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Abstract

Classical energy-momentum methods study the existence and stability properties of solutions of
t-dependent Hamilton equations on symplectic manifolds whose evolution is given by their Hamil-
tonian Lie symmetries. The points of such solutions are called relative equilibrium points. This
work devises a new cosymplectic energy-momentum method providing a new and more general
framework to study t-dependent Hamilton equations. In fact, cosymplectic geometry allows for
using more types of distinguished Lie symmetries (given by Hamiltonian, gradient, or evolution
vector fields), relative equilibrium points, and reduction methods, than symplectic techniques. To
make our work more self-contained and to fill some gaps in the literature, a review of the cosym-
plectic formalism and the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction is included. Known and new
types of relative equilibrium points are characterised and studied. Our methods remove technical
conditions used in previous energy-momentum methods, like the Ad∗-equivariance of momentum
maps. Eigenfunctions of t-dependent Schrödinger equations are interpreted in terms of relative
equilibrium points in cosymplectic manifolds. A new cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction is de-
veloped and a new associated type of relative equilibrium points, the so-called gradient relative
equilibrium points, are introduced and applied to study the Lagrange points and Hill radii of a
restricted circular three-body system by means of a not Hamiltonian Lie symmetry of the system.
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1 Introduction

Symplectic geometry has been successfully applied to the description of mechanical systems in physics
[3, 23]. The first works concerning this topic can be traced back to Lagrange and Poisson, who analysed
the motion of rigid bodies and celestial mechanics [26, 33]. From the XXth century, the Marsden–
Weinstein reduction theorem [38] has played a crucial role in describing Hamiltonian systems on
symplectic manifolds admitting a Lie group of symmetries of the Hamiltonian and the symplectic
manifold. This has had a profound impact on the analysis of time-independent mechanical systems
and led to numerous generalisations [1, 4, 10, 34, 35].

The description of time-dependent mechanical systems cannot be directly approached using sym-
plectic geometry (cf. [1, 2, 8]). Instead, it is possible to modify symplectic geometry to cope with
them. For instance, one can use cosymplectic geometry [2, 8, 29, 30] or to deal with time-parametrised
Hamiltonians in symplectic geometry [17, 43]. As illustrated by the applications in this paper, con-
sidering the time as a coordinate in cosymplectic geometry allows for new techniques that cannot be
properly defined in time-parametrised symplectic frameworks [1, 17, 43].

In the cosymplectic scenario, time-dependent (t-dependent) Hamiltonian systems are described via
a closed differential two-form ω and a closed non-vanishing one-form η, both on a manifold M , so that
kerω ⊕ ker η = TM . Hence, M is odd-dimensional, while (M,ω, η) is called a cosymplectic manifold.
Although some reviews on cosymplectic geometry can be found [2, 8], proofs of certain results may
be difficult or even impossible to find. For instance, a Marsden–Weinstein cosymplectic reduction was
developed in [2], but that work is not written in English and the only, as far as we know, available
online manuscript of [2] is a low-quality blurry scan of the original paper. Moreover, other pioneering
works on cosymplectic geometry are not available in English [30, 32]. Posterior works, like [8, 12],
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frequently use facts devised in [2, 30] without giving proofs. In this sense, this work fulfils a gap in
the literature providing results that can be hardly available from other sources.

Given a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η), every function f ∈ C∞(M) leads to three vector fields
on M : a Hamiltonian vector field Xf ; a gradient vector field ∇f ; and an evolution vector field
Ef . The Hamilton equations induced by a function h ∈ C∞(M), which determine in particular the
dynamical behaviour of a t-dependent mechanical system, are here described, among other methods,
as the integral curves of an evolution vector field Eh on a manifold M = T × P , where T is a one-
dimensional manifold and P is a symplectic manifold [1, 11, 31]. Due to our interest in physical
systems, we mainly focus on cosymplectic manifolds related to manifolds M of the latter type. This
is slightly more general than the approach given in the time-dependent energy-momentum method
in [17] devoted to the particular case M = R × P , as our new approach is more appropriate, for
instance, for describing t-dependent Hamiltonian systems that are periodic with respect to the time.
The assumption M = T × P imposes a mild restriction in the cosymplectic manifolds under study.
Indeed, we are here mainly focused on local aspects of dynamical systems on cosymplectic manifolds,
and every cosymplectic manifold is locally diffeomorphic to M = R× P . Moreover, many interesting
physical systems can be effectively analysed in our main framework.

Let us briefly summarise the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction to justify the significance
of the findings of our paper. Recall that a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) induces a unique vector
field, R, on M , the so-called Reeb vector field, such that the vector field contractions ιRω = 0 and
ιRη = 1 are satisfied. Let Φ : G×M →M be a Lie group action whose fundamental vector fields are
Hamiltonian relative to (M,ω, η), take values in ker η, and admit a common first integral h ∈ C∞(M).
Then, a cosymplectic momentum map JΦ : M → g∗, where g∗ is dual to the Lie algebra g of G,
can be defined under the condition that its coordinates are first integrals of the Reeb vector field of
(M,ω, η) and Hamiltonian functions of a basis of fundamental vector fields of Φ. Previous structures
give rise to what can be, in short, called a cosymplectic Hamiltonian system. Under different technical
conditions and approaches, first Albert [2] and afterwards de León and Saralegi [12], reduced the
space of orbits, M∆

µ := JΦ−1(µ)/G∆
µ , of the restriction of the action Φ to a certain G∆

µ ⊂ G for a

weak regular value µ ∈ g∗ of JΦ and JΦ−1(µ) being quotientable, which guarantees the existence of
a canonical cosymplectic manifold (M∆

µ , ωµ, ηµ). In our work, this result is proved and described in
more detail than in [2, 12]. For cosymplectic manifolds (T ×P, ω, η) of special types related to classical
mechanical systems, it is proved that the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction permits us to
define time-like coordinates on M∆

µ , i.e. M∆
µ = T ×P∆

µ for a certain manifold P∆
µ . In this case, JΦ is

shown to be time-independent provided T is connected.
Our cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction shows that the function h ∈ C∞(M) induces a

new one, kµ ∈ C∞(M∆
µ ), defined uniquely by the condition kµ◦πµ := h◦ιµ, where ιµ : JΦ−1(µ) →֒M is

the natural immersion of JΦ−1(µ) inM , while πµ : JΦ−1(µ) →M∆
µ is the quotient map. The dynamics

given by the Hamiltonian vector field, Eh, induced by h on M gives rise to a new evolution vector
field Ekµ on M∆

µ . The previous result, absent in [2], generalises the approach to the cosymplectic
reduction of h given in [12] by skipping unnecessary technical assumptions, like those concerning the
Ad∗-invariance of momentum maps, and extends the result for other types of vector fields, like Xh

and ∇h.
It is worth stressing that the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction requires that the funda-

mental vector fields of Φ take values in ker η. In physical systems, this is here proved to amount to
the fact that the Lie symmetries to perform the reduction do not include partial derivatives relative to
the time. Although this may seem restrictive, it is plenty of physical systems, depending explicitly on
time, that admit such Lie symmetries. A relevant example of this type is given in Section 10, where
time-dependent Schrödinger equations are analysed. One may also study types of almost-rigid bodies
with a t-dependent tensor inertia [17, 20, 43] satisfying, for instance, a symmetry around a certain
axis at every time.

If M = T × P , one has that h may have the so-called relative equilibrium points with respect to
the Lie group action Φ : G ×M → M , i.e. points ze ∈ P giving rise to equilibrium points of the
form (t, πµ(ze)) for every t ∈ T and µ = JΦ(t, ze) of the Hamiltonian vector field associated with kµ
on M∆

µ , which are the projection of not necessarily equilibrium points of Xh on M . Equivalently,
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relative equilibrium points are points related to integral curves of Xh that can be described via the Lie
group action. Relative equilibrium points are here devised as a cosymplectic analogue of the relative
equilibrium point notion appearing in the t-dependent energy-momentum method [17, 43] and as a
generalisation of the classical relative equilibrium point concept occurring in the classical energy-
momentum method [1, 37]. Next, the existence of relative equilibrium points is characterised and
analysed by using cosymplectic geometry. In particular, their relation to our cosymplectic approach
to Hamilton equations and the equilibrium points of reduced Hamilton equations via the cosymplectic
Marsden–Weinstein reduction is analysed.

It is relevant to study the stability of relative equilibrium points, namely whether particular so-
lutions get closer or away from relative equilibrium points as they evolve. Our cosymplectic energy-
momentum method has been devised to analyse this problem and other related ones. Our techniques
allow for studying the cosymplectic Hamiltonian system given by kµ on the reduced space M∆

µ via the

properties of the initial function h, which avoids the necessity of constructing kµ and M∆
µ explicitly.

Our techniques expand to a cosymplectic realm the classical energy-momentum method developed
by Simo and Marsden in [37] and represents a geometric, and more powerful, alternative to the
t-dependent energy-momentum method given in [17], where the time coordinate appeared as a param-
eter instead of a coordinate with some geometrical meaning. For instance, this is due to the fact that
considering the time as a new variable will allow for the use of structures that cannot be described by
using the time as a parameter. For instance, cosymplectic geometry has types of distinguished vector
fields and other types of reductions that are not present in symplectic geometry [2]. These results are
here proved to provide new ways of studying relative equilibrium points on cosymplectic manifolds.

In this work, we provide conditions ensuring the stability of equilibrium points of reduced, t-
dependent, cosymplectic Hamiltonian systems obtained via cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduc-
tions. Then, we also show how to determine the stability in the reduced cosymplectic Hamiltonian
system using the Hessian of the Hamiltonian function on the initial cosymplectic manifold, (R×P, ω, η),
instead of using only the reduced cosymplectic manifold, (M∆

µ ≃ R×P∆
µ , ωµ, ηµ), which is, in general,

more difficult.
As a new application, the case of an n-level quantum system described by a t-dependent Schrödinger

equation is studied. Relative equilibrium points are characterised as eigenvectors for every value of
t of the t-dependent Hamiltonian operator describing the system. Moreover, the stability of the
reduced systems is analysed geometrically. An introductory two-level system is investigated in detail
to fully understand the methods of our theory in a particularly simple case. It is worth noting that the
previous examples are described by a time-dependent Hamiltonian and have relevant time-independent
Lie symmetries that allow us to perform a Marsden–Weinstein reduction and apply our methods.

Next, a new type of cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction is devised. This reduction allows for the
use of Lie symmetries that do not take values in ker η, which permits one the study of problems that
cannot be analysed through the cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction devised by Albert [2, pg. 640].
In particular, we prove that Albert’s reduction is a particular case of ours. Moreover, the vector fields
of our reduction, which appear in restricted circular three-body problems, cannot be described in t-
dependent symplectic geometry and previous energy-momentum methods. Our new reduction cannot
be fully described via a Poisson reduction either because the dynamics of the studied systems is not
generated via a Hamiltonian vector field relative to a Poisson bivector. Additionally, our reduction
has special features due to its cosymplectic nature that require a particular approach. Next, gradient
vector fields in cosymplectic manifolds are employed to devise a new type of relative equilibrium points,
the hereafter called gradient relative equilibrium points.

Our last example focuses on the study of a gradient relative equilibrium points for a t-dependent
restricted circular three-body problem [1]. In this case, it is shown that the existence of a natural Lie
symmetry that contains a time derivative makes the approach given in the time-dependent energy-
momentum method in [17] impossible to apply so as to reduce the initial cosymplectic problem. Our
new cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction is employed to reduce the restricted circular three-body
problem to a new Hamiltonian system on the manifold of the orbits of the given Lie symmetry.
Our brand new gradient relative equilibrium point suggests that energy-momentum methods must
be generalised to deal with new types of Poisson reductions. Note that the standard energy-Casimir
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method slightly depicted in [37], which is concerned with relative equilibrium points and their stability
analysis for Hamiltonian systems relative to Poisson manifolds, does not apply to our restricted circular
three-body problem as the vector field determining its dynamics is not Hamiltonian neither. Some
details and results concerning this new method are given.

The structure of the paper goes as follows. Section 2 describes some basic notions on symplectic and
cosymplectic geometry, and introduces the notation to be used hereafter. It also stresses the relevance
and advantages of cosymplectic geometry relative to other related geometric approaches. Section 3
describes the theory of Ad∗-equivariant momentum maps on cosymplectic manifolds while Section 4
extends such results to the theory of momentum maps that are not Ad∗-equivariant. Section 5 presents
a generalisation of the classical Marsden–Weinstein reduction theorem to the cosymplectic realm.
Section 6 recalls some fundamental results on Lyapunov stability on manifolds. Section 7 generalises
to cosymplectic Hamiltonian systems the relative equilibrium point definition for Hamiltonian systems
in symplectic geometry. Section 8 studies a type of reduced cosymplectic Hamiltonian systems to give
conditions to guarantee the stability of the equilibrium points of their Hamilton equations. Section 9
analyses the connection between the relative equilibrium points in some JΦ−1(µ) and the associated
equilibrium points of reduced cosymplectic Hamiltonian systems. Section 10 applies our results to a
two-level quantum system. Section 11 generalises the previous example to an n-level quantum system.
Section 12 introduces a new type of cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction, where Lie symmetries are
not Hamiltonian vector fields, and the gradient relative equilibrium point concept. Section 13 analyses
an application of our cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction to a restricted circular three-body problem
and new types of relative equilibrium points. Finally, Section 14 summarises our results and presents
an outlook about further research.

2 Basics on symplectic and cosymplectic geometry

Let us set the general assumptions and the notation for the whole paper. This section also presents
general results on symplectic (see [1, 7] for details) and cosymplectic geometry [8, 29, 30] to be used
hereafter. Some of them are difficult to find in the previous literature. If not otherwise stated,
all structures are assumed to be smooth and globally defined, while manifolds are assumed to be
connected, paracompact, and Hausdorff. These simplifications stress our key ideas and allow us to
avoid minor or unnecessary technical problems. Moreover, Ωk(M) and X(M) stand for the spaces of
differential k-forms and vector fields on a manifoldM , respectively. We write V for a finite-dimensional
vector space.

A symplectic manifold is a pair (P, ω), where P is a manifold and ω is a closed differential two-form
on P that is non-degenerate, namely the unique vector bundle morphism ω♭ : TP → T ∗P such that
ω♭(vz) := ωz(vz, ·) ∈ T ∗

z P for every vz ∈ TzP and z ∈ P , is a vector bundle isomorphism. We call ω a
symplectic form. From now on, (P, ω) will always stand for a symplectic manifold.

The symplectic orthogonal of a subspace Vz ⊂ TzP , with z ∈ P , relative to (P, ω) is defined by

V ⊥ω
z := {ϑz ∈ TzP : ωz(ϑz, vz) = 0, ∀vz ∈ Vz}.

A vector field X ∈ X(P ) is Hamiltonian if ιXω = df for some f ∈ C∞(P ). Then, f is called a
Hamiltonian function of X. Since ω is non-degenerate, every f ∈ C∞(P ) has a unique Hamiltonian
vector field Xf . We write Ham(P, ω) for the vector space of Hamiltonian vector fields on P relative
to the symplectic form ω. The Cartan’s magic formula yields LXf

ω = 0 for every f ∈ C∞(M), where
LXf

ω is the Lie derivative of ω with respect to Xf .
Let us define the bracket

{·, ·}ω : C∞(P )×C∞(P ) ∋ (f, g) 7→ ω(Xf ,Xg) ∈ C∞(P ). (2.1)

This bracket is bilinear, antisymmetric, and, since dω = 0, it obeys the Jacobi identity, which makes
{·, ·}ω into a Lie bracket. Moreover, {·, ·}ω obeys the Leibniz rule, i.e.

{f, gh}ω = {f, g}ωh+ g{f, h}ω , ∀f, g, h ∈ C∞(P ).
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Such properties turn {·, ·}ω into a Poisson bracket. It can be proved that

X{f,g}ω = −[Xf ,Xg], ∀f, g ∈ C∞(P ),

and Ham(P, ω) becomes a Lie algebra. Moreover, the mapping f ∈ C∞(P ) 7→ −Xf ∈ Ham(P, ω) is a
Lie algebra morphism relative to the Lie bracket {·, ·}ω in C∞(P ) and the commutator of vector fields
in X(P ). In general, a pair (P, {·, ·}) is called a Poisson manifold, where P is a manifold and {·, ·} is
a Poisson bracket on C∞(P ), which may not necessarily be associated with some symplectic form ω.
Then, any Poisson bracket gives rise to a bivector field Λ on P defined as

Λ(z)(αz , βz) := {f, g}(z),

where (df)z = αz and (dg)z = βz are elements of T ∗
z P for some f, g ∈ C∞(P ). The bivector field Λ is

called a Poisson bivector.
Let τ : T ∗Q → Q be the canonical cotangent bundle projection onto Q. The canonical one-form

on T ∗Q is the differential one-form θQ on T ∗Q defined by

(θQ)αq (vαq ) := 〈αq, Tαqτ(vαq )〉, ∀q ∈ Q, ∀αq ∈ T ∗
qQ, ∀vαq ∈ TαqT

∗Q,

where 〈·, ·〉 is the pairing between covectors and vectors on Q. The canonical symplectic form on T ∗Q
is the differential two-form on T ∗Q given by ωQ := −dθQ. On local adapted coordinates {qi, pi}i=1,...,n

to T ∗Q, one has θQ =
∑n

i=1 pidq
i. Then, ωQ = −dθQ =

∑n
i=1 dq

i ∧ dpi is a symplectic form.
We hereafter assume G to be a connected Lie group with a Lie algebra g. Let us set some

definitions and conventions concerning Lie group actions. If Φ : G×P → P is a Lie group action and
Φ is known from the context or its explicit form is irrelevant, we will write gz instead of Φ(g, z) for
every g ∈ G and each z ∈ P . The isotropy subgroup of Φ at z∈P is the Lie subgroup of G given by
Gz := {g ∈ G : gz = z} ⊂ G. The orbit of a point z ∈ P relative to Φ is defined as Gz := {gz : g ∈ G}.
The orbits of Φ are immersed submanifolds in P [28]. The fundamental vector field of a Lie group
action Φ : G× P → P related to ξ ∈ g is the vector field on P given by

(ξP )z :=
d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

Φ(exp(sξ), z), ∀z ∈ P,

where exp : g → G is the exponential map related to the Lie group G. Then, Tz̃(Gz) = {(ξP )z̃ : ξ ∈ g}
for each z̃ ∈ Gz.

Every Lie group acts on itself by inner automorphisms I : (g, g′) ∈ G × G 7→ gg′g−1 ∈ G. This
induces a Lie group action of G on its Lie algebra g given by Ad : (g, v) ∈ G × g 7→ TeIg(v) ∈ g and
its dual Ad∗ : (g, ϑ) ∈ G× g∗ 7→ ϑ ◦ Adg−1 ∈ g∗, which is called the co-adjoint action of G.

An almost precosymplectic manifold of rank 2r is a triple (M,ω, η), where M is a (2n + 1)-
dimensional manifold, ω ∈ Ω2(M) has constant rank 2r and η ∈ Ω1(M) is such that ωr ∧ η does
not vanish at any point of M . If ω and η are additionally closed, then (M,ω, η) is called a precosym-
plectic manifold of rank 2r. If, moreover, r = n, then (M,ω, η) is said to be a cosymplectic manifold.
Note that the fact that η ∧ ωn does not vanish at any point of M amounts to η ∧ ωn being a volume
form. Hence, cosymplectic manifolds are always orientable and odd-dimensional.

