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Abstract

A regular contact manifold is a manifold M equipped with a globally defined contact
form η such that the topological space M/R of orbits (trajectories) of the Reeb vector
field R of η carries a smooth manifold structure, so the canonical projection p : M →
M/R is a smooth fibration. We show that, under the additional assumption that R is
a complete vector field, this fibration is actually either an S1- or an R-principal bundle.
Moreover, there exists a unique symplectic form ω on M/R such that p∗(ω) = dη which
is ρ-integral in the S1-bundle case, where ρ is the minimal period of the S1-action, so
the symplectic manifold (M/R, ω) admits a prequantization. We do not assume that M
is compact.
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1 Introduction

The main object of our studies in this paper is the structure of regular contact manifolds. More
precisely, let η be a contact form on a manifold M , which will be assumed to be connected
throughout this paper. We say that the contact manifold (M, η) is regular if the foliation FR

of M by orbits of the Reeb vector field R of η is simple, i.e., the space M/FR of orbits has a
manifold structure such that the canonical projection p : M → MR is a smooth fibration. Here,
by orbits of R (which is a nonvanishing vector field on M) we understand the 1-dimensional
submanifolds of M , being the images of trajectories of R. Since any orbit does not depend
on the parametrization, FR = FfR for a nonvanishing function f : M → R.

The structure of compact regular contact manifolds (M, η) has been studied in [3]. Theorem
1 there says that on such a manifold there exists an equivalent contact form η′ whose Reeb
vector field R

′ is periodic, thus inducing a principal action of the group S1 = R/Z on M .
However, the proof in [3] is incomplete in one important respect. It has been already noticed
and corrected in [7, 15]. This proof starts with the observation that, as orbits are closed
submanifolds in the regular case, for compact M they all are circles, so R is periodic on
each orbit, however, a priori with different periods. It has been proved that one can find
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a nonvanishing smooth function f : M → R such that all trajectories of R′ = fR have a
common minimal period, so R

′ induces a free S1-action on M . Further, the authors define
this equivalent contact form to be η′ = η/f , and claim that R′ is the Reeb vector field of η′,
which is clearly false, except when f is a constant.

In this paper we show, in particular, that [3, Theorem 1] is actually true and in a stronger
version: the Reeb vector field R itself is automatically the fundamental vector field of a free
S1-action, so we do not need to seek for a rescaling of R. What is more, our main result
generalizes the Boothby-Wang theorem, as it includes arbitrary (not only compact) regular
contact manifolds for which the Reeb vector field is complete (this is automatically satisfied
for compact M). It is clear that a priori R may have both, compact orbits as well as non-
compact ones. We show, however, that for complete R we have only two possibilities: either
R has no periodic orbits, or all orbits share the same minimal period.

Theorem 1.1. If the Reeb vector field R on a regular contact manifold (M, η) is complete,
then it induces on M either an R- or an S1-principal action, so p : M → M/R is a principal
bundle. Moreover, there exists a symplectic form ω on M/R such that p∗(ω) = dη and, in the
first case, ω is exact, while in the second case the symplectic form ω is ρ-integral, where ρ is
the minimal period of the S1-action.

It is easy to see that, in the case of an S1-action, (M, η) induces a prequantization of the
symplectic manifold (M/R, ω). Note also that if R indices a non-free S1-action, then the
quotient manifold M/S1 is generally only an orbifold [14].

2 All equivalent contact forms in one picture

Generally, a contact structure on a manifold M of dimension (2n+1) is a maximally noninte-
grable distribution C ⊂ TM , being a field of hyperplanes on M , i.e., a distribution with rank
2n. Such a distribution is, at least locally, the kernel of a nonvanishing 1-form η on M , i.e.,
C = ker(η). Of course, the 1-form η is determined only up to conformal equivalence. Such
a (local) 1-form we call a contact form. It is characterized by the condition that η ∧ (dη)n is
nonvanishing, i.e., is a volume form. In this paper we will consider only trivial (co-oriented)
contact structures, i.e., manifolds equipped with a globally defined contact form. The local
picture for contact forms is fully described by the following.

