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Euler-Poincaré Reduction with Broken Symmetries on Riemannian Manifolds
and Optimal Control Applications∗

Jacob R. Goodman† and Leonardo J. Colombo‡

Abstract. This paper studies the reduction by symmetry of variational problems on Lie groups and Riemannian
homogeneous spaces. We derive the reduced equations of motion in the case of Lie groups endowed
with a left-invariant metric, and on Lie groups that admits a bi-invariant metric. We repeated this
analysis for Riemannian homogeneous spaces, where we derive the reduced equations by considering
an alternative variational problem written in terms of a connection on the horizontal bundle of the
underlying Lie group. We study also the case that the underlying Lie group admits a bi-invariant
metric, and consider the special case that the homogeneous space is in fact a Riemannian symmetric
space. These ideas are applied to geodesics for a rigid body on SO(3) to derive geodesic equations
on the dual of its Lie algebra (a vector space), the heavy-top in SE(3) to derive reduced equations
of motion on the unit sphere S2, geodesics on S2 as a Riemannian symmetric space endowed with a
bi-invariant metric and optimal control problems for applications to robotic manipulators.

Key words. Euler-Poincaré reduction, Symmetry breaking, Optimal control, Variational methods on Rieman-
nian manifolds.

AMS subject classifications. 68Q25, 68R10, 68U05

1. Introduction. The major drawback of utilizing variationally defined curves in the task
of path planning is that they are frequently impossible to compute explicitly, and often com-
putationally expensive to approximate numerically. However, in many applications, the con-
figuration manifold is a Lie group or a Riemannian homogeneous space, which possess special
structures that allow to express the equations of motion of a mechanical system as some
lower-order ODE evolving on the Lie algebra of the underlying Lie group (together with a
reconstruction equation). The Lie algebra, in turn, carries a natural vector space structure,
and therefore is well-suited for classical numerical integration schemes.

Dimensionality reduction for large scale systems has become an active problem of interest
within the automatic control and robotics communities. In large robotic swarms, guidance and
trajectory planning algorithms for coordination while optimizing qualitative features for the
swarm of multiple robots are determined by solutions of nonlinear equations which demand a
high-computational costs along its integration [6]. The construction of methods for reduction
of dimensionality permits fast computations for the generation of optimal trajectories [8].

The Euler-Poincaré equations are a paradigmatic example of reduction of Lagrangian
mechanical systems where the configuration space is a Lie group G and the Lagrangian is
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2 J. R. GOODMAN, AND L. J. COLOMBO

G-invariant (see [14, 15, 20]). In this case, it induces a reduced Lagrangian ℓ : g → R, where g
is the Lie algebra of a Lie group G. Applying adapted variational techniques, it is possible to
derive the equations of motion for ℓ, the Euler-Poincaré equations. This procedure is called
Euler-Poincaré reduction (see [15, 17] and references therein). The Euler-Poincaré equations
are explicitly written as

(1.1)
d

dt

δℓ

δξ
− ad∗ξ

δℓ

δξ
= 0

where ad∗ξ is the dual operator of the adjoint endomorphism adξ : g → g defined via the Lie

bracket on g by adξ ξ̃ = [ξ, ξ̃] where ξ, ξ̃ ∈ g. Typically, it is used the functional derivative
notation δℓ/δξ since the equations are also valid for infinite dimensional Lie algebras. As
particular examples, these equations include the equations for rigid bodies and fluids, but in
the latter case, one must use infinite dimensional Lie algebras. In the variational deduction of
the Equations (1.1), it is necessary to develop a careful analysis of the admissible infinitesimal
variations to deduce the equations. More precisely, the variations are obtained by a reduction
procedure of the admissible variations of the unreduced Lagrangian L : TG → R. Of course,
using the corresponding Legendre transformation, it is possible to rewrite Equations (1.1) as
the Lie-Poisson equations on g∗ [17]. Observe that, as an essential feature, Equations (1.1)
initially involve half of the degrees of freedom as compared with the usual Euler-Lagrange
equations for L : TG → R although after solving Equations (1.1) it is necessary to use the
reconstruction equations ġ = gξ from the trivialization of the Lie group to recover the solutions
on the Lie group. Moreover, Equations (1.1) are first-order differential equations while the
standard Euler-Lagrange equations are second-order ones.

The inclusion of potentials functions in the Lagrangian system under study often com-
plicates the reduction process. The potential typically must admit certain symmetries to
allow for reduction. Generally, the potential will not share all the symmetries of the kinetic
component of the Lagrangian but instead will be invariant under the action of some isotropy
subgroup of the underlying Lie group. Such problems are typically referred to as reduction
with symmetry breaking. The problem of reduction with symmetry breaking has been studied
in [14, 11] for variational principles of arbitrary order and where the parameter space is an
arbitrary smooth manifold, for contact Lagrangian systems in [2], in the context of optimiza-
tion problems on manifolds in [10], and for optimal control applications in [3], [13], [7], [21].
For homogeneous spaces, reduction with symmetry breaking has only been studied in [22].

The main goal of this paper is to establish a general theory for reduction with symmetry
breaking on Lie groups endowed with a left-invariant (respectively, bi-invariant) metric on a
Riemannian manifold, and on Riemannian homogeneous spaces; and to apply the construction
to optimal control problems of affine-connection control systems on Lie groups with partial
symmetry-breaking cost functions. For the optimal control problem, the generated optimal
trajectories may be found in a cost-effective manner. This is motivated by the desire to
apply these results to the path-planning of robotic systems (rigid body motions and robotic
manipulators, for example), where such spaces frequently appear, and cannot be addressed
using the methods applied in the literature.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the basic background
on Riemannian manifolds and Momentum Maps. Section 3 describes the geometry of systems
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EULER-POINCARÉ REDUCTION WITH BROKEN SYMMETRIES ON RIEMANNIAN MANIFOLDS 3

on Lie-groups endowed with a left-invariant Riemannian metric. In Section 4, we derive Euler-
Poincaré equations for systems endowed with a left-invariant metric and in Section 5 we study
the problem of reduction by symmetries for systems with symmetry breaking. In Section 6
we study Euler-Poincaré Reduction with broken symmetries on Riemannian homogeneous
space. Finally, in Section 7, we consider an application to optimal control of left-invariant
homogeneous systems inspired by path planning for robotic manipulators. Multiple examples
are provided throughout the papers.

2. Riemannian Manifolds. Let (Q, 〈·, ·〉) be an n-dimensional Riemannian manifold,
where Q is an n-dimensional smooth manifold and 〈·, ·〉 is a positive-definite symmetric co-
variant 2-tensor field called the Riemannian metric. That is, to each point q ∈ Q we assign a
positive-definite inner product 〈·, ·〉q : TqQ×TqQ → R, where TqQ is the tangent space of Q at
q and 〈·, ·〉q varies smoothly with respect to q. The length of a tangent vector is determined by

its norm, defined by ‖vq‖ = 〈vq, vq〉
1/2 with vq ∈ TqQ. For any p ∈ Q, the Riemannian metric

induces an invertible map ·♭ : TpQ → T ∗
pQ, called the flat map, defined by X♭(Y ) = 〈X,Y 〉 for

all X,Y ∈ TpQ. The inverse map ·♯ : T ∗
pQ → TpQ, called the sharp map, is similarly defined

implicitly by the relation
〈
α♯, Y

〉
= α(Y ) for all α ∈ T ∗

pQ. Let C∞(Q) and Γ(TQ) denote the
spaces of smooth scalar fields and smooth vector fields on Q, respectively. The sharp map
provides a map from C∞(Q) → Γ(TQ) via gradf(p) = df ♯

p for all p ∈ Q, where gradf is called
the gradient vector field of f ∈ C∞(Q). More generally, given a map V : Q × · · · × Q → R

(with m copies of Q), we may consider the gradient vector field of V with respect to ith

component as gradiV (q1, . . . , qm) = gradU(qi), where U(q) = V (q1, . . . , qi−1, q, qi+1, . . . , qm)
for all q, q1, . . . , qm ∈ Q (and similarly for the differential with respect to the ith component).

Vector fields are a special case of smooth sections of vector bundles. In particular, given
a vector bundle (E,Q, π) with total space E, base space Q, and projection π : E → Q, where
E and Q are smooth manifolds, a smooth section is a smooth map X : Q → E such that
π ◦X = idQ, the identity function on Q. We similarly denote the space of smooth sections on
(E,Q, π) by Γ(E). A connection on (E,Q, π) is a map ∇ : Γ(TQ)× Γ(E) → Γ(TQ) which is
C∞(Q)-linear in the first argument, R-linear in the second argument, and satisfies the product
rule ∇X(fY ) = X(f)Y + f∇XY for all f ∈ C∞(Q), X ∈ Γ(TQ), Y ∈ Γ(E). The connection
plays a role similar to that of the directional derivative in classical real analysis. The operator
∇X which assigns to every smooth section Y the vector field ∇XY is called the covariant

derivative (of Y ) with respect to X.
We now specialize our attention to affine connections, which are connections on TQ. Let

q : I → Q be a smooth curve parameterized by t ∈ I ⊂ R, and denote the set of smooth vector
fields along q by Γ(q). Then for any affine connection ∇ on Q, there exists a unique operator
Dt : Γ(q) → Γ(q) (called the covariant derivative along q) which agrees with the covariant
derivative ∇q̇W̃ for any extension W̃ of W to Q. A vector field X ∈ Γ(q) is said to be parallel
along q if DtX ≡ 0.

The covariant derivative makes it possible to define a particularly important family of
smooth curves onQ called geodesics, which are defined as the smooth curves γ satisfyingDtγ̇ =
0. Moreover, geodesics induce a map expq : TqQ → Q called the exponential map defined by
expq(v) = γ(1), where γ is the unique geodesic verifying γ(0) = q and γ̇(0) = v. In particular,
expq is a diffeomorphism from some star-shaped neighborhood of 0 ∈ TqQ to a convex open
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4 J. R. GOODMAN, AND L. J. COLOMBO

neighborhood B (called a goedesically convex neighborhood) of q ∈ Q. It is well-known that
the Riemannian metric induces a unique torsion-free and metric compatible connection called
the Riemannian connection, or the Levi-Civita connection. Along the remainder of this paper,
we will assume that ∇ is the Riemannian connection, unless explicitly said otherwise. For
additional information on connections, we refer the reader to [4, 18]. When the covariant
derivative Dt corresponds to the Levi-Civita connection, geodesics can also be characterized

as the critical points of the length functional L(γ) =

∫ 1

0
‖γ̇‖dt among all unit-speed piecewise

regular curves γ : [a, b] → Q (that is, where there exists a subdivision of [a, b] such that γ is
smooth and satisfies γ̇ 6= 0 on each subdivision). Equivalently, we may characterize geodesics

by the critical points of the energy functional E =
1

2

∫ b

a
‖γ̇‖2dt among all C1 piecewise smooth

curves γ : [a, b] → Q parameterized by arc-length. The length functional induces a metric
d : Q × Q → R called the Riemannian distance via d(p, q) = inf{L(γ) : γ regular, γ(a) =
p, γ(b) = q}.

If we assume that Q is complete (that is, (Q, d) is a complete metric space), then by the
Hopf-Rinow theorem, any two points x and y in Q can be connected by a (not necessarily
unique) minimal-length geodesic γx,y. In this case, the Riemannian distance between x and

y can be defined by d(x, y) =

∫ 1

0

∥∥∥dγx,y
ds

(s)
∥∥∥ ds. Moreover, if y is contained in a geodesically

convex neighborhood of x, we can write the Riemannian distance by means of the Riemannian
exponential as d(x, y) = ‖exp−1

x y‖.
Given qa, qb ∈ Q and a < b ∈ R, we will say that a curve γ : [a, b] → Q is admissible if

it is of Sobolev class H1([a, b], Q) (that is, the chart representation of γ is of Sobolev class
H2([a, b],Rn) for any smooth chart on Q), and satisfies γ(a) = qa, γ(b) = qb. The space of

admissible curves will be denoted by Ωa,b
qa,qb(Q) (though we will frequently drop subscripts,

superscripts, and the dependency on the underlying manifold when there is no confusion),
and it has the structure of a smooth infinite-dimensional manifold. Its tangent space TxΩ
consists of all Sobolev class H1 vector fields along x satisfying X(a) = X(b) = 0. It should
be noted that restricting E to Ω instead of the space of C1 piecewise smooth curves satisfying
the boundary conditions results in the same set of geodesics.