The Darboux theorem for cosymplectic manifolds [2] states that, given a cosymplectic manifold
(M,ω, η), each point x ∈ M admits a local coordinate system {t, q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn} on an open
neighbourhood U of x so that

ω =
n∑

i=1

dqi ∧ dpi, η = dt

on U . Such local coordinates are called cosymplectic Darboux coordinates, although we simply call them
Darboux coordinates if it is clear from the context that they are related to a cosymplectic manifold.
Note that cosymplectic Darboux coordinates are not unique.

Each cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) admits a unique vector field R on M such that

ιR ω = 0, ιR η = 1. (2.2)
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We call R the Reeb vector field of (M,ω, η). In Darboux coordinates for (M,ω, η), let us say
{t, q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn}, the Reeb vector field reads R = ∂

∂t .
A cosymplectomorphism is a map ϕ : M1 → M2 between cosymplectic manifolds (M1, ω1, η1) and

(M2, ω2, η2) such that ϕ∗ω2 = ω1 and ϕ∗η2 = η1. A cosymplectic Lie group action relative to (M,ω, η)
is a Lie group action Φ : G × M → M such that, for every g ∈ G, the map Φg : M → M is a
cosymplectomorphism. In other words,

Φ∗
g ω = ω, Φ∗

g η = η, ∀g ∈ G. (2.3)

Since manifolds are assumed to be connected in this work, Φ : G×M →M is a cosymplectomorphism
if and only if

LξMω = 0, LξMη = 0, ∀ξ ∈ g. (2.4)

Moreover, since dη = 0, the condition LξM η = 0 implies that ιξM η is a constant function on M , which
does not need to be one or zero. This will be of interest afterwards to study the restricted circular
three-body problem [1].

Given a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η), the vector bundle morphism

♭ : TM → T ∗M, vx ∈ TxM 7→ ♭(vx) := ιvxωx + (ιvxηx)ηx ∈ T ∗
xM, ∀x ∈M,

is a vector bundle isomorphism.
The other way around, given a closed ω̂ ∈ Ω2(M) and a closed η̂ ∈ Ω1(M), then ω̂ and η̂ give rise

to a cosymplectic manifold (M, ω̂, η̂), if the map

♭̂ : TM → T ∗M, vx ∈ TxM 7→ ♭̂(vx) := ιvx ω̂x + (ιvx η̂x)η̂x ∈ T ∗
xM, ∀x ∈M,

is a vector bundle isomorphism (cf. [2]). Hereafter, (M,ω, η) will stand for a cosymplectic manifold.
Given (M,ω, η), every f ∈ C∞(M) gives rise to three vector fields:

• A gradient vector field, namely
∇f := ♭−1(df), (2.5)

which amounts to saying that ι∇fω = df − (Rf)η and ι∇fη = Rf .

• A Hamiltonian vector field, Xf , given by

Xf := ♭−1(df − (Rf)η), (2.6)

which is equivalent to ιXf
ω = df − (Rf)η and ιXf

η = 0.

• An evolution vector field
Ef := R+Xf . (2.7)

In Darboux coordinates for (M,ω, η) around a point x ∈M , the vector fields (2.5), (2.6), and (2.7)
read

∇f =
∂f

∂t

∂

∂t
+

n∑

i=1

(
∂f

∂pi

∂

∂qi
− ∂f

∂qi
∂

∂pi

)
, Xf =

n∑

i=1

(
∂f

∂pi

∂

∂qi
− ∂f

∂qi
∂

∂pi

)
,

and

Ef =
∂

∂t
+

n∑

i=1

(
∂f

∂pi

∂

∂qi
− ∂f

∂qi
∂

∂pi

)
.

The integral curves of Ef are given, in Darboux coordinates, by the solutions of

dt

ds
= 1,

dqi

ds
=
∂f

∂pi
(t, q, p),

dpi
ds

= − ∂f

∂qi
(t, q, p), i = 1, . . . , n, (2.8a)

where (t, q, p) stands for (t, q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn).
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Let T be a one-dimensional manifold and let (P, ω) be a symplectic manifold. Let us define a
cosymplectic manifold on M = T × P and its related Hamilton equations. Let πT : M → T and let
πP : M → P be the projections onto the first and second factors of M = T × P , respectively. A
symplectic form ω on P gives rise to a closed differential two-form ωP := π∗Pω on M . Meanwhile, a
non-vanishing differential one-form η on T gives rise to a closed differential one-form ηT = π∗T η on M .
Then, (T ×P, ωP , ηT ) becomes a cosymplectic manifold. If not otherwise stated, Darboux coordinates
on (T ×P, ωP , ηT ) will be assumed to be of the form {t, q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn}, where t is the pull-back
to T×P of a potential of η, while q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn are the pull-backs toM of Darboux coordinates
for ω on P . It is worth noting that it is common to denote the pull-backs of functions on T and P to
M = T × P in the same way as the initial variables in T and P .

If M = R× T ∗Q, η = dt, and ω =
∑n

i=1 dq
i ∧ dpi, then (2.8a) can be rewritten as

dqi

dt
=
∂f

∂pi
(t, q, p),

dpi
dt

= − ∂f

∂qi
(t, q, p), i = 1, . . . , n. (2.8b)

Hence, (2.8b) retrieves the Hamilton equations for a t-dependent Hamiltonian system on T ∗Q (see
[1, 17]).

More generally, given a cosymplectic manifold (M := T×P, ωP , ηT ), we call Hamilton equations
induced by h ∈ C∞(M) the system of differential equations that, locally on each coordinated open
U ⊂M by Darboux coordinates {t, q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn}, takes the form

dqi

dt
=
∂h

∂pi
(t, q, p),

dpi
dt

= − ∂h

∂qi
(t, q, p), i = 1, . . . , n. (2.9)

Roughly speaking, (2.9) is the system of differential equations for the integral curves of Eh
parametrised by points of T described by the coordinate t in Darboux coordinates obtained from
coordinates on T and P as indicated previously. Although the variable t is defined up to an addi-
tive constant, equations (2.9) are equivalent for each possible variable t of our Darboux coordinates.
Hence, our Hamilton equations have a geometrical meaning. The above remains valid even for a case
like T = S

1 as far as particular solutions are allowed to match every point of T with several points of
P (see Figure 2).

Figure 1: Example of solutions of Hamilton equations on a cosymplectic manifold (S1×T ∗
R, ωT ∗R, ηS1)

for S
1 being the circle of radius one and centred at zero. Just the coordinates of solutions in S

1 × R

are represented
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Meanwhile, the integral curves of Xf on M are given by the solutions of

dt

ds
= 0,

dqi

ds
=
∂f

∂pi
(t, q, p),

dpi
ds

= − ∂f

∂qi
(t, q, p), i = 1, . . . , n.

It is worth noting that Xh on M = R × P can also be considered as a so-called t-dependent vector
field [1, 17]. Then, its integral curves take the form R ∋ t 7→ (t, z(t)) ∈ R×P , where z(t) is a solution
to (2.9). This also shows that its solutions have geometric meaning. Note that an analogue could
be done for any (M := T × P, ωP , ηT ), but this could lead to having solutions of Hamilton equations
mapping every t ∈ T into several different points of P while being possible locally around every t0 ∈ T
to consider a solution as a union of local sections of πT : M → T whose images do not intersect each
other (see again Figure 2).

Let us finally provide a pair of useful results on cosymplectic geometry.

Proposition 2.1. The gradient vector field of f ∈ C∞(M) relative to (M,ω, η) reads ∇ f = Xf +
(Rf)R. If Rf = 0, then [R,Xf ] = 0.

Proof. Using the definition of Hamiltonian and gradient vector field, we have

ι∇f ω = df − (Rf)η = ιXf
ω ⇒ ι∇f−Xf

ω = 0.

Therefore, ∇f = Xf + Y for some vector field Y on M such that ιY ω = 0. Hence,

ι∇fη = ιXf
η + ιY η = Rf.

Since ιXf
η = 0 and ker η ⊕ kerω = TM , then Y = (Rf)R and ∇f = Xf + (Rf)R.

Moreover, if Rf = 0, then

ι[Xf ,R]ω = LXf
ιRω − ιRLXf

ω = −ιRdιXf
ω = ιRd(df − (Rf)η) = 0,

and
ι[Xf ,R]η = LXf

ιRη − ιRLXf
η = −ιRdιXf

η = 0.

Since TM = ker η ⊕ kerω, then [Xf , R] = 0.

Every cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) gives rise to a Poisson bracket {·, ·}ω,η :C∞(M)×C∞(M) →
C∞(M) of the form

{f, g}ω,η := ω(∇ f,∇ g) = ω(Xf ,Xg), ∀f, g ∈ C∞(M), (2.10)

where the last equality is a consequence of Proposition 2.1 and ιR ω = 0. As in the symplectic case

X{f,g}ω,η
= −[Xf ,Xg], ∀f, g ∈ C∞(M). (2.11)

It is worth noting that the Poisson bivector associated with the Poisson bracket {·, ·}ω,η is given
by

Λω,η(x)(αx, βx) = {f, g}(x) = ωx(Xf ,Xg), ∀x ∈M,

where df(x) = αx and dg(x) = βx are elements of T ∗
xM for certain f, g ∈ C∞(M). In Darboux

coordinates, the Poisson bivector Λω,η reads

Λω,η =
n∑

i=1

∂

∂xi
∧ ∂

∂pi
. (2.12)

It is remarkable that LRΛω,η = 0.
The space of Hamiltonian vector fields relative to a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η), let us say

Ham(M,ω, η), is a Lie algebra. Moreover, there exists a homomorphism of Lie algebras f ∈ C∞(M) 7→
−Xf ∈ Ham(M,ω, η). Note that Xf is a Hamiltonian vector field relative to the Poisson bracket
{·, ·}ω,η , namely Xf = {·, f}ω,η , but Ef is never so, while ∇f is not Hamiltonian in general (cf. [41]).
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2.1 Cosymplectic, symplectic, and Poisson manifolds

In physical applications, one is mostly interested in cosymplectic manifolds (T ×P, ωP , ηT ), where T is
a one-dimensional manifold describing a certain time interval and P is a symplectic manifold. Let us
detail some interesting cases of T and P . If Q is the configuration manifold of a physical system, then
T ∗Q can be endowed with its canonical symplectic structure and its common to set P = T ∗Q (see
[1]). On the other hand, we can also assume P = TQ to be endowed with the symplectic structure
induced by a regular Lagrangian function (see [36] for details). Meanwhile, T can be chosen to be R

with its natural variable t and to define η = dt on R, which is used to describe a physical system at
every time t ∈ R. Another option is to set T = S

1 with the closed non-degenerate one-form dθ, where
S
1 is the unit circle in R

2 with a coordinate given by the angle θ of each point of S1 relative to a
reference point in it. The model T = S

1 may be employed to study t-dependent Hamilton equations
with a t-dependent periodic Hamiltonian.

We recall that cosymplectic Darboux coordinates for (T ×P, ωP , ηT ) are assumed to be of the form
{t, q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn} so that {q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn} are the pull-back toM of Darboux coordinates
for a symplectic form on P , while t is the pull-back to M of a potential of a closed one-form on T .

Although a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) induces a symplectic manifold (R×M, ω̂) and a Poisson
manifold (M, {·, ·}ω,η), we will show that these approaches are not appropriate to generalise the energy-
momentum method on symplectic manifolds to cosymplectic manifolds.

Let us detail the following lemma [12], which states how symplectic and cosymplectic manifolds
are naturally related. A proof is given, as it uses to be absent in many works in the literature.

Lemma 2.1. Let ω ∈ Ω2(M), η ∈ Ω1(M) and let pr : R ×M → M be the canonical projection onto
M . Let s be the natural coordinate in R understood as a variable in R ×M in the natural manner.
Then, (M,ω, η) is a cosymplectic manifold if and only if (R×M,pr∗ω+ds∧pr∗η =: ω̂) is a symplectic
manifold. Moreover, pr is a Poisson morphism, i.e.

{f ◦ pr, k ◦ pr}ω̂ = {f, k}ω,η ◦ pr, ∀f, k ∈ C∞(M).

Proof. Recall that if (M,ω, η) is a cosymplectic manifold and dimM = 2n+1, then ωn∧η is a volume
form. Since ω ∈ Ω2(M) and η ∈ Ω1(M) are closed,

dω̂ = d(pr∗ω + ds ∧ pr∗η) = pr∗dω − ds ∧ pr∗dη = 0, (2.13)

and ω̂ ∈ Ω2(R ×M) is also closed. Since ϑn+1 = 0 for every differential two-form ϑ on M , one has
that

ω̂n+1 = (pr∗ω + ds ∧ pr∗η)n+1 = (n + 1)(pr∗ω)n ∧ ds ∧ pr∗η = (n + 1)ds ∧ pr∗(ωn ∧ η), (2.14)

is clearly a volume form on R×M and it is non-zero. Thus, ω̂ is non-degenerate.
Conversely, if (R×M, ω̂) is a symplectic manifold, relation (2.14) shows that ωn∧η 6= 0. Moreover,

(2.13) gives that pr∗ω and pr∗η are closed forms. Since pr is a surjective submersion, dω = 0 and
dη = 0. Therefore, (M,ω, η) is a cosymplectic manifold.

Moreover, if {·, ·}ω̂ is the Poisson bracket induced by the symplectic form ω̂, then

pr∗{f, k}ω,η = −pr∗(ιXf
ιXk

ω) = −pr∗(ιXf
dk − (Rk)ιXf

η)

= −ιXpr∗f
pr∗dk = −ιXpr∗f

dpr∗k = {pr∗f,pr∗k}ω̂,

for every f, k ∈ C∞(M), and pr is a Poisson morphism. Note that Xpr∗f stands for the Hamiltonian
vector field on (R ×M, ω̂) of the function pr∗f ∈ C∞(R ×M). The fact that pr∗Xpr∗f = Xf follows,
for instance, from writing Xpr∗f in Darboux coordinates for ω̂ obtained by adding s to the pull-back
to R×M of some Darboux coordinates for (M,ω, η).

Let us show that the vector fields ∇f , Xf , and Ef on M cannot, straightforwardly, be considered
as Hamiltonian vector fields relative to the symplectic form ω̂ on R×M induced by the cosymplectic
manifold (M,ω, η). Let us comment on this fact by relating f ,∇f ,Xf , and Ef to natural mathematical
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structures on R×M , e.g. let f̃ := pr∗f and let F̃g, X̃f , and Ẽf be the vector fields on R×M obtained
by considering the isomorphism T(s,x)(R×M) ≃ TsR⊕TxM for every s ∈ R and x ∈M . Equivalently,

one can define F̃g, X̃f , and Ẽf to be the only vector fields on R×M projecting onto ∇f , Xf , and Ef
via pr∗, respectively, and satisfying ιF̃g

ds = ιX̃f
ds = ιẼf

ds = 0. Then,

dιF̃g
ω̂ = d(ιF̃g

pr∗ω − (ιF̃g
pr∗η)ds) = d(pr∗(ι∇f ω)− pr∗(Rf)ds)

= pr∗(d(df − (Rf)η))− pr∗(d(Rf)) ∧ ds = −pr∗(d(Rf)) ∧ (ds + pr∗η).

Therefore, F̃g is not, in general, a Hamiltonian vector field on R×M relative to ω̂. Similarly,

dιX̃f
ω̂ = d(ιX̃f

pr∗ω − (ιX̃f
pr∗η)ds) = d(pr∗(ιXf

ω)− pr∗(ιXf
η)ds)

= pr∗(dιXf
ω)− pr∗(dιXf

η) ∧ ds = −pr∗(d(Rf) ∧ η),

and X̃f is not, neither, a Hamiltonian vector field on R×M in general. Finally,

dιẼf
ω̂ = d(ιR̃ ω̂ + ιX̃f

ω̂) = dιX̃f
ω̂ = −pr∗(d(Rf) ∧ η),

where R̃ is the only vector field on R×M pojectable onto M via pr∗ and satisfying ιR̃ds = 0. Then,

Ẽf is not, in general, a Hamiltonian vector field on R×M .
Notwithstanding, if d(Rf) = 0, then ∇f , Xf , Ef give rise naturally to Hamiltonian vector fields

F̃g, X̃f , and Ẽf , respectively, relative to the symplectic structure on R ×M . However, in general,
the latter does not need to be true. The condition Rf = 0, which appears in a different disguise in
cosymplectic theory [2] may be used to define, on cosymplectic manifolds, an analogue of the geometric
structures and techniques appearing in symplectic manifolds [12].

It is remarkable that there exist other methods to consider some of the above stressed vector
fields in M as Hamiltonian vector fields on R ×M (see for instance [12] or the proof of Lemma 2.1).
Nevertheless, these methods use to change the properties of vector fields on M in such a manner that
they may make them harder to study, e.g. some methods can turn a vector field on M with zeros
into one without them in R ×M , which can give rise to problems to study stability. For instance,
(Rf) ∂∂s +Xf is a Hamiltonian vector field on R×M with respect to ω̂ and projecting onto Xf relative

to pr∗. The vector field (Rf) ∂∂s +Xf has different stability properties than Xf , e.g. it may have not
equilibrium points at all while Xf has, and thus introduces new difficulties in the stability analysis of
the latter.

Finally, we would like to recall that studying a problem defined on a manifoldM through a related
problem in a manifold of larger dimension may turn the problem on M harder to analyse (see [13]
for instance) and it goes, at the every end, against the original idea in the foundations of differential
geometry: structures must be studied in terms of the properties of the manifold where structures
are naturally defined (unless one has a very good reason to do otherwise like in [22]). To see the
inconvenience of such approaches, let us pay attention to [15, 16], which contain a classification of
finite-dimensional Lie algebras of Hamiltonian vector fields on R

2 relative to Jacobi structures around
the so-called generic points of the Lie algebras. The classification was accomplished thanks to the
fact that all finite-dimensional Lie algebras of vector fields around generic points are classified in R

2

[21]. One could relate the Jacobi structure on R
2 to a homogeneous Poisson structure on R

3 and
look for Lie algebras of Hamiltonian vector fields relative to a homogeneous Poisson bracket on R

3

that could be projected onto R
2, which would recover the Lie algebras of Hamiltonian vector fields

we are looking for [6]. This approach makes things so difficult that solving the problem in this way is
nowadays impossible: no full classification of finite-dimensional Lie algebras of vector fields on R

3 is
known1 and, even if it were known, it would lead to a more complicated approach than the approach
one in [15, 16]. In fact, it is worth noting that there exist 28 non-trivial classes of locally diffeomorphic
finite-dimensional Lie algebras of vector fields on R

2, and an analogous classification on R
3 would be

much more complicated and harder to obtain (we refer to [16, 21] for further details).

1Only partial results due to Sophus Lie are known (see [5] and references therein).
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Note that each cosymplectic Hamiltonian vector field is Hamiltonian relative to the Poisson bracket
associated with its cosymplectic manifold. Nevertheless, gradient vector fields are not in general
Hamiltonian, while evolution vector fields are never Hamiltonian relative to the Poisson bracket of
cosymplectic manifolds. These facts along with others to be described in the following sections will
make the Poisson bracket associated with cosymplectic structures inappropriate, by itself, to analyse
the problems to be studied hereafter. Moreover, we will not be able to use in the following sections
either the classical energy-momentum method [37] nor the Casimir-energy method, designed for study-
ing the stability of relative equilibrium points of Hamiltonian systems on Poisson manifolds [37]. In
particular, the restricted circular three-body problem analysed in Section 13 will show the necessity of
the new techniques of our work to study certain problems and how even the time-dependent energy-
momentum method in [17] is not enough to analyse some types of problems studied with the new
methods of our present article.

