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Nonholonomic momentum map reduction and a Chaplygin-type

foliation

Paula Balseiro1,a and Danilo Machado Tereza1,b

Abstract

This paper presents a set-up for momentum map reduction of nonholonomic systems with
symmetries, extending previous constructions in [3, 25], based on the existence of certain
conserved quantities and making essential use of the nonholonomic momentum bundle map
of [10]. We show that the reductions of the momentum level sets carry an almost symplectic
form codifying the reduced dynamics. These reduced manifolds are the leaves of the foliation
associated with an almost Poisson bracket obtained by a (dynamically compatible) gauge
transformation of the nonholonomic bracket. We show that each leaf is a Chaplygin-type
leaf, in the sense that it is isomorphic to a cotangent bundle with the canonical symplectic
form plus a “magnetic term”.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we study a momentum map reduction for nonholonomic systems with symmetries.
Such systems are described in terms of almost Poisson structures, so many of the usual properties
of Hamiltonian actions do not hold in this setting. To overcome the difficulties posed by this fact,
upon the assumption of existence of special conserved quantities we consider modifications of the
nonholonomic brackets by suitable gauge transformations by 2-forms which allow us to effectively
use the so-called “nonholonomic momentum map”, originally defined in [10], in the reduction
procedure. The resulting reduced spaces are almost symplectic manifolds of “Chaplygin-type”,
in the sense that they can be identified with cotangent bundles equipped with the canonical
symplectic form plus a (non-closed) magnetic term, and they can be seen as leaves of a foliation
of an almost Poisson structure that describes the reduced nonholonomic dynamics. The results
of the present paper allow us to understand the role of the nonholonomic momentum map in
relating nonholonomic brackets to symmetries.

The usual setting for Hamiltonian reduction of Poisson manifolds (see e.g. [42]) is that of
a G-invariant Poisson manifold (P, {·, ·}P ) with a momentum map J : P → g∗ [43], i.e., J is
Ad∗-equivariant and, for all η ∈ g,

{·, Jη}P = ηP , (1)

where ηP is the infinitesimal generator of the action at η. Then, with usual regularity conditions,
the quotient J−1(µ)/Gµ is a manifold that inherits a unique Poisson structure {·, ·}µ defined,
for f, h ∈ C∞(J−1(µ)/Gµ), by

{f, h}µ ◦ ρµ = {F,H}P ◦ ιµ, (2)

where F,G are smooth extensions to P of the functions f ◦ ρµ and g ◦ ρµ defined on J−1(µ)
(with differentials vanishing on tangent spaces to the G-orbits) and with ιµ : J−1(µ) → P and
ρµ : J−1(µ) → J−1(µ)/Gµ the inclusion map and the orbit projection, respectively.

Note that condition (1) implies the following (inter-related) properties:

(i) The vertical distribution (tangent to theG-orbits) belongs to the characteristic distribution
of the Poisson bracket.

(ii) For a G-invariant Hamiltonian, the functions Jη are conserved by the dynamics.

(iii) The infinitesimal generators of the G-action are Hamiltonian vector fields: ηP = XJη .

In the nonholonomic setting these three conditions are not necessarily satisfied and we have
to understand how infinitesimal generators, conserved quantities and momentum map interact.

Recall that a nonholonomic system on a manifold Q is a mechanical system with constraints
in the velocities, that is, the permitted velocities define a (nonintegrable) subbundle D ⊂ TQ
[10, 11, 25, 27]. Classical examples are mechanical systems with rolling constraints such as a
disk rolling on a plane or, more generally, solids –such as spheres, ellipsoids, snakeboards– rolling
without sliding on different smooth surfaces, see e.g., [11, 14]. From a geometric perspective, a
nonholonomic system is determined by a triple (M, {·, ·}nh,HM) where (M, {·, ·}nh) is an almost
Poisson manifold, with M a submanifold of T ∗Q induced by D, and HM the corresponding
Hamiltonian function (of mechanical type). The almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}nh is called the
nonholonomic bracket [35, 41, 49] and it has a non-integrable characteristic distribution denoted
by C. The nonholonomic dynamics is given by the integral curves of the nonholonomic vector
field Xnh on M given by Xnh = {·,HM}nh.