Theorem 2.1 (Contact Darboux Theorem). Let η be 1-form on a manifold M of dimension
(2n + 1). Then η is a contact form if and only if around every point of M there are local
coordinates (z, pi, q

i), i = 1, . . . , n, in which η reads

η = dz − pi dq
i. (1)

It is now easy to see that, for any nonvanishing function f on M , a 1-form η is a contact form
if and only if fη is a contact 1-form. The contact form fη we call equivalent with η. It defines
the same contact distribution C = ker(η).
Any contact form η on M determines uniquely a nonvanishing vector field R on M , called
the Reeb vector field, which is characterized by the equations

iRη = 1 and iRdη = 0.

The Reeb vector field for the contact form (1) is R = ∂z.

Now, for a cooriented contact manifold (M, η) let us consider its symplectization under-

stood as the manifold M̃ = M × R+ equipped with the 1-homogeneous symplectic form

ω̃(x, s) = d(s · η)(x, s) = ds ∧ η(x) + s · dη(x).
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Here, R+ is the multiplicative group of positive integers and the homogeneity of degree a ∈ R

of a differential form β on M̃ means that

h∗

s(β) = sa · β, (2)

where hs(x, s0) = (x, ss0) is the canonical principal action of R+ on M̃ . In particular, M =

M̃/R+, so

τ : M̃ ∋ (x, s) 7→ x ∈ M = M̃/R+

is the trivial R+-principal bundle. The generator of the R+-action is the vector field ∇ = s ∂s
which we will call the Euler vector field. Note that (2) is equivalent to £∇(β) = a · β. The
1-form

θ(x, s) = (i∇ω̃) = s · η,

which is the only 1-homogeneous semibasic potential for ω̃, dθ = ω̃, we call the Liouville form.
The homogeneity of ω̃ implies that the Hamiltonian vector field XH of any 1-homogeneous

Hamiltonian H on M̃ is R+-invariant, and therefore projects to a vector field Xc
H on M . Since

1-homogeneous Hamiltonians are of the form H(x, s) = s · G(x), we will denote Xc
sG simply

by XG. In contact mechanics, XG is called the contact Hamiltonian vector field with the
Hamiltonian G. It is easy to show (cf. [8]) that XG is uniquely determined by the equations

iXG
η = G, iXG

dη = R(G)η − dG ,

where R is the Reeb vector field of η. It is indeed a contact vector field, since

£XG
η = d(iXG

η) + iXG
dη = dG +R(G)η − dG = R(G)η.

Any function F : M → R+ defines a section

σF : M → M̃, σF (x) = (x, F (x)) ∈ M̃,

of the principal bundle τ : M̃ → M whose image is MF = {(x, F (x)) : x ∈ M}. In other
words, MF is defined by the equation H(x, s) = 1, where H is the 1-homogeneous Hamiltonian

H(x, s) = s/F (x) on M̃ . It is obvious that σF is a diffeomorphism of M onto MF . The
canonical contact form onMF is the restriction ηF of the Liouville form θ toMF , and σ∗

F (ηF ) =
Fη is a contact form equivalent to η. Conversely, any 1-form equivalent to η can be obtained
in this way for some F . In other words, all contact forms on M which are equivalent to η are
in this one-to-one correspondence with sections of the principal bundle τ : M̃ → M . Since MF

is of codimension 1 in M̃ , it is a coisotropic submanifold whose characteristic foliation consists
of orbits of the Hamiltonian vector field XH of the 1-homogeneous Hamiltonian H(x, s) =
s/F (x). The restriction of the symplectic form ω̃ = d(sη) to MF is d(Fη), so the projection
X of XH to M satisfies iXd(Fη) = 0. Moreover, because H is 1-homogeneous, we have
£∇(dH) = dH , so

d(iXH
θ) = d(iXH

i∇ω̃) = −d(i∇iXH
ω̃) = d(i∇dH) = £∇(dH) = dH.

Since both, iXH
θ and dH are 1-homogeneous, it follows that H = iXH

θ. Hence, iXH
θ = 1 on

MF , thus iX(Fη) = 1. Summing up, we get that X is the Reeb vector field of the contact form

Fη. Note that the submanifolds MF of M̃ are submanifolds of contact type in the terminology
of Weinstein [21].