An admissible variation of γ ∈ Ω is a family of curves Γ : (−ǫ, ǫ)× [a, b] → Q such that:
1. Γ(s, ·) ∈ Ω for all s ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ),
2. Γ(·, t) is smooth for all t ∈ [a, b].
3. Γ(0, t) = γ(t) for all t ∈ [a, b].

The variational vector field corresponding to Γ is defined by ∂sΓ(0, t). It can be seen that
any X ∈ TγΩ is the variational vector field of some admissible variation, and conversely, the
variational vector field of any admissible variation belongs to TγΩ. Following the literature,
we frequently denote an admissible variation of γ by γs, and its corresponding variational
vector field by δγ.

Finally, we need an important lemma regarding the commutativity of derivatives of an
admissible variation, often referred to as the Symmetry Lemma:
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Lemma 2.1 (Symmetry Lemma). If Γ is an admissible variation of γ ∈ Ω, then

(2.1) Ds∂tΓ(s, t) = Dt∂sΓ(s, t)

for all (s, t) ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ)× [a, b].

2.1. The momentum map. Let G be a Lie group with Lie algebra g, and suppose that G
acts on a smooth manifold Q on the left. For any ξ ∈ g, we define the infinitesimal generator

associated to ξ, denoted by ξQ, as

(2.2) ξQ(q) =
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

(Exp(tξ)q),

for all q ∈ Q, where Exp : g → G is the Lie exponential map on G.
Informally, we think of the infinitesimal generator as a map g×Q → TQ which describes

the infinitesimal action of g on Q, despite not being a group action in the usual sense. More-
over, the map g → Γ(TQ) which maps ξ 7→ ξQ is linear and satisfies [ξ, η]g = −[ξQ, ηQ]
for all ξ, η ∈ g, where [·, ·]g is the Lie bracket on g and [·, ·] is the Lie bracket of vector
fields. The infinitesimal generator induces another important map, called the momentum

map J : T ∗Q → g∗, which is defined implicitly by the relation

(2.3) 〈J(ω), ξ〉∗ = 〈ω, ξQ(q)〉∗ ,

for all q ∈ Q,ω ∈ T ∗
q Q, ξ ∈ g. Momentum maps turn out to be a vital concept in the

process of reduction by symmetry, as we will see in Section 4. Moreover, they serve as
the connection between the symmetry of a manifold (invariance under group actions) and
conserved quantities, a result which is often known as Noether’s Theorem [15].

3. Riemannian Geometry on Lie Groups. LetG be a Lie group with Lie algebra g := TeG,
where e is the identity element of G. The left-translation map L : G×G → G provides a group
action of G on itself under the relation Lgh := gh for all g, h ∈ G. Given any inner-product
〈·, ·〉g on g, left-translation provides us with a Riemannian metric 〈·, ·〉 on G via the relation:

〈Xg, Yg〉 :=
〈
g−1Xg, g

−1Yg

〉
g
,

for all g ∈ G,Xg, Yg ∈ TgG. Such a Riemannian metric is called left-invariant, and it follows
immediately that there is a one-to-one correspondence between left-invariant Riemannian
metrics on G and inner products on g, and that Lg : G → G is an isometry for all g ∈ G by
construction. Any Lie group equipped with a left-invariant metric is complete as a Riemannian
manifold. In the remainder of the section, we assume that G is equipped with a left-invariant
Riemannian metric.

In the following Lg∗ stands for the push-forward of Lg, which is well-defined because
Lg : G → G is a diffeomorphism for all g ∈ G. We call a vector field X on G left-invariant if
Lg∗X = X for all g ∈ G, and we denote the set of all left-invariant vector fields on G by XL(G).
It is well-known that the map φ : g → XL(G) defined by φ(ξ)(g) = Lg∗ξ for all ξ ∈ g, g ∈ G is
an isomorphism between vector spaces. This isomorphism allows us to construct an operator
∇g : g× g → g defined by:

∇g
ξη := ∇φ(ξ)φ(η)(e),(3.1)
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6 J. R. GOODMAN, AND L. J. COLOMBO

for all ξ, η ∈ g, where ∇ is the Levi-Civita connection on G corresponding to the left-invariant
Riemannian metric 〈·, ·〉. Although ∇g is not a connection, we shall refer to it as the Rieman-

nian g-connection corresponding to ∇ because of the similar properties that it satisfies (see
[13]):

Lemma 3.1. ∇g : g × g → g is R-bilinear, and for all ξ, η, σ ∈ g, the following relations

hold:

1. ∇g
ξη −∇g

ηξ = [ξ, η]g,

2.
〈
∇g

σξ, η
〉
+
〈
ξ,∇g

ση
〉
= 0.

Remark 3.2. We may consider the Riemannian g-connection as an operator
∇g : C∞([a, b], g)×C∞([a, b], g) → C∞([a, b], g) in a natural way, namely, if ξ, η ∈ C∞([a, b], g),
we can write (∇g

ξη)(t) := ∇g

ξ(t)η(t) for all t ∈ [a, b]. With this notation, Lemma 3.1 works

identically if we replace ξ, η, σ ∈ g with ξ, η, σ ∈ C∞([a, b], g).

We define an operator ad† : g × g → g by ad†ξη = (ad∗ξη
♭)♯ for all ξ, η ∈ g. It follows

that ad∗ is bilinear, and satisfies
〈
ad†ξη, σ

〉
=
〈
ad∗ξη

♭, σ
〉
∗
=
〈
η♭, adξσ

〉
∗
= 〈η, adξσ〉 for all

ξ, η, σ ∈ g. Hence, ad∗ is nothing more than the adjoint of the adjoint action with respect to
the Riemannian metric on G. This leads to the following decomposition of ∇g (see Theorem
5.40 of [5], for instance)

Lemma 3.3. For all ξ, η ∈ g the Riemannian g-connection can be expressed as

∇g
ξη =

1

2

(
[ξ, η]g − ad†ξη − ad†ηξ

)
.

Given a basis {Ai} of g, we may write any vector field X on G as X = Xiφ(Ai), where
Xi : G → R, where we have adopted the Einstein sum convention. If X is a vector field
along some smooth curve g : [a, b] → G, then we may equivalently write X = XigAi, where
now Xi : [a, b] → R and gAi =: LgAi. We denote Ẋ = ẊiAi, which may be written in a
coordinate-free fashion via Ẋ(t) = d

dt

(
Lg(t)−1∗X(t)

)
. We now wish to understand how the

Levi-Civita connection ∇ along a curve is related to the Riemannian g-connection ∇g. This
relation is summarized in the following result (see [13]):

Lemma 3.4. Consider a Lie group G with Lie algebra g and left-invariant Levi-Civita con-

nection ∇. Let g : [a, b] → G be a smooth curve and X a smooth vector field along g. Then

the following relation holds for all t ∈ [a, b]:

DtX(t) = g(t)
(
Ẋ(t) +∇g

ξη(t)
)
.(3.2)

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that Y,Z : [a, b] → g. Then:

d

dt
〈Y,Z〉 =

〈
Ẏ,Z

〉
+
〈
Y, Ż

〉
(3.3)
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Proof. Let T := γ−1γ̇. From Lemma 3.4, the metric compatibility of ∇, and the left-
invariance of the metric, we have that:

d

dt
〈Y,Z〉 =

d

dt
〈γY, γZ〉

= 〈∇TγY, γZ〉+ 〈γY,∇TγZ〉 ,

=
〈
γ
(
Ẏ +∇g

T Y
)
, γZ

〉
+
〈
γY, γ

(
Ż +∇g

T Z
)〉

,

=
〈
Ẏ +∇g

T Y,Z
〉
+
〈
Y, Ż +∇g

T Z
〉
,

=
〈
Ẏ ,Z

〉
+
〈
Y, Ż

〉
+
〈
∇g

T Y,Z
〉
+
〈
Y,∇g

T Z
〉
,

=
〈
Ẏ ,Z

〉
+
〈
Y, Ż

〉
,

where in the last equality we have applied Lemma 3.1 in the context of Remark 3.2.

Remark 3.6. Here we see a stark divergence from [1]. Namely, it is claimed in Proposition

5.3 that
〈
Ẏ,Z

〉
+
〈
Y, Ż

〉
= 0, implying that d

dt 〈Y,Z〉 = 0. Considering the case whereZ = Y,

this would then imply that every curve in the Lie algebra has constant length, which cannot be
true. Consider for instance a curve ξ(t) of constant length c, and define η(t) = f(t)ξ(t) for some
smooth non-constant real-valued function f . Then 〈η(t), η(t)〉 = f(t)2 〈ξ(t), ξ(t)〉 = (cf(t))2,
which is non-constant by assumption.

In anticipation of working with variational principles, we momentarily switch our attention
to variations. Consider a curve g ∈ Ω and an admissible proper variation Γ : (−ǫ, ǫ)×[a, b] → G

of g with variational vector field
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

Γ(s, t) = δg(t). Denote the vector fields along the main

and transverse curves of Γ as T (s, t) :=
∂

∂t
Γ(s, t) and S(s, t) =

∂

∂s
Γ(s, t), respectively. Further

denote their pullback (via left-translations) to the Lie algebra g by T (s, t) := Γ(s, t)−1T (s, t)
and S(s, t) := Γ(s, t)−1S(s, t) for all (s, t) ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ)× [a, b]. Observe the following relations:

T (0, t) = ġ(t), T (0, t) = g(t)−1ġ(t),

S(0, t) = δg(t), S(0, t) = g(t)−1δg(t).

Consider a basis {Ai}
dim(G)
i=1 of g, and write T = ai(s, t)Ai and S = bi(s, t)Ai for some Sobolev

class H1 coordinate functions ai, bi on (−ǫ, ǫ) × [a, b]. We denote Ṡ = ∂bi

∂t (s, t)Ai and T ′ =
∂ai

∂s (s, t)Ai. Then Lemma 3.4 gives the following corollary:

Corollary 3.7. The relationships

∇TS(s, t) = Γ(s, t)
(
Ṡ(s, t) +∇g

T S(s, t)
)

(3.4)

∇ST (s, t) = Γ(s, t)
(
T ′(s, t) +∇g

ST (s, t)
)

(3.5)

hold for all (s, t) ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ)× [a, b] among all proper variations Γ of g, with S, T,S,T as defined

above. Moreover, we have that

T ′ = Ṡ + [T ,S]g .(3.6)
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8 J. R. GOODMAN, AND L. J. COLOMBO

Proof. For equation (3.4), we need to only apply Lemma 3.4 with g(t) = Γ(s, t) and
X(t) = S(s, t) for fixed s ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ). Similarly, equation (3.5) follows with g(t) = Γ(s, t) and
X(t) = T (s, t) for fixed t ∈ [a, b]. Finally, equation (3.6) follows from (3.4) and (3.5) together
with the Symmetry Lemma 2.1.

Remark 3.8. It is stated in lemma 5.2 of [1] that T ′ = Ṡ (so that, in particular, [T ,S] ≡
0). We provide a counterexample to this assertion now. Consider G = GL(2,R) with Lie

algebra gl(2,R). Let g : [0, 1] → GL(2,R) be defined by g(t) =

[
t −1
1 0

]
, and consider the

admissible proper variation Γ(s, t) =

[
t+ f(s, t) −1
1 + f(s, t) 0

]
, where f is a smooth function such

that f(0, t) = f(s, 0) = f(s, 1) = 0 and 1 + f(s, t) > c > 0 for all (s, t) ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ) × [0, 1] and

some c ∈ R. It follows that Γ(s, t)−1 = 1
1+f(s,t)

[
0 1

−(1 + f(s, t)) t+ f(s, t)

]
and so:

T =
∂

∂t
Γ =

[
1 + ft 0
ft 0

]
, S =

∂

∂s
Γ =

[
fs 0
fs 0

]
,

T =
1

1 + f

[
ft 0

tft − f − (t+ 1) 0

]
, S =

1

1 + f

[
fs 0

fs(t− 1) 0

]
,

where ft, fs denote the partial derivatives of f with respect to t and s, respectively. We show
that [T ,S] 6= 0 for appropriate choice in f .The Lie bracket is simply the matrix commutator,
so in particular we need to show that T S 6= ST . This reduces to the condition

(3.7) fs(tft − f − (t+ 1)) = fsft(t− 1)

for all (s, t) ∈ (ǫ, ǫ) × [0, 1]. We choose f(s, t) = st(t − 1) for s ∈ (−1
2 ,

1
2 ), which clearly

satisfies all the constraints imposed on f . It is easy to see that f(s, 12) = 1
4s, ft(s,

1
2 ) = 0,

and fs(s,
1
2 ) = −1

4 . By direct computation, we see that (3.7) is not satisfied at t = 1
2 for any

s ∈ (−1
2 ,

1
2 ).