We consider nonholonomic systems admitting symmetries given by the (free and proper)
action of a Lie group G on Q. The lifted action to T ∗Q leaves M and the bracket {·, ·}nh

invariant. The usual scenario for G-invariant nonholonomic system is to consider the dimension
assumption [10], that is, denoting by V the vertical distribution on M, we assume that

TM = C + V.
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Note that the dimension assumption goes in the opposite direction of condition (i) for Hamil-
tonian reduction above, since the vertical spaces complement the characteristic distribution.
Following [10] we define the (usually not integrable) distribution S := C ∩ V and the bundle
gS → Q with fibers given by (gS)|q := {ξq ∈ g : (ξq)M(m) ∈ Sm for τM(m) = q}. The nonholo-
nomic momentum bundle map Jnh : M → g∗S is the restriction of the canonical momentum map
to M.

The novelty of the present paper is to address the issue of reduction of G-invariant nonholo-
nomic system making use of the nonholonomic momentum bundle map.

In contrast with properties (i), (ii) and (iii) for Poisson reduction, we have the following.

(i′) Property (i) is replaced by the fact that only S ⊂ V belongs to the characteristic distri-
bution of {·, ·}nh.

(ii′) Instead of considering momentum map components Jη corresponding to Lie algebra ele-
ments η ∈ g as in (ii), one should consider functions Jξ = 〈Jnh, ξ〉, for ξ a section of the
bundle gS. A key difference is that such functions are not necessarily first integrals of the
nonholonomic system (in spite of the G-invariance of H). The existence of special sections
ξ for which Jξ is a first integral is in general an open problem, and first integrals of this
form are called horizontal gauge momenta [7, 29, 31].

(iii′) The fact that there is a section ξ that generates a first integral Jξ does not necessarily
mean that the infinitesimal generator ξM is a Hamiltonian vector field of {·, ·}nh. Fol-
lowing [6, 34], and assuming the existence of k := rank(S) horizontal gauge momenta,
we may consider a new bracket {·, ·}B through a (dynamical) gauge transformation by a
2-form B. With respect to this new bracket, infinitesimal generators (defining first inte-
grals) are Hamiltonian vector fields {·, Jξ}B = ξM, and the new bracket still codifies the
nonholonomic dynamics in the sense that {·,HM}B = Xnh.

Throughout this work, as in [6], we assume the existence of exactly k := rank(S) G-invariant
and functionally independent horizontal gauge momenta (see (ii′)). We stress that this assump-
tion is satisfied in many examples of interest. Once we fix Ad-invariant sections {ξ1, . . . , ξk} of
gS generating the horizontal gauge momenta, we take the dual Ad∗-invariant frame {µ1, . . . , µk}
of g∗S and consider momentum levels with respect to µ = ciµ

i, for ci ∈ R (rather than just
elements in g∗). We verify that the submanifold J−1

nh (µ) is G-invariant and J−1
nh (µ)/G admits an

almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}µ analogous to (2), that is, for f, g ∈ C∞(J−1
nh (µ)/G),

{f, h}µ ◦ ρµ = {F,H}B ◦ ιµ,

where F,H are appropriate extensions of ρ∗µf and ρ∗µh. In this case, we show that the almost
Poisson bracket {·, ·}µ is nondegenerate, so it is equivalent to an almost symplectic 2-form ωB

µ .

It follows that the reduced spaces (J−1
nh (µ)/G, ωB

µ ) give rise to an almost symplectic foliation
on M/G, whose leaves integrate the characteristic distribution of the reduced bracket on M/G
induced by {·, ·}B (this gives an alternative proof to the fact that this bracket is twisted Poisson,
which was the main result in [6]), Theorem 3.17.

We verify that each reduced space (J−1
nh (µ)/G, ωB

µ ) is diffeomorphic to (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan + B̂µ),
where B̂µ is a semi-basic 2-form (with respect to the bundle T ∗(Q/G) → Q/G) that can be
thought of as a “magnetic term”. The result in Theorem 4.8 bears resemblance with the one in
[45, Sec. 2.3] for symplectic manifolds but in our case the magnetic term Bµ is not necessarily
closed and it depends exclusively on the 2-form B defining the gauge transformation. Therefore,
we conclude that a nonholonomic system with k (G-invariant) horizontal gauge momenta can be
reduced to a Chaplygin-type foliation, i.e., a foliation whose leaves look like Chaplygin systems,
even if the original system is not Chaplygin.