Proposition 2.2. For F : M → R+, the Reeb vector field RF of the contact form ηF = Fη
on M is the Hamiltonian contact vector field associated with the contact Hamiltonian 1/F . In

other words, RF = τ∗(XH), where XH is the Hamiltonian vector field on M̃ associated with
the 1-homogeneous Hamiltonian H(x, s) = s/F (x).
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Remark 2.3. The picture presented above is a particular case of a symplectic R×-principal
bundle in the terminology of [11] (here, R× = R \ {0} is the multiplicative group of nonzero

reals). Such bundles are defined as R×-principal bundles τ : M̃ → M equipped addition-
ally with a 1-homogeneous symplectic form ω̃. The importance of these geometric objects
comes from the fact that they canonically induce on M a contact structure, not neces-
sarily cooriented. Cooriented contact structures correspond to trivial R×-principal bundles
τ : M̃ = M × R× → M which, for connected M , consists of two connected components, and
in this case it is enough to consider only the component M × R+. If the principal bundle M̃
is not trivializable, it is connected for connected M . The necessity of using the non-connected
group R× instead of just R+ comes from the requirement of including non-cooriented contact
structures into the picture. Closer studies of such structures, together with the corresponding
contact Hamiltonian systems, one can find in a series of papers [5, 8, 9, 11].

The mistake in [3] was the false claim that, for a nonvanishing function f on M , the vector
field fR is the Reeb vector field for the contact form η/f . Indeed, if R′ = fR is the Reeb
vector field of η′ = Fη, then necessarily F = 1/f . But

dη′ = d(η/f) = dη/f −
(
df/f 2

)
∧ η,

and therefore
iR′dη′ = df/f −

(
R(f)/f

)
η.

This is constantly 0 if and only if R(f)η = df . Hence, for any vector field X taking values in
the contact distribution C = ker(η), we get

0 = iX
(
R(f)η

)
= X(f).

This implies that also [X, Y ](f) = 0 for all X, Y ∈ C = ker(η). But C is maximally non-
integrable, so such Lie brackets span the whole tangent bundle TM , thus f is a constant.
Actually, the phase portraits of the Reeb vector fields of equivalent contact forms can be
drastically different.

Example 2.4. The unit sphere M = S3 in R4 with coordinates (q1, p1, q
2, p2) carries a canon-

ical contact form η being the restriction of the Liouville 1-form

θ = q1dp1 − p1dq
1 + q2dp2 − p2dq

2

to the sphere. Note that R4 is canonically a symplectic manifold with the symplectic form

ω = 2
(
dq1 ∧ dp1 + dq2 ∧ dp2

)
.

We can also view M as the unit sphere in C2, where we identify zk = qk + ipk ∈ C with
(qk, pk) ∈ R2, k = 1, 2. The Hamiltonian vector field

XH =
(
q1∂p1 − p1∂q1

)
+
(
q2∂p2 − p2∂q2

)

with the Hamiltonian

H(z1, z2) =
1

4

(
|z1|

2 + |z2|
2
)

is tangent to S3 and represents there the Reeb vector field of η.

For a, b ≥ 0 consider a new Hamiltonian

Ha,b(z1, z2) =
a

4
|z1|

2 +
b

4
|z2|

2.
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Denote with Fa,b the restriction of Ha,b to S3 : |z1|
2 + |z2|

2 = 1. Of course, H1,1 is our old
Hamiltonian H . The projection along the rays of R4 onto S3 maps the Hamiltonian vector
field XHa,b

onto the Reeb vector field Ra,b of the contact form η/Fa,b on S3. Consequently,
trajectories of XHa,b

project onto trajectories of Ra,b. It is easy to see that

XHa,b
= a

(
q1∂p1 − p1∂q1

)
+ b

(
q2∂p2 − p2∂q2

)
,

so the trajectories of XHa,b
are of the form

R ∋ t 7→
(
eaitz1, e

bitz2
)
,

They project onto the trajectories

R ∋ t 7→
1√

|z1|2 + |z2|2

(
eaitz1, e

bitz2

)

of Ra,b. For every 0 < r < 1, the trajectory starting from a point (z1, z2) of the 2-dimensional
torus

Tr = {(z1, z2) ∈ S3 : |z1|
2 = r}

lays entirely on this torus and is closed if and only if a/b ∈ Q. Of course, this is the case
of the original Reeb vector field R = R1,1, but it is clear now that even an arbitrary close
to 1 factor 1/F in η/F will result in a radical qualitative change of the phase portrait of the
corresponding Reeb vector field. We indicated only not closed orbits of Ra,b for a/b /∈ Q, but
according to the Weinstein Conjecture (which is true for S3 [13]) there must be a closed orbit
of a point of S3. Actually, there are two such orbits,

R ∋ t 7→
(
0, ebit

)
and R ∋ t 7→

(
e2ait, 0

)

with the minimal periods 2π/b and 2π/a, respectively.