3 Momentum maps

Let us recall the results needed to understand the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction [2]. This
reduction plays a crucial role in our cosymplectic energy-momentum method since its related relative
equilibrium points, which are defined in Section 7 and are a key in our study, are points projecting, in a
certain sense, to equilibrium points of a reduced Hamiltonian appearing via the cosymplectic Marsden–
Weinstein reduction. Although some of the following results can be found in the literature, we prove
them here to keep our work self-contained and because some proofs are, in general, not available.
For instance, the classical works [2, 30] are in French and the manuscripts of [2] available online are
illegible at relevant places. Other results given next are generalisations to the cosymplectic realm of
standard results in symplectic geometry. Let us start by defining momentum maps for cosymplectic
manifolds.

Definition 3.1. Let Φ : G ×M → M be a cosymplectic action such that ιξM η = 0. A cosymplectic
momentum map for a Lie group action Φ : G×M →M relative to a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η)
is a map JΦ :M → g∗ such that

ιξMω = d〈JΦ, ξ〉 := dJξ, RJξ = 0, ∀ξ ∈ g. (3.1)

In the literature, it is frequently assumed that the cosymplectic momentum map is Ad∗-equivariant.

Definition 3.2. A momentum map JΦ :M → g∗ is Ad∗-equivariant if

JΦ ◦ Φg = Ad∗g−1 ◦ JΦ, ∀g ∈ G.

In other words, the following diagram commutes

M g∗

M g∗

J
Φ

Φg Ad∗
g−1

J
Φ

,

for every g ∈ G and Ad∗g−1 being the transpose of Adg−1 .

Instead of saying “cosymplectic momentum map”, we will use the term momentum map when it
is clear from the context that we mean a momentum map relative to a cosymplectic manifold. Note
that RJξ = 0 is a condition required to apply the cosymplectic reduction theorem to be introduced in
Section 5. This condition may be considered very restrictive but one can find interesting examples of
t-dependent or dissipative Hamiltonian systems satisfying it that can be studied via our cosymplectic
energy-momentum method to be introduced from Section 6.

Note that if a Lie group action Φ : G × M → M admits a momentum map relative to Φ and
(M,ω, η), then Φ is a cosymplectic Lie group action (assuming G to be connected). Nevertheless,
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not every cosymplectic Lie group action on M admits a momentum map, e.g. the flow of a Reeb
vector field R relative to (M,ω, η) is a cosymplectic Lie group action, but the flow does not admit a
momentum map relative to its associated cosymplectic manifold because ιRη = 1 6= 0.

In view of (3.1), the Reeb vector field, R, corresponding to (M,ω, η) is always tangent to the level
sets of any momentum map JΦ related to (M,ω, η). Nevertheless, R is never tangent to the orbits of
Φ since, in that case, one should have ιR η = 0, which is in contradiction with the definition of R.

Given the canonical one- and two-forms on T ∗Q, given by θT ∗Q and ωT ∗Q respectively, one can
define canonical one- and two-forms on T × T ∗Q given by

θT×T ∗Q := π∗T ∗QθT ∗Q, ωT×T ∗Q := π∗T ∗QωT ∗Q,

where πT ∗Q : T × T ∗Q → T ∗Q is the canonical projection onto T ∗Q. Then, ωT×T ∗Q = −dθT×T ∗Q,
which turns ωT×T ∗Q into a closed differential form, while kerωT×T ∗Q is a distribution of rank 1. In
consequence, one has a canonical cosymplectic manifold

(T × T ∗Q,ωT×T ∗Q, ηT×T ∗Q). (3.2)

where ηT×T ∗Q is the pull-back to T × T ∗Q of a closed non-vanishing one-form η on T . When T = R,
we will assume η = dt, where t is the natural variable in R.

Let us recall that every Lie group action Φ : G×Q→ Q gives rise to a canonical lift Φ̂ : G×T ∗Q→
T ∗Q given by

〈Φ̂g(αq), vΦg(q)〉 := 〈αq, TΦg(q)Φg−1(vΦg(q))〉, ∀g ∈ G, ∀q ∈ Q, ∀αq ∈ T ∗
qQ, ∀vΦg(q) ∈ TΦg(q)Q.

Therefore, we can define Lie group actions Ψ : G× T ×Q→ T ×Q and Ψ̂ : G× T × T ∗Q→ T × T ∗Q
in the following manner

Ψ : G× T ×Q ∋ (g, t, q) 7→ (t,Φg(q)) ∈ T ×Q (3.3)

and
Ψ̂ : G× T × T ∗Q ∋ (g, t, αq) 7→ (t, Φ̂g(αq)) ∈ T × T ∗Q. (3.4)

If the Lie group action Φ̂ is a symplectic Lie group action relative to the canonical symplectic structure
on T ∗Q, namely it leaves the symplectic form invariant, and it does not change the coordinate t, the
action Ψ̂ is a cosymplectomorphism relative to the cosymplectic manifold (3.2).

Proposition 3.1. Every Lie group action Φ : G × Q → Q is such that its lift, Ψ̂, given by (3.4),

admits an Ad∗-equivariant cosymplectic momentum map JΨ̂ : T × T ∗Q→ g∗ such that

〈JΨ̂, ξ〉 = ιξT×T∗Q
θT×T ∗Q, ∀ξ ∈ g, (3.5)

relative to the canonical cosymplectic structure (T × T ∗Q,ωT×T ∗Q, ηT×T ∗Q).

Proof. Since JΨ̂, ξT×T ∗Q, and θT×T ∗Q are invariant relative to the Lie derivative with respect to
the Reeb vector field R of the considered cosymplectic manifold, one has that (3.5) amounts to the
pull-back via πT ∗Q : T × T ∗Q→ T ∗Q of

〈JΦ̂, ξ〉 = ιξT∗Q
θT ∗Q, ∀ξ ∈ g,

which is a well-defined Ad∗-equivariant momentum map on T ∗Q (see [1]).

To simplify the notation, the cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) will be frequently denoted by Mω
η .

Definition 3.3. A triple (Mω
η , h,J

Φ) is called a G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian system if it
consists of a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η), an associated cosymplectic Lie group action Φ : G×M →
M such that Φ∗

gh = h for every g ∈ G, and a momentum map JΦ related to Φ. An Ad∗-equivariant

G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian system (Mω
η , h,J

Φ) is a G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian
system whose momentum map is Ad∗-equivariant.
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4 General momentum maps

This section devises the theory of non-Ad∗-equivariant momentum maps on cosymplectic manifolds.
Essentially, our results provide a rather immediate extension of the well-established theory for general
momentum maps in symplectic manifolds (see [1, p. 278]). It also provides a slight adaptation of the
results by Albert in [2]. Recall that all manifolds are assumed to be connected unless otherwise stated.

Proposition 4.1. Let (Mω
η , h,J

Φ) be a G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian system and let us define
the functions on M of the form

ψg,ξ :M ∋ x 7→ Jξ(Φg(x))− JAd
g−1ξ(x) ∈ R, ∀g ∈ G, ∀ξ ∈ g.

Then, ψg,ξ is constant on M for every g ∈ G and ξ ∈ g. Moreover, the function σ : G ∋ g 7→ σ(g) ∈ g∗

such that 〈σ(g), ξ〉 := ψg,ξ for all ξ ∈ g satisfies

σ(gg′) = σ(g) + Ad∗g−1σ(g
′), ∀g, g′ ∈ G. (4.1)

Proof. To show that each ψg,ξ is constant on M , note that

dψg,ξ = d[Jξ ◦ Φg]− dJAdg−1ξ = Φ∗
g(ιξMω)− ι(Adg−1ξ)Mω

= Φ∗
g(ιξMω)− ιΦg−1∗ξM

ω = ιΦg−1∗ξM
Φ∗
gω − ιΦg−1∗ξM

ω = ιΦg−1∗ξM
ω − ιΦg−1∗ξM

ω = 0,

where we have used that Φ is a cosymplectic Lie group action and the fact that (Adgξ)M = Φg∗ξM
for every g ∈ G and every ξ ∈ g (see [1]). Hence, each ψg,ξ is constant on every connected component
of M . Since M is assumed to be connected, the functions ψg,ξ are constant.

To study simultaneously the mappings {ψg,ξ}g∈G,ξ∈g, let us rewrite ψg,ξ as follows

ψg,ξ(x) = Jξ(Φg(x)) − JAd
g−1ξ(x) = 〈JΦ(Φg(x)), ξ〉 − 〈JΦ(x),Adg−1ξ〉

= 〈JΦ(Φg(x)), ξ〉 − 〈Ad∗g−1J
Φ(x), ξ〉 = 〈JΦ(Φg(x))−Ad∗g−1J

Φ(x), ξ〉,

for all x ∈ M . Since 〈σ(g), ξ〉 = ψg,ξ is constant on M for every g ∈ G and ξ ∈ g, one has that σ is
given by

σ : G ∋ g 7→ JΦ ◦ Φg −Ad∗g−1J
Φ ∈ g∗, (4.2)

and every σ(g), with g ∈ G, is constant on M .
A simple calculation shows that, as all the ψg,ξ are constant, one has

σ(gg′) =JΦ ◦ Φgg′ −Ad∗
(gg′)−1J

Φ = JΦ ◦ Φg ◦ Φg′ −Ad∗g−1Ad
∗
g′−1J

Φ

=JΦ ◦ Φg ◦ Φg′ −Ad∗g−1J
Φ ◦ Φg′ +Ad∗g−1J

Φ ◦ Φg′ −Ad∗g−1Ad
∗
g′−1J

Φ

=JΦ ◦ Φg−Ad∗g−1J
Φ+Ad∗g−1(J

Φ ◦ Φg′−Ad∗
g
′
−1J

Φ) =σ(g)+Ad∗g−1σ(g
′)

for every g, g′ ∈ G, which proves (4.1).

As in the symplectic case, the map (4.2) is called the co-adjoint cocycle associated with the cosym-
plectic momentum map JΦ on M . As in the symplectic case, JΦ is Ad∗-equivariant momentum map
if and only if σ = 0. Roughly speaking, σ measures the lack of Ad∗-equivariance of a cosymplectic
momentum map.

A map σ : G→ g∗ is a coboundary if there exists µ ∈ g∗ such that

σ(g) = µ−Ad∗g−1µ, ∀g ∈ G. (4.3)

Every coboundary satisfies (4.1) and it is therefore called a co-adjoint cocycle. The space of
co-adjoint cocycles admits an equivalence relation, whose equivalence classes are called cohomology
classes, given by setting that two co-adjoint cocycles belong to the same cohomology class if their
difference is a coboundary. The following proposition shows that every cosymplectic action admitting
a cosymplectic momentum map induces a well-defined cohomology class [σ]. Note that these results
could be straightforwardly adapted to the symplectic case.
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Proposition 4.2. Let Φ : G×M →M be a cosymplectic Lie group action relative to (M,ω, η). If JΦ
1

and JΦ
2 are two momentum maps related to Φ with co-adjoint cocycles σ1 and σ2, respectively, then

[σ1] = [σ2].

Proof. From the definition of a co-adjoint cocycle for a cosymplectic momentum map,

〈σ1(g) − σ2(g), ξ〉 = 〈JΦ
1 ◦ Φg − JΦ

2 ◦ Φg, ξ〉 − 〈Ad∗g−1(J
Φ
1 − JΦ

2 ), ξ〉,

for all g ∈ G and ξ ∈ g. However, JΦ
1 − JΦ

2 takes a constant value µ ∈ g∗, since JΦ
1 and JΦ

2 are
cosymplectic momentum maps for the same Lie group action. Indeed,

d〈JΦ
1 − JΦ

2 , ξ〉 = dJ1,ξ − dJ2,ξ = ιξMω − ιξMω = 0, ∀ξ ∈ g.

Thus, (JΦ
1 − JΦ

2 ) ◦ Φg = JΦ
1 − JΦ

2 for every g ∈ G and then

σ1(g) − σ2(g) = µ−Ad∗g−1µ, ∀g ∈ G.

Proposition 4.2 yields that a cosymplectic Lie group action has an Ad∗-equivariant momentum
map if and only if it has an associated coboundary. Indeed, if a cosymplectic Lie group action has
an Ad∗-equivariant momentum map JΦ

2 relative to (M,ω, η), then its associated co-adjoint cocycle
satisfies σ2 = 0, and any other momentum map JΦ

1 for the same action is such that its co-adjoint
cocycle, let us say σ1, satisfies [σ1] = [σ2] = 0, and σ1 becomes a coboundary. Moreover, if σ1 is a
coboundary induced by µ ∈ g∗, then the momentum map

JΦ := JΦ
1 − µ,

is an Ad∗-equivariant momentum map for the same cosymplectic Lie group action of JΦ
1 , where µ ∈ g∗

satisfies that σ1(g) = µ−Ad∗g−1µ for every g ∈ G. In fact,

〈JΦ, ξ〉 = 〈JΦ
1 , ξ〉 − 〈µ, ξ〉 = J1,ξ − 〈µ, ξ〉, ∀ξ ∈ g,

and
σ(g) = JΦ ◦ Φg −Ad∗g−1J

Φ = σ1(g) + Ad∗g−1µ− µ = 0,

for every g ∈ G. Therefore, the result follows.
To summarise, if a co-adjoint cocycle of a given momentum map is a coboundary, then we can

construct an Ad∗-equivariant momentum map. However, the following proposition shows that for
every momentum map there exists a Lie group action ∆ : G× g∗ → g∗ such that the momentum map
becomes ∆-equivariant, namely, one has that for every g ∈ G the following diagram is commutative

M M

g∗ g∗.

Φg

JΦ JΦ

∆g

Proposition 4.3. Let JΦ : M → g∗ be a momentum map for a cosymplectic Lie group action Φ :
G×M →M with co-adjoint cocycle σ. Then,

1. the map ∆ : G× g∗ ∋ (g, µ) 7→ ∆g(µ) := Ad∗g−1µ+ σ(g) ∈ g∗ is a Lie group action,

2. the momentum map JΦ is ∆-equivariant .

Proof. First, since σ(e) = 0, one has ∆(e, µ) = Ad∗e−1µ+ σ(e) = µ and,

∆(g,∆(g′, µ)) = Ad∗g−1(Ad
∗
g′−1µ+ σ(g′)) + σ(g) = Ad∗g−1Ad

∗
g′−1µ+Ad∗g−1σ(g

′) + σ(g)

= Ad∗(gg′)−1µ+Ad∗g−1σ(g
′) + σ(g) = Ad∗(gg′)−1µ+ σ(gg′) = ∆(gg′, µ).

Thus, ∆ is a Lie group action on g∗, which proves 1. Second, from the definition of ∆ and σ, we get

∆g ◦ JΦ = Ad∗g−1J
Φ + σ(g) = JΦ ◦ Φg, ∀g ∈ G,

which shows that JΦ is ∆-equivariant.
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Proposition 4.3 ensures that a general cosymplectic momentum map JΦ gives rise to an equivariant
momentum map relative to a new action ∆ : G×g∗ → g∗, called an affine action. If JΦ is Ad∗-invariant,
then σ = 0 and ∆ = Ad∗ becomes the co-adjoint action of G. In the following theorem, we shall analyse
the commutation relations between the functions {Jξ}ξ∈g associated with a cosymplectic momentum
map JΦ.

Theorem 4.1. Let Φ : G ×M → M be a cosymplectic Lie group action relative to (M,ω, η) with a
cosymplectic momentum map JΦ :M → g∗ and let σ : G→ g∗ be the co-adjoint cocycle of JΦ. Let us
define

στ : G ∋ g 7→ 〈σ(g), τ〉 ∈ R, Σ : g× g ∋ (ξ1, ξ2) 7→ Teσξ2(ξ1) ∈ R, ∀τ ∈ g.

Then,

1. the map Σ is a skew-symmetric bilinear form on g satisfying the following identity

Σ(ξ, [ζ, ν]) + Σ(ν, [ξ, ζ]) + Σ(ζ, [ν, ξ]) = 0, ∀ξ, ζ, ν ∈ g,

2. Σ(ξ, ν) = {Jν , Jξ}ω,η − J[ν,ξ] for all ξ, ν ∈ g.

Proof. Let us prove 2. Taking the tangent map of στ at e, we get

Σ(ξ, τ) = Teστ (ξ) =
d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

(
〈JΦ(Φexp(sξ)(x)), τ〉 − 〈Ad∗exp(−sξ)JΦ(x), τ〉

)

= dJτ (ξM )x −
d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

〈JΦ(x),Adexp(−sξ)τ〉

= −(ιτM ιξMω)x − 〈JΦ(x), [τ, ξ]〉 = {Jτ , Jξ}ω,η(x)− J[τ,ξ](x),

where the last equality stems from (2.10). Since X{Jτ ,Jξ}ω,η
= −[XJτ ,XJξ ] = −[τM , ξM ] = [τ, ξ]M , the

vector fields X{Jτ ,Jξ}ω,η
and XJ[τ,ξ] have the same Hamiltonian function up to a constant. Therefore,

Σ does not depend on x ∈ M , which proves 2. Recall, that each σ(g) does not depend on the point
x ∈M , which is employed to give a practical expression (4.2) for σ.

Meanwhile, 1. stems from

−Σ(ξ, [ζ, ν]) ={Jξ , J[ζ,ν]}ω,η − J[ξ,[ζ,ν]] = {Jξ , {Jζ , Jν}ω,η − Σ(ν, ζ)}ω,η − J[ξ,[ζ,ν]]

and the fact that Σ(ν, η) is a constant function, while {·, ·}ω,η and [·, ·] are anti-symmetric, bilinear,
and satisfy the Jacobi identity.

Recall that, for an Ad∗-equivariant momentum map, σ(g) = 0 for every g ∈ G. Thus, Σ(ξ, τ) = 0
for all ξ, τ ∈ g if JΦ is Ad∗-equivariant.

The part 2. in Theorem 4.1 retrieves, as a particular case, that if JΦ is an Ad∗-equivariant
cosymplectic momentum map, then there exists a Lie algebra morphism g ∋ ξ 7→ Jξ ∈ C∞(M) .

5 Cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction

The following propositions are natural extensions to the cosymplectic realm of its analogues in the
symplectic case. Proofs of some results can be found in [2], but since they are not widely available,
e.g. [2] is in not in English and illegible at times, we provide their proofs here.

The following proposition shows that the momentum map JΦ : M → g∗ related to (Mω
η , h,J

Φ) is
conserved for the dynamics of the vector fields ∇h, Xh, and Eh. In other words, the flows of ∇h, Xh,
and Eh leave JΦ invariant for every h ∈ C∞(M). It is worth noting that Proposition 5.1 is, as far as
we know, new. Nevertheless, it complements a partial result already given in [15].

Proposition 5.1. Let (Mω
η , h,J

Φ) be a G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian system and let F :

R ×M ∋ (s,m) 7→ Fs(m) = F (s,m) ∈ M be the flow of ∇h. Then, JΦ ◦ Fs = JΦ for every s ∈ R.
Analogous results apply to the flows of Eh and Xh.
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Proof. Since h is G-invariant, ξMh = 0 for every ξ ∈ g. Therefore,

d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

Jξ ◦ Fs = ι∇hdJξ = ιXh+(Rh)RdJξ = ιXh
dJξ = ιXh

ιξMω = ιξM ((Rh)η − dh) = 0,

for every ξ ∈ g. Thus, Jξ ◦ Fs = Jξ, for every ξ ∈ g and every s ∈ R. This implies that JΦ ◦ Fs = JΦ

for all s ∈ R. Meanwhile, if L is the flow of Eh, then

d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

Jξ ◦ Ls = ιEh
dJξ = ιXh+R dJξ = ιXh

dJξ = ιXh
ιξMω = ιξM ((Rh)η − dh) = 0,

for every ξ ∈ g. Hence, JΦ ◦ Ls = JΦ for every s ∈ R. Since ιXh+RdJξ = ιXh
dJξ , it follows that

JΦ ◦Ks = JΦ for the diffeomorphisms Ks of the one-parametric group of diffeomorphisms of Xh.