We remark that we express our reduction procedure in terms of (almost) Dirac structures
[26], even though the results can be exposed without mentioning them. The issue is that when
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we want to “pull back” the almost Poisson bracket {·, ·}B to the submanifold J−1
nh (µ), we lose the

bracket structure but obtain an almost Dirac structure LB
µ which can be then “pushed forward”

to the 2-form ωB
µ on J−1

nh (µ)/G:

(J−1
nh (µ), LB

µ ,Hµ)
ιµ
//

ρµ

��

(M, {·, ·}B ,HM)

(J−1
nh (µ)/G, ωB

µ ,H
µ
red)

We also initiate the study of systems with conserved quantities that are not horizontal gauge
momenta. In Theorem 5.5, we observe that the common 0-level set of the conserved quantities is
also identified with a Chaplygin system. As a direct application of this result, we recover, from
an intrinsic geometric view point, that the 0-level set of the conserved quantity of the mechanical
system described by a (nonhomogeneus) ball rolling on a fixed sphere [17, 14, 36] is diffeomorphic
to a cotangent bundle endowed with the canonical form plus a “magnetic” semi-basic 2-form.

Comparing with previous versions of nonholonomic reduction in the literature, we note the
following:

• The systems studied here are not of Chaplygin-type, not even decomposed into a Chaplygin
system with an extra symmetry, as the ones treated in [3]. In fact, with our more general
framework we study the homogeneous ball rolling on a surface of revolution (see e.g.
[6, 16]), which cannot be handled in [3].

• In the nonholonomic momentum map reduction in [25], the relation between infinitesi-
mal generators and Hamiltonian vector fields is not taken into account, and no (almost)
symplectic/Poisson manifold are present in the reduced spaces.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we present the basic formalism for Dirac
structures and the concept of a momentum bundle map with a suitable reduction. In Section 3
we study nonholonomic systems and the nonholonomic momentum bundle map reduction. The
identification with a Chaplygin-type foliation is in Section 4. Section 5 contains the study of
the 0-level set of first integrals that are not horizontal gauge momenta, while Section 6 has the
examples.
Acknowledgements: The authors would like to thank to David Iglesias Ponte and Nicola
Sansonetto for useful conversations. P.B. thanks CNPq (Brasil) and D.M.T. thanks Faperj
(Brasil) and CAPES (Brasil) for financial support.

2 Dirac structures with symmetries

In this section, we present the framework of Dirac structures [26] and momentum bundle maps
in order to proceed with a momentum map reduction. We will recover, in particular, the case
studied in [42].

The starting geometric structure, when studying nonholonomic systems is an almost Poisson
bracket. However in the reduction process using a momentum map we have to pass through
(almost) Dirac structures (which generalize (almost) Poisson brackets). This is our main moti-
vation to study such general structures and the interaction with momentum bundle maps. In
this section we follow the framework and notation of [19, 20, 22].

2.1 Dirac structures

Consider a smooth manifold P and the bundle TP := TP ⊕ T ∗P on P with two additional
structures given, at each x ∈ P , X,Y ∈ TxP and α, β ∈ T ∗

xP , by
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(i) a nondegenerate, symmetric fibrewise bilinear form 〈·, ·〉 : TP × TP → R given by

〈(X,α), (Y, β)〉 = β(X) + α(Y );

(ii) a bracket [[·, ·]] : Γ(TP )× Γ(TP ) → Γ(TP ) called the Courant bracket [26], defined by

[[(X,α), (Y, β)]] = ([X,Y ],LXβ − iY dα).

An almost Dirac structure on P is a maximal isotropic subbundle L of TP with respect to 〈·, ·〉;
if in addition L is involutive with respect to the Courant bracket (i.e., [[Γ(L),Γ(L)]] ⊂ Γ(L)),
L is referred as a Dirac structure on P , [26]. Let us equip the bundle TP with their natural
projections

prT : TP → TP and prT ∗ : TP → T ∗P.