3 Contactizations

It is obvious that any co-oriented contact manifold (M, η) of dimension (2n+1) is automatically
presymplectic with the exact presymplectic form dη of rank 2n. In this case the involutive
distribution ker(dη) is generated by the Reeb vector field R. In the following we will use the
terminology of [3].

Definition 3.1. A cooriented contact manifold (M, η) we call regular if the foliation FR of M
by R-orbits is simple, i.e., the space M/R = M/FR of orbits of R carries a smooth manifold
structure such that the canonical projection p : M → M/R is a surjective submersion. In
other words, p is a smooth fibration. We call (M, η) complete if the Reeb vector field is
complete.

Remark 3.2. Of course, any regular compact contact manifold is complete. The dynamics
of the Reeb vector fields on compact contact manifolds is a subject of intensive studies, partly
because its relation to Hamiltonian dynamics on a fixed energy hypersurface. For a very general
geometric approach to contact Hamiltonian mechanics as a part of the classical symplectic
Hamiltonian mechanics we refer to [8]. A long-standing open problem concerning the Reeb
dynamics is the so-called Weinstein Conjecture, stating that for contact forms on compact
manifolds the corresponding Reeb vector fields carry at least one periodic orbit. Note that in
[21] it was supposed additionally that the manifold is simply connected, because the author
suspected the existence of a counterexample for a torus. The counterexample appeared to be
false and this assumption has been finally dropped. This conjecture has been proved for some
particular cases, especially for 3-dimensional manifolds [20]. The origins and the history of
the Weinstein Conjecture are nicely described in [19].
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The contact manifolds considered by Weinstein were hypersurfaces M in a symplectic manifold
(P,Ω), equipped with a contact form η such that Ω

∣∣
M

= dη, where Ω
∣∣
M

is the restriction
of Ω to M . Weinstein called them hypersurfaces of contact type. Since any hypersurface in
a symplectic manifold is automatically coisotropic, the corresponding Reeb vector field on a
hypersurface of contact type spans its characteristic distribution. It is proved in [21] that any
hypersurface of contact type can be obtained by a symplectic-to-contact reduction.

Proposition 3.3 (symplectic-to-contact reduction). Let (P,Ω) be a symplectic manifold and
M be a hypersurface in P . If ∇ is a vector field, defined in a neighbourhood of M , such that
∇ is transversal to M and £∇Ω = Ω, then the restriction η to M of the 1-form η̃ = i∇Ω is a
contact form on M , and dη = Ω

∣∣
M
.

Proof. The 2-form dη is the restriction to M of

dη̃ = d i∇Ω = £∇Ω = Ω.

If X ∈ (ker(dη) ∩ ker(η)), then Ω(∇, X) = 0 and Ω(TM,X) = 0, thus X = 0.

Here, £ clearly denotes the Lie derivative. There are various generalizations of the above
proposition, see for instance [10]. We have also a canonical reduction going in the reverse
direction.

Proposition 3.4 (contact-to-symplectic reduction). Let (M, η) be a regular contact manifold,
and let p : M → N = M/R be the corresponding fibration. Then there is a unique symplectic
form ω on N such that p∗(ω) = dη,

Proof. The kernel of the closed 2-form dη on M is spanned by R, so one can apply the
standard symplectic reduction of presymplectic manifolds.

Definition 3.5. The procedure of passing from (M, η) to (N, ω) we call the contact-to-
symplectic reduction, and the contact manifold (M, η) – a contactification of the symplectic
manifold (N, ω).

The following example is well known in the literature (see e.g. [1, Appendix 4]).

Example 3.6. Let (N, ω) be an exact symplectic manifold, ω = dθ. Then

η(x, t) = θ(x) + dt

is a contact form on M = N × R and (M, η) is a contactification of (N, ω).

Finding contactifications of compact symplectic manifolds (which are never exact) is generally
a more sophisticated task. Note also that contactifications are never unique, since any open
submanifold U ⊂ M of a contactification (M, η) of (N, ω) which projects onto the whole N
is also a contactification of (N, ω) with the contact form η

∣∣
U
. Particularly interesting are

complete contactifications, e.g. compact contactifications of compact symplectic manifolds
which cannot be obtained via the above procedure.