3.1. Bi-invariant metrics. Now we wish to discuss another important class of Riemannian
metrics on a Lie group, the so-called bi-invariant (or Ad-invariant) metrics. These are the
Riemannian metrics 〈·, ·〉 on G which are both left- and right-invariant. Unlike left- and right-
invariant metrics, not every Lie group G admits a bi-invariant metric. The following result
from [9] provides necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of a bi-invariant metric.

Lemma 3.9. A connected Lie group admits a bi-invariant metric if and only if it is isomor-

phic to the Cartesian product of a compact Lie group and a finite-dimensional vector space.

Moreover, such a metric is unique up to scalar multiplication.

Despite this limitation, many important examples of Lie groups satisfy the conditions: In
particular, two of our most important model spaces SO(3) and R3. This is because SO(3) is a
compact Lie group, and R3 is a finite-dimensional vector space. Bi-invariant metrics have many
nice properties that greatly simplify calculations in practice. First, it is clear that for all g ∈ G,
X,Y ∈ TgG, we have 〈X,Y 〉 =

〈
gXg−1, gY g−1

〉
= 〈AdgX,AdgY 〉 where Ad : G × g → g is

the adjoint operator (this is why such metrics are also called Ad-invariant). Let ξ, η, σ ∈ g.
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Then, 〈η, σ〉 =
〈
AdExp(tξ)η,AdExp(tξ)σ

〉
. Differentiating at t = 0 and making use of Lemma

3.5, we see that 0 = 〈adξη, σ〉+ 〈η, adξσ〉, which implies that
〈
ad†ξη, σ

〉
= 〈−adξη, σ〉. Hence,

ad†ξη = −adξη = [η, ξ] for all ξ, η ∈ g.

Lemma 3.10. Consider a Lie group G equipped with a bi-invariant metric. Let ∇ be the

Levi-Civita connection and ∇g be the corresponding Riemannian g-connection. Then:

1. ∇g
ξη = 1

2 [ξ, η],

2. R(ξ, η)σ = 1
4 [[ξ, η], σ],

for all ξ, η, σ ∈ g.

The Lie exponential map Exp : g → G is defined for all ξ ∈ g by Exp(ξ) = γ(1), where γ
is the unique solution to γ̇ = γξ with γ(0) = e. The Lie exponential map Exp : g → G agrees
with the restriction of the Riemannian exponential map exp : TG → G to the Lie algebra,
where exp is taken with respect to the Levi-Civita connection of a bi-invariant metric. In
particular, this implies that geodesics through the identity are just one-parameter subgroups
(and vice verse).

Theorem 3.11. Consider a Lie group G equipped with a bi-invariant metric. For all ξ ∈ g,

we have Exp(ξ) = expe(ξ), where Exp is the Lie exponential map, and expe : g → G is the

Riemannian exponential map at the identity e ∈ G with respect to the Levi-Civita connection.

Theorem 3.11 turns out to be very useful in many applications on compact matrix Lie
groups, due to the simple expression for the Lie exponential map. In cases where we are able
to calculate the Logarithmic map Log : G → g directly (on some neighborhood of the identity
element e ∈ G), we may also calculate the Riemannian distance explicitly. In particular, we
find that d(e, g) = ‖Log(g)‖ wherever it is defined.

4. Euler-Poincaré Reduction by a Lie Group Symmetry. Let G be a Lie group equipped
with a left-invariant metric 〈·, ·〉. We saw in Section 2 that the critical points of the energy
functional E : Ω → R are geodesics. That is, they are the smooth curves g ∈ Ω such thatDtġ =
0 on the full interval [a, b], where Dt is the covariant derivative along g induced by the Levi-

Civita connection of 〈·, ·〉. Observe that from Lemma 3.4, this implies that g
(
ξ̇ +∇g

ξ̇
ξ̇
)
≡ 0,

where ξ := g−1ġ. Since left-translation is a diffeomorphism, we obtain the following reduction
of geodesics:

Theorem 4.1. Let G be a Lie group equipped with a left-invariant metric, and suppose that

g : [a, b] → G is a geodesic with respect to the Levi-Civita connection induced by this metric if

and only if ξ := g−1ġ satisfies the Euler-Poincaré equations

ξ̇ +∇g
ξξ = 0(4.1)

on [a, b].

Theorem 4.1 tells us that solving Dtġ = 0 on a Lie group with a left-invariant metric
is equivalent to solving (4.1) (often called the reduced geodesic equation, or referred as the
Euler-Poincaré equation for a geodesic) together with the reconstruction equation ġ = gξ.
Hence, we have replaced a second-order equation with two first-order equations. In mechanical
applications, these equations represent the kinematics (the reconstruction equation) and the
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dynamics (the reduced geodesic equation) of some mechanical system. Moreover, (4.1) evolves
on the Lie algebra g, so that we have removed the non-linearity of the manifold from our
dynamics. This allows for the use of classical numerical integration schemes in approximating
solutions, which can only be done for equations evolving on non-linear spaces by using local
coordinate systems (which often lead to poor behavior, especially when dealing with chart
transitions). In all, the process of converting some ODE/variational principle evolving on a
Lie group G into an equation evolving on g (together with a reconstruction equation) is known
as reduction by symmetry.

Remark 4.2. Reduction by symmetry may be framed more generally in the language of
Lagrangian mechanics. That is, given a function L : TG → R called the Lagrangian, we seek

to minimize the action A[g] =

∫ b

a
L(g, ġ)dt on Ω. It is well-known that the critical points of A

satisfy the Euler-Lagrange equations
d

dt

(
∂L

∂ġ

)
+

∂L

∂g
= 0. If the Lagrangian is left-invariant,

meaning that L(hg, hġ) = L(g, ġ) for all g, h ∈ G, then we may consider the reduced Lagrangian

l : g → R given by l(ξ) := L(e, ξ) = L(g, ġ), where ξ := g−1ġ. Then, the critical points of

the reduced action Ared[ξ] =

∫ b

a
l(ξ)dt among variations of the form δξ = η̇+ [ξ, η] (note that

this is just (3.6)), where η is arbitrary admissible proper variation, satisfy the Euler-Poincaré

equations
d

dt

(
∂l

∂ξ

)
= ad∗ξ

∂l

∂ξ
. Moreover, it can be seen that g satisfies the Euler-Lagrange

equations corresponding to L if and only if ξ := g−1ġ satisfies the Euler-Poincaré equations
corresponding to l [14]. The equation ġ = gξ is known as the reconstruction equation. The
reduced variational principle is an example of a constrained variational principle, since we are
constraining the set of admissible variations.

The energy function E is precisely the action corresponding to the Lagrangian L(g, ġ) =
1
2‖ġ‖

2. Since the Riemannian metric is left-invariant, it follows that the Lagrangian too is
left-invariant, and so the reduced Lagrangian takes the form l(ξ) = 1

2‖ξ‖
2. It is straight-

forward to show that
∂l

∂ξ
= ξ♭, so that the Euler-Poincaré equations associated to l are given

by ξ̇♭ = ad∗ξξ
♭, which is equivalent to (4.1) by Lemma 3.3. Notice that the Euler-Poincaré

equations corresponding to l naturally live on the dual of the Lie algebra g∗. It is only through
the metric that we are able to convert them into equations on g.

4.1. Example: Geodesics for Rigid Body on SO(3). It is well-known that the motion
of a rigid body can be modeled on G = SO(3) equipped with the left-invariant Riemannian

metric
〈
Ṙ1, Ṙ2

〉
= tr(Ṙ1MṘT

2 ) for all R ∈ SO(3), Ṙ1, Ṙ2 ∈ TRSO(3), where M is a symmetric

positive-definite 3×3 matrix called the coefficient of inertia matrix. On the Lie algebra so(3),

the metric takes the form of the inner-product
〈
Ω̂1, Ω̂2

〉
= ΩT

1 JΩ2, where ·̂ : R3 → so(3) is

the hat isomorphism defined by (x1, x2, x3)
T 7→




0 −x3 x2
x3 0 −x1
−x2 x1 0


, and J is a symmetric

positive-definite 3× 3 matrix called the moment of inertia tensor.
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Suppose that G is equipped with the Levi-Civita connection induced by the above metric,
and suppose that R : [a, b] → SO(3) is a geodesic. Define Ω̂ := R−1Ṙ ∈ so(3). Then, from

Theorem 4.1, we have
˙̂
Ω = ad†

Ω̂
Ω̂. First, observe that

〈
Ω̂, η̂

〉
= ΩT Jη = (JΩ) · η for all

Ω̂, η̂ ∈ so(3). Hence, we may identify Ω̂ ∈ so(3) with JΩ ∈ R3 under the hat isomorphism.
Moreover,

〈
ad†

Ω̂
σ̂, η̂

〉
=
〈
σ̂, adΩ̂η̂

〉
=
〈
σ̂, Ω̂× η

〉

= σT J(Ω × η) = (Jσ) · (Ω× η) = (Jσ × Ω) · η,

where ”×” refers to the vector cross product of Ω ∈ R3 with η ∈ R3. Hence, we may identify
ad†

Ω̂
σ̂ ∈ so(3) with Jσ×Ω ∈ R3. It then follows that (4.1) is equivalent to JΩ̇ = JΩ×Ω, which

is recognized as Euler’s equation for a rigid body.
In the case that M = J = I, the metric is in fact bi-invariant (and is the unique bi-

invariant metric on SO(3) up to scalar multiplication by Lemma 3.9). In this case, we have
Exp : so(3) → SO(3) is diffeomorphism between {Ω̂ : Ω ∈ R3, ΩTΩ ≤ π2} and {R ∈ SO(3) :
tr(R) 6= −1}, and the logarithmic map is given by

(4.2) Log(R) =

{
0, R = I

φ(R)
sin(φ(R)) (R −RT ), R 6= I

where φ(R) := arccos(12 (tr(R)−1)). Moreover, we have ‖Log(R)‖ = φ(R) (see [5], Proposition
5.7 for more details).

5. Euler-Poincaré Reduction with Broken Symmetry. Consider the action functional
A : Ω → R given by

(5.1) A[g] =

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ġ(t)‖ − V (g(t))

)
dt,

where V : G → R is a smooth scalar field called the potential. Note that the potential may be
a potential energy corresponding to a physical system, such as the heavy top (see Example
5.2) or an artificial potential used to modify the behavior of the resulting minimizers, such
as in the case of the obstacle avoidance problem (see Example 5.3). It is easy to see from
Remark 4.2 that the critical points of (5.1) are the smooth solutions to the Euler-Lagrange
equations

(5.2) Dtġ(t) = −gradV (g(t)),

for all t ∈ [a, b]. In general, the process of reduction by symmetry used in Theorem 4.1 for
the energy functional (that is, A with V ≡ 0) will only apply to A when V is invariant under
left-translations. However, this is seldom the case in applications, at which point the potential
is said to “break the symmetry” of the energy functional. Rather, it is more common that V
possesses a partial symmetry.

Definition 5.1. We say that the potential V : G → R admits a partial symmetry over

some smooth manifold M if there exists a left-action Ψ : G × M → M and a function

Vext : G×M → R called the extended potential such that:
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1. For some α0 ∈ M and for all g ∈ G, we have Vext(g, α0) = V (g).
2. Vext is invariant under the left-action χ : G× (G×M) → G×M given by χh(g, α) =

(hg,Ψh(α)) for all g, h ∈ G,α ∈ M .

Before stating the main theorem, we provide a useful identity in applications.