It’s important to note that the theorem above guarantees the conservation of momentum of a
G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian system.

Remark 1. Recall that, for (M := R × P, ωP , ηT ), the vector field Xh on M can be considered as a
t-dependent vector field on P . The integral curves of Xh as a t-dependent vector field are the integral
curves of Eh of the form t 7→ (t, x(t)). Therefore, Proposition 5.1 also applies to the integral curves of
Xh as a t-dependent vector field, which was proved in [17] .

The following lemma is a generalisation of a well-known result in symplectic geometry, which
is crucial to obtain the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction theorem. Recall that a weakly
regular value of JΦ : M → g∗ is a point µ ∈ g∗ such that JΦ−1(µ) is a submanifold in M and
TxJ

Φ−1(µ) = ker TxJ
Φ for every x ∈ JΦ−1(µ) (see [2]).

Lemma 5.1. Let µ ∈ g∗ be a weak regular value of a cosymplectic momentum map JΦ :M → g∗ and
let G∆

µ be the isotropy group at µ ∈ g∗ of the affine action ∆ : G × g∗ → g∗ relative to the co-adjoint

cocycle σ : G→ g∗ of JΦ, then, for every x ∈ JΦ−1(µ), one has

1. Tx(G
∆
µ x) = Tx(Gx) ∩ Tx(JΦ−1(µ)),

2. Tx(J
Φ−1(µ)) = Tx(Gx)

⊥ω ,

3.
(
Tx
(
JΦ−1(µ)

))⊥ω = Tx(Gx) ⊕ 〈Rx〉.

Proof. Let us assume that (ξM )x ∈ TxJΦ−1(µ). Since Tx(J
Φ−1(µ)) = ker TxJ

Φ, then,

(ιξM dJτ )x=
d

du

∣∣∣∣
u=0

Jτ (Φ(exp(uξ), x))=

〈
d

du

∣∣∣∣
u=0

JΦ(Φ(exp(uξ), x)), τ

〉
=

〈
d

du

∣∣∣∣
u=0

∆exp(uξ)J
Φ(x), τ

〉
=0,

for every τ ∈ g if and only if ξ ∈ g∆µ , where g∆µ is the Lie algebra of G∆
µ . This proves 1.

Let us prove 2. Since JΦ is a cosymplectic momentum map, we have

ωx((ξM )x, vx) = (dJξ)x(vx) =
〈
TxJ

Φ(vx), ξ
〉
, ∀x ∈M, ∀vx ∈ TxM, ∀ξ ∈ g.

Thus, vx ∈ ker TxJ
Φ = Tx

(
JΦ−1(µ)

)
if and only if 〈TxJΦ(vx), ξ〉 = 0 for all ξ ∈ g, and Tx(J

Φ−1(µ)) =
(Tx(Gx))

⊥ω for all x ∈ JΦ−1(µ).
To prove 3., let us take X = ξM + λR for any λ ∈ R. Then, for any vx ∈ ker TxJ

Φ, we have

ωx(Xx, vx) = (dJξ)x(vx) = 0, ∀ξ ∈ g,

and Tx(Gx) ⊕ 〈Rx〉 ⊂
(
Tx(J

Φ−1(µ))
)⊥ω . On the other hand, for every x ∈ JΦ−1(µ), since Rx does

take values in Tx(J
Φ−1(µ)) but is not tangent to Gx, then

(
Tx(J

Φ−1(µ))
)⊥ω

= (dimTx(Gx))
⊥ω⊥ω = Tx(Gx)⊕ 〈Rx〉, ∀x ∈ JΦ−1(µ).

Thus, statement 3. holds.
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The following theorem is a generalisation of the classical Marsden–Weinstein reduction theorem
to the cosymplectic realm. It follows the ideas of the proof given in [2].

Theorem 5.2. Let Φ : G×M →M be a cosymplectic Lie group action on the cosymplectic manifold
(M,ω, η) associated with a cosymplectic momentum map JΦ : M → g∗. Assume that µ ∈ g∗ is a
weakly regular value of JΦ and let JΦ−1(µ) be quotientable, i.e. M∆

µ := JΦ−1(µ)/G∆
µ is a manifold

and πµ : JΦ−1(µ) → M∆
µ is a submersion. Let ιµ : JΦ−1(µ) →֒ M be the natural immersion and let

πµ : JΦ−1(µ) → M∆
µ be the canonical projection. Then, there exists a unique cosymplectic manifold

(M∆
µ , ωµ, ηµ) such that

ι∗µω = π∗µωµ, ι∗µη = π∗µηµ. (5.1)

Proof. The quotient space M∆
µ = JΦ−1(µ)/G∆

µ is a manifold because JΦ−1(µ) is quotientable. Mean-

while, πµ : JΦ−1(µ) →M∆
µ is a surjective submersion by assumption. Then, ker Tπµ is a subbundle of

T (JΦ−1(µ)). From our assumptions, Φg is a cosymplectomorphism for every g ∈ G and then LξMω = 0
and LξMη = 0 for every ξ ∈ g. This ensures that Lξ

JΦ−1(µ)
ι∗µω = 0 and Lξ

JΦ−1(µ)
ι∗µη = 0 for every

ξ ∈ g∆µ , where g
∆
µ is the Lie algebra of G∆

µ and ξJΦ−1(µ) is the fundamental vector field of the restriction

of the action of G∆
µ to JΦ−1(µ) via Φ. Similarly, for every vector field YJΦ−1(µ) on JΦ−1(µ) and tangent

to JΦ−1(µ), one can consider that there exists some vector field Y on M coinciding with YJΦ−1(µ) on

JΦ−1(µ). Then,
ιY

JΦ−1(µ)
ιξ

JΦ−1(µ)
ι∗µω = ι∗µ(ιY ιξMω) = ι∗µ(ιY dJξ) = 0,

and
ιY

JΦ−1(µ)
ιξ

JΦ−1(µ)
ι∗µη = ι∗µ(ιY ιξM η) = 0.

These conditions guarantee the existence of ωµ ∈ Ω2(M∆
µ ) and ηµ ∈ Ω1(M∆

µ ) satisfying (5.1). There-
fore, ωµ and ηµ are unique, due to the fact that π∗µ is injective, and well defined. Note that ωµ and ηµ
are closed, since ω and η are closed and (5.1) are satisfied. Recall that ιRdJξ = 0 for every ξ ∈ g due

to the definition of JΦ . Hence, R is tangent to JΦ−1(µ). Thus, there is a vector field R̃ on JΦ−1(µ)
such that R̃ = R|JΦ−1(µ). Since Φg∗R̃ = R̃ and Lξ

JΦ−1(µ)
R̃ = 0 for every g ∈ G∆

µ and ξ ∈ g∆µ , there

exists a well defined vector field Rµ on M∆
µ such that Rµ = πµ∗R̃. Moreover,

π∗µ(ιRµηµ) = ιR̃ π
∗
µηµ = ι∗µ(ιRη) = 1,

and
π∗µ(ιRµωµ) = ιR̃π

∗
µωµ = ι∗µ(ιRω) = 0.

Thus, ιRµηµ = 1 and ιRµωµ = 0. To prove that kerωµ ⊕ ker ηµ = TM∆
µ , we will show that

♭µ : Xµ ∈ TM∆
µ 7→ ιXµωµ + (ιXµηµ)ηµ ∈ T ∗M∆

µ

is an isomorphism. To show that ♭µ is injective, let us assume that there is a vector field Xµ taking

values in ker ♭µ. Since ιRµ♭µ(Xµ) = 0, then ιXµηµ = 0 and ιXµωµ = 0. Hence, there exist X̃ ∈
X(JΦ−1(µ)) and X ∈ X(M), such that πµ∗X̃ = Xµ and X̃ = X|JΦ−1(µ). However, π∗µ(ιXµωµ) =

ιXω|JΦ−1(µ) = 0 implies that X takes values in
(
Tx(J

Φ−1(µ))
)⊥ω = Tx(Gx)⊕〈Rx〉 for all x ∈ JΦ−1(µ).

Therefore, Xx = (ξM )x + λRx for some ξ ∈ g∆µ and λ ∈ R depending on x ∈ JΦ−1(µ). Since
ηµ(TxπµXx) = 0, one gets λ = 0. Then, (Xµ)πµ(x) = TxπµXx = Txπµ(ξM )x = 0.

Thus, ker ♭µ = 0 and ♭µ is injective. The map ♭µ is also surjective as a result of a dimension
analysis. Hence, (M∆

µ , ωµ, ηµ) is a cosymplectic manifold.

The following result will be interesting for physical applications of our cosymplectic energy-
momentum method to be developed in the following sections. Note that the existence of a cosymplectic
momentum map for Φ : G×M →M relative to (M := T ×P, ωP , ηT ) implies that Φ can be restricted
to a Lie group action of G on P . In fact, this is due to the fact that the fundamental vector fields of
Φ are required to take values in ker η.
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Corollary 1. Assume the assumptions of Theorem 5.2 to remain valid. Additionally, consider the
cosymplectic manifold to be (T × P, ωP , ηT ). Then,

JΦ−1(µ) ≃ T × πP (J
Φ−1(µ)), M∆

µ ≃ T × P∆
µ ,

where P∆
µ := πP (J

Φ−1(µ))/G∆
µ .

Proof. By Definition 3.1, one has that ιRdJξ = 0 and LRdJξ = 0 for every ξ ∈ g. Hence, dJξ is

a basic one-form with respect to πP . Thus, for each ξ ∈ g, there exists J̃ξ ∈ C∞(P ) such that

π∗P J̃ξ = Jξ . Therefore, there exists J̃
Φ : P → g∗ such that JΦ = J̃Φ ◦πP and JΦ−1(µ) = T × J̃Φ−1(µ) =

T × πP (J
Φ−1(µ)).

Let R̃ be the restriction of R to JΦ−1(µ). Note that Φµ : G∆
µ × T × JΦ−1(µ) → T × JΦ−1(µ) is a

well-defined Lie group action obtained by restricting the action Φ of G∆
µ on T×P to T×JΦ−1(µ). Since

ιξ
JΦ−1(µ)

ι∗µηT = 0 for every ξ ∈ g∆µ , there exists a Lie group action Φ̃µ : G∆
µ × J̃Φ−1(µ) → J̃Φ−1(µ)

satisfying Φ̃µg ◦ πP = πP ◦ Φµg for every g ∈ G∆
µ . Hence, Φµg (t, p) = (t, Φ̃µg (p)) for every t ∈ T and

p ∈ J̃Φ−1(µ). Thus, JΦ−1(µ)/G∆
µ = (T × J̃Φ−1(µ))/G∆

µ = T × (J̃Φ−1(µ)/G∆
µ ).

Proposition 5.2. Consider the assumptions of Theorem 5.2 to hold for (Mω
η , h,J

Φ). Then, the

restriction of Eh to JΦ−1(µ) is projectable onto M∆
µ = JΦ−1(µ)/G∆

µ and πµ∗(Eh|JΦ−1(µ)) = Ekµ,

where kµ is the only function on M∆
µ such that π∗µkµ = ι∗µh.

Proof. By Proposition 5.1, the vector field Eh is tangent to JΦ−1(µ). Moreover, for every ξ ∈ g∆µ , one
has that ξM = XJξ . Since RJξ = 0, Proposition 2.1 entails that [ξM , R] = 0. Therefore,

[ξM , Eh] = [ξM , R +Xh] = [ξM ,Xh], ∀ξ ∈ g.

Then, (2.11) yields
[ξM ,Xh] = X{h,Jξ} = XξMh = 0.

Hence, Eh|JΦ−1(µ) is projectable onto M∆
µ . By Theorem 5.2, the differential forms ι∗µω and ι∗µη are

also projectable and, it follows from its proof that

ιπµ∗ (Eh|JΦ−1(µ)
)ωµ = dkµ − (Rµkµ)ηµ, ιπµ∗(Eh|JΦ−1 (µ))ηµ = 1,

with Hamiltonian function kµ ∈ C∞(M∆
µ ) given by the condition π∗µkµ = ι∗µh, whose existence is

ensured by the fact that h is invariant relative to G∆
µ . This yields that πµ∗Eh|JΦ−1(µ) is an evolutionary

vector field relative to (M∆
µ , ωµ, ηµ).

6 Lyapunov stability

Let us introduce basic notions and theorems on the stability of dynamical systems that will be used
in our cosymplectic formulation of the time-dependent energy-momentum method [17, 43].

As we assume that all manifolds considered in this work are paracompact and Hausdorff, they,
therefore, admit a Riemannian metric g [27]. The topology induced by g is the same as the topology
of the manifold P [43]. The metric g induces a distance in P so that the distance between two points
x1, x2 ∈ P is given by

d(x1, x2) := inf
γ:[0,1]⇒P

γ(0)=x1,γ(1)=x2

lg(γ), (6.1)

where lg(γ) is the length of a smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → P . The fact that the topology of the manifold
is the one induced by any Riemannian metric g implies that our results are independent of g. In
particular, this allows one to use open coordinated subsets and standard norms, which much simplifies
the practical application of developed methods (see [28, 17, 43] for details).

Let X : T × P ∋ (t, x) 7→ X(t, x) ∈ TP be a t-dependent vector field on P , namely a t-parametric
family of vector fields Xt : P ∋ x 7→ Xt(x) ∈ TP with t ∈ T (see [16] for details on them and vector
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fields along projections). As X is assumed to be smooth, the theorem of existence and uniqueness of
solutions can be applied to

dx

dt
= X(t, x), ∀x ∈ P, ∀t ∈ T. (6.2)

Let us denote R+ := R+∪{0} and let us set It := [t,∞[ for every t ∈ R and I−∞ = R. A point xe ∈ P
is an equilibrium point of (6.2) if X(t, xe) = 0 for every t ∈ T . In that case, it is also said that xe ∈ P
is an equilibrium point of the t-dependent vector field X. Let us hereafter assume, when talking about
stability, that T = R. An equilibrium point xe is stable from t0 ∈ R if, for every t0 ∈ It0 and for every
ball Bxe,ε := {x ∈ P : d(x, xe) < ǫ}, there exists a radius δ(t0, ε) such that every solution x(t) of (6.2)
with initial condition x(t0) ∈ Bxe,δ(t0,ε) is contained in Bxe,ε for t > t0. In further applications, we
assume t0 = −∞, if not otherwise stated. An equilibrium point xe is uniformly stable if one can set
the radius δ(t0, ε) to be independent of t0. An equilibrium point xe is unstable if it is not stable.

An equilibrium point xe is said to be asymptotically stable if it is stable and, for every t0 ∈ It0 ,
there exists a radius r(t0) such that every solution x(t) of (6.2) with initial condition x(t0) ∈ Bxe,r(t0)
converges to xe when t tends to infinity. Moreover, an equilibrium point xe is uniformly asymptotically
stable if it is asymptotically stable, the radius ε = r(t0) can be chosen so that it is independent of t0
and the convergence of x(t) to xe is uniform relative to x ∈ Bxe,ε and t ∈ It0 .

Let us introduce notions that are necessary to formulate the Basic Lyapunov Theorem on manifolds
(see [17] and references therein).

Definition 6.1. A functionM : R×P → R is a locally positive definite function (lpdf) at an equilibrium
point xe from t0 ∈ R if, there exists r > 0 and a continuous, strictly increasing function α : R+ → R

with α(0) = 0, such that

M(t, xe) = 0, M(t, x) ≥ α(d(x, xe)), ∀t ∈ It0 , ∀x ∈ Bxe,r.

Meanwhile, M : R × P → R is called decrescent at an equilibrium point xe from t0 ∈ R if there
exists s > 0 and a continuous, strictly increasing function β : R+ → R with β(0) = 0 such that

M(t, x) ≤ β(d(x, xe)), ∀t ∈ It0 , ∀x ∈ Bxe,s.

If t0 is avoided when describing lpdf functions, we will assume that t0 = 0.
Let Ṁ : R× P → R be defined by

Ṁ(t, x) :=
∂M
∂t

(t, x) +

dimP∑

i=1

∂M
∂xi

(t, x)Xi(t, x), ∀(t, x) ∈ R× P, (6.3)

where {x1, . . . , xdimP } is a local coordinate system defined on a neighbourhood of the point x ∈ P
and X =

∑dimP
i=1 Xi ∂

∂xi
.

Let us present the basic Lyapunov theorem on manifolds [17, 43], which is a generalisation of the
Lyapunov theorem for vector spaces. This theorem allows for the analysis of types of equilibrium
points using associated functions. Note that the types of equilibrium points do not depend on the
Riemannian metric defined on M as every Riemannian metric generates the same topology.

Theorem 6.2. (Lyapunov Theorem on manifolds [17, 25, 42, 43]) Let M : R × P → R be a
non-negative function, let xe ∈ P be an equilibrium point of (6.2), and let Ṁ stand for the function
(6.3). Then,

1. If M is lpdf from t0 and Ṁ(t, x) ≤ 0 for x locally around xe and for all t ∈ It0 , then xe is stable.

2. If M is lpdf and decrescent from t0 and Ṁ(t, x) ≤ 0 locally around xe and for all t ∈ It0 , then
xe is uniformly stable.

3. If M is lpdf and decrescent from t0, and −Ṁ(t, x) is lpdf around xe and for all t ∈ It0 , then xe
is uniformly asymptotically stable.

19



7 Characterisation of relative equilibrium points

It is hereafter assumed that µ ∈ g∗ is a weakly regular value of JΦ. Additionally, it is assumed that
the isotropy subgroup G∆

µ of the element µ ∈ g∗ relative to the affine action, defined in Proposition

4.3, acts via Φ on JΦ−1(µ) in a quotientable manner, namely JΦ−1(µ)/G∆
µ is a manifold and the

projection π : JΦ−1(µ) → JΦ−1(µ)/G∆
µ is a submersion. To guarantee that JΦ−1(µ)/G∆

µ is a manifold,

one may assume that G∆
µ acts freely and properly on JΦ−1(µ) [1]. However, these assumptions can

be weakened (cf. [1]). For the reasons already mentioned in Section 2.1, cosymplectic manifolds to
be studied hereafter are of form (T × P, ωP , ηT ). To simplify the notation, the sub-indexes of the
differential forms ωP and ηT will be hereafter skipped.

Let us extend Poincaré’s relative equilibrium point notion (see [1, p. 306]) for a t-independent
Hamiltonian function to the realm of cosymplectic Hamiltonian systems. There are several manners
of giving such a generalisation. In fact, we will introduce a new second one in Section 13.

Definition 7.1. A point ze ∈ P is a relative equilibrium point of ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ) if there exists a

curve ξ(t) ∈ g so that
(Xh)(t,ze) = (ξ(t)M )(t,ze), ∀t ∈ T. (7.1)

If T = R, Definition 7.1 can be reformulated using the integral curve of an evolution vector field.
In fact, a point ze ∈ P is a relative equilibrium point of ((R × P )ωη , h,J

Φ) if, for each t0 ∈ R, there
exists some curve ξt0(s) in g such that

s ∈ R 7→ Φ(exp(ξt0(s)), (t0 + s, ze)) ∈ R× P, (7.2)

is the integral curve of Eh with initial condition (t0, ze). Equivalently, Φ(exp(ξt0(t), ze)) is a solution
of the Hamiltonian equations for h with initial condition ze at t = t0. In short, this tells us that the
evolution for the Hamilton equations of h is given by the symmetries of the problem encoded in Φ. A
similar result could be proved for a general T , but an analogue local version of (7.2) should be written
as T does not need to admit a global coordinate, e.g. this happens when T = S

1.
Hereafter, we assume t0 = 0 unless otherwise stated, and to simplify the notation, we will write

ξt0=0(t) as ξ(t).
The points in ze ∈ P that give rise to equilibrium points (t, ze) of the Hamilton equations of

((T ×P )ωη , h,J
Φ) for every t ∈ T , are particular cases of relative equilibrium points. In fact, in such a

case, (Xh)(t,ze) = 0 for every t ∈ T , and the point (t, ze) is invariant relative to the dynamic induced
by Xh. Therefore, ξ(t) ∈ g can be chosen in (7.1) to be equal to zero.