4 Regular contact manifolds with compact orbits

Let us consider now a regular contact connected manifold (M, η), so that p : M → N = M/R
is a smooth fibration. The fibers of this fibration consist of orbits of the Reeb vector field
R (being closed submanifolds in the regular case) which are diffeomorphic either to circles
(compact R-orbits) or to R. On every compact orbit Ox, the flow generated by R is periodic
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with the minimal period ρ(x). Of course, if M is compact, then all orbits, being closed, are
circles automatically.

Suppose for a moment that all R orbits are circles. In this situation, Ehresmann’s fibration
theorem [6], stating that smooth fibrations p : M → N are locally trivial if only p is a
proper map (e.g., M is compact), implies that our fibration by compact R-orbits is actually
a locally trivial fibration. Indeed, this follows from the fact that every fiber has a tubular
neighbourhood which is relatively compact.

We would like to know whether the flow of R is periodic as a whole. To get the global
periodicity, in [3] the authors proved that the function ρ(x) is smooth, and changed the
contact form by multiplying η by 1/ρ. However, such an approach is a mistake, since the
Reeb vector field of ρ · η is generally not R/ρ as they claimed. Actually, the contact form
ρ · η may even be no longer regular, as shown in Example 2.4. But the situation is in fact
much better, and we do not need this passage to an equivalent contact form, as shown in the
following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that, for a connected regular contact manifold (M, η), the fibration
p : M → N = M/R is actually a fiber bundle over N with the typical fiber S1. Then the flow
generated by R on M is periodic with the minimal period ρ which is common for all orbits,
and defines a principal action of the group S1, which turns p : M → N into an S1-principal
bundle with the principal connection η.

Moreover, there exists a uniquely determined symplectic form ω on N such that p∗(ω) = dη,
so ω represents the curvature of the connection η. The cohomology class of this symplectic
form is Zρ-integral, where Zρ = ρ · Z, i.e., [ω/ρ] ∈ H2(N,Z).

Proof. Let us consider a local trivialization MU = p−1(U) ≃ U × S1 of the fiber bundle
p : M → N , where U is a connected open subset in N with coordinates (xa) ∈ R2n. It will be
convenient to consider the standard covering of the circle

R ∋ τ 7→ [τ ] ∈ R/Z

and the corresponding covering

ζ : Ũ = U × R → U × S1.

It allows us to use coordinates (xa, τ) on Ũ and to consider functions on U × S1 as functions

on Ũ which are 1-periodic with respect to τ . The pull-back of η to Ũ is a contact form ηŨ
with the pull-back R

Ũ
of R as the Reeb vector field.

Let us write η
Ũ
in coordinates as

ηŨ = g(x, τ) dτ + fa(x, τ) dx
a,

where g(x, τ) and fa(x, τ) are 1-periodic in τ . Since R
Ũ
is tangent to the orbits, R

Ũ
= ∂τ/g

and ∫ 1

0

g(x, τ) dτ = ρ(x) (3)

is the minimal period of R on Ox. We also have

dη
Ũ
=

∂g

∂xa
(x, τ) dxa ∧ dτ +

∂fa
∂τ

(x, τ) dτ ∧ dxa +
∂fa
∂xb

(x, τ) dxb ∧ dxa.

Since iR
Ũ
dη

Ũ
= 0,

( ∂g

∂xa
(x, τ)−

∂fa
∂τ

(x, τ)
)
dxa = 0,
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so
∂g

∂xa
(x, τ) =

∂fa
∂τ

(x, τ)

for all a. Consequently (cf. (3)),

∂ρ

∂xa
(x) =

∂

∂xa

(∫ 1

0

g(x, τ) dτ
)
=

∫ 1

0

∂g

∂xa
(x, τ) dτ

=

∫ 1

0

∂fa
∂τ

(x, τ) dτ = fa(x, 1)− fa(x, 0) = 0,

because fa(x, τ) are 1-periodic with respect to τ . Hence,

∂ρ

∂xa
(x) = 0

for all a, thus ρ(x) is constant on U . ButM is connected, so ρ(x) is globally constant, ρ(x) = ρ.
We have Exp(tR) = id if and only if t ∈ Zρ, where Zρ = ρ · Z. In other words, p : M → N is
a T~-principal bundle in the terminology of [2], where ~ = ρ/2π.