Lemma 5.2. Let G be a Lie group equipped with a left-invariant metric, M a smooth man-

ifold, and Ψ : G ×M → M a left-action. If f : G ×M → R is a smooth function such that

f(hg,Ψh(p)) = f(g, p) for all h, g ∈ G, p ∈ M , then:

(5.3) d1f(e, p) = −J(d2f(e, p))

for all p ∈ M , where J : T ∗M → g∗ is the momentum map associated to the Ψ.

Proof. Let ξ ∈ g. Then, on one hand,

d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

f(Exp(tξ), p) = 〈d1f(e, p), ξ〉∗.

On the other hand, f(Exp(tξ), p) = f(e,ΨExp(−tξ)(p)), so that

d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

f(Exp(tξ), p) = 〈d2f(e, p),
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

ΨExp(−tξ)(p)〉∗

= 〈d2f(e, p),−ξM (p)〉∗

= 〈−J(d2f(e, p)), ξ〉∗

Note that the previous lemma also allows relating the gradients of such a function f. In
particular,

(5.4) grad1f(e, p) = −J(grad2f(e, p)
♭)♯

Theorem 5.3. Let G be a Lie group equipped with a left-invariant metric, and suppose that

g : [a, b] → G is a critical point of the action function defined in (5.1). Then g is smooth, and

if the potential admits a partial symmetry over some smooth manifold M , then ξ := g−1ġ and

α := Ψg−1(α0) satisfy

ξ̇ +∇g
ξξ = −grad1Vext(e, α),(5.5)

α̇ = −ξM (α),(5.6)

Proof. Suppose that gs is an admissible variation of g with η := g−1δg = g−1 ∂gs
∂s

∣∣
s=0

.
Then, it must be the case that

0 =
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ġs‖

2 − V (gs)

)
dt =

∫ b

a

(
〈Dsġs, ġs〉 −

∂

∂s
V (gs)

) ∣∣∣
s=0

dt.

From the proof of Theorem 4.1, it follows that

∫ b

a
〈Dsġs, ġs〉

∣∣∣
s=0

dt =

∫ b

a
〈Dtδg, ġ〉 dt.
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We now handle the term involving the potential.

∫ b

a

∂

∂s
V (gs)

∣∣∣
s=0

dt =

∫ b

a

∂

∂s
Vext(gs, α0)

∣∣∣
s=0

dt

=

∫ b

a

∂

∂s
Vext(g

−1gs, α)
∣∣∣
s=0

dt

=

∫ b

a
〈grad1Vext(e, α), η〉 dt,

Hence,

δA[g] =

∫ b

a
〈Dtδg, ġ〉 − 〈Lg∗grad1Vext(e, α), δg〉 dt = 0.

Observe that g([a, b]) is bounded by the continuity of g. Since G is complete, there exists
some r ∈ R and g0 ∈ G such that g([a, b]) is contained within the closed geodesic ball of radius
r centered at g0, denoted by B̄r(g0). It is known that the space C∞

0 ([a, b], B̄r(g0)) of smooth
functions with compact support in B̄r(g0) is dense in H1([a, b], Br(g0)). Hence, there exists a
sequence (gn) ⊂ C∞

0 ([a, b], B̄r(g0)) of smooth curves such that gn → g uniformly with respect
to the H1 norm. Repeating the above analysis for the sequence gn, and integrating by parts,
we then find that

δA[gn] = −

∫ b

a

〈
Dtġn + Lg∗ngrad1Vext(e, αn), δgn

〉
dt → 0

Taking δgn(t) = f(t)Dtġn for some non-zero f : [a, b] → R such that f(t) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [a, b]
and f(a) = f(b) = 0, it is easily seen by the fundamental lemma of the calculus of variations
thatDtġn → 0. Therefore, gn → g with respect to theH2-norm by uniqueness of limits. Hence,
g is of H2 regularity, from which equation (5.5) follows immediately (as does smoothness upon
expanding in local coordinates and applying Gronwall’s inequality). Equation (5.6) is a direct
consequence of the definition α = Ψg−1(α0).

We now discuss some important special cases of Theorem 5.3.

5.1. Euler-Poincaré reduction with advected parameters. Consider Theorem 5.3 in the
case where the parameter manifold M = W is a finite-dimensional real vector space on
which G acts on the left by linear transformations (that is, Ψg : W → W is linear for
all g ∈ G). We implicitly define a left-action Θ : G × W ∗ → W ∗ on the dual space via
〈Θg(w), x〉∗ =

〈
w,Ψg−1(x)

〉
∗
for all w ∈ W ∗, x ∈ W. Consider the map ρx : g → W given

by ρx(ξ) = ξW (x), where ξW is the infinitesimal generator associated to Ψ. Then the dual
map ρ∗x : W ∗ → g∗ satisfies 〈ρ∗x(w), ξ〉∗ = 〈w, ρx(ξ)〉∗ for all x ∈ W,w ∈ W ∗, ξ ∈ g. Hence,
through the identification T ∗W = W×W ∗, we see that the momentum map J : W×W ∗ → g∗

is given by J(x,w) = ρ∗x(w). Another common notation used here is the diamond operator

⋄ : W ×W ∗ → g∗ defined by x ⋄ w = ρ∗x(w) for all x ∈ W,w ∈ W ∗. In all, in the case that V

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



14 J. R. GOODMAN, AND L. J. COLOMBO

admits a partial symmetry over W , and making use of Lemma 5.2, equations (5.5)-(5.6) take
the form

ξ̇ +∇g
ξξ = ρ∗q(d2Vext(e, α))

♯,(5.7)

α̇ = −ρα(ξ).(5.8)

5.2. Example: The heavy top. Here we consider the classical example of a heavy top
as an application of our formalism. The heavy top is a rigid body with coefficient of inertia
matrix I which rotates about some fixed point (called the pivot), and which is under a constant
gravitational field (see [17, 15]). We consider two frames: a fixed body frame which is attached
to the heavy top at some fixed point (in such a frame, the heavy top is seen as a stationary
object), and an inertial frame taken with respect to some fixed point of the ambient space.
We let v0 ∈ R3 denote the vector pointing from the pivot to the center of mass of the heavy
top in the body frame. We may now model the attitude of the heavy top at any point in time
as Rv0 ∈ R3, where R ∈ SO(3) is the rotation matrix which moves between the body and
inertial frames.

It can be seen that the rotational kinetic energy of the system is then given by K =
1
2tr(ṘIṘT ), which we recognize a scalar multiple of the left-invariant Riemannian metric on
SO(3) described in Example 4.1. The potential energy is given by V (R) = mgRv0 · e3, where
m, g ∈ R denote the mass of the heavy top and acceleration due to gravity, respectively,
e3 ∈ R3 is the unit vector pointing vertically upwards in the inertial frame, and Rv0 · e3 is just
the standard ’dot product’ of vectors in R3.

The dynamics for the system can then be found by minimizing the action functional

A[g] =

∫ b

a
L(g, ġ)dt

over some appropriate space of admissible curves, where L(g, ġ) = K(g, ġ) − V (g) is the
Lagrangian of the system. Choosing the admissible curves to be Ω (as defined in Section
2), we then see that this minimization problem corresponds to that given in (5.1), where
the parameter manifold is M = R3. We consider the left-action Ψ : SO(3) × R3 → R3

defined by Ψ(R,α) = Rα for all R ∈ SO(3), α ∈ R3, from which we derive the left-action
χ : SO(3)× (SO(3)×R3) → SO(3)×R3 given by χR′(R,α) = (R′R,R′α). It is clear that the
extended potential

Vext(R,α) = mgRv0 · α

is then SO(3)-invariant with respect to χ, and satisfies Vext(R, e3) = V (R) for all R ∈ SO(3).
In particular, this is exactly the case studied in Example 5.1, so that the reduced dynamics
are given by (5.7)-(5.8) with our choice in Vext.

It is easily seen that d2Vext(I, α) = mgv0 for all α ∈ R3. Now, by definition,

ρα(Ω̂) =
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

ΨExp(tΩ̂(α) =
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

Exp(tΩ̂)α = Ω̂α = Ω× α

for all Ω, α ∈ R3. Moreover, for all Π ∈ R3,

〈ρ∗α(Π), Ω̂〉 = 〈Π, ρα(Ω̂)〉 = Π · (Ω× α) = (α×Π) · Ω = 〈

(

α×Π, Ω̂〉,
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from which we find that ρ∗α(Π) =

(

α×Π . In particular, ρ∗α(d2Vext(I, α)) = mg

(

α× v0 .
For any Π,Ω ∈ R3,

Π · Ω = 〈Π̆, Ω̂〉∗ = 〈Π̆♯, Ω̂〉 = J
(
Π̆♯
)∨

· Ω,

from which it follows that Π̆♯ = Ĵ−1Π. Hence,

ρ∗α(d2Vext(I, α))
♯ = mg ̂J−1(α× v0).

Together with the analysis done in Example 4.1, it follows that the reduced dynamics for the
heavy top are given by

JΩ̇ = JΩ ×Ω+mg(α × v0),

α̇ = α× Ω.

5.3. Example: Obstacle avoidance on Lie groups. Suppose G is a Lie group equipped
with a left-invariant metric, g0 ∈ G is some point-obstacle, and that we wish to find near-
geodesic trajectories g : [a, b] → G satisfying the boundary conditions g(a) = ga and g(b) = gb
while avoiding g0 (or rather, some ball Br(g0) centered at g0). We choose an avoidance family

of artificial potentials of the form:

V (g) = f(d2(g, g0); τ, k,D)(5.9)

where d : G×G → R is the Riemannian distance function on G, τ, k,D are some non-negative
parameters, and f : R → R satisfies the following properties:

1. f is smooth and non-negative.
2. f(0; τ, k,D) = τ is the unique global maximum of f .
3. limk→∞ f(x; τ, k,D) = 0 for all |x| > D.
4. limk→∞ f(x; τ,D) = τ for all |x| < D.

Following the results of [12], it can be shown that for any D > R, and τ, k sufficiently large,
the corresponding minimizers of A avoid BR(g0) provided that ga /∈ BD(g0) and gb /∈ BD(g0).
One example of such an avoidance family of artificial potentials is given by

(5.10) V (g) =

{
eτ exp

(
− 1

1−(d(g,g0)/D)2k

)
, d(g, g0) < D

0, otherwise

From which we see that the potential only ”engages” when the corresponding minimizer
enters the ball of radius D around g0. In other words, the minimizers behave as geodesics
when far away from the obstacles (”far away” being a concept controlled by the parameter
D), and prioritize the obstacle-avoidance task when sufficiently close to g0.

Since the Riemannian distance corresponding to a left-invariant Riemannian metric is itself
left-invariant (that is, left-translation is an isometry), it follows that the extended artificial
potential given by

(5.11) Vext(g, h) = f(d2(g, h); τ, k,D)
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is left-invariant under left-translation on G×G, and satisfies Vext(g, g0) = V (g) for all g ∈ G.
In other words, V admits a partial symmetry over M = G. If we suppose that g is contained
within a geodesically convex neighborhood of g0, then it can be shown that

grad1Vext(g, h) = −2f ′(‖ exp−1
g (h)‖2) exp−1

g (h).

Moreover, the infinitesimal generator corresponding left-translation is simply the push-forward
of right-translation. Hence, equations (5.5)-(5.6) take the form

ξ̇ +∇g
ξξ = 2f ′(‖ exp−1

e (α)‖2) exp−1
e (α),(5.12)

α̇ = −ξα.(5.13)

where ξ = g−1ġ, and α = g−1g0.
Observe that, in the case where G is equipped with a bi-invariant metric, (5.12) takes the

form:

ξ̇ +∇g
ξξ = 2f ′(‖Log(α)‖2)Log(α)

Using (4.2), in the special case that G = SO(3) is equipped with the bi-invariant metric
described in Example 4.1, we find that the critical points of A are given by

Ω̇ = JΩ × Ω+
2f ′(φ(H)2)φ(H)

sin(φ(H))
(H −HT ),(5.14)

H = −Ω̂H.(5.15)

where H := RTR0 for the point obstacle R0 ∈ SO(3), and Ω := RT Ṙ.