Proposition 7.1. Every integral curve, m(t) = (t, z(t)) of Eh with respect to ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ) such

that z(t0) = ze for a relative equilibrium point ze ∈ P with µe = JΦ(t0, ze) and t0 ∈ T , projects onto
the single point (πP∆

µe
◦ πµe)(t0, ze), i.e. (πP∆

µe
◦ πµe)(m(t)) = (πP∆

µe
◦ πµe)(t0, ze) for every t ∈ T .

Proof. Proposition 5.1 yields that every integral curve m(t) to Eh is fully contained within the sub-
manifold JΦ−1(µe). Proposition 5.2 shows that m(t) projects, via πµe , onto a curve in M∆

µe :=

JΦ−1(µe)/G
∆
µe ≃ T × P∆

µe , where G
∆
µe is the isotropy subgroup of µe ∈ g∗ relative to the affine action

∆. Since ze ∈ P is a relative equilibrium point and JΦ is ∆-equivariant, it turns out that

0 = T(t,ze)J
Φ(Eh)(t,ze) = T(t,ze)J

Φ(R + ξ(t)M )(t,ze) = (ξ(t)∆g∗)µe , ∀t ∈ T,

for some curve ξ(t) in g. Hence, the curve ξ(t) is contained in g∆µe .

Note that πµe(m(t)) is the integral curve to the vector field on T × P∆
µe given by Rµe + Yµe :=

πµe∗(Eh), where Rµe is the Reeb vector field of (M∆
µe , ωµe , ηµe). Since (Xh)(t,ze) = (ξ(t)M )(t,ze), for a

certain curve ξ(t) in g∆µe and πµe∗R|JΦ−1(µe) = Rµe , then (Yµe)πµe (m(t)) = (T(t,ze)πµe)(ξ(t)M )(t,ze) = 0.
As a consequence, the πµe(m(t)) are equilibrium points of Yµe and the integral curve of the vector

field Yµe passing through (πP∆
µe

◦ πµe)(t0, ze) is just that point. Hence, (πP∆
µe

◦ πµe)(m(t)) = (πP∆
µe

◦
πµe)(t0, ze) for every t ∈ T . Then, the projection of every solution passing through ze is just the
equilibrium point (πP∆

µe
◦ πµe)(t0, ze) of the Hamilton vector field Yµe on P∆

µe . In other words, it is an

equilibrium point of the Hamilton equations induced in M∆
µe .
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It follows from Proposition 7.1 that ze ∈ πP (J
Φ−1(µe)) is a relative equilibrium point of ((T ×

P )ωη , h,J
Φ) if and only if every solution to the Hamilton equations to h passing through ze projects

onto a point in P∆
µe .

Let us characterise relative equilibrium points of ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ) via Lagrange multipliers [1, p.

307] as critical points of h restricted to JΦ−1(µe).

Theorem 7.2. A point ze ∈ P is a relative equilibrium point of ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ) if and only if there

exists a curve ξ(t) in g such that, for every t ∈ T , the point ze is a critical point of the restriction to
{t} × P of the function hξ(t) : T × P → R of the form

hξ(t)(t
′, z) := h(t′, z) − 〈JΦ(t′, z) − JΦ(t′, ze), ξ(t)〉.

Proof. Let ze ∈ P be a relative equilibrium point. Then, (ξ(t)M )(t,ze) = (Xh)(t,ze) for every t ∈ T and

a curve ξ(t) in g. Due to the definition of the cosymplectic momentum map JΦ, it turns out that
(ξ(t)M )(t,ze) = (XJξ(t)) (t,ze) and (Xh−Jξ(t))(t,ze) = 0 for every t ∈ T . Recalling that Jξ(t)(t

′, ze) does
not really depend on t′, one has

0 = [♭(Xh−Jξ(t))](t,ze) = (dhξ(t))(t,ze) − (Rhξ(t))(t,ze)η(t,ze), ∀t ∈ T.

Therefore, (dhξ(t))(t,ze) ↾ker η(t,ze)= 0 and (t, ze) is a critical point of hξ(t) ↾{t}×P for every t ∈ T .
Conversely, let (t, ze) ∈ T × P be a critical point of hξ(t) ↾{t}×P for every t ∈ T . Then,

(dhξ(t))(t,ze) ↾ker η(t,ze)= d(h− Jξ(t))(t,ze) ↾ker η(t,ze)= (ιXh−Jξ(t)
ω)(t,ze) ↾ker η(t,ze)= 0, ∀t ∈ T.

Since Xh−Jξ(t)(t, ze) takes values in ker η, one has (Xh−Jξ(t))(t,ze) = 0 for every t ∈ T . Therefore,
(Xh)(t,ze) = (XJξ(t))(t,ze) = (ξ(t)M )(t,ze) for every t ∈ T and hence ze is a relative equilibrium point.

Note that the above theorem can be rewritten as follows.

Corollary 2. A point ze ∈ P is a relative equilibrium point of ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ) if and only if there

exists a curve ξ(t) in g such that (ze, ξ(t)) ∈ P × g, for every t ∈ T , are critical points of the functions
ĥt : P × g → R of the form

ĥt(z, ν) := h(t, z) − 〈JΦ(t, z)− JΦ(t, ze), ν〉.

Note that ξ(t) plays the role of a t-dependent Lagrange multiplier in Corollary 2.
Let ze be a relative equilibrium point of ((T × P )ωη , h,J

Φ). Let us define the second variation of
hξ(te) at (te, ze), for any te ∈ T , as the mapping (δ2hξ(te))(te,ze) : ker η(te,ze) × ker η(te,ze) → R of the
form

(δ2hξ(t))(te,ze)(v1, v2) := ιY (d(ιXdhξ(te)))(te,ze), (7.3)

for some vector fields X,Y on M defined on a neighbourhood of (te, ze) taking values in ker η and
such that v1 = X(te,ze), v2 = Y(te,ze). Note that, for each pair v1, v2, it is always possible to find some
X,Y satisfying given conditions. In Darboux coordinates {t, x1, . . . , x2n} on an open neighbourhood
U of (te, ze), one has that X =

∑2n
i=1 fi

∂
∂xi

and Y =
∑2n

i=1 gi
∂
∂xi

, where ι ∂
∂xi

η = 0 for i = 1, . . . , 2n. It

is worth noting that the functions f1, . . . , f2n, g1, . . . , g2n ∈ C∞(U) may depend on t.

Proposition 7.2. Let ze ∈ P be a relative equilibrium point of ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ). If {t, x1, . . . , x2n}

are Darboux coordinates on a neighbourhood of (te, ze) ∈ T × P , for a te ∈ T , then

(δ2hξ(te))(te,ze)(w, v) =

2n∑

i,j=1

∂2hξ(te)

∂xi∂xj
(te, ze)wivj , ∀v,w ∈ ker η(te,ze), (7.4)

where w =
∑2n

i=1wi∂/∂xi and v =
∑2n

i=1 vi∂/∂xi.
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Proof. From (7.3) and the fact that the vector fields X,Y associated with the tangent vectors w, v
take values in ker η, we have

(δ2hξ(te))(te,ze)(w, v) = ιY (dιXdhξ(te))(te,ze) =
2n∑

i,j=1

∂2hξ(te)

∂xi∂xj
(te, ze)wivj

+
2n∑

i,j=1

∂hξ(te)

∂xi
(te, ze)

∂Xi

∂xj
(te, ze)vj =

2n∑

i,j=1

∂2hξ(te)

∂xi∂xj
(te, ze)wivj ,

where X =
∑2n

i=1X
i∂/∂xi, X(te, ze) = w, and we have used that ze is a relative equilibrium point.

It follows from (7.4) that the mappings (δ2hξ(te))(t,ze), for each t ∈ T , are symmetric. Let us study
(7.3) in more detail.

Proposition 7.3. Let ze ∈ P be a relative equilibrium point for ((T × P )ωη , h,J
Φ). Then, for every

t ∈ T , one has

(δ2hξ(t))(t,ze)((ζM )(t,ze), v(t,ze)) = 0, ∀ζ ∈ g, ∀v(t,ze) ∈ T(t,ze)(J
Φ−1(µe)) ∩ ker η(t,ze). (7.5)

Proof. The G-invariance of h : T ×P → R and the equivariance condition for JΦ relative to the affine
Lie group action, ∆, yields, for every g ∈ G and all (t′, z) ∈ T × P , that, for µe = JΦ(t′, ze), one has

hξ(t)(Φg(t
′, z)) = h(Φg(t

′, z)) −
〈
∆gJ

Φ(t′, z), ξ(t)
〉
+ 〈µe, ξ(t)〉

= h(t′, z)−
〈
JΦ(t′, z),∆T

g ξ(t)
〉
+ 〈µe, ξ(t)〉 ,

where ∆T
g : g → g is the transpose of ∆g for every g ∈ G. Since, for any fixed t ∈ T , we can substitute

g = exp(sζ), with ζ ∈ g, and differentiating with respect to s, one gets

(ιζMdhξ(t))(t
′, z) = −

〈
JΦ(t′, z),

d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

∆T
exp(sζ)ξ(t)

〉
=
〈
JΦ(t′, z), (ζ∆g )ξ(t)

〉
,

where (ζ∆g )ξ(t) is the fundamental vector field of ∆T : G× g → g associated with ζ ∈ g at ξ(t) ∈ g, for
a fixed t ∈ T . Note that the induced action on g has fundamental vector fields

ζ∆g (v) :=
d

ds

∣∣∣∣
s=0

∆T
exp(−sζ)v, ∀v ∈ g.

Recall, that (ζM )(t,ze) and v(t,ze) take values in ker η(t,ze). Taking variations relative to z ∈ P above
and evaluating at (t, ze), one gets

(δ2hξ(t))(t,ze)((ζM )(t,ze), v(t,ze)) =
〈
T(t,ze)J

Φ(v(t,ze)), (ζ
∆
g )ξ(t)

〉
,

which vanishes if T(t,ze)J
Φ(v(t,ze)) = 0, i.e. if v(t,ze) ∈ kerT(t,ze)J

Φ = T(t,ze)(J
Φ−1(µe)).

The following corollary is a natural consequence of Proposition 7.3.

Corollary 3. If ze is a relative equilibrium point of ((T×P )ωη , h,JΦ), then the subspace T(t,ze)(G
∆
µe(t, ze))

belongs to the kernel of the restriction of (δ2hξ(t))(t,ze) to T(t,ze)(J
Φ−1(µe)) ∩ ker η(t,ze).

8 Stability on the reduced manifold

Section 7 introduced the basic results of a cosymplectic energy-momentum method, which allows for
finding relative equilibrium points of ((T × P )ωη , h,J

Φ). This section analyses the stability on the
reduced space by applying and interpreting the results of [17] in our cosymplectic framework without
some unnecessary technical conditions on the momentum map assumed there. We hereafter assume
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T = R so as to use Definition 6.1, which is the basis to establish conditions ensuring different types of
stability on manifolds.

Recall that a Marsden–Weinstein reduction for ((R×P )ωη , h,JΦ) is a reduction from (R×P, ω, η) to
a cosymplectic manifold (R×P∆

µ , ωµ, ηµ), where ωµ and ηµ are given by ι∗µω = π∗µωµ and ι∗µη = π∗µηµ,

for the immersion ιµ : JΦ−1(µ) →֒ R × P and the projection πµ : JΦ−1(µ) → M∆
µ = JΦ−1(µ)/G∆

µ .

Recall that M∆
µ ≃ R× P∆

µ for a certain manifold P∆
µ introduced in Corollary 1.

Let us analyse the function hze : R× P → R given by

hze(t, z) := h(t, z) − h(t, ze).

Then, hze(t, ze) = 0 for every t ∈ R. This is done to study hze(t, z) with lpdf functions and other
functions of the sort. If (t, z(t)) is the particular solution to our G-invariant cosymplectic Hamiltonian
system ((R × P )ωη , h,J

Φ) with the initial condition (0, ze), then

d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

hze(t, z(t)) =
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

h(t, z(t)) − d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

h(t, ze).

For simplicity, we have chosen t = 0, but we could have chosen any other initial time. Since the
integral curves of Ef for (R×P, ω, η) are given by (2.8a), the derivative with respect to t of a function
hze along the solutions of the Hamilton equations for h reads

dhze
dt

= Ehhze = Rhze + {hze , h}ω,η = Rhze =
∂hze
∂t

.

Note that choosing another variable t in a Darboux coordinate system on R× P does not change the
above relations. Note that hze ◦Φg = hze for every g ∈ G. Since πT ◦Φg = πT , there exists a function
Hze : R× P∆

µe → R of the form

Hze(t, [z]) := hze(t, z), ∀(t, z) ∈ JΦ−1(µe),

where (t, [z]) stands for the equivalence class of (t, z) ∈ JΦ−1(µe) in JΦ−1(µe)/G
∆
µe . The function

Hze(t, [z]) − kµe(t, [z]) depends only on t, because kµe(t, [z]) is given by π∗µekµe = ι∗µeh. Recall that

R× P∆
µe is also a cosymplectic manifold. Therefore, similarly πµe∗(R+Xh) = Rµe +Xkµe , and [ze] is

an equilibrium point of Xkµe . Hence, Hze |{t}×P∆
µe

has an equilibrium point in [ze]. Moreover,

d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

Hze(t, [z(t)]) = (Rhze)(0, z(0)), ∀(0, [z(0)]) ∈ JΦ−1(µe)/G
∆
µe ≃ R× P∆

µe ,

where z(t) is any solution to the initial Hamiltonian equations of h within JΦ−1(µe) with initial
condition z(0).

Let us use Hze to study the stability of [ze] in P∆
µe . In particular, we will study the conditions

on h to ensure that Hze gives rise to different types of stable equilibrium points at [ze]. With this
aim, consider a coordinate system {x1, . . . , xn} on an open neighbourhood U of [ze] ∈ P∆

µe such that
xi([ze]) = 0 for i = 1, . . . , n. Let α = (α1, . . . , αn), with α1, . . . , αn ∈ N ∪ {0}, be a multi-index with
n = dimJΦ−1(µe)/G

∆
µe − 1. To understand this, recall that M∆

µe contains the t-dependence that will
be a parameter, not a variable, in the stability analysis. Let |α| =

∑n
i=1 αi and Dα = ∂α1

x1 · · · ∂αn
xn

for every α. The proof of the following lemma is very technical and will be omitted (see [17, 37] for
detailed proof).

Lemma 8.1. Let us define the t-dependent parametric family of n× n matrices M(t) with entries

[M(t)]ji =
1

2

∂2Hze

∂xi∂xj
(t, [ze]), ∀t ∈ R, i, j = 1, . . . , n,

and let spec(M(t)) stands for the spectrum of the matrix M(t) at t ∈ R. Assume that there exists a
λ ∈ R such that 0 < λ < inft∈It0 min spec(M(t)) for some t0 ∈ R. Suppose also that there exists a real
constant c such that

c ≥ 1

6
sup
t∈I

t0

max
|α|=3

max
[y]∈B

|DαHze(t, [y])|
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for a certain compact neighbourhood B of [ze]. Then, there exists an open neighbourhood U of [ze],
where the function Hze : R×U → R is lpdf from t0. If there exists additionally a constant Λ such that

sup
t∈I

t0

max spec(M(t)) < Λ,

then, Hze : R× U → R is a decrescent function from t0.

The eigenvalues of M(t) depend on the chosen coordinate system around [ze].

Lemma 8.2. If the t-dependent matrixM(t), which is defined in a local coordinate system {x1, . . . , xn}
on an open neighbourhood of an equilibrium point [ze] ∈ Pµe , satisfies that 0 < λ < inft∈I

t0
min specM(t)

for some λ (resp. supt∈I
t0
max specM(t) < Λ for some Λ), then MB′(t), defined as M(t) but in an-

other coordinate system B′ := {x̃1, . . . , x̃n} on another neighbourhood in Pµe of [ze], satisfies that
0 < λ′ < inft∈It0 min specMB′(t) for some λ′ (resp. supt∈It0 max specMB′(t) < Λ′ for some Λ′).

An appropriate coordinate system may simplifyM(t) at certain values of t, e.g. by writingM(t) in
a canonical form. Nevertheless, the simplification ofM(t) at every time t ∈ It0 for a certain coordinate
system in P∆

µe around [ze] will be, in general, impossible. We therefore restrict ourselves to determining
a condition on a particular coordinate system.

Lemma 8.1 leads, immediately, to the following theorem.

Theorem 8.3. If there exist λ, c > 0 and an open neighbourhood U of [ze] so that

λ < min(spec(M(t))), c ≥ 1

3!
max
|α|=3

sup
[x]∈U

|DαHze(t, [x])|,
∂Hze

∂t

∣∣∣∣
U

≤ 0,

for every t ∈ It0 , then [ze] is a stable point of the Hamiltonian vector field related to kµe on JΦ−1(µe)/G
∆
µe

from t0. If there exists Λ such that max(spec(M(t))) < Λ for every t ∈ It0 , then [ze] is uniformly
stable from t0.

Assuming stronger conditions on the derivatives of Hze than in Theorem 8.3, one gets Corollary
4, whose conditions that can indeed be proved to hold independently of the chosen coordinate system
(cf. [17]), which makes them geometrical as proved next.

Corollary 4. If there exist λ, c > 0 and an open neighbourhood U of [ze] such that

λ < min (spec (M(t))) , c ≥ 1

3!
max

1≤|α|≤3
sup
[x]∈U

|DαHze(t, [x])| ,
∂Hze

∂t

∣∣∣∣
U

≤ 0, (8.1)

for every t ∈ It0 , then [ze] is a uniformly stable point of the Hamiltonian system kµe on JΦ−1(µe)/G
∆
µe

from t0.

The existence of c in Corollary 4 yields, from the first and second expression in (8.1), that
max(spec(M(t))) ≤ 6cn2 for every t ∈ It0 . Indeed,

vTM(t)v ≤
n∑

i,j=1

|vi||vj ||M i
j(t)| ≤ 6c

n∑

i,j=1

‖v‖2 = 6cn2‖v‖2, ∀v ∈ R
n.

Consequently, vTM(t)v < ΛvT v for every non-zero v ∈ R
n and Λ > 6cn2.

The results obtained above employ a distance on an open coordinate neighbourhood of [ze] that
was induced by a standard norm in R

n. The topology induced by this norm is the same as the
one induced by any other Riemannian metric on the open neighbourhood of [ze]. Hence, our results
concerning the stability of [ze] are independent of the used Riemannian metric.

The lemma below shows that Corollary 4 has a geometric meaning: the conditions provided are
satisfied independently of the chosen coordinates, which may change the values of the constants λ, c,
but not its existence, which is the relevant fact for our main aims. Its proof can be found in [17].

24



Lemma 8.4. If M(t), which is defined in a local coordinate system {x1, . . . , xn} on an open neighbour-
hood of an equilibrium point [ze] ∈ P∆

µe , is such that 0 < λ < inft0≤tmin specM(t) for some λ (resp.
supt0≤tmax specM(t) < Λ for some Λ), then MB′(t),which is determined like M(t) but in another
coordinate system B′ = {x̃1,. . ., x̃n} around [ze] ∈ P∆

µe , holds that 0 < λ′ < inft0≤tmin specMB′(t) for
some λ′ (resp. supt0≤tmax specMB′(t) < Λ′ for some Λ′).