Now, we will change the coordinates in Ũ into (xa, t), parametrizing fibers of Ũ by trajec-
tories of the lifted Reeb vector field RŨ = ∂τ/g,

(
x, t(x, τ)

)
=

(
x,

∫ τ

0

g(x, s)ds
)
.

A direct inspection shows that the diffeomorphism (x, τ) 7→ (x, t(x, τ)) maps the vector field
R

Ũ
onto ∂t. Hence, in the coordinates (xa, t) our contact form reads

η
Ũ
= g(x, τ)dτ + fa(x, τ)dx

a = dt+ ha(x, t) dx
a (4)

for some functions ha. By a direct check we get that ha(x, t) = fa(x, 0), so ha(x, t) = ha(x)
does not depend on t for all a, and we get

dη
Ũ
=

∂ha

∂xb
(x) dxb ∧ dxa. (5)

Finally, since dη depends only on coordinates (xa), it is the pull-back of a uniquely determined
2-form ωU on U having in coordinates (xa) formally the form (5). As dηŨ is of rank 2n, the
form ωU is symplectic. From the uniqueness of ωU it follows that there is a globally defined
symplectic form ω on N such that ω

∣∣
U
= ωU , and (M, η) is a contactification of ω. Because

for θU = ha(x) dx
a we have ωU = dθU , each ωU is exact, but clearly ω need not to be exact

globally. Let us study this problem in more detail.

To this end, let us choose a Čech cover {Uα} of N (all intersections of the cover members are
connected and contractible), so the S1-bundles p : Mα = p−1(Uα) → Uα are trivial S1-principal

bundles, and equip Ũα with local coordinates (xa
α, tα) as above. The contact form η in these

coordinates reads (cf. (4))
ηα = η̃Uα

= dtα + ha(x) dx
a
α.

On the intersection Uαβ = Uα ∩ Uβ consider coordinates (xa, tα) and (xa, tβ), respectively,
where (xa) are local coordinates on Uαβ , the same for Uα and Uβ . Since the diffeomorphism
(xa, tα) 7→ (xa, tβ) corresponds to an isomorphism of S1-principal bundles, we have tβ(x, tα) =
tα + Aβα(x) for some function Aβα : Uαβ → R. Of course, Aαβ = −Aβα. Since the shift of tα
by

Tγβα = Aαγ + Aγβ + Aβα

8



induces the identity on Mα, we have the cocycle condition

Tγβα = Aαγ + Aγβ + Aβα ∈ Zρ = ρ · Z. (6)

The contact form ηβ on Uαβ in coordinates (xa, tα) reads

ηβ = d
(
tα + Aβα

)
+ θα = ηα + dAβα(x),

where θα = ha(x) dx
a
α. Consequently, on the intersection Uαβ we have dθα = dθβ = ω and

θβ − θα = dAβα.

In view of (6) and the de Rham isomorphism, this means that the cohomology class of the
closed 2-form ω/ρ in H2(N ;R) lies, in fact, in the image of H2(N ;Z),

[
ω/ρ

]
∈ H2(N ;Z). (7)

Such closed 2-forms ω are called ρ-integral, and it is known that they are characterized by the
property

∫
Σ
ω ∈ Zρ for each closed 2-dimensional surface Σ in N .

Note that we did not assume that M is compact, as it is done in [3]. This fact will be crucial
for the next steps.

Remark 4.2. In the geometric quantization (see e.g. [2]), for ρ is taken 2π~, where ~ is
the Planck constant, and (7) is the well-known condition for the existence of a prequantum
bundle on the symplectic manifold (N, ω). This is because there is a one-to-one correspondence
between S1-principal bundles on N and complex Hermitian line bundles C →֒ L → N .

Indeed, the multiplicative group C× of nonzero complex numbers acts canonically on L,
and the length ‖z · v‖ of the vector z · v ∈ L (with respect to the Hermitian metric) is |z| · ‖v‖.
Identifying S1 with complex numbers of modulus 1, it is easy to see that the set M of length-1
vectors in L, M = {v ∈ L : ‖v‖ = 1}, being preserved by the S1-action, is automatically an
S1-principal bundle, the S1-reduction of L.