6. Euler-Poincaré Reduction with Broken Symmetries on Riemannian Homogeneous

Space. We now discuss spaces which are not necessarily Lie groups themselves, but nonethe-
less possess certain symmetries and invariances that allow for the similar results to be obtained:
Homogeneous spaces. Let G be a connected Lie group. A homogeneous space H of G is a
smooth manifold on which G acts transitively. Any Lie group is itself a homogeneous space,
where the transitive action is given by left-translation (or right-translation).

Suppose that Ψ : G×H → H is a transitive left-action, which we denote by gx := Ψg(x).
It can be shown that for any x ∈ H, we have G/Stab(x) ∼= H as differentiable manifolds, where
Stab(x) := {g ∈ G | gx = x} denotes the stabilizer subgroup (also called the isotropy subgroup)
of x, and G/Stab(x) denotes the space of equivalence classes determined by the equivalence
relation g ∼ h if and only if gh−1 ∈ Stab(x) (or, equivalently, the set of left-cosets of Stab(x)).
Moreover, for any closed Lie subgroup K ⊂ G, the left-action Φ : G×G/K → G/K satisfying
Φg([h]) = [gh] for all g, h ∈ G is transitive, and so G/K is a homogeneous space. Hence, we
may assume without loss of generality that H := G/K is a homogeneous space of G for some
closed Lie subgroup K.

Let π : G → H be the canonical projection map. We define the vertical subspace at
g ∈ G by Verg := ker(π∗|g), from which we may construct the vertical bundle as V G :=⊔

g∈G{g} × Verg. Given a Riemannian metric 〈·, ·〉G on G, we define the horizontal subspace

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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at any point g ∈ G (with respect to 〈·, ·〉G) as the orthogonal complement of Verg. That is,
Horg := Ver⊥g . Similarly, we define the horizontal bundle as HG :=

⊔
g∈G{g}×Horg. Both the

vertical and horizontal bundles are vector bundles, and are in fact subbundles of the tangent
bundle TG. It is clear that TgG = Verg ⊕ Horg for all g ∈ G, so that the Lie algebra g of G
admits the decomposition g = s ⊕ h, where s is the Lie algebra of K and h ∼= Tπ(e)H. We
denote the orthogonal projections onto the vertical and horizontal subspaces by V and H.

A section Z ∈ Γ(HG) is called a horizontal vector field. That is, Z ∈ Γ(TG) and Z(g) ∈
Horg for all g ∈ G. A vector field Y ∈ Γ(TG) is said to be π-related to some X ∈ Γ(TH) if
π∗Yg = Xπ(g) for all g ∈ G. If in addition Y ∈ Γ(HG), we say that Y is a horizontal lift of
X. We further define a horizontal lift of a smooth curve q : [a, b] → H as a smooth curve
q̃ : [a, b] → G such that π ◦ q̃ = q and ˙̃q(t) is horizontal for all t ∈ [a, b]. We have the following
result from [16]:

Lemma 6.1. Let H be a homogeneous space of G and X ∈ Γ(TH). Then:

1. For all X ∈ Γ(TH), there exists a unique horizontal lift X̃ of X. That is, the map

·̃ : Γ(TH) → Γ(HG) sending X 7→ X̃ is R-linear and injective.

2. For all smooth curves q : [a, b] → H and q0 ∈ π−1({q(a)}), there exists a unique

horizontal lift q̃ : [a, b] → H of q satisfying q̃(a) = q0, called the horizontal lift of X
which is π-related to X.

In general, the horizontal lift map will not be surjective, as it need not be the case that
Zg = Zh whenever π(g) = π(h) for Z ∈ Γ(HG). The image of the horizontal lift map will be
denoted by B(G) ⊂ Γ(HG), and its elements will be called basic vector fields. In particular,
B(G) ∼= Γ(TH) as an R-vector space, and a vector field Z ∈ Γ(TG) is basic if and only if it is
the horizontal lift of some vector field in Γ(TH). Basic vector fields are precisely those which
can be pushed-forward to a smooth non-zero vector field on H under π. We may similarly
call a curve g : [a, b] → G basic when it is a horizontal lift of some curve q : [a, b] → H, and
a vector field X̃ ∈ Γ(g) basic when it is horizontal and π-related to some X ∈ Γ(q). That
is, (π∗)g(t)X̃(t) = X(t) for all t ∈ [a, b]. However, it turns out that these distinctions are
redundant, as any smooth curve g : [a, b] → G satisfying ġ(t) ∈ Horg(t) for all t ∈ [a, b] is
necessarily a horizontal lift of a unique q : [a, b] → H (namely, q := π ◦ g). This is due to the
fact that the following diagram commutes:

(6.1)

Horg Tπ(g)(G/K)

h Tπ(e)(G/K).

dπg

L
g−1∗ Φ

g−1∗

dπe

From which we find the following lemma (see [13] for more details):

Lemma 6.2. Suppose that q : [a, b] → H and q̃ : [a, b] → G is a horizontal lift of q. Then,

for any η̃ : [a, b] → h, there exists a unique X ∈ Γ(q) such that its horizontal lift X̃ along q̃
satisfies Lq̃(t)−1∗X̃(t) = η̃(t) for all t ∈ [a, b].

6.1. Riemannian Homogeneous Spaces. Consider a connected Lie group G and a ho-
mogeneous space H = G/K of G. Since H is a smooth manifold, it can be equipped with a
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Riemannian metric. As when discussing Riemannian metrics on Lie groups in Section 3, we
are interested in those metrics 〈·, ·〉H which in some sense preserve the structure of the ho-
mogeneous space. In this case, we wish to choose 〈·, ·〉H so that the canonical projection map
π : G → H is a Riemannian submersion. That is, so that π∗|g is a linear isometry between
Horg and Tπ(g)H for all g ∈ G. In such a case, we call H a Riemannian homogeneous space. It
is clear that if H is a Riemannian homogeneous space, then 〈H(X),H(Y )〉G = 〈π∗X,π∗Y 〉H
for all X,Y ∈ TgG, g ∈ G. In particular,

〈
X̃, Ỹ

〉
G
=
〈
X,Y

〉
H

for all X,Y ∈ TgG, g ∈ G. The
metric 〈·, ·〉H is said to be G-invariant if it is invariant under the left-action Φg for all g ∈ G.
It can be shown that every homogeneous space H = G/K that admits a G-invariant metric
is reductive. That is, the Lie algebra admits a decomposition g = s ⊕ h, where s is the Lie
algebra of K, and h ⊂ g satisfies [s, h] ⊂ h. In particular, h ∼= Tπ(e)(G/K) as vector spaces
(note that h need not be a Lie subalgebra of g).

Lemma 6.3. Suppose that g = s⊕ h is a reductive Lie algebra. Then [s, h] ⊂ h.

Proof. Since s is Lie subalgebra of g, we have by definition that [s, s] ⊂ s. Let ξ, η ∈ s and
σ ∈ h. Then,

0 = 〈[ξ, η], σ〉 =

〈
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

AdExp(tξ)(η), σ

〉
,

=
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

〈
AdExp(tξ)(η), σ

〉
.

It follows that the map t 7→
〈
AdExp(tξ)(η), σ

〉
is constant. In particular, since

〈
AdExp(tξ)(η), σ

〉 ∣∣
t=0

= 〈η, σ〉 = 0,

we have
〈
AdExp(tξ)(η), σ

〉
= 0 for all ξ, η ∈ s, σ ∈ m, t ∈ R. Since the exponential map is a

local diffeomorphism, and s = {X ∈ g | Exp(tX) ∈ H for all t ∈ R}, it follows that there
exists an open subset V ⊂ G containing e such that Adg(s) ⊂ s for all g ∈ V ∩H. Since H is
connected by assumption, there exists some finite collection of vectors ξ1, . . . , ξn ∈ h such that
Exp(ξ1) · · ·Exp(ξn) = h. Hence, for all ξ ∈ h, Adh(ξ) = AdExp(ξ1) ◦ · · · ◦AdExp(ξn)(ξ) ∈ h.

The following result establishes an equivalency between the existence of a G-invariant
metrics on H, and the existence of a left-invariant metric on G for which H is a Riemannian
homogeneous space.

Lemma 6.4. If G is equipped with a left-invariant metric 〈·, ·〉G, and π : G → H is a Rie-

mannian submersion, then 〈·, ·〉H is G-invariant. Moreover, if 〈·, ·〉H is G-invariant, then there

exists a left-invariant metric 〈·, ·〉G on G such that π : G → H is a Riemannian submersion.

Proof. First suppose G is equipped with a left-invariant metric 〈·, ·〉G, and that π : G → H
is a Riemannian submersion. Let q ∈ H,X, Y ∈ TqH, g ∈ G, and let X̃, Ỹ be horizontal lifts
of X,Y . Then,

〈Φg∗X,Φg∗Y 〉H =
〈
π−1
∗ ◦Φg∗X,π−1

∗ ◦Φg∗Y
〉
G
=
〈
π−1
∗ ◦Φg∗ ◦ π∗X̃, π−1

∗ ◦ Φg∗ ◦ π∗Ỹ
〉
G

=
〈
Lg∗X̃, Lg∗Ỹ

〉
G
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where the last equality follows from (6.1). By the left-invariance of 〈·, ·〉G, we then have
〈
Lg∗X̃, Lg∗Ỹ

〉
G
=
〈
X̃, Ỹ

〉
G
= 〈X,Y 〉H .

In particular, 〈·, ·〉H is G-invariant.
Now suppose that H is equipped with a G-invariant metric 〈·, ·〉H . Since H is reductive,

we may define the orthogonal projections V : g → s and H : g → h, where g = s⊕h. Define an
inner product on h via 〈ξ, η〉h := 〈π∗ξ, π∗η〉H for all ξ, η ∈ h. Let 〈·, ·〉s be any inner product
on s, and define an inner product on g by 〈ξ, η〉g := 〈V(ξ),V(η)〉s + 〈H(ξ),H(η)〉h. We extend
〈·, ·〉g to a left-invariant Riemannian metric 〈·, ·〉G on G via left-translations. Now, for all
X,Y ∈ Horg,

〈
π∗
∣∣
g
X,π∗

∣∣
g
Y
〉
H

=
〈
Φg−1∗ ◦ π∗

∣∣
g
X,Φg−1∗ ◦ π∗

∣∣
g
Y
〉
H

=
〈
π−1
∗

∣∣
e
◦ Φg−1∗ ◦ π∗

∣∣
g
X,π−1

∗

∣∣
e
◦ Φg−1∗ ◦ π∗

∣∣
g
Y
〉
h

=
〈
Lg∗ ◦ π

−1
∗

∣∣
e
◦Φg−1∗ ◦ π∗

∣∣
g
X,Lg∗ ◦ π

−1
∗

∣∣
e
◦Φg−1∗ ◦ π∗

∣∣
g
Y
〉
G

By (6.1), we have that Lg∗ ◦π
−1
∗

∣∣
e
◦Φg−1∗ ◦π∗

∣∣
g
is the identity map on Horg, so that 〈X,Y 〉G =〈

π∗
∣∣
g
X,π∗

∣∣
g
Y
〉
H

for all X,Y ∈ Horg. Hence π is a Riemannian submersion, and so (H, 〈·, ·〉H)

is a Riemannian homogeneous space with respect to (G, 〈·, ·〉G).

In general, there need not exist G-invariant metrics on a homogeneous space. The following
theorem from [16] describes a sufficient condition that is commonly fulfilled in an application.

Theorem 6.5. Suppose that G and H := G/K is a homogeneous space of G. If Stab(x) is

compact for all x ∈ H, then there exists a G-invariant metric on H.

Hence, if Stab(x) is compact for all x ∈ H (which happens for example if H is compact,
or equivalently, that G is compact), then by Lemma 6.4, there exists a left-invariant metric
on G and a G-invariant metric on H for which H is a Riemannian homogeneous space. For
the remainder of the paper, we suppose that G is a simply connected Lie group equipped with
a left-invariant metric, and that H is a Riemannian homogeneous space of G. Denote the
Levi-Civita connections on H and G with respect to these metrics by ∇ and ∇̃, respectively.
The following lemma from [13] outlines some useful properties of ∇̃.