The condition for c in Corollary 4 is independent of the chosen coordinate system. More specifically,
the condition on a new coordinate system also holds by choosing a new c′ and restricting to a new
open subset of (t, [ze]), where the previous condition and the new coordinate system are defined.

In this section, we assume JΦ to be regular at JΦ(t, ze) for a relative equilibrium point ze ∈ P . The
energy-momentum method determines properties of h on a neighbourhood of a relative equilibrium
point me = (t, ze) ∈ R × P that ensure a certain type of stability around an associated equilibrium
point of the Hamilton equations of kµe in R × Pµe . In particular, we will give conditions on hµe :
(t, x) ∈ JΦ−1(µe) 7→ h(t, x) ∈ R, and ∂hµe/∂t with t ∈ R, to ensure that the conditions in Theorem
8.3 and/or Corollary 4 are satisfied. Instead of investigating M(t), we will set conditions on the
functions hξ(t) ↾{t}×P for t ∈ R, which is more practical as they are not defined on the quotient of
a submanifold of P and they are straightforwardly known without making additional computations.
As in the case of Section 7, the present section heavily relies on the results of [17], which are to be
very slightly modified to be adapted to a cosymplectic realm. Moreover, some technical conditions
concerning the Ad∗-equivariance assumed in [17] are again removed.

9 Stability, reduced manifold, and relative equilibrium points

In this section, we assume JΦ to be regular at JΦ(t, ze) for a relative equilibrium point ze ∈ P and
every t ∈ R. The cosymplectic energy-momentum method aims to determine properties of h on a
neighbourhood of a relative equilibrium point ze ∈ P that ensure a certain type of stability around
an associated equilibrium point of the Hamilton equations of kµe ∈ C∞(R × P∆

µe). In particular,

we will give conditions on hµe : (t, x) ∈ JΦ−1(µe) 7→ h(t, x) ∈ R, and ∂hµe/∂t, to ensure that the
conditions in Theorem 8.3 and/or Corollary 4 are satisfied. Instead of investigating M(t), we will set
conditions on the functions hξ(t)|{t}×P for t ∈ R, which is more practical as they are not defined on
the quotient of a submanifold of P and they are straightforwardly known without making additional
computations. As in Section 8, this section also heavily relies on the results of [17], which are to
be slightly modified to be adapted to a cosymplectic realm. Moreover, some technical conditions
concerning the Ad∗-equivariance assumed in [17] are here removed.

Let us assume that G∆
µe acts in a quotientable manner on JΦ−1(µe). Let us define a coordinate

system {t, z1, . . . , zq} on an open subset R × Aµe ⊂ JΦ−1(µe) containing me = (te, ze) for some
te ∈ R. Let {t, π∗µex1, . . . , π∗µexn} be the coordinates on R × Aµe obtained by pull-back to R ×
Aµe some coordinates {t, x1 . . . , xn} on R × O = πµe(R × Aµe)

2, since the cosymplectic Marsden–
Weinstein reduction does not ‘reduce’ the space R (see Corollary (1)), and let {y1, . . . , ys} be additional
coordinates giving rise to a coordinate system {t, z1, . . . , zq} on R × Aµe . Due to the G∆

µe -invariance

of hµe = h ◦ ιµe : JΦ−1(µe) → R, one has that there exists c such that

c ≥ 1

3!
max

3≥|ϑ|≥1
sup
z∈Aµe

|Dϑhµe(t, y)|, ∀t ∈ It0 ,

where ϑ is a multi-index ϑ = (ϑ1, . . . , ϑq) if and only if

c ≥ 1

3!
max

3≥|α|≥1
sup
x∈O

|DαHze(t, x)|, ∀t ∈ It0 , (9.1)

whereR×O is an open neighbourhood of [me] = (te, [ze]) because πµe is an open mapping. Indeed, since
hµe is constant on the submanifolds where t, x1, . . . , xn take constant values, hµe(t, x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ys)−
h(t, ze) = Hze(t, x1, . . . , xn) and (9.1) follows.

2To simplify the notation, {x1, . . . , xn} will stand for a set of coordinates on a neighbourhood of [ze] and their
pull-backs to J

Φ−1(µe) via πµe
simultaneously.
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Consider again the local coordinate system {t, z1, . . . , zq} on JΦ−1(µe). We write [M̂ (t)] for the
t-dependent q × q matrix given by the t-dependent coefficients of the form

[M̂(t)]ji :=
∂2hµe
∂zi∂zj

(t, ze), i, j = 1, . . . , q.

It is worth noting that coordinates are constructed respecting the local natural decomposition JΦ−1(µe)
of the form R×Aµe . Note also that hµe(t, z) = hξ(t)(t, z) for (t, z) ∈ JΦ−1(µ).

Lemma 8.4 tells us that, geometrically, the existence of λ and Λ amounts to the fact that the
t-dependent bilinear symmetric form K(t) : T[ze]P

∆
µe × T[ze]P

∆
µe → R given by

K(t) :=
1

2

n∑

i,j=1

∂2Hze

∂xi∂xj
(t, [ze])dxi|[ze] ⊗ dxj |[ze]

satisfies that
K(t)(w,w) > λ(w|w)B , ∀w ∈ T[ze]P

∆
µe\{0}, ∀t ∈ It0 , (9.2)

where (·|·)B is the Euclidean product in T[ze]P
∆
µe satisfying that {∂x1 , . . . , ∂xn} is an orthonormal basis.

Indeed, if v stands for the column vector of the coordinates of w ∈ T[ze]P
∆
µe in {∂x1 , . . . , ∂xn}, then

K(t)(w,w) = vTM(t)v > λvT v = λ(w|w)B , ∀w ∈ T[ze]P∆
µe\{0}, ∀t ∈ It0 .

Moreover, given another inner product (·|·)B′ on T[ze]P
∆
µe , there existml,ms > 0 such thatms(w|w)B′ >

(w|w)B > ml(w|w)B′ for all w ∈ T[ze]P
∆
µe \ {0} (recall that in finite-dimensional spaces all metrics

induced by norms are strong equivalent [1]). Consequently, if (9.2) is satisfied for an inner product in
T[ze]P

∆
µe , then it also holds for any other one, after an eventual change of the value of λ. The same

applies, mutatis mutandis, to the relation Λ(w|w)B > K(t)(w,w) for a Λ > 0, for all t ∈ It0 , and every
w ∈ T[ze]P

∆
µe\{0}.

It is worth noting that the inner product (·|·)B is introduced to effectively determine whether the
t-dependent matrix M(t) has eigenvalues that can be bounded from below simultaneously for every
time t ∈ It0 .

Let us provide a geometric method to verify (9.2) via the space JΦ−1(µe). Since every hµe |{t}×Aµe
,

with t ∈ R, has a critical point at each relative equilibrium point ze ∈ Aµe there exists a t-dependent

bilinear symmetric function M̂(t) : TzeAµe × TzeAµe → R, of the form

M̂(t) :=
1

2

q∑

i,j=1

∂2hµe
∂zi∂zj

(t, ze)dzi|ze ⊗ dzj |ze , ∀t ∈ It0 ,

where B = {t, z1, . . . , zq} is any coordinate system in an open neighbourhood of (te, ze) ∈ JΦ−1(µe)
adapted to R×Aµe .

Let {t, x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ys} be the coordinate system on the open neighbourhood of (te, ze) in
JΦ−1(µe) defined above. Then,

∂2hµe
∂xk∂yj

(t, ze) =
∂2hµe
∂yi∂yj

(t, ze) = 0, i, j = 1, . . . , s, k = 1, . . . , n, ∀t ∈ R,

on the open neighbourhood. Note that π∗µeK(t) = M̂(t) and Tze(G
∆
µeze) ⊂ ker M̂(t) for every t ∈ R.

Since objects are geometrical, K(t) can be considered as the induced bilinear form by M̂ (t) on Sze ≃
TzeAµe/Tze(G

∆
µeze) ≃ T[ze]P

∆
µe . Thus, the conditions for M(t) can be verified via M̂(t). Corollary 4

and the previous remarks allow us to ennunciate the following theorem.

Theorem 9.1. Let us assume that there exist λ, c > 0 and an open coordinate neighbourhood Aµe of
ze so that R×Aµe ⊂ JΦ−1(µe) and

λ < min(spec([M̂ (t)]|Sze
), c ≥ 1

3!
max

1≤|ϑ|≤3
sup
y∈Aµe

|Dϑhµe(t, y)|,
∂hµe
∂t

∣∣∣∣
Aµe

≤ 0, (9.3)

for every t ∈ It0 and a subspace Sze ⊂ TzeAµe suplementary to Tze(G
∆
µeze), then [ze] is a uniformly

stable point of the Hamiltonian system kµe on JΦ−1(µe)/G
∆
µe from t0.
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Finally, let us relate the properties of hξ(t)|{t}×P with Hµe so as to investigate relative equilibrium

points in P and their associated equilibrium points in P∆
µe . Since hξ(t) ↾{t}×P has a critical point at

a relative equilibrium point ze ∈ P for every t ∈ R, it is possible to define the t-dependent bilinear
symmetric form on TzeP given by

Tze(t) :=
1

2

χ∑

i,j=1

∂2hξ(t)

∂ui∂uj
(t, ze)dui|ze ⊗ duj |ze , ∀t ∈ R,

where {t, u1, . . . , uχ}, with χ = dimP , is a coordinate system on an open neighbourhood ofme = (t, ze)

in R× P . Let us study the relation of Tze(t) with M̂(t) to study the latter via the former. Note that
Tze(t) is a geometric object easy to be constructed as it is defined on TzeP and it depends, essentially,
only on h and JΦ.

Since JΦ is regular, the coordinates of JΦ around JΦ−1(µe), e.g. µ1, . . . , µr, give rise to dim g

functionally independent functions on P . Consider now the coordinate system on a neighbourhood
Aµe of ze so that R ×Aµe ⊂ JΦ−1(µe) given by {t, x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ys}. Let us extended smoothly
such coordinates to an open neighbourhood in M containing R×{ze}. As JΦ is regular at each (t, ze)
for t ∈ R, the functions µ1, . . . , µr, which are constant on the level sets of JΦ, obey dµ1∧. . .∧dµr 6= 0 on
each (t, ze) for every t ∈ R. This gives rise to a coordinate system {t, x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , ys, µ1, . . . , µr}
on an open neighbourhood in R× P containing R× {ze}. Hence,

∂h

∂yi

∣∣∣∣
JΦ−1(µe)

= 0,
∂〈JΦ − µe, ξ(t)〉

∂yi
= 0, ∀t ∈ R, i = 1, . . . , s.

It is worth noting that the above does not need to hold away from JΦ−1(µe) since y1, . . . , ys were
defined just as a mere smooth extension from JΦ−1(µe). Moreover,

(
∂

∂yj

∂h

∂yi

) ∣∣∣∣
JΦ−1(µe)

= 0,

(
∂

∂xk

∂h

∂yi

) ∣∣∣∣
JΦ−1(µe)

= 0,

∂

∂yj

∂〈JΦ − µe, ξ(t)〉
∂yi

= 0,
∂

∂xk

∂〈JΦ − µe, ξ(t)〉
∂yi

= 0,

for all t ∈ R with i, j = 1, . . . , s and k = 1, . . . , n. The first and second relations above hold because
the derivative on the left depends on JΦ−1(µe) only on ∂h/∂yi within JΦ−1(µe). Nevertheless, in the
chosen coordinate system, the Hessian of hξ(t) restricted to {t} × P on T(t,ze)J

Φ−1(µe) ∩ ker η|(t,ze)
coincides with M̂(t). Hence, we can use the functions hξ(t) to study M̂(t) and M(t).

10 A two-state quantum system

Let us analyse a quantum mechanical system defined by a t-dependent Schrödinger equation on a
finite-dimensional Hilbert space so as to study its relative equilibrium points with respect to the
group of symmetries of t-dependent Schrödinger equations given by multiplying by complex non-zero
numbers. In particular, this section applies some of the techniques of our paper to a two-level quantum
system under the effect of a t-dependent Hermitian Hamiltonian operator Ĥ(t), which can be induced,
for instance, by a spin-magnetic interaction with a drift term. States of the two-level system are
elements of the Hilbert space C

2, but physical relevance has only non-zero ones. It is known that
C
n admits a real differential structure that makes C

n globally homeomorphic to R
2n. Hence, the

Hilbert space describing the two-level system is two-dimensional as a complex manifold, while it is a
four-dimensional manifold as a real one. The evolution of such a system is described by the action of
the Lie group, U2, of unitary automorphisms on C

2. More specifically, the solution to the t-dependent
Schrödinger equation induced by Ĥ(t) from t = 0 with an arbitrary initial state Ψ0 ∈ C

2 takes the
form Ψ(t) = UtΨ0 for a curve R ∋ t 7→ Ut ∈ U2. Recall that the t-dependent Schrödinger equation
associated with Ĥ(t) reads

i
dΨ(t)

dt
= Ĥ(t)Ψ(t), (10.1)
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where Ĥ(t), for every t ∈ R, is assumed to be a Hermitian Hamiltonian operator acting on C
2.

Let us consider a basis of the vector space (over the reals) of Hermitian operators on C
2, let us say

u∗2. This basis can be obtained by giving a basis of the form {Ŝj := 1
2σj}j=1,2,3, where σ1, σ2, σ3 are

the Pauli matrices, and the 2× 2 identity matrix Î. To simplify our further calculations, we introduce
the Lie bracket on u∗2 given by

[[A,B]] := −i[A,B], ∀A,B ∈ u∗2,

where [·, ·] is the operator commutator for endomorphisms on C
2. Then, the commutation relations

in the given basis are

[[Î , Ŝj ]] = 0, [[Ŝj , Ŝk]] =

3∑

l=1

ǫjklŜl, k, j = 1, 2, 3,

where ǫjkl, with j, k, l = 1, 2, 3, are the Levi-Civita symbols.

In the presence of an external magnetic field ~B(t) := B(t)(B1, B2, B3), where B(t) is any t-
dependent function, applied to a spin 1/2 particle and under the action of a drift term B(t)B0Î, the
t-dependent Hamiltonian operator takes the form

Ĥ(t) = B(t)B0Î + ~B(t) · ~S,

where ~S := (Ŝ1, Ŝ2, Ŝ3). Note that Ĥ(t) is Hermitian for every t ∈ R.
Since C

2 is diffeomorphic to R
4 as a manifold, then a point (z1, z2) ∈ C

2 can be represented by
Ψ := (q1, p1, q2, p2) ∈ R4, where qi = Re(zi) and pi = Im(zi) for i = 1, 2. Thus, the t-dependent
Schrödinger equation (10.1) of our problem reads

d

dt




q1
p1
q2
p2


=

1

2
B(t)




0 2B0+B3 −B2 B1

−2B0−B3 0 −B1 −B2

B2 B1 0 2B0−B3

−B1 B2 −2B0+B3 0







q1
p1
q2
p2


 . (10.2)

The manifold R × C
2 ≃ R

5 is related to a natural cosymplectic manifold (R × C
2, ωS := dq1 ∧ dp1 +

dq2 ∧ dp2, ηS := dt), where t is the natural coordinate on R understood as a coordinate on R × C
2.

The solutions of system (10.2) can be geometrically described as the integral curves, parametrised by
t, of the evolution vector field on R× C

2 given by

R+B(t)(B0X0 +B1X1 +B2X2 +B3X3), (10.3)

where R = ∂/∂t is the Reeb vector field and X0, . . . ,X3 are the vector fields on R× C
2 of the form

X0 := p1
∂

∂q1
− q1

∂

∂p1
+ p2

∂

∂q2
− q2

∂

∂p2
, X1 :=

1

2

(
p2

∂

∂q1
− q2

∂

∂p1
+ p1

∂

∂q2
− q1

∂

∂p2

)
, (10.4)

X2 :=
1

2

(
−q2

∂

∂q1
− p2

∂

∂p1
+ q1

∂

∂q2
+ p1

∂

∂p2

)
, X3 :=

1

2

(
p1

∂

∂q1
− q1

∂

∂p1
− p2

∂

∂q2
+ q2

∂

∂p2

)
. (10.5)

Their commutation relations read

[X0,Xj ] = 0, [X1,X2] = −X3, [X2,X3] = −X1, [X3,X1] = −X2, j = 1, 2, 3.

The cosymplectic manifold (R × C
2, ωS = dq1 ∧ dp1 + dq2 ∧ dp2, ηS = dt) allows us to write that

X0, . . . ,X3 are Hamiltonian vector fields with Hamiltonian functions h0, . . . , h3 of the form

h0(Ψ) =
1

2
〈Ψ, ÎΨ〉 = 1

2

(
q21 + q22 + p21 + p22

)
, h1(Ψ) =

1

2
〈Ψ, Ŝ1Ψ〉 = 1

2
(p1p2 + q1q2),

h2(Ψ) =
1

2
〈Ψ, Ŝ2Ψ〉 = 1

2
(q1p2 − q2p1), h3(Ψ) =

1

2
〈Ψ, Ŝ3Ψ〉 = 1

4

(
p21 + q21 − p22 − q22

)
.

The functions h1, h2, h3 are functionally independent and h20 = 4(h21 + h22 + h23).
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Then, the t-dependent Schrödinger equation in coordinates (10.2) can be associated with an evo-
lution vector field, Eh, on R× C

2 induced by the Hamiltonian function h ∈ C∞(R× C
2) given by

h(t,Ψ) := B(t)

3∑

α=0

Bαhα(Ψ), t ∈ R, Ψ ∈ C
2. (10.6)

In other words, the solutions (q1(t), p1(t), q2(t), p2(t)) to (10.2) designate integral curves t 7→ (t, q1(t), p1(t), q2(t), p2(
of Eh. Let us write Ψ = (z1, z2), with z1, z2 ∈ C. Then, we have a Lie group action Φ : U1 × C

2 ∋
(eiθ, z1, z2) 7→ (e−iθz1, e

−iθz2) ∈ C
2. Indeed, this Lie group action gives rise to a Lie group of sym-

metries of (10.1). Note that the fundamental vector fields of Φ are spanned by X0 (considered as a
vector field on C

2). Let us consider the Lie group action on R × C
2 with fundamental vector fields

〈X0〉 of the form

Φ : SO2 ×R× C
2 ∋ (θ; t, q1, p1, q2, p2) 7→ (t, (Rθ ⊗Rθ)(q1, p1, q2, p2)) ∈ R× C

2,

where SO2 is the special orthogonal 2× 2 matrix group and Rθ satisfies

Rθ =

(
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

)
∈ SO2, Rθ

(
qj
pj

)
=

(
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

)(
qj
pj

)
, j = 1, 2.

Equivalently, one can understand Φ as a Lie group action

ΦC : U1 × R×C
2 ∋ (eiθ; t, z1, z2) 7→ (t, e−iθz1, e

−iθz2) ∈ R× C
2.