An almost Dirac structure L is regular if the so-called characteristic distribution prT (L) ⊂ TP
on P is regular. If L is Dirac, then the distribution prT (L) is integrable and it defines a
presymplectic foliation. The null distribution of L is the distribution KL on P defined by

KL := prT ((TP ⊕ {0}) ∩ L) ⊂ TP.

Remark 2.1. Given a 2-form ω ∈ Ω2(P ) and a bivector field π ∈ Γ(Λ2TP ) with their respective
bundle maps ω♭ : TP → T ∗P such that ω♭(X) = iXω and π♯ : T ∗P → TP so that π♯(α) = iαπ,
then Lω := graph(ω♭) and Lπ := graph(π♯) are almost Dirac structures, which become Dirac
when ω is presymplectic and π Poisson. Conversely, if L is an almost Dirac structure so that
L ∩ ({0} ⊕ T ∗P ) = {0}, then L is the graph of a 2-form and KL = Ker(ω). Respectively, if
KL = {0}, then L is the graph of a bivector field. For details see e.g., [19]. ⋄

Remark 2.2. We recall here that there is a one-to-one correspondence between almost Poisson
brackets {·, ·} on C∞(P ) and bivector fields π on P given, at each f, g ∈ C∞(P ), by {f, g} =
π(df, dg). The Jacobi identity of {·, ·} is equivalent to ask that [π, π] = 0, where [·, ·] is the
Schouten bracket, see e.g. [44]. ⋄

Following [4, 20], there is a one-to-one correspondence between regular almost Dirac struc-
tures L on P and pairs (F, ωF ), where F = prT (L) is a regular distribution on P and ωF is a
2-section on F so that

L = {(X,α) ∈ TP : X ∈ F, iXωF = − α|F } . (3)

We may also associate to L a pair (F, ω) where ω is a 2-form on P such that ω|F = ωF (but, in
this case, it is not unique). If 2-section ωF is nondegenerate then L is the graph of a bivector
field π defined by π♯(α) = −X if and only if iXωF = α|F for X ∈ Γ(F ), α ∈ T ∗P and F is the
distribution generated by Hamiltonian vector fields.

2.2 Backward and Forward images of Dirac structures

In this section we formalize the notions of pushforward and pullback of almost Dirac structures,
having in mind that these structures simultaneously encode almost Poisson structures and 2-
forms; here we follow [19]. In the case of nonholonomic systems we are particular interested in
pulling back (almost) Poisson brackets.

Let P1, P2 smooth manifolds and ϕ : P1 → P2 be a smooth map. First recall that the pull
back of the bundle τ : TP2 → P2 by ϕ is the bundle P1×P2 TP2 on P1. Analogously, the pullback
of TP2 by ϕ is defined as the vector bundle P1 ×P2 TP2 on P1 whose total space is

P1 ×P2 TP2 = {(m, (X,α)) ∈ P1 × TP2 : ϕ(m) = τ2(X,α)},
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where τ2 : TP2 → P2 is the bundle projection.
Let us denote by Tϕ : TP1 → P1×P2 TP2 the tangent map (covering the identity). Following

[19], if L2 ⊂ TP2 is an almost Dirac structure, then the backward image of L2 by ϕ, denoted by
ϕ∗L2, is the Lagrangian distribution on TP1 given, at each x ∈ P1, by

(ϕ∗L2)x := {(X,ϕ∗β) ∈ TxP1 : (Tϕ(X), β) ∈ (L2)ϕ(x)}.

If L1 ⊂ TP1 is an almost Dirac structure, the forward image of L1 by ϕ, denoted by ϕ∗L1, is
the Lagrangian distribution on P1 ×P2 TP2 given, at each x ∈ P1, by

(ϕ∗L1)x := {(Tϕ(Y ), α) ∈ Tϕ(x)P2 : (Y, ϕ∗α) ∈ (L1)x}.

Moreover, L1 is said to be ϕ-invariant if (ϕ∗L1)x = (ϕ∗L1)y for all x, y ∈ P1 such that ϕ(x) =
ϕ(y) (when ϕ(x) = ϕ(y), (ϕ∗L)x and (ϕ∗L)y belong to Tϕ(x)P2 = Tϕ(y)P2).

