, truncation, and an (almost) symplectic view of Chaplygin’s ball. J. Geom. Mech. 1 (2009), 35–53.

[32] A. Ibort, M. de León, J. C. Marrero, D. Martín de Diego; Dirac brackets in constrained dynamics. Fortschr.

Phys. 47 (1999), 459-492.

[33] S. M. Jalnapurkar, M. Leok, J. E. Marsden, M. West; Discrete Routh reduction. Jounral of Physics A, 39 (2006), 5521–5544.

[34] B. Jovanović; Some multidimensional integrable cases of nonholonomic rigid body dynamics. Regular and Chaotic Dynamics, 8(1) (2003), 125-132.

[35] B. Jovanović; Hamiltonization and integrability of the Chaplygin sphere in R^n . Journal of Nonlinear Science, 20(5) (2010), 569-593.

[36] C. Klimčík, T. Ströbl; WZW-Poisson manifolds. Journal of Geometry and Physics, 43 (2002), 341–344. [37] J. Koiller; Reduction of some classical nonholonomic systems with symmetry. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 118 (1992), 113-148.

[38] V. V. Kozlov; On the integration theory of equations of nonholonomic mechanics. Regular and Chaotic Dynamics, 7(2) (2002), 161-176.

[39] C. M. Marle; Various approaches to conservative and nonconservative nonholonomic systems. Reports on Mathematical Physics, 42 (1998), 211–229.

[40] J. E. Marsden, G. Misiolek, J. P. Ortega, M. Perlmutter, T. S. Ratiu, Hamiltonian Reduction by Stages. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Springer Verlag, Vol. 1913, (2003).

[41] J. E. Marsden, T. S. Ratiu, J. Scheurle; Reduction theory and the Lagrange–Routh equations, Journal of Mathematical Physics. 41(6) (2000), 3379–3429.

[42] J. E. Marsden, A. Weinstein; Reduction of symplectic manifolds with symmetry. Reports on Math. Phys., 5 (1974), 121-130.

[43] T. Ohsawa, O. E. Fernandez, A. M. Bloch, D. V. Zenkov; Nonholonomic Hamilton-Jacobi Theory via Chaplygin Hamiltonization. Journal of Geometry and Physics, 61(8) (2011), 1263-1291.

[44] V. Planas-Bielsa; Point reduction in almost symplectic manifolds. Reports on Mathematical Physics, 3(54) (2004), 295-308.

[45] A. Ramos; Poisson structures for reduced non–holonomic systems. Journal of Physics A, 37 (2004), 4821- 4842.

[46] P. Severa, A. Weinstein; Poisson Geometry with a 3-form Background. Progr. Theoret. Phys. Suppl., 144 (2001), 145-154.

[47] A. J. van der Schaft, B. M. Maschke; On the Hamiltonian formulation of nonholonomic mechanical systems.

Reports on Mathematical Physics, 34 (1994), 225-233.

[48] A. P. Veselov, L. E. Veselova; Integrable nonholonomic systems on Lie groups. Mat. Zametki, 44(5) (1988), 604–619 (in Russian); Mathematical Notes, 44(5-6) (1989), 810-819 (in English).

[49] D. V. Zenkov; The geometry of the Routh problem. Journal of Nonlinear Science, 5 (1995), 503-519.