Lemma 6.6. Let X,Y ∈ Γ(TH), and X̃, Ỹ ∈ B(G) be the horizontal lifts of X and Y ,

respectively. Further suppose that V ∈ Γ(V G). Then, the following identities hold:

∇̃X̃ Ỹ = ∇̃XY +
1

2
V([X̃, Ỹ ]),(6.2)

∇̃X̃V = ∇̃V X̃(6.3)

Apart from the Levi-Civita connection, there is another important connection that we
will utilize throughout this section when working on (Riemannian) homogeneous spaces. We
define the horizontal connection ∇̃H : Γ(TG)×Γ(HG) → Γ(HG) on the horizontal bundle by

(6.4) ∇̃H
WZ = H(∇̃WZ),

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



20 J. R. GOODMAN, AND L. J. COLOMBO

for all W ∈ Γ(TG), Z ∈ Γ(HG). It is easy to see that ∇̃H satisfies all the conditions required
to be a connection. Moreover, ∇̃H is simply the projection of the Levi-Civita connection on
G onto the horizontal bundle.

Remark 6.7. Observe that while ∇̃H is only a connection in the strict sense on the domain
Γ(TG)× Γ(HG), it is still a well-defined operation on the larger domain Γ(TG)× Γ(TG). In
fact, since K is a closed Lie subgroup of G, it is an isometrically embedded submanifold when
equipped with the induced metric under the inclusion ı : K →֒ G. In this case, it is easy to
see that ∇̃H

XY = II(X,Y ), where II is the second fundamental form. We choose to separate the
notations, however, as the contexts in which these objects are discussed are quite different.
In particular, the second fundamental form is typically viewed as a 2-tensor field defined over
the space of vertical vector fields.

We now outline some additional properties satisfied by ∇̃H and basic vector fields from
[13], which follow immediately from Lemma 6.6 and the fact that ∇̃ is metric compatible and
torsion-free:

Lemma 6.8. Let X,Y ∈ Γ(TH), and X̃, Ỹ ∈ B(G) be the horizontal lifts of X and Y ,

respectively. Further suppose that W,Z ∈ Γ(HG), and P ∈ Γ(TG). Then, the following

identities hold:

∇̃H
X̃
Ỹ = ∇̃XY(6.5)

P 〈W,Z〉G =
〈
∇̃H

PW,Z
〉
G
+
〈
W, ∇̃H

P Z
〉
G

(6.6)

∇̃H
WZ − ∇̃H

ZW = H([W,Z])(6.7)

As in Section 3, we may define an operator ∇̃h : h × h → h, called the Riemannian

h-connection, via

(6.8) ∇̃h
ξη =

(
∇̃H

φ(ξ)φ(η)
)
(e).

It is clear that ∇̃h
ξη = H(∇̃g

ξη), where ∇̃g is the Riemannian g-connection corresponding to

the Levi-Civita connection ∇̃ on G. Therefore, we obtain the explicit expression

(6.9) ∇̃h
ξη =

1

2
H([ξ, η]g − ad†ξη − ad†ηξ).

Given any C1 curve g, we may further define the operator D̃H
t X := ∇̃H

ġ X for all C1

horizontal vector fields X along g. It is clear from Lemma 6.8 and Lemma 6.1 that if g is a
basic curve and X is a C1 horizontal vector field along π ◦ g, then D̃H

t X̃ = D̃tX . We now
express Lemma 3.4 in terms of the Riemannian h-connection and horizontal connection:

Lemma 6.9. Let g : [a, b] → G be a basic curve and X a smooth horizontal vector field

along g. Suppose that ξ(t) = g(t)−1ġ(t) and η(t) = g(t)−1X(t). Then the following relation

holds for all t ∈ [a, b]:

D̃H
t X(t) = g(t)

(
Ẋ(t) + ∇̃h

ξ(t)η(t)
)
.(6.10)
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6.2. Euler-Poincaré reduction on Riemannian homogeneous spaces. Throughout the
section, we assume that G is a Lie group with left-invariant metric, and H := G/K is a
Riemannian homogeneous space of G. For some smooth scalar field V : H → R, we consider
the action function AH : Ω(H) → R on H as in (5.1). As usual, our aim is to find the critical
points of AH over Ω. Since H is a Riemannian manifold, this may be done via variational
analysis. However, in many cases, it will be more convenient to work on G—especially in
cases where we can apply reduction by symmetry.

To that end, we seek variational principles on G which are equivalent to the variational
principle δAH = 0 on H (whose solutions are given by (5.2)). Ultimately, this equivalency will
come from the relationship between the metrics on G andH. First, suppose that the boundary
conditions on the spaces of admissible curves Ω(G) = Ωa,b

(ga,wa),(gb,wb)
and Ω(H) = Ωa,b

(qa,va),(qb,vb)
are chosen such that:

π(ga) = qa, π(gb) = qb, π∗wa = va, π∗wb = vb

In particular, suppose that g ∈ Ω(G) and let q := π ◦ g. Then, it is clear that q ∈ Ω(H), and
q̇ = π∗ġ. Hence, ‖q̇‖H = ‖π∗ġ‖H = ‖H(ġ)‖G. On the other hand, suppose that q ∈ Ω(H) and
let g be a horizontal lift of q. Then for some ga, gb, we have g ∈ Ωga,gb(G), and ‖H(ġ)‖G =
‖ġ‖G = ‖q̇‖H . This motivates the action functional ÃG : Ω(G) → R given by

(6.11) ÃG =

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖H(ġ(t))‖2G − Ṽ (g(t))

)
dt,

where Ṽ := V ◦ π. We have the following Proposition:

Proposition 6.10. Let q ∈ Ω(H) and g ∈ Ω(G) satisfy π ◦ g = q on [a, b]. Then q is a

critical point of AH if and only if g is a critical point of ÃG.

Proof. Suppose that q is a critical point of AH , and consider an admissible variation gs of
g. It follows that qs := π ◦ gs is an admissible variation of q, and q̇s = π∗ġ. Hence,

δÃG[g] =
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖H(ġs)‖

2
G − Ṽ (gs)

)
dt,

=
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖q̇s‖

2
H − V (qs)

)
dt,

= AH [q] = 0.

Therefore, g is a critical point of ÃG. Now suppose that g is a critical point of ÃG, and consider
an admissible variation qs of q. Let q̃s be the horizontal lift of qs at g(a), and consider the
family of curves defined by gs(t) = q̃s(t)q̃ s(t−a)

b−a

(b)−1g(b) for all (s, t) ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ)× [a, b]. Observe

that
1. g0(t) = q̃0(t)q̃0(b)

−1g(b) = g(t) for all t ∈ [a, b],
2. gs(a) = q̃s(a)q̃0(b)

−1g(b) = g(a) s ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ),
3. gs(b) = q̃s(b)q̃

−1
s (b)g(b) = g(b), for all s ∈ (−ǫ, ǫ).

4. π ◦ gs ≡ π ◦ q̃s ≡ qs, since q̃ s(t−a)
b−a

(b)−1 and g(b) belong to the same equivalency class

for all (s, t) ∈ (ǫ, ǫ)× [a, b].
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It follows that gs is indeed an admissible variation of g, so that

δAH [q] =
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖q̇s‖

2
H − V (qs)

)
dt

=
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖H(ġs)‖

2
G − Ṽ (qs)

)
dt

= ÃG[g] = 0.

From Proposition 6.10, we can generate critical points of AH by finding critical points
of ÃG on then projecting them onto H. Assuming that V ◦ π admits a partial symmetry,
we could then, in principle, apply symmetry reduction to ÃG. However, the inclusion of
the horizontal projection H in ÃG makes the analysis difficult. Our goal now is to find a
constrained variational principle for AG : Ω → R defined by (5.1) on G with the potential Ṽ .

Definition 6.11. We call an admissible variation gs of a basic curve g ∈ Ω(G) for which

both ġs(t) and
∂
∂sgs(t) are horizontal vector fields a basic variation of g.

Remark 6.12. Note that the variation defined by gs(t) = g(t) for all s is trivially a basic
variation, so that the definition is well-defined.

Proposition 6.13. Suppose that g ∈ Ω(G) is a critical point of ÃG. If g is basic, then

δAG[g] = 0 among all basic variations.

Proof. Let gs be a basic variation of g. Then,

δA[g] =
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ġs(t)‖

2
G − Ṽ (gs(t))

)
dt

=
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖H(ġs(t))‖

2
G − Ṽ (gs(t))

)
dt

= δÃ[g] = 0.

We now derive necessary conditions on g to solve the constrained variational principle on
G.

Proposition 6.14. A basic curve g ∈ Ω satisfies the variational principle δAG[g] = 0 among

all basic variations of g if and only if g is smooth and satisfies

(6.12) D̃H
t ġ(t) = −gradṼ (g(t)),

for all t ∈ [a, b].

Proof. Let gs be a basic variation of G with variational vector field δg. Then, from Lemma
6.8 and the Symmetry Lemma,

δAG[g] =
∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ġs(t)‖

2
G − Ṽ (gs(t))

)
dt

=

∫ b

a

(〈
D̃H

s ġs, ġs

〉
G
−

〈
gradṼ (gs),

∂

∂s
ġs

〉

G

) ∣∣∣
s=0

dt

=

∫ b

a

(〈
D̃H

t δg, ġ
〉
G
−
〈
gradṼ (g), δg

〉
G

)
dt.

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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As in the proof of Theorem 5.3, the smoothness of g can be shown via a bootstrapping method.
Integrating once by parts, we then obtain

δAG[g] =

∫ b

a

〈
D̃H

t ġ + gradṼ (g), δg
〉
G
dt = 0

for all basic variational vector fields δg. Now let h ∈ G, X ∈ Verh, and observe that〈
gradṼ (h),X

〉
G

= dṼ (X) = dV ◦ π∗(X) = 0. Hence gradṼ ∈ Γ(HG). Moreover, if we

consider any Ỹ ∈ Horh, then:

〈
gradṼ (h), Ỹ

〉
G
= dṼ (Ỹ ) = dV (Y ) = 〈gradV (π(h)), Y 〉H =

〈
˜gradV (π(h)), Ỹ

〉
G
,

where Y := π∗Ỹ . It follows that gradṼ is precisely the horizontal lift of gradV , so that gradṼ
is basic. Hence,

∫ b

a

〈
D̃H

t ġ + gradṼ (g), δg
〉
G
dt =

∫ b

a

〈
D̃H

t ġ + ˜gradV (π(g)), δg
〉
G
dt.

It follows from 6.1 and the fact that G is simply connected that every horizontal variational
vector field is the variational vector field of some basic variation, from which (6.12) follows.

Corollary 6.15. If q ∈ Ω(H) is a critical point of AH , then its horizontal lift q̃ satisfies

equation (6.12). Moreover, if g ∈ Ω(G) is smooth, basic, and satisfies (6.12), then π ◦ g is a

critical point of AH .

Proof. The first direction is an immediate consequence of Propositions 6.13, 6.10, and 6.14.
Now suppose that g ∈ Ω(G) is basic and satisfies (6.12). Since g is smooth and basic, the

curve q := π ◦ g is smooth and satisfies D̃H
t ġ = D̃tq̇. Moreover, from the proof of Proposition

6.14, we have gradṼ (g) = ˜gradV (q). Hence,

0 = D̃H
t ġ + gradṼ (g) = ˜Dtq̇ + gradV (q),

so that Dtq̇ + gradV (q) = 0 on [a, b], which are precisely the Euler-Lagrange equations for
AH .

Now that we have found a (constrained) variational principle on G which is equivalent to
δAH = 0 on H, we seek to apply reduction by symmetry under the assumption that V admits
a partial symmetry over some smooth manifold M .

Theorem 6.16. Suppose that Ṽ admits a partial symmetry over some smooth manifold M .