In order to guarantee the smoothness of ϕ∗L2 and ϕ∗L1 and define them as almost Dirac
structures on P1 and P2 respectively, we need to check the so-called clean intersection condition
[9, Sec. 5] (see also [19]) for both structures and furthermore the ϕ-invariance of L1.

Proposition 2.3 (Clean-intersection condition, [9]). Let Li ⊂ TPi, for i = 1, 2, be a (almost)
Dirac structure and ϕ : P1 → P2 a smooth map with (Tϕ)∗ : P1 ×P2 T

∗P2 → T ∗P1 the dual map
of the tangent map Tϕ : TP1 → P1 ×P2 TP2.

(i) If ({0}⊕Ker((Tϕ)∗))∩(P1×P2L2) has constant rank, then the backward image ϕ∗L2 ⊂ TP1

defines a (almost) Dirac structure on P1.

(ii) If ϕ : P1 → P2 is a surjective submersion such that Ker(Tϕ) ∩KL1 has constant rank and
L1 is ϕ-invariant, then the forward image ϕ∗L1 is a (almost) Dirac structure on P2.

Remark 2.4. From the assumptions of Proposition 2.3 and using the Remark 2.1, it is straight-
forward to see that:

(i) Let ι : M → P be the inclusion map of a submanifold M of P and L ⊂ TP the graph of
a 2-form ω on P , then ι∗L is the almost Dirac structure on M given by the graph of the
2-form ι∗ω. However, if L is the graph of a bivector field π with nontrivial kernel, then the
clean intersection condition is equivalent to have that TM◦ ∩ Ker(π♯) has constant rank,
where TM◦ denotes the annihilator of TM . In this case ι∗L is an almost Dirac structure
that might not be associated to a bivector field nor a 2-form.

(ii) Let ϕ : P1 → P2 be a surjective submersion and L1 ⊂ TP1 be the graph of a ϕ-invariant
bivector field π1 on P1, then ϕ∗L1 represents the bivector field π2 on P2 which is the
projection of π1. However, if L1 is the graph of a ϕ-invariant 2-form ω with nontrivial
kernel, then the clean intersection condition means that Ker(Tϕ) ∩ Ker(ω) has constant
rank. In this case, ϕ∗L1 is an almost Dirac structure that might not be associated with a
bivector nor a 2-form.

⋄

Let Li ⊂ TPi, for i = 1, 2, be a (almost) Dirac structure on the manifold Pi and a smooth
map ϕ : P1 → P2 such that L1 is ϕ-invariant. The map ϕ : P1 → P2 is a backward-Dirac map (or
a b-Dirac map) if L1 = ϕ∗L2, and it is a forward-Dirac map (or a f -Dirac map) if ϕ∗L1 = L2,
see [21]. Observe here that the forward and backward images are not inverse procedures, i.e.,
ϕ∗(ϕ∗L1) (resp. ϕ∗(ϕ

∗L2)) might not be L1 (resp. L2). Furthermore, if ϕ : P → P is a
diffeomorphism and L is an almost Dirac structure on P , then ϕ is a f -Dirac map if and only
if it is a b-Dirac map. In this case ϕ is called a Dirac diffeomorphism defining a diffeomorphism
Φ := (Tϕ, (Tϕ−1)∗) : TP → TP so that Φ(L) = L.
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We end this section with a Proposition that clarifies the relation between regular almost
Dirac structures through backward and forward images. Let Li ⊂ TPi, for i = 1, 2, be regular
(almost) Dirac structures on Pi and let ϕ : P1 → P2 be a f -Dirac map with L1 ϕ-invariant.
Following (3) we identify each structure Li with the pair (Fi, ωi), where ωi is a 2-form on Pi
such that ωi|Fi = ωFi . Inspired in [8], we define the distribution Uϕ on P1 given by

Uϕ := span
{
X ∈ F1 : (X,α) ∈ L1, Tϕ(X) ∈ F2, α|Ker(Tϕ) = 0

}
.

In particular, Tϕ(Uϕ) = F2 ⊂ Tϕ(F1) since ϕ∗(L1) = L2.