Note that the Lie group action Φ leaves invariant the Hamiltonian function (10.6). Moreover, Φ is
cosymplectic, i.e. Φ∗

gωS = ωS and Φ∗
gηS = ηS for every g ∈ SO2. Additionally, it has associated a

momentum map JΦ : R×C
2 → so∗2 given by

JΦ(t, q1, p1, q2, p2) := h0(q1, p1, q2, p2),

where so∗2 ≃ R
∗. Note that 0 6= µ ∈ so∗2 is a regular value of JΦ and µ = 0 is not a weak regular

value of JΦ because T(t,0,0,0,0)J
Φ = 0 but JΦ−1(0) = {(t, 0, 0, 0, 0) : t ∈ R}. Hence, T(t,0,0,0,0)JΦ−1(0) 6=

ker T(t,0,0,0,0)J
Φ. Then, for µ 6= 0, the JΦ−1(µ) is a submanifold given by

JΦ−1(µ) = {(t, q1, p1, q2, p2) : q21 + p21 + q22 + p22 = 2µ, t ∈ R} = R×Aµ,

where
Aµ = {(q1, p1, q2, p2) ∈ R

4 : q21 + p21 + q22 + p22 = 2µ},
is a three-dimensional sphere in R

4 ≃ C
2 centred at 0 and

√
2µ can be understood as its radius. We

can therefore write Aµ ≃ S
3, where S

3 is the three-dimensional sphere in R
4 with centre at 0 and

radius equal to one. Since so∗2 is isomorphic to R
∗ and SO2 is abelian, the coadjoint action of SO2

on so∗2 is trivial (every element of SO2 acts as the identity in so∗2) and, since h0 is invariant relative
to SO2, then JΦ is Ad∗-equivariant. Moreover, the isotropy group of every µ ∈ R

∗\{0} is SO2, i.e.
Gµ = SO2 for every µ 6= 0. Since SO2 is diffeomorphic to the one-dimensional sphere in R

2, i.e. the
circle with radius one and centre at 0 in R

2, one has that

(R ×Aµ)/Gµ ≃ R× (S3/S1).

It is known that S1 acting on S
3 gives rise to a space of orbits diffeomorphic to S

2. Hence,

JΦ−1(µ)/Gµ ≃ R× S2.

In particular, one has the coordinates on JΦ−1(µ) given by {t, ϕ, θ1, θ2} so that the points in JΦ−1(µ)
can be parametrised by

q1 =
√

2µ sinϕ cos θ1, p1 =
√

2µ sinϕ sin θ1,

q2 =
√

2µ cosϕ cos θ2, p2 =
√
2µ cosϕ sin θ2,
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with t ∈ R, ϕ ∈]0, π/2[, while θ1 ∈ [0, 2π[ and θ2 ∈ [0, 2π[. Then,

ι∗µω = µ sin(2ϕ)dϕ ∧ d(θ1 − θ2).

Note that ι∗µω is degenerate at ϕ ∈ {0, π/2}, but this is due to the fact that the chosen coordinates
are not well defined at such values. A proper result with a non-degenerate ι∗µω can be obtained by

means of other, properly defined, coordinates. Since the Lie group action of SO2 on JΦ−1(µ) reads

eiθ(t, ϕ, θ1, θ2) = (t, ϕ, θ1 − θ, θ2 − θ),

then one obtains the submersion πµ : (t, ϕ, θ1, θ2) ∈ JΦ−1(µ) 7→ (t, ϕ, θ1 − θ2) ∈ (R × Aµ)/Gµ.
Obviously, {t, ϕ, θ1 − θ2} are local coordinates on JΦ−1(µ)/Gµ and one can define

ηµ := dt, ωµ := µ sin(2ϕ)dϕ ∧ d(θ1 − θ2).

It is worth stressing that ι∗µω = π∗µωµ.
Let us write hξ(t) in coordinates

hξ(t) = B(t)

[
3∑

α=0

Bαhα

]
− (h0 − µ)ξ(t),

for certain B0, B1, B2, B3 ∈ R. Then, the critical points of hξ(t) for a fixed t are given by the solutions
to the system of equations

q1(2B0 +B3 − 2ξ(t)/B(t)) +B1q2 +B2p2 = 0,

q2(2B0 −B3 − 2ξ(t)/B(t)) +B1q1 −B2p1 = 0,

p1(2B0 +B3 − 2ξ(t)/B(t)) +B1p2 −B2q2 = 0,

B1p1 + 2B0p2 +B2q1 − p2(B3 + 2ξ(t)/B(t)) = 0,

(10.7)

which amount to

B(t)

(
B0Î +

3∑

α=1

BαŜα

)[
q1 + ip1
q2 + ip2

]
= ξ(t)

[
q1 + ip1
q2 + ip2

]
, (10.8)

which determines the relative equilibrium points for every t ∈ R with respect to Φ. Indeed, these are
the common eigenvectors of the operators Ĥ(t) = B(t)(B0Î + B1Ŝ1 +B2Ŝ2 + B3Ŝ3) for every t ∈ R.
Note that each Ĥ(t) is Hermitian and only has real eigenvalues. This is natural: relative equilibrium
points relative to the Lie group action of symmetries given by multiplying by a complex non-zero
number are given by the eigenvalues of the Ĥ(t) that are common for every value of t.

Note that the reduced Hamiltonian system has a Hamiltonian function that can be written by
means of

k0 = µ, k1 =
1

2
µ sin(2ϕ) cos θ, k2 = −1

2
µ sin(2ϕ) sin θ, k3 = −1

2
µ cos(2ϕ),

where θ := θ1 − θ2 and the function on JΦ−1(µ)/Gµ of the form

kµ(t, [Ψ]) := B(t)
3∑

α=0

Bαkα([Ψ]).

Let us determine the relative equilibrium points for B0 = B1 = B2 = 0 and B3 = 1. In view of (10.7)
and (10.8), the relative equilibrium points are given by points in C

2 given by

〈(1, 0)〉C ∪ 〈(0, 1)〉C.

The stability close to the equilibrium points of the projected space are given, in our methods, by the
Hessian of k3 and they are undetermined by the standard criteria [1, 37] since the Hessian of k3 is
degenerated as it depends only on ϕ. Geometrically, it can be proved that the evolution in S

2 leaves
invariant a Riemannian metric [9] on S

2, which involves that the reduced system is such that the
evolution leaves the distance of a solution to the equilibrium point invariant over the time and the
reduced equilibrium points are stable.
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11 Relative equilibrium points of n-state quantum system

Let us consider a more general quantum mechanical system than in the previous section, namely a
system given by the t-dependent Schrödinger equation on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space Cn related
to a t-dependent Hermitian Hamiltonian operator Ĥ(t) of the form

i
dψ

dt
= Ĥ(t)ψ, ∀ψ ∈ C

n, ∀t ∈ R. (11.1)

In particular, we will focus on determining relative equilibrium points of this system. The reduction
of (11.1) to the projective space PC

n, namely the space of linear one-dimensional spaces in C
n, will

be proven to be stable at its equilibrium points as a consequence of the same remarks of the previous
section and the results given in [9].

First, let us introduce basic notions essential to describe the systems (11.1). The states of an
n-level quantum system are the elements of the Hilbert space C

n, and any Hilbert basis in C
n defines

a real global chart on C
n. Indeed, let {ej}1,...,n be an orthonormal basis of Cn relative to its canonical

inner product 〈·, ·〉 : Cn×C
n → C. Then, the functions qj, pj : C

n → R , with j = 1, . . . , n, defined by

〈ej , ψ〉 =: qj(ψ) + ipj(ψ), j = 1, . . . , n, ∀ψ ∈ C
n,

define a real global chart on C
n. Recall that Ĥ(t) is a Hermitian Hamiltonian operator with respect

to the above inner product for every t ∈ R. Since C
n ≃ R

2n, then, at each ψ̃ ∈ C, there exists an
R-linear isomorphism ψ ∈ R

2n ≃ C
n 7→ ψψ̃ ∈ Tψ̃R2n ≃ Tψ̃C

n, where

ψψ̃f :=
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

f(ψ̃ + tψ), ∀f ∈ C∞(Cn).

Therefore, one can introduce an anti-symmetric, non-degenerated two-form ω on C
n of the form

ωψ(ψ1ψ̃, ψ2ψ̃) := Im〈ψ1, ψ2〉, ∀ψ,ψ1, ψ2 ∈ C
n. (11.2)

In coordinates {qj , pj}j=1,...,n, one has ωn =
∑n

j=1 dqj ∧ dpj. Since ω is closed, one has that ωn is
a symplectic form on C

n with Darboux coordinates {q1, . . . , qn, p1, . . . , pn}. Let u∗n denote the real
vector space of Hermitian operators on C

n. Then, every observable on C
n, namely Â ∈ u∗n, leads to a

real function on C
n of the form

f
Â
(ψ) :=

1

2
〈ψ, Âψ〉, ∀ψ ∈ C

n,

giving rise to the Hamiltonian vector field

XÂ := {·, fÂ},

where {f, g} := ω(Xf ,Xg) for every real valued functions f, g ∈ C∞(Cn) is a Poisson bracket.
The integral curves of the t-dependent Hamiltonian vector field XĤ(t) associated with fĤ(t) corre-

spond to the solutions of the t-dependent Schrödinger equation (11.1) (see [9] and references therein
for details).

Now, let us proceed to the cosymplectic setting. The manifold C
n can be related to the manifold

(t, z1, . . . , zn) ∈ R× C
n ≃ R

2n+1 ∋ (t, q1, p1, . . . , qn, pn) and is endowed with the natural cosymplectic
structure (R×C

n,pr∗
Cnωn, dt) where prCn : R×C

n → C
n is the canonical projection onto the second

factor and t is the pull-back to R × C
n of the natural variable in R. The solutions of (11.1) are the

curves z(t) such that (t, z(t)) is an integral curve of the evolution vector field Ef
Ĥ(t)

= R + Xf
Ĥ(t)

,

where R = ∂
∂t is the Reeb vector field.

The Lie group action of the form

Φn : SO2 × R× C
n → R×C

n,

(Rθ, t, q1, p1, . . . , qn, pn) 7→ (t, (Rθ ⊗ . . .⊗Rθ)(q1, p1, . . . , qn, pn)),
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gives rise to a Lie group of symmetries of EĤ(t). Moreover, the action of each element of SO2 leaves

invariant the canonical inner product on C
n. Therefore, Φn leaves ω and η invariant and hence Φn is

a cosymplectic Lie group action. Note that Φn also leaves invariant the Hamiltonian function f
Ĥ(t)

.

A cosymplectic momentum map JΦn is given by

JΦn : R×C
n ∋ (t, q1, p1, . . . , qn, pn) 7→

1

2

n∑

i=1

(q2i + p2i ) ∈ so∗2,

where so∗2 ≃ R
∗. Similarly, µ ∈ so∗2 is a regular value of JΦn if µ 6= 0. Otherwise, TJΦn−1(0) 6=

ker TJΦn |JΦ−1(0) and hence µ = 0 is not a regular value of JΦn . Thus, for µ 6= 0, one has

JΦn−1(µ) =

{
(t, q1, p1, . . . , qn, pn) :

n∑

i=1

(q2i + p2i ) = 2µ, t ∈ R

}
= R× S

2n−1.

Since the coadjoint action of SO2 on so∗2 is trivial, a cosymplectic momentum map JΦn is Ad∗-
equivariant. Therefore, the isotropy group of every non-zero µ ∈ so∗2 is Gµ = SO2. Theorem 5.2 and
Corollary 1 yield that the manifold

(R × S
2n−1)/SO2 ≃ R×

(
S
2n−1/S1

)
,

is a cosymplectic manifold. It is known that S1 acting on S
2n−1 gives rise to a space of orbits diffeo-

morphic to the projective space PC
n ≃ C

n
×/C×, where C× := C\{0} and C

n
× := C

n\{0}, namely the
space of one-dimensional subspaces in C

n [1]. Hence,

M∆
µ = JΦn−1(µ)/Gµ ≃ R× PC

n,

for every non-zero µ ∈ so∗2.
From Proposition 7.1, it follows that the relative equilibrium points have the form

(t, ψ(t)) = Φng(t)(t, ψe), g(t) ∈ Gµe = U1,

where g(t) ∈ SO2 ≃ U1 is the evolution operator of the Schrödinger equation (11.1) and Ψe is an
eigenvector for each Ĥ(t). Thus, the relative equilibrium points relative to the Lie group action of
symmetries are given by the eigenvalues of a Hamiltonian operator Ĥ(t) that are common for every
t ∈ R.

12 Cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction and gradient relative equi-

librium points

This section presents a new cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction and a new associated type of rel-
ative equilibrium points: the gradient relative equilibrium points. Our cosymplectic-to-symplectic
reduction does not rely on using Lie symmetries taking values in the kernel of the one-form η of
a cosymplectic manifold as standard cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reductions do, allowing for a
broader application of this method in physics. Moreover, our reduction is more general then the
cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction devised by Albert in [2, pg. 640], which is here retrieved as a
particular case. Finally, our reduction is a modification of a Poisson reduction that cannot be fully
described by means of the standard Poisson theory for a number of reasons to be described afterwards.

Let us first recall the cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction devised by Albert [2, pg. 640].

Theorem 12.1. Let (M,ω, η) be a cosymplectic manifold let Y be a vector field on M such that

ιY η = 1, ιY ω = −df (12.1)

for a certain f ∈ C∞(M). Then, if the space M/Y of orbits of Y in M is a manifold and πY :
M → M/Y is a submersion, there exists a symplectic form ωY on M/Y and a unique function
fY ∈ C∞(M/Y ) such that R projects onto the Hamiltonian vector field XfY on M/Y relative to ωY
and π∗Y fY = f .
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It is worth noting that the conditions (12.1) imply that Y = R−Xf , i.e. Y is an evolution vector
field and Rf = 0. Hence, this reduction is quite restrictive, although it allows for a reduction relative
to a vector field that does not take values in ker η.

Recall that a cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) is such that the restriction of ω to each leaf of
the integral distribution ker η is symplectic. Hence, on each leaf, one can define a Poisson bivector
associated with the restriction of ω to it, giving rise to a Poisson bivector on M . In fact, this is
the Poisson bivector associated with the Poisson bracket (2.10) naturally defined on cosymplectic
manifolds. Consequently, one has the following result.

Proposition 12.1. Every cosymplectic manifold (M,ω, η) gives rise to a unique Poisson bivector Λω,η
on M that is tangent to the leaves of ker η and becomes the Poisson bivector associated with ω on each
such a leaf.

In Darboux coordinates {t, xi, pi} for (M,ω, η), one obtains

Λω,η =

n∑

i=1

∂

∂xi
∧ ∂

∂pi
.

Using Darboux coordinates, we obtain that R and every Xh are Lie symmetries of Λω,η. In spite of
that, R and every ∇h, for h ∈ C∞(M) with Rh 6= 0, are not Hamiltonian vector fields relative to the
Poisson bivector Λω,η. In fact, they do not belong to the image of the induced vector bundle morphism

Λ♯ω,η : ϑp ∈ T ∗M 7→ (Λω,η)p(ϑp, ·) ∈ TM . This implies that the standard Marsden–Weinstein reduction
cannot be directly applied to reduce the dynamics of such vector fields. Moreover, the special form of
Λω,η has special properties that are not shared by general Poisson bivectors and need to be specifically
studied. Before we prove the main result of this section, let us first show the following lemma.

Lemma 12.2. Let Λω,η be the Poisson bivector on M associated with (M,ω, η). Then,

L∇ΥΛω,η = 0,

for Υ ∈ C∞(M) such that ιd(RΥ)Λω,η = 0.

Proof. Recall that ∇Υ = (RΥ)R+XΥ. Since ιXΥ
η = 0, one has that XΥ is tangent to the leaves of the

integrable distribution ker η. Moreover, the restriction of XΥ to one of the leaves of the distribution
ker η is a Hamiltonian vector field relative to the restriction of Λω,η to such a leaf, which is symplectic.
Indeed, for a vector field X taking values in ker η, one has that ιXιXΥ

ω = XΥ and then, on each
integral leaf of ker η, one has that ιXΥ

ω = dΥt, where Υt is the restriction of Υ to the particular
integral leaf of ker η. Hence, LXΥ

Λω,η = 0. The assumption ιd(RΥ)Λω,η = 0 yields that

L(RΥ)RΛω,η = (RΥ)LRΛω,η + (ιd(RΥ)Λω,η) ∧R = 0,

and the statement follows.

Lemma 12.2 could be proved in a coordinate-dependent manner by using Darboux coordinates,
but the above proof is intrinsic and illustrates more clearly the geometric properties of cosymplectic
manifolds. Now, let us explain one of the main results of this section.

Proposition 12.2. (The cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction theorem) Let (M,ω, η) be a
cosymplectic manifold with a Reeb vector field R. Let Υ ∈ C∞(M) be such that ιd(RΥ)Λω,η = 0 and
RΥ 6= 0 at any point of M . Assume that M/∇Υ is a manifold and πΥ :M →M/∇Υ is a submersion.
Then, Λω,η projects onto a bivector field ΛΥ on M/∇Υ giving rise to a symplectic manifold. Moreover,
if h ∈ C∞(M) is such that [∇Υ, Eh] = 0, then Eh projects onto a vector field Yk on M/∇Υ via πΥ
and becomes a Hamiltonian vector field relative to the symplectic form induced by ΛΥ on M/∇Υ. In
this latter case, RΥ is a constant and Yk admits a Hamiltonian function k ∈ C∞(M/∇Υ) defined
uniquely by

π∗Υk = h−Υ/c−
∫ t

[(∇Υ)(h −Υ/c)]dt.
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Proof. Recall that ∇Υ = (RΥ)R +XΥ for RΥ 6= 0. Lemma 12.2 yields that L∇ΥΛω,η = 0 and then
Λω,η projects onto M/∇Υ via the projection π :M →M/∇Υ giving rise to a Poisson bivector ΛΥ.

Let us prove that ΛΥ gives rise to a symplectic form by reduction to absurd. If ΛΥ is degenerate,
it admits a non-trivial kernel at some point y ∈ M/∇Υ. In other words, there exists a nonzero
covector ϑy ∈ T ∗

y (M/∇Υ) such that (ΛΥ)y(ϑy, ·) = 0. Hence, (Λω,η)x(ϑy ◦ π∗x, ϑ′y ◦ π∗x) = 0 for every
x ∈ π−1(y) and every ϑ′y ∈ T ∗

y (M/∇Υ). This implies that ϑy ◦ πx∗ is orthogonal relative to Λω,η

at x to the annihilator of 〈∇Υ〉x. Let us denote by 〈∇Υ〉Λω,η
x the orthogonal to 〈∇Υ〉x relative to

Λω,η. Since ΛΥ is a bivector field on an even-dimensional manifold, its kernel is even dimensional.
Since ϑy ∈ ker ΛΥ is not zero, there exists another linearly independent covector ϑ′y ∈ T ∗

y (M/∇Υ) in

ker ΛΥ. Hence, their pullbacks via π
∗
x give two linearly independent elements in 〈∇Υ〉Λω,η

x . Moreover,

dt belongs to 〈∇Υ〉Λω,η
x at x because belongs to ker(Λω,η)x. But dtx is not the pull-back via πx∗ of any

element of T ∗
y (M/∇Υ), because ι∇Υdt = RΥ 6= 0. Hence, 〈∇Υ〉Λω,η

x has, at least, dimension three.
But this is impossible, because Λω,η has rank 2n and the orthogonal relative to Λω,η to a subspace of
codimension k has, at most, dimension k + 1. This is a contradiction, and ΛΥ is nondegenerate and
it gives rise to a symplectic form.

Consider now a vector field Eh. Since [Eh,∇Υ] = 0 by assumption, then Eh projects onto a vector
field Z on M/∇Υ. Hence, LZΛΥ = 0 and Z is locally Hamiltonian relative to ΛΥ and its associated
symplectic form. Note that ιd(RΥ)Λω,η = 0 implies that RΥ is, in Darboux coordinates, a function
depending only on time. Then, Xh(RΥ) = 0 and

0 = [Eh,∇Υ] = [R+Xh, (RΥ)R +XΥ] = (R2Υ)R+ [R,XΥ] +RΥ[Xh, R] + [Xh,XΥ].