Then, g ∈ Ω(G) satisfies (6.12) if and only if ξ := g−1ġ and α := Ψg−1(α0) satisfy the

Euler-Poincaré equations

ξ̇ + ∇̃h
ξξ = −grad1Ṽext(e, α),(6.13)

α̇ = −ξM(α),(6.14)

on [a, b]. Moreover, g is basic if and only if ξ(a) = g(a)−1ġ(a) ∈ h.
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Proof. From Lemma 6.9, we have D̃H
t ġ = g(ξ̇ + ∇̃h

ξξ). Hence, if gs is a basic variation of
g, then from the proofs of Propositions 6.14 and Theorem 5.3,

∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ġs(t)‖

2
G − Ṽext(e, gs(t))

)
dt =

∫ b

a

(〈
D̃H

t ġ, δg
〉
G
−

∂

∂s

∣∣∣
s=0

Ṽ (gs(t))

)
dt

=

∫ b

a

〈
ξ̇ + ∇̃h

ξξ + grad1Ṽext(e, α), η
〉
G
dt,

where η := g−1δg ∈ h. Equations (6.13)-(6.14) follow immediately.
To see that g is basic if and only if ξ(a) ∈ h, observe that (6.13) can be written in the

form

ξ̇ = X(ξ, α),

where X : g × M → h is everywhere horizontal. Hence, ξ̇(t) ∈ h for all t ∈ [a, b]. If
B = {α1, . . . , αn} is an ordered basis for g = h⊕ s such that {α1, . . . , αk} is an ordered basis
for h, and {αk+1, . . . , αn} is an ordered basis for s, it then follows that the coordinates of ξ̇
with respect to B take the form

[ξ(t)]B =
[
ξ̇1(t) · · · ξ̇k(t) 0 · · · 0

]T

from which we find, upon integration, that the coordinates of ξ are of the form

[ξ]B =
[
ξ1(t) · · · ξk(t) ξk+1(a) · · · ξn(a)

]T
,

from which it is clear that ξ(t) ∈ h for all t ∈ [a, b] if and only if ξ(a) ∈ h (in other words, that
ξk+1(a) = · · · = ξn(a) = 0).

Remark 6.17. Theorem 6.16 tells us that we may search for solutions δAH = 0 over Ω(H)
by integrating the Euler-Poincaré equations (6.13)-(6.14), solving the reconstruction equation
ġ = gξ, and then projecting these solutions onto H. Numerically, our BVP can be solved by
applying a shooting method over horizontal initial velocities. Moreover, note that solutions
are guaranteed to exist by the existence of solutions to δAH = 0.

6.3. Bi-invariant metrics and Riemannian Symmetric Spaces. Suppose G is a Lie group
equipped with a left-invariant metric, and H := G/K is a Riemannian homogeneous space.
It is easily seen that the metric 〈·, ·〉G is right K-invariant. That is, 〈Xk, Y k〉G = 〈X,Y 〉G for
all k ∈ K. In the case that the metric 〈·, ·〉G is bi-invariant, it follows from Lemma 3.10 that

(6.15) ∇̃h
ξη =

1

2
H
(
[ξ, η]

)
.

Another important special case of spaces that appears frequently in applications are Rie-

mannian symmetric spaces, which are Riemannian homogeneous spaces such that there exists
an involutive automorphism σ : G → G with K = {g ∈ G σ(g) = g}. It can be seen that
every Riemannian symmetric space of the form G/K satisfies the Cartan Decomposition:

(6.16) [s, s] ⊂ s, [s, h] ⊂ h, [h, h] ⊂ s.
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The condition [s, s] ⊂ s follows from the fact that s is a Lie subalgebra of g, and [s, h] ⊂ h

follows from the fact that every Riemannian homogeneous space is reductive. The novel con-
dition, then, is [h, h] ⊂ s, which is not in general true for Riemannian homogeneous spaces.
Moreover, if G is simply connected (an assumption that we always make), then every Rie-
mannian homogeneous space satisfying (6.16) is a Riemannian symmetric space. It is neither
necessary nor sufficient that 〈·, ·〉G be bi-invariant in order for G/K to be Riemannian symmet-
ric, though it is the case in many important applications. In the case that H is a Riemannian
symmetric space, it is easily seen from equation (6.9) and the Cartan decomposition (6.16)
that

(6.17) ∇̃h
ξη = 0.

6.4. Example: Obstacle avoidance on Riemannian Homogeneous Spaces. Suppose
that G is a Lie group equipped with a left-invariant metric, and H is a Riemannian homo-
geneous space of G. As in Example 5.3, we consider an obstacle avoidance problem on H,
with point-obstacle q0 ∈ H. Towards that end, we design the artificial potential V : H → R

as given by (5.9). The lifted potential then takes the form:

Ṽ (g) = f(d2H(π(g), q0))

where dH : H × H → R is the Riemannian distance function on H. Since the Riemannian
metric on H is G-invariant with respect to the transitive group action Φ of G on H, so too is
dH . Hence, the extended potential Vext : G×G → R given by

Ṽext(g, h) = f(d2H(π(g), π(h)))

is invariant under left-translation, and satisfies Ṽext(g, g0) = Ṽ (g) for all g0 ∈ π−1({q0}).
In other words, Ṽ admits a partial symmetry over G. In principle, we may now calculate
the Euler-Poincaré equations given by (6.13)-(6.14), from which critical points of AH can be
calculated through the reconstruction equation together with q = π(g).

However, there is seemingly a major problem with this approach: the advantages obtained
by considering the Euler-Poincaré equations on G instead of the Euler-Lagrange equations on
H are somewhat superficial, as we still must be able to calculate the gradient vector field
of the Riemannian distance on H at all points along the minimizers. In particular, it is not
generally the case that dG(g, h) = dH(π(g), π(h)), so that we cannot directly take advantage of
the additional symmetries afforded by the Lie group (particularly in the case where the metric
is bi-invariant, which allows identifying the Lie logarithmic map with the inverse Riemannian
exponential map at the identity as we did in Example 5.3). To address this issue, we take the
following Lemma from [13]:

Lemma 6.18. Suppose that G is a Lie-group equipped with a left-invariant Riemannian

metric, and H is a Riemannian homogeneous space of G. Then for all g ∈ G, and for

all h ∈ G contained within a geodesically convex neighborhood of g, there exists a unique

h∗ ∈ π−1({π(h)}) such that dG(g, h
∗) = dH(π(g), π(h)). Moreover, the function θ : G×G → G

defined implicitly by θ(g, h) = h∗ is smooth and left-invariant.

In fact, we are able to calculate the map θ explicitly, which was not previously done in
the literature:
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Lemma 6.19. Suppose that g, h ∈ G are contained within a goedesically convex neighbor-

hood on which the exponential map on G is a diffeomorphism, then

(6.18) θ(g, h) = expg(H(exp−1
g (h))).

Proof. Since g and h are contained within a geodesically convex neighborhood, it follows
that, for X := exp−1

g (h), the curve c(t) = expg(tX) is the unique geodesic satisfying c(0) = g

and ċ(0) = X, and we have c(1) = h. Let c̃ be the curve defined by c̃(t) = ˜π ◦ expg(tX) with

c̃(0) = g. It follows from Proposition 6.14 is a geodesic, and ˙̃c(0) = H(X). Moreover, the
geodesic c∗ defined by c∗(t) = expg(tH(X)) satisfies c∗(0) = g and ċ∗(0) = H(X). Hence c∗ =
c̃. It follows that π◦expg(tX) = π◦expg(tH(X)), and so expg(H(X)) := expg(H(exp−1

g (h))) ∈
π−1({π(h)}).

Hence, as long as g, h ∈ G can be connected by a geodesic, our extended artificial potential
takes the form:

(6.19) Ṽext(g, h) = f(d2G(g, θ(g, h))

where θ is given by (6.18). In particular, if G is equipped with a bi-invariant metric, then

grad1Ṽext(e, α) = −2f ′(‖Log(θ(e, α))‖2G)Log(θ(e, α)).

Using (6.18), it is easily seen that

θ(e, α) = Exp(H(Log(α))),

so that

(6.20) grad1Ṽext(e, α) = −2f ′(‖H(Log(α))‖2G)Log(H(Log(α))),

after which the Euler-Poincaré equations can be calculated by Proposition 6.16.

Remark 6.20. Note that the projected curve q = π ◦ g avoids q0 if and only if g avoids the
entire fiber π−1({q0}). However, this is handled by our methodology. Indeed, suppose that f
is designed so that g avoids the point θ(g, g0) (which is always possible by correctly choosing
the underlying parameters τ, k,D [12]). That is, dG(g(t), θ(g(t), g0)) > R for all t ∈ [a, b] and
some R ∈ R. Assume towards contradiction that there exists some point g∗ ∈ π−1({q0}) and
T ∈ [a, b] such that dG(g(T ), g

∗) ≤ R. Then,

R ≥ dG(g(T ), g
∗) ≥ dH(π(g(T )), π(g∗)) = dG(g(T ), θ(g(T ), g

∗)) = dG(g(T ), θ(g(T ), g0)),

since g0 and g∗ belong to the same fiber.

6.5. Example: Euler-Poincaré Equations on S2. Consider the Lie group G = SO(3)

equipped with the bi-invariant metric defined by
〈
Ω̂1, Ω̂2

〉
SO(3)

= ΩT
1Ω2 for all Ω1,Ω2 ∈ R3,

where we’ve made use of the hat map defined in Example 4.1 to identify so(3) ∼= R3. We
let SO(3) act on R3 from the matrix multiplication (i.e. Φ : SO(3) × R3 → R3 given by
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(R,x) 7→ Rx). We let K ⊂ SO(3) be the Lie subgroup given by the elements of the form

k =




cos(θ) sin(θ) 0
− sin(θ) cos(θ) 0

0 0 1


 with θ ∈ S1.

It is clear that K ∼= SO(2) and K = Stab(e3), where e3 =
[
0 0 1

]T
and Stab(e3)

denotes the stabilizer subgroup of the left-action Φ. Moreover, the restriction of Φ to the
unit sphere S2 (embedded in R3 via inclusion) is transitive. It follows that the quotient
space H = SO(3)/SO(2) ∼= S2 is a homogeneous space of SO(3), and the projection map
π : SO(3) → S2 is given by π(R) = Re3 for all R ∈ SO(3).

We consider the orthonormal basis {Ω̂1, Ω̂2, Ω̂3} of g = so(3) given by

Ω̂1 =



0 0 0
0 0 −1
0 1 0


 , Ω̂2 =




0 0 1
0 0 0
−1 0 0


 , Ω̂3 =



0 −1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0


 .(6.21)

It is clear from the definition of the hat map that Ω̂1 = ê1, Ω̂2 = ê2, and Ω̂3 = ê3. Moreover,
we have π∗Ω̂1 = −e2, π∗Ω̂2 = e1, and π∗Ω̂3 = 0, so that, in particular, s = ker(π∗

∣∣
I
) =

span{Ω̂3} and h = s⊥. Define an inner product on Te3S
2 via the relation 〈X,Y 〉Te3S

2 :=〈
π−1
∗ X,π−1

∗ Y
〉
SO(3)

for all X,Y ∈ Te3S
2. Since {e1, e2} forms a basis for Te3S

2, it is clear

that—letting X = X1e1 +X2e2 and Y = Y 1e1 + Y 2e2—

〈X,Y 〉Te3S
2 = X1Y 1 〈e1, e1〉Te3S

2 +X1Y 2 〈e1, e2〉Te3S
2 +X2Y 1 〈e2, e1〉Te3S

2

+X2Y 2 〈e2, e2〉Te3S
2 ,

= X1Y 1
〈
Ω̂1, Ω̂1

〉
SO(3)

+X1Y 2
〈
Ω̂1, Ω̂2

〉
SO(3)

+X2Y 1
〈
Ω̂2, Ω̂1

〉
SO(3)

+X2Y 2
〈
Ω̂2, Ω̂2

〉
SO(3)

,

= X1Y 1 +X2Y 2,

so that 〈·, ·〉Te3S
2 is just the standard Euclidean metric with respect to the basis {e1, e2}. We

extend this inner product to an SO(3)-invariant Riemannian metric on S2 by left-action. That
is,

〈X,Y 〉S2 =
〈
RTX,RTY

〉
Te3S

2 = RTX · RTY = X · Y(6.22)

for allX,Y ∈ TqS
2 and for any R ∈ SO(3) such that π(R) = q. It is clear that with this metric,

S2 becomes a Riemannian homogeneous space, and from the matrix commutator relations,

[Ω̂1, Ω̂2] = Ω̂3, [Ω̂1, Ω̂3] = −Ω̂2, [Ω̂2, Ω̂3] = Ω̂1,

it is immediately clear that the decomposition g = s ⊕ h satisfies Cartan’s Decomposition
(6.16), so that S2 is in fact a Riemannian symmetric space of SO(3). We see also that the
horizontal projection can be calcualted by

(6.23) H(Ω̂) = Ω̂× e3
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for all Ω̂ ∈ so(3), so that its norm is given by

(6.24) ‖H(Ω̂)‖G = ‖Ω̂‖2G sin(θ),

where θ = arccos
(
Ω·e3
‖Ω‖

)
, so that sin(θ) =

√
1−

(
Ω·e3
‖Ω‖

)2
.