Conversely, if p : M → N is an S1-principal bundle, then the transition functions

Fαβ : Uαβ = Uα ∩ Uβ → S1

for a Čech cover {Uα} of N realizing local trivializations, p−1(Uα) ≃ Uα × S1, form a Čech
cocycle,

Fαγ · Fγβ · Fβα = 1

on Uα ∩ Uβ ∩ Uγ . Constructing a complex Hermitian line bundle from the local data Uα × C

(with the canonical Hermitian structure) and gluing them by

Gαβ : Uαβ × C → Uαβ × C, Gαβ(x, z) = (x, Fαβ(x) · z),

we get a complex Hermitian line bundle whose reduction to the S1-principal bundle gives back
M .

5 The general case

Let us assume again that (M, η) is a regular contact manifold and R is a complete vector
field, thus its flow is global and generates a smooth action (t, x) 7→ Exp(tR)(x) on M of the
group (R,+) of additive reals. A priori, the dynamics of R could contain both, compact and
non-compact orbits. We will show that this is not possible. Note, however, that without the
completeness assumption such examples do exist. For instance, one can take a regular contact
compact manifold (like S3 in Example 2.4) and remove, say, one point from a fiber. Of course,
after removing this point the Reeb vector field is no longer complete.
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5.1 No compact orbits

Suppose first that all orbits are non-compact. In this case the R-action induced by R is free.
Moreover, p : M → N = M/R is a fibration with fibers homeomorphic to R, so automatically
a fiber bundle (see e.g. [17, Corollary 31]). It is easy to see that the free R-action of the flow
of R which respects the fibers of this fiber bundle is automatically proper, so it turns this
fiber bundle into an R-principal bundle. Locally, p−1(U) = U ×R, and using the flow of R to
parametrize the fibers, we get local coordinates (xa, t) on U × R such that R = ∂t. In other
words, the R-action on U × R is s.(x, t) = (x, t + s). This form of R implies that η can be
locally written as

η = dt+ fa(x, t) dx
a.

Hence,

dη =
∂fa
∂t

(x, t) dt ∧ dxa +
∂fa
∂xb

(x, t) dxb ∧ dxa,

and because iRdη = 0, we get ∂fa
∂t

(x, t) = 0 for all a. It follows that the functions fa do not
depend on t, fa(x, t) = fa(x), so η = dt+θU , where θU = fa(x)dx

a is the pull-back of a 1-form
on U . Since

dη = dθU =
∂fa
∂xb

(x) dxb ∧ dxa (8)

is of rank 2n, it is the pull-back of a uniquely determined symplectic form ωU on U which
in coordinates (xa) looks exactly like (8). Being uniquely determined by dη, the symplectic
forms ωU agree on the intersections U1 ∩ U2, so that there is a symplectic form ω on N such
that dη = p∗(ω). In other words, (M, η) is a contactification of (N, ω) on which the R-action
generated by the flow of R defines an R-principal bundle structure. Moreover, ω represents
the curvature of the principal connection η.

The fiber bundle p : M → N is clearly trivializable, as the fibers are contractible. Using
a global section σ : N → M to identify N with a submanifold σ(N) in M , we can view
M ≃ N × R as a trivial R-principal bundle over N . Let ησ be the contact form η reduced to
the horizontal submanifold σ(N). By the identification N ≃ σ(N) given by the section σ (or
the projection p) we can view ησ as a 1-form on N . Since the pull-back by p of dησ is dη, we
have dησ = ω, so the symplectic form ω is exact. Therefore, it is easy to see that (M, η) is the
standard contactification of the symplectic form ω = dησ described in Example 3.6.

5.2 There exists a compact orbit

For a result being a variant of the celebrated Reeb local stability theorem and describing the
behavior of smooth fibrations near a compact fiber, we refer to Meigniez [17, Lemma 22]. It
simply says that, for a smooth fibration, every compact subset of every fibre has a product
neighborhood. In our situation, this immediately implies that, if x is a point in N for which
the orbit Ox = p−1(x) is compact, then there is a (connected) neighbourhood U ⊂ N of x such
that p is a fiber bundle when restricted to p−1(U). In other words, any compact orbit has a
neighbourhood MU = p−1(U) in which p is a trivializable fiber bundle, MU ≃ U × S1, with
the typical fiber S1.