Remark 2.5. When ϕ : P → P/G is an orbit projection with respect to a free and proper
G-action and L ⊂ TP is the graph of a G-invariant bivector field π with associated pair (F, ωF ),
the distribution Uϕ is just Uϕ := {X ∈ F : iXωF |S ≡ 0} where S := F ∩ Ker(Tϕ). For
this special case, this distribution was defined in [8], in the context of nonholonomic reduction
independently of Dirac structures. ⋄

Proposition 2.6. For each i = 1, 2, 3, let Li ⊂ TPi be a regular (almost) Dirac structure on
the manifold Pi described by the pair (Fi, ωi), where ωi is a 2-form on Pi such that ωi|Fi = ωFi.
Let ̺ : P1 → P3 be a b-Dirac map and ϕ : P1 → P2 be a f -Dirac map with L1 ϕ-invariant. If
F1 ∩Ker(Tϕ) ⊂ KL1 for KL1 the null distribution of L1, then

ϕ∗ω2|Uϕ = ̺∗ω3|Uϕ . (4)

Proof. By assumption L1 = ̺∗L3 and L2 = ϕ∗L1, then T̺(Uϕ) ⊂ F3 and Tϕ(Uϕ) = F2, which
means that both hand sides of (4) are well-defined. Moreover, if X ∈ Uϕ, then there exist
α ∈ T ∗P2 and β ∈ T ∗P1 such that: (X,β) ∈ L1, (Tϕ(X), α) ∈ L2 and (X + Z,ϕ∗α) ∈ L1

for some Z ∈ F1 ∩ Ker(Tϕ). Then Z ∈ KL1 and hence (Z, 0) ∈ L1. Thus (X,ϕ∗α) ∈ L1 and
therefore we conclude that β|F1 = ϕ∗α|F1 . On the other hand, there exists γ ∈ T ∗P3 such that
̺∗γ|F1 = ϕ∗α|F1 and (T̺(X), γ) ∈ L3. Finally, for Y ∈ Uϕ we have:

ϕ∗ω2(X,Y ) = ωF2(Tϕ(X), Tϕ(Y )) = −α(Tϕ(Y )) = −(ϕ∗α)(Y ) = −(̺∗γ)(Y ) =

= −γ(T̺(Y )) = ωF3(T̺(X), T̺(Y )) = ̺∗ω3(X,Y ).

Corollary 2.7. If L2 and L3 are given, respectively, by the graph of 2-forms ω2 and ω3, then
ϕ∗ω2 = ̺∗ω3 if and only if Ker(Tϕ) ⊆ KL1 .

2.3 Momentum map reduction

Let P be a manifold with a Lie group G acting freely and properly on P , ψ : G × P → P .
Let L ⊂ TP be a regular (almost) Dirac structure so that L is invariant, i.e., for each g ∈ G,
ψg : P → P is a Dirac diffeomorphism. Let V be the vertical distribution on P defined, at each
x ∈ P , by Vx = Tx(OrbG(x)). During this article we will assume that V does not necessarily
belong to the characteristic distribution of L. Instead, let us define the distribution S on P by

S := prT (L) ∩ V ⊂ TP, (5)

which is G-invariant but, in general, not integrable. Inspired in the nonholonomic case, we
assume that

(A1) S has constant rank and it admits a global basis of G-invariant vector fields on P ;

(A2) KL ∩ S = {0}, where KL is the null distribution of L.
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Remark 2.8. Assumption (A2) ensures that ρ : P → P/G is a f -Dirac map. Furthermore,
in the literature, condition (A2) is called the non-degeneracy condition and guarantees that
ρ : P → P/G is a Dirac realization. For details see, e.g. [20]. ⋄

As a consequence of assumption (A1), the distribution S defines a subbundle gS → P of the
action bundle P × g → P with fiber given, on each p ∈ P , by

gS |x := {(x, ξ) ∈ P × g : ξP (x) ∈ Sx} , (6)

where ξP (x) denotes the infinitesimal generator of ξ ∈ g at x ∈ P . A section ξ of the bundle
gS → P , denoted by Γ(gS), can be thought as a g-valued function on P , where ξ(x) = (x, ξ) ∈
gS |x and ξP (x) = (ξ(x))P (x). Observe that, rank(gS) = rank(S) =: k. Furthermore, gS admits
a global basis of Ad-invariant sections

B = {ξ1, . . . , ξk},

so that {Y1 = (ξ1)P , . . . ,Yk = (ξk)P} is a global basis of Γ(S) given by G-invariant vector fields
on P .