Consider a curve q : [a, b] → S2, and let R : [a, b] → SO(3) be a horizontal lift of q. Hence,
q(t) = R(t)e3 for all t ∈ [a, b]. Let X ∈ Γ(q), and denote its horizontal lift by X̃. It follows
that X̃ = RΩ̂ for some curve Ω̂ : [a, b] → h. Then,

DtX = π∗(D̃
H
t X̃) = (D̃H

t X̃)e3 = R(
˙̂
Ω + ∇̃h

RT Ṙ
Ω̂)e3.

Since S2 is a Riemannian symmetric space, we have from (6.17) that ∇̃h

RT Ṙ
Ω̂ = 0. Hence,

DtX = R
˙̂
Ωe3 = R(Ω̇× e3) = RΩ̇×Re3 = RΩ̇× q.

Let ω := RΩ. Then, on one hand, ω̇ = ṘΩ+RΩ̇ = R(Ω×Ω)+RΩ̇ = RΩ̇, so that DtX = ω̇×q.
On the other hand, we have X = X̃e3 = RΩ̂e3 = RΩ × q = ω × q. Since X is everywhere
orthogonal to q, this further implies that ω = q ×X, so that ω̇ = q̇ ×X + q × Ẋ. Therefore,
DtX = (q̇ ×X) × q − q × (q × Ẋ). It is easy to see from the vector triple product rule that
(q̇ ×X)× q = 0, so that

(6.25) DtX = −q × (q × Ẋ),

which is precisely the orthogonal projection of Ẋ onto the tangent bundle. It follows that the
critical points of A on S2 satisfy

(6.26) q × (q × q̈) = −gradV (q)

Suppose now that Ṽ (R) := V (Re3) admits a partial symmetry. Then, from Proposition 6.16,
together with equation (6.17), the Euler-Poincaré equations (6.13)-(6.14) take the form

Ω̇ = −grad1Ṽ (I, α),(6.27)

α̇ = −ξM(α),(6.28)

together with the reconstruction equations Ṙ = RΩ̂ and q = Re3.

7. Optimal Control of left-invariant homogeneous systems. Let H be a Riemannian
homogeneous space of some connected Lie group G equipped with a left-invariant Riemannian
metric 〈·, ·〉G. As in Section 6.2, we suppose that the Lie algebra decomposes as g = h ⊕ s,
where s is the Lie algebra of the closed Lie subgroup K ⊂ G such that H ∼= G/K, and
h ∼= Tπ(e)H, where π : G → H is the canonical projection, and e is the identity element of G.
We further suppose that f : TH → TH is a diffeomorphism for which there exists positive
constants c, C ∈ R such that:

(7.1) c‖u‖H ≤ ‖f(q, u)‖H ≤ C‖u‖H

for all (q, u) ∈ TH.
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Remark 7.1. In many applications, f will in fact be linear in the second argument. In such
a case, for every q ∈ H, there exists positive constants cq, Cq such that cq‖u‖H ≤ ‖f(q, u)‖H ≤
Cq‖u‖H for all u ∈ TqH. (7.1) will automatically follow, for instance, in the case that H is
compact.

We wish to solve the following optimal control problem:

(7.2) min
q,u

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖u‖2H − V (q(t))

)
dt

subject to q ∈ Ω, and q̇ = f(q, u), where V : H → R is a smooth scalar field.
The fact that f is a diffeomorphism makes it possible to view the optimal control problem

(7.2) as a variational problem over curves q ∈ Ω. That is due to the fact that, for any such q,
there will exist a unique control input u such that q̇ = f(q, u). Moreover, the inequality given
in the second assumption guarantees that

1

C2

∫ b

a

(

1

2
‖f(q, u)‖2H − V (q(t))

)

dt ≤

∫ b

a

(

1

2
‖u‖2H − V (q(t))

)

dt ≤
1

c2

∫ b

a

(

1

2
‖f(q, u)‖2H − V (q(t))

)

dt.

It follows that the optimal control problem (7.2) is equivalent to minimizing the action-
functional A : Ω → R defined in equation (5.1), from which the optimal control can be
recovered via the inverse kinematics u = f−1(q, q̇). We summarize these results with the
following proposition:

Proposition 7.2. The pair (q, u) solve the optimal control problem (7.2) if and only if q ∈ Ω
is smooth, and

Dtq̇ = −gradV (q)

u = f−1(q, q̇)

We may now utilize all the techniques developed in Section 6.2 to calculate the critical
points of A, and reduce them by symmetry under the assumption that Ṽ := V ◦ π admits a
partial symmetry. In particular, we have the following corollary:

Corollary 7.3. Suppose that Ṽ admits a partial symmetry over some smooth manifold Q.

Then, the pair (q, u) solve the optimal control problem (7.2) if and only if q = π ◦ g and

u = f−1(π ◦ g, π∗ġ), where g is a basic curve such that ξ := g−1ġ and α := Ψg−1(α0) satisfy

(6.13) - (6.14).

7.1. Optimal Control of Robotic Manipulators. Robotic manipulators are one of the
most fundamental robots in engineering, with an expansive list of applications from assembly
lines, to medicine, to prosthetic exoskeletons [19]. They are characterized by programmable
mechanical limbs connected by various types of joints, the most common of which are:

• Revolute joints, which allow for twisting about a fixed axis (S1 ∼= SO(2)).
• Prismatic joints, which allow for linear translation along a fixed axis (R).
• Cylindrical joints, which allow for rotation and translation about a fixed axis (S1×

R ∼= SO(2)× R).
• Ball and socket joints, which allow for rotations about all three axes (S2).
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An infinite variety of robotic manipulators can be constructed by pairing these joints (together
with some mechanical limbs) appropriately. A typical control problem is to design some
kinematic controls such that the end effector (the end point of the manipulator, at which
some sort of tool is attached to allow it to interact with its environment) track a given
trajectory. This is a classical kinematic control problem, which has been exhaustively studied
in the literature [19].

An associated optimal control problem that may arise (for example, in an assembly line)
is to find a control-trajectory pair such that the end effector interpolates some set of knot
points while minimizing energy consumption, and potentially with the additional task of
avoiding static obstacles in the environment, or avoiding certain configurations. This energy
consumption, in turn, is directly related to the magnitude of the control.

As described above, the typical joint types are all homogeneous spaces (or Lie groups),
so that the configuration space H for such a robotic manipulator will be the product of Lie
groups and homogeneous spaces, which is itself a homogeneous space. The position of the
end effector will thus be described by some map ϕ : H → R3. That is, we wish to solve the
optimal control problem (7.2) for some function V : H → R which depends on the particular
task and environment at hand.

7.1.1. Example. Consider a robotic manipulator with N revolute joints actuating me-
chanical limbs of lengths li, i = 1, . . . , N. At the end, we place a single spherical joint to which
the end effector is attached (for example, a robotic hand). We suppose that we track a point
on the end effector of distance L from the spherical joint. Thus, the configuration space is
given by H = SO(2)N × S2.

Fix some intertial frame O in R3, and consider the family of frames Oi given by translating
O to the center of the ith revolute joint. At the origin of Oi, we may choose a unit vector
vi ∈ R3 pointing in the direction of the axis fixed by the ith revolute joint with respect to Oi.
We then embed each copy of SO(2) into SO(3) in such a way that vi is fixed. In particular,
this generates a family of closed Lie subgroups Ki ⊂ SO(3) such that SO(2) ∼= Ki, so that

H ∼=
(∏N

i=1 Ki

)
× S2. Coordinates can be chosen so that there exists a vector x0 ∈ R3 such

that the position x ∈ R3 of the end effectors is given by:

x = ϕ(R1, . . . , RN , p) =
n∑

i=1

liRix0 + Lp

where Ri ∈ Ki and p ∈ S2. In general, ϕ is not invertible, and numerical coordinate-based
approximations must be used to calculate the initial and final values for the configuration
variables R1, . . . , RN , p such that ϕ(R1, . . . , RN , p) = xa, xb for some given desired initial and
final positions xa, xb ∈ R3 for the end effector. This is often referred to as the inverse kinematic
problem. We do not devote any time to such an analysis, and refer the reader to [19] for more
information.

Given the desired boundary data, we now seek to solve the corresponding optimal control
problem. The differential kinematics for the system are given by

Ṙi = Riui, for i = 1, . . . , N(7.3)

ṗ = p× ω,(7.4)
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where ui ∈ TKi and ω ∈ TS2 are the controls. For q = (R1, . . . , RN , p) ∈ H and u =
(u1, . . . , uN , ω), it is clear that we can write the above dynamical system in the form q̇ =
f(q, u). Moreover, it is clear that f is a diffeomorphism with inverse

(7.5) f−1(q, q̇) =
(
RT

1 Ṙ1, . . . , RT
N ṘN , ṗ× p

)

and satisfies (7.1).
We equip each Ki with the bi-invariant metric on SO(3) described in Example 4.1, and

equip S2 with the round metric describe in Example 6.5. The configuration space H is
subsequently equipped with the product metric. The optimal control problem (7.2) then
takes the form

(7.6) min
q,u

∫ b

a

(
N∑

i=1

1

2
‖ui‖

2
SO(3) +

1

2
‖ω‖2S2 − V (q)

)
dt

subject to q ∈ Ω and (7.3)-(7.4), where V : H → R. Since (7.3)-(7.4) is a decoupled system,
we may separate choose a potential of the form

V (q) =

N∑

i=1

Vi(Ri) + VN+1(p)

and subsequently separate (7.6) into a series of N + 1 optimal control problems for each
variable. That is, with the above choice for V , (7.6) is equivalent to:

(7.7) min
ui,Ri

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ui‖

2
SO(3) − Vi(Ri)

)
dt

subject to (7.3) and the relevant boundary conditions for each Ri, together with

(7.8) min
ω,p

∫ b

a

(
1

2
‖ω‖2S2 − VN+1(p)

)
dt

subject to (7.4). Each of the above optimal control problems can then be solved according
to Proposition 7.2. We now seek to design the potentials towards the end of avoiding certain
configurations that are not physically realizable. For example, the end effector has limited
range of motion due to mechanical constraints, and the fact that it must not collide with
the mechanical limbs to which it is connected. Mathematically, this can be interpreted as an
obstacle avoidance problem, where the obstacle in question is a section of the unit sphere.

In particular, suppose that R̄i ∈ Ki and p̄ ∈ S2 are some point-obstacles. As in Example
5.3, we choose the avoidance family of potentials given by:

Vi(Ri) = fi(dSO(3)(Ri, R̄i); τi, ki,Di),(7.9)

VN+1(p) = fN+1(dS2(p, p̄); τN+1, kN+1,DN+1),(7.10)

where dSO(3) and dS2 are the Riemannian distance functions on SO(3) and S2, respectively,
τi, ki,Di are some non-negative parameters for i = 1, . . . , N + 1, and for each 1 ≤ i ≤ N + 1,
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fi : R → R satisfy the properties outlined in Example 5.3. We may now extend the potentials
and consider their gradient vector fields, as in the previous examples. In particular, we find
that

grad1(Vi)ext(I,H) =
−2f ′

i(φ(H)2)φ(H)

sin(φ(H))
(H −HT ),

grad1(ṼN+1)ext(I,Q) =
−2f ′

N+1

(
φ(Q)2 sin2(θ)

)
φ(Q)

sin(φ(Q))

(
(Q−QT )∨ × e3

)∧
,

In total, the Euler-Poincaré equations corresponding to (7.7) are given by (5.14)-(5.15) for
f = fi, whereas the Euler-Poincaré equations corresponding to (7.8) are given by

Ω̇N+1 =
2f ′

N+1

(
φ(Q)2 sin2(θ)

)
φ(Q)

sin(φ(H))
(Q−QT )∨ × e3,(7.11)

Q̇ = −Ω̂Q,(7.12)

together with the reconstruction equation p = R̄QT e3, where R̄e3 = p̄.
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