Therefore, R2Υ = 0 and since RΥ depends only on t in Darboux coordinates, RΥ is a nonzero constant
c. Thus,

0 = [Eh,∇Υ] = XRΥ−cXRh−X{h,Υ} = Xc−cXRh−X{h,Υ} = −cXRh−X{h,Υ} = X−cRh−{h,Υ}. (12.2)

Hence, −{h,Υ} − cRh depends only on time in Darboux coordinates.
Since ∇Υ projects onto zero on M/∇Υ, the projection of Eh onto M/∇Υ is the same as the

projection of Eh − ∇Υ/c = Xh−Υ/c. But Xh−Υ/c is a Hamiltonian vector field relative to Λω,η. In
view of this and (12.2), one has

∇Υ(h−Υ/c) = {h,Υ}+ cRh− c = g(t)

for a certain function g(t) in Darboux coordinates. Hence,

∇Υ

(
h−Υ/c− 1

c

∫ t

g(t′)dt′
)

= 0

and h−Υ/c−
∫ t
[∇Υ(h−Υ/c)](t′)dt′/c is the pull-back of a function onM/∇Υ. Moreover, Λω,η(d(h−

Υ/c−
∫ t
g(t′)dt′/c), ·) is projectable ontoM/∇Υ giving a vector field ΛΥ(d(h−Υ/c−

∫ t
g(t′)dt′/c), ·) =

Yk = Z, and the final result follows.

Note that our reduction allows for studying general evolution vector fields, which is more general
than in the case of the Albert’s cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction dealing with cases whose Hamil-
tonian is a first integral of the Reeb vector field. Moreover, our cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction
allows for the reduction of an evolution vector field relative to another vector field, which is a more
general scheme than in Albert’s reduction. In particular, Albert’s reduction is a particular case of our
reduction for Eh = R, Y = R−Xf = ∇(t− f), and Υ = t− f for a function f such that Rf = 0 and
t is a Darboux time coordinate. Since R is a Hamiltonian vector field with zero Hamiltonian function
h = 0 and c = RΥ = 1, one has

∇(t− f)(0− (t− f)) = −1 ⇒ π∗Y k = −t+ f +

∫ t

dt′ = f.

Hence, our reduction gives that R projects onto a vector field on M/Y with a Hamiltonian function
k whose pull-back to M is f .

Then, we can define the so-called gradient relative equilibrium point.
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Definition 12.3. Let (M,ω, η) be a cosymplectic manifold, let h ∈ C∞(M) be a Hamiltonian function,
and let Φ : G ×M → M be a cosymplectic Lie group action on M whose fundamental vector fields
are of the form ξM = ∇Υ for some Υ ∈ C∞(M) and for some ξ ∈ g such that ιd(RΥ)Λω,η = 0. Then,
a gradient relative equilibrium point of h is a point ze ∈M such that

∇hze = (ξM )ze ,

for a certain fundamental vector field ∇Υ of Φ.

Note that Eh is such that ιEh
η is not zero. Therefore, at gradient relative equilibrium points,

and in an open neighbourhood around them, ∇Υ satisfies the condition given in our cosymplectic-to-
symplectic reduction. After reducing, standard symplectic techniques to evaluate the stability of the
projected system can be used.

It is worth commenting that the immediate part of our cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction, the
one about the existence of the projection of Λω,η, can be described as a particular type of Marsden–
Weinstein Poisson reduction, but this theory does not take into account the special nature of our
Poisson bivector induced by the cosymplectic structure and it does not cover our scheme of reduction
by a gradient vector field that is not Hamiltonian relative to Λω,η.

13 A reduced circular three-body problem

This section proves that the cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein reduction given in previous sections
can be insufficient to study certain relevant physical problems and our cosymplectic-to-symplectic
reduction is needed.

Let us consider the physical problem given by three masses µ, 1−µ, and m moving on a plane and
interacting gravitationally. We assume that the gravitational constant is equal to one for simplicity.
Moreover, we also set µ to be much larger than 1 − µ. Mathematically, one may assume m = 1 for
simplicity, while the model for a general value of m follows from it straightforwardly. Additionally, let
us assume that the mass 1−µ is spinning around µ in a circular stable motion with constant angular
frequency ̟. We assume that m does not affect the motion of µ and 1− µ. Physically, this happens
when m is much smaller than µ and 1 − µ. Moreover, we will skip the study of collisions. This just
depicted model is sometimes called the circular restricted three-body problem [2, 19]. The above series
of assumptions is a standard approach in the literature (see for instance [1, pg. 663] and references
therein).

Note that the centre of mass of our circular restricted three-body problem is located, under our
assumptions, in the line between the masses µ and 1−µ, being the distances of the masses µ and 1−µ
to it equal to r1 = 1 − µ and r2 = µ, respectively. This model is a quite good approximation for the
motion of a three-body system Sun-Earth-satellite, where it is assumed that the Earth moves around
the Sun in a circular motion with radius equal to one, i.e. r1 + r2 = 1, and a fixed frequency ̟; and
the satellite moves being affected by the gravitational forces induced by the Sun and the Earth but
without having any effect in the motion of the Sun and the Earth. There are many other astronomical
systems, in particular types of asteroids of the Solar System, like the Jupiter Trojan asteroids, that
can be described via our model.

Mathematically, our model is described by a t-dependent Hamiltonian h on the phase space of a
plane, which amounts to a function on R× T ∗

R
2, whose form, in adapted coordinates {t, r, ϕ, pr , pϕ}

induced by polar coordinates in R
2 and a time coordinate t, namely {t, r, ϕ}, reads as follows

h(t, r, ϕ, pr , pϕ) =
p2r
2

+
p2ϕ
2r2

− µ

[r2 + r21 + 2rr1 cos(ϕ−̟t)]1/2
− 1− µ

[r2 + r22 − 2rr2 cos(ϕ−̟t)]1/2
.

We will ignore technical problems related to the lack of differentiability of h, which has no rele-
vance for our further discussion, and we will study the problem via a cosymplectic manifold (R ×
T ∗

R
2, ωTB, ηTB = dt), where ωTB is the pull-back to R × T ∗

R
2 of the canonical symplectic form on

T ∗
R
2, namely ωTB = dr ∧ dpr + dϕ ∧ dpϕ in the chosen coordinates (see [2] for a different approach
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using old techniques in cosymplectic geometry). The evolution vector field describing the dynamics of
the system determined by h is given by RTB +Xh, namely

∂

∂t
−
(

µ(r + r1 cos(ϕ−̟t))
(
r2 + 2rr1 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r21

)3/2 +
(1− µ)(r − r2 cos(ϕ−̟t))

(
r2 − 2rr2 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r22

)3/2 −
p2ϕ
r3

)
∂

∂pr
+ pr

∂

∂r

+
pϕ
r2

∂

∂ϕ
+

(
µrr1 sin(ϕ−̟t)

(
r2 + 2rr1 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r21

)3/2 − (1− µ)rr2 sin(ϕ−̟t)
(
r2 − 2rr2 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r22

)3/2
)

∂

∂pϕ
. (13.1)

The Hamilton equations corresponding to h read

dr

dt
= pr,

dϕ

dt
=
pϕ
r2
,

dpr
dt

=
p2ϕ
r3

− µ(r + r1 cos(ϕ−̟t))
(
r2 + 2rr1 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r21

)3/2 − (1− µ)(r − r2 cos(ϕ −̟t))
(
r2 − 2rr2 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r22

)3/2 ,

dpϕ
dt

=
µrr1 sin(ϕ−̟t)

(
r2 + 2rr1 cos(ϕ −̟t) + r21

)3/2 − (1− µ)rr2 sin(ϕ−̟t)
(
r2 − 2rr2 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r22

)3/2 .

(13.2)

Consider the vector field on R
3 given by

Y =
∂

∂t
+̟

∂

∂ϕ

and let Ŷ be the fundamental vector field of the lift to R×T ∗
R
2 of the Lie group action of R on T ∗

R
2

related to the flow of Y associated with the same element of the Lie algebra of R (see Section 3).
The vector field Ŷ is a cosymplectic vector field, i.e. LŶ ωTB = 0 and LŶ ηTB = 0. In fact, it is the

gradient vector field relative to the function Υ = t + pϕ̟, which satisfies that RTBΥ is a constant.

Note that Ŷ is not a Hamiltonian vector field relative to (R× T ∗
R
2, ωTB, ηTB = dt) since ι

Ŷ
ηTB 6= 0.

Moreover, Ŷ is a Lie symmetry of the Hamiltonian function h, which follows from the fact that Ŷ takes
the same form as Y but in the coordinates {t, r, ϕ, pr , pϕ}. At this level, it is evident that Theorem
5.2 can not be applied.

It is relevant to us to find gradient relative equilibrium points of h, namely when Eh is proportional
to Ŷ . Physically, this happens when the mass m moves around the centre of mass at a fixed distance
r and frequency ̟. Note that the notion of a relative equilibrium point for the cosymplectic manifold
(R × T ∗

R
2, ωTB, ηTB = dt) does not apply to this case because, for instance, Ŷ is not Hamiltonian.

Similarly, the techniques devised in [17] can not be used either as Ŷ is not tangent to T ∗
R
2. Hence,

we will employ Theorem 12.2.
By Definition 12.3 a point ze ∈ R × T ∗

R
2 is a gradient relative equilibrium point if RTB +Xh is

proportional to Ŷ . If this happens at a point (t, r, ϕ, pr , pϕ), then the last expression in the Hamilton
equations (13.2) is equal to zero and ϕ = ̟t + kπ, with k ∈ Z, or ϕ −̟t is such that the distance
between the mass from m to µ and from m to 1 − µ are the same. In this latter case, one can prove
that ϕ−̟t = ∆ and r cos∆ = µ− 1/2. Note that we can restrict ourselves to k ∈ {0, 1}. Moreover,
the remaining equations for the gradient relative equilibrium points read

p2ϕ
r3

− µ(r + r1 cos(ϕ−̟t))
(
r2 + 2rr1 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r21

)3/2 − (1− µ)(r − r2 cos(ϕ−̟t))
(
r2 − 2rr2 cos(ϕ−̟t) + r22

)3/2 = 0,

pr = 0,
pϕ
r2

= ̟.

(13.3)

Since the masses 1−µ and µ spin around their centre of mass, which is located at r = 0, with constant
angular velocity ̟ due to their gravitational attraction, one has that

µ

(r1 + r2)2
= ̟2r2 ⇒ ̟ = ±1.

Note that the force is given by the relative distance between the masses, while the centripetal force is
considered relative to the inertial reference system at the centre of mass of the system of µ and 1−µ.
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Let us consider then three options for the relations between ϕ and t for our gradient relative
equilibrium points, namely ϕ = ̟t, ϕ = ̟t + π and ϕ = ̟t + ∆. In the first case, one has the
equations

r =
µ

(r + 1− µ)2
∓ 1− µ

(µ− r)2
, (13.4)

which are nothing but the equations for the centripetal force of a circular motion induced by the
gravitational force of the masses µ and 1− µ when the three objects move in circles with a frequency
̟ while keeping their positions along a line which turns around the origin with such a frequency.
Then, (13.4) leads to two quintic equations

P±(r, µ) := r5 + (2− 4µ)r4 +
(
6µ2 − 6µ+ 1

)
r3 +

(
−4µ3 + 6µ2 − (3± 1)µ ± 1

)
r2

+
(
µ4 − 2µ3 + (3± 2)µ2 ∓ (4µ − 2)

)
r − µ3 ± (1− µ)3 = 0 (13.5)

for the gradient relative equilibrium position of r, which has always a root in ]0,∞[ since the polynomial
has negative value at r = 0; the value of µ is approximately equal to 1 with µ < 1; and the value
of the polynomial (13.5) tends to infinity when r does so. Each of the above two equations in (13.4)
has just one real solution. This can be seen by analysing the right- and left-hand side functions in
(13.4). Let us work out the gradient relative equilibrium points in an approximate manner. The
quintic polynomial has a triple root r = 1 for µ = 1. Let us write r = 1 +

∑
n∈N δ

n/3xn for certain
constants {xn}n∈N and a parameter δ ≥ 0, and consider the quintic polynomical as an expression
P±(r, µ) =

∑∞
n=0 P±n(r)δ

1+n/3 for δ = 1− µ, and we look for solutions of P±(r(δ), δ) = 0 for every δ
in some [0, δmax[. Note that for δ = 0, one has that P±(r, 1) has a triple root r = 1 and one obtains

0 = P±(r(δ), δ) = (±1 + 3x3)δ + (±2x+ 3x4 + 9x2y)δ4/3 + . . . ,

The convergence of solutions of P±(r(δ), δ) = 0 can be obtained by the implicit function theorem and
writing P±(r(δ), δ) in an appropriate manner. Then, the equilibrium points to order δ1/3 are given by

r = 1∓ 3

√
1− µ

3
,

which are, up to the chosen level of approximation, the known values for the Hill spheres. Note that
r is positive. Then, the model recovers two gradient relative equilibrium points for k = 0. Let us call
them L2 and L1 for the signs plus and minus in r, respectively.

Meanwhile, for k = 1, the equations for the gradient relative equilibrium points read

r = ± µ

(r − 1 + µ)2
+

1− µ

(µ + r)2
. (13.6)

Note that the case of (13.6) with the minus sign in ± amounts to one of the equations in (13.4) with
−r. Since (13.4) has only a real positive solution for each possibility of the signs, it turns out that
(13.6) has no positive solution with the minus sign in ± and only the case

r =
µ

(r − 1 + µ)2
+

1− µ

(µ + r)2

has a physical interest. The above can be written as a polynomial in terms of r and δ = 1− µ of the
form

0 = (1− r)S(r) + δQ(r, δ), S(r) = −(1 + r)2(1 + r + r2),

Q(r, δ) = 3 + 4r − 2r2 − 6r3 − 4r4 + (−3 + r + 6r2 + 6r3)δ + (−2r − 4r2)δ2 + rδ3.

For µ = 1, this gives a solution r = 1. Let us assume r = 1 + λδ. This case has an approximate
positive solution, obtained by skipping terms in second or higher powers in δ, given by

0 = λδS(1) + δQ(1, 0) = λ12δ − δ5 ⇒ r = 1 + (1− µ)
5

12
.
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This is a known value of the Lagrange point L3.
There exist still another two Lagrange points, which can be recovered for ϕ −̟t = ∆. We leave

it as an exercise for the reader to verify that they recover the well-known Lagrange points L4 and L5.
The main point is that, at all Lagrange points, we have

RTB +Xh = ∇Υ,

where Υ = t+̟pϕ, for every t ∈ R. Let us recall that ∇Υ is a symmetry of ηTB and ωTB, but it does
not take values in the kernel of ηTB , which makes the standard cosymplectic reduction impossible to
be applied and Theorem 12.2 has to be used.

The projection from R× T ∗
R
2 onto the quotient space (R× T ∗

R
2)/∇Υ ≃ R

2 ×R
2 corresponding

to the orbit space of the integral curves of ∇Υ is given by

π : (t, r, ϕ, pr , pϕ) ∈ R× T ∗
R
2 7→ (r, ϕ − t̟, pr, pϕ) ∈ R

2 × R
2,

where {r, ϕ′, pr, pϕ} is the chosen global coordinate system on R
2 × R

2.
Recall R×T ∗

R
2 admits a Poisson bracket on R×T ∗

R
2 associated with its cosymplectic structure.

In our chosen coordinates, the Poisson bracket related to (R× T ∗
R
2, ωTB, ηTB) has the form

ΛTB =
∂

∂ϕ
∧ ∂

∂pϕ
+

∂

∂r
∧ ∂

∂pr
.

By Theorem 12.2, one can project ΛTB onto the quotient space of the orbits of a gradient vector
field satisfying given conditions. In fact,

π∗ΛTB =
∂

∂ϕ′
∧ ∂

∂pϕ
+

∂

∂r
∧ ∂

∂pr
, π∗RTB = −̟ ∂

∂ϕ′
, π∗∇Υ = 0

and

π∗(RTB +Xh) = pr
∂

∂r
+
(
−̟ +

pϕ
r2

) ∂

∂ϕ′

−
(

µ(r + r1 cosϕ
′)

(r2 + 2rr1 cosϕ′ + r21)
3/2

+
(1− µ)(r − r2 cosϕ

′)
(
r2 − 2rr2 cosϕ′ + r22

)3/2 −
p2ϕ
r3

)
∂

∂pr

− r1rr2 sinϕ
′

(
1

(
r2 + 2rr1 cosϕ′ + r21

)3/2 +
1

(
r2 − 2rr2 cosϕ′ + r22

)3/2

)
∂

∂pϕ
.

Note that π∗(RTB +Xh) vanishes only at the image under π of gradient relative equilibrium points.
Moreover, the quotient manifold becomes a symplectic manifold and π∗(RTB + Xh) is Hamiltonian
with a Hamiltonian function

k(r, ϕ′, pr, pϕ) = −̟pϕ +
p2r
2

+
p2ϕ
2r2

− µ

[r2 + r21 + 2rr1 cosϕ′]1/2
− 1− µ

[r2 + r22 − 2rr2 cosϕ′]1/2
.

Physically, this is an autonomous Hamiltonian system obtained by fixing a coordinate system
spinning around the centre of mass with angular frequency ̟. Mathematically, k is the Hamiltonian
function predicted by Theorem 12.2.

This example shows that the cosymplectic approach opens new possibilities, which must further
be developed.

Finally, it is immediate that the cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction of the Poisson bivector
field ΛTB can be understood as a Poisson reduction by the distribution spanned by ∇Υ (cf. [35]).
Nevertheless, the dynamics studied at the beginning is related to a vector field, RTB + Xh, which
is not Hamiltonian relative to the Poisson bivector and, therefore, its reduction is not the typical
Marsden–Weinstein one. Moreover, our methods give the dynamics of the reduced system and other
features that Poisson reduction does not provide.

38



14 Conclusions and Outlook

This work has presented a survey on cosymplectic geometry that was missing in the literature. Several
technical requirements in classical results have been eliminated. In particular, cosymplectic momentum
maps have been described in full generality to apply an extended cosymplectic Marsden–Weinstein
reduction theorem. Previous results on cosymplectic geometry and Marsden–Weinstein reductions
have been slightly generalised. Moreover, our work develops possible generalisations of the energy-
momentum method to the cosymplectic realm and it justifies the need for new approaches to the study
of non-autonomous Hamiltonian systems and their reductions. To illustrate our theory, examples from
several n-level quantum systems described by t-dependent Schrödinger equations have been considered.
We have also devised a new type of cosymplectic-to-symplectic reduction that significantly differs from
previous techniques [2, 15]. This has led to defining gradient equilibrium points and then applying
our theory to describe a circular restricted three-body problem, its Lagrange points and Hill spheres.

In the future, we plan to extend the characterisation of relative equilibrium points to different types
of stability, e.g. exponential stability. Additionally, we want to study the stability of gradient relative
equilibrium points. We are also interested in studying types of k-symplectic and almost cosymplectic
manifolds and associated Hamiltonian systems with our techniques. We also plan to study singular
cosymplectic reduction by means of orbifolds [40]. We hope that the latter will give a more general
approach than the one used in [15]. Moreover, this will allow for the use of the cosymplectic energy-
momentum method for problems for which the level sets of the momentum map or its quotients
cannot be considered as manifolds. Finally, we plan to apply all our novel techniques to new physical
examples. For instance, we are considering the motion of a spinning diver. Biomechanical problems
of this type have been recently analysed using different approaches [18].

Finally, we would like to analyse the extensions/modifications of energy-momentum methods to
study field theories with physical applications. In particular, we are interested in analysing equations
of magneto-hydrodynamic type and their relative stability [24] through appropriate modifications
our of techniques. In particular, we are analysing the use of Poisson [24, 37], poly-Poisson [39] and
k-poly(co)symplectic techniques [14] in energy-momentum and energy-Casimir methods.
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