It follows now from Proposition 4.1 that in the open submanifold MU ⊂ M the Reeb vector
field induces an S1-principal action. Let us fix such U and denote the corresponding period
ρ. Let

Mρ = {x ∈ N : ρ(x) = ρ}

be the set of points of N for which Ox is a compact orbit with the minimal period ρ. It is
clear from what has been said that Mρ is open. We will show that it is also closed.
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Indeed, let x0 ∈ N belong to the closure of Mρ and y0 ∈ Ox0
. The submersion p : M → N is

an open map, so in a neighbourhood of y0 there is a sequence of points (yn) such that yn → y0
and p(yn) = xn ∈ Mρ. Since R is complete, its flow ϕt is globally defined for all t ∈ R. We
have then

yn = ϕρ(yn) → ϕρ(y0).

Hence, ϕρ(y0) = y0, so Ox0
is also a periodic orbit with period ρ. This is, in fact, the minimal

period for Ox0
, since the minimal period (Proposition 4.1) is locally constant on periodic orbits.

For connected N all this implies that, if there is one periodic orbit of R with the minimal
period ρ, then all orbits are periodic with the same minimal period ρ.

5.3 The main result

Summing up all our observations in the preceding sections, we can formulate the following
general result.

Theorem 5.1. Let (M, η) be a regular connected and complete contact manifold, and let
p : M → N = M/R be the corresponding smooth fibration. Then, either the global flow of
the corresponding Reeb vector field R induces a free S1-action with the minimal period ρ that
turns p into an S1-principal bundle, or it turns p into an R-principal bundle, which is clearly
trivializable, M ≃ N × R. In both cases the contact form η represents a principal connection
of the principal bundle p : M → N and (M, η) is a contactification of a uniquely determined
symplectic structure ω on N , i.e., p∗(ω) = dη.

Moreover, in the case of the S1-principal bundle, the symplectic form ω on N is Zρ-integral,
where Zρ = ρ · Z, i.e.,

[
ω/ρ

]
∈ H2(N,Z). In the case of the R-principal bundle, in turn,

the symplectic form ω is exact, ω = dθ, for a 1-form θ and (M ≃ N × R, η) is the standard
contactification of an exact symplectic manifold: η(x, t) = θ(x) + dt.

The following corollary about contactifications of symplectic manifolds is now obvious.

Corollary 5.2. Let (N, ω) be a compact connected symplectic manifold. Then for any contac-
tification (M, η) of (N, ω) with the complete Reeb vector field, the manifold M is canonically
an S1-principal bundle (thus compact) such that η is invariant with respect to the S1-action.

6 Conclusions and outlook

Our interests in the subject of this paper came from contact supergeometry [5, 11], contact
mechanics [8, 9], and geometry of quantum states [12]. In this paper, for a regular contact
manifold (M, η) we have shown that, under the assumption that the Reeb vector field R is
complete, the dynamics of R is very rigid: either each orbit is compact and the flow of R
makes M into an S1-principal bundle, or all orbits are non-compact and the flow of R makes
M into an R-principal bundle. In both cases there is a unique symplectic form ω on the
manifold M/R of R-orbits such that p∗(ω) = dη, where p : M → M/R is the canonical
projection, so (M, η) is a contactification of (M/R, ω). Moreover, ω satisfies an integrality
condition of geometric quantization in the first case, and is an exact symplectic form in the
other. Note that the corresponding S1-principal bundles over (M/R, ω) are in a one-to-one
correspondence with complex Hermitian line bundles over M/R, which makes a connection
to geometric quantization and quantum physics. We included also an example showing that
even arbitrary small deformations of a contact form within its conformal class can result in a
complete qualitative change of the dynamic of the corresponding Reeb vector field.

Our results are more general than the ones announced in [3] (e.g., we do not assume that
M is compact) and the way out of the problems concerning the reparametrization of R is
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by showing that we actually do not need any reparametrization, because under completeness
assumption all orbits of R with one periodic orbit are automatically periodic with a common
minimal period.

A particularly interesting subject of further studies is explicit constructions of contactifications
of coadjoint orbits of compact Lie groups by means of the well-known Marsden-Weinstein-
Meyer symplectic reduction [16, 18] or, more precisely, contact reductions in the spirit of
[9]. Such contactifications are essentially known from quantum physics in the case of unitary
groups. A celebrated example is the unit sphere in a Hilbert space being a contactification of
the corresponding space of pure quantum states (complex projective space). This is related to
another false statement we found in the literature, this time in paper [4], that the Fubini-Study
symplectic forms on complex projective spaces are exact, which is impossible for compact
symplectic manifolds.
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