Definition 2.9. A bundle map J : P → g∗S , that covers the identity, is said to be a momentum
bundle map of L associated to the basis B = {ξ1, . . . , ξk} if the induced functions Ji ∈ C∞(P )
given by Ji(x) := 〈J(x), ξi(x)〉 satisfy that

(−(ξi)P , dJi) ∈ L for each i = 1, . . . , k. (7)

Example 2.10 (nonholonomic particle). Consider the manifold P = R
5 with coordinates

p = (x, y, z, px, py) and the bivector field π = (∂x + y∂z) ∧ ∂px + ∂y ∧ ∂py + yf(y)px∂px ∧ ∂py ,
where f(y) = (1+ y2)−1. The action of G = R

2 by translation on the first and third coordinates
leaves π invariant. Considering L = graph(π♯), condition (A1) follows from the fact that S =
span{Y = ∂x + y∂z}, and (A2) since KL = 0. Observe that gS |p = span{(1, y) ∈ g} since
(1, y)P = Y . The bundle map J : P → g∗S defined at each p ∈ R

5, by 〈J(p), (1, y)〉 = px is
not a momentum bundle map for π associated to the basis B = {(1, y)} since π♯(dpx) 6= −Y .
However, it is a momentum bundle map for the basis B = {ξ :=

√
f(y)(1, y)} since Jξ =

√
fpx

and π♯(dJξ) = −
√
fY = −ξP . In Sec. 6 we will see more examples of momentum maps associated

to a basis.

From now on, let P be a manifold with a free and proper G-action and let L a G-invariant
regular (almost) Dirac structure on P so that conditions (A1) and (A2) are satisfied. Let us
denote by B = {ξ1, . . . , ξk} a global basis of Ad-invariant sections of the bundle gS → P . Let
us assume that J : P → g∗S is a momentum bundle map of L associated to B. Condition (A2)
guarantees that the independence of the sections {ξ1, . . . , ξk} implies that the corresponding
functions {J1, . . . , Jk} are functionally independent. Moreover,

Lemma 2.11. The functions Ji are G-invariant on P for all i = 1, . . . , k, if and only if the
bundle map J : P → g∗S is Ad∗-equivariant, that is, for x ∈ P and g ∈ G, J(ψg(x)) = Ad∗g−1J(x).

Proof. For x ∈ P observe that Ji(x) = 〈J(x), ξi(x)〉. Using that the basis B is Ad-invariant, we
also obtain, for g ∈ G, that

Ji(ψg(x)) = 〈J(ψg(x)), ξ(ψg(x))〉 = 〈J(ψg(x)), Adg ξi(x)〉 = 〈Ad∗gJ(ψg(x)), ξi(x)〉.

Then it is straightforward to see that if J : M → g∗S is Ad∗-invariant then the Ji are G-invariant.
The converse is proven using the linearity of the map J(m) : gS |m → R.
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The Ad-invariant basis B induces a dual Ad∗-invariant basis B∗ = {µ1, . . . , µk} of section of
g∗S , i.e., each µ

i ∈ Γ(g∗S) can be seen as g∗S-valued function on P given, at each x ∈ P , by

〈µi, ξj〉(x) = 〈µi(x), ξj(x)〉 = δij . (8)

For µ = c1µ
1 + · · ·+ ckµ

k with ci constants in R, we define the level set J−1(µ) ⊂ P by

J−1(µ) := {x ∈ P : J(x) = µ(x)} .

Proposition 2.12. If the momentum bundle map J : P → g∗S is Ad∗-equivariant, then, for
each µ = c1µ

1 + · · ·+ ckµ
k, J−1(µ) is a G-invariant submanifold of codimension k on P and in

particular,

J−1(µ) =
k⋂

i=1

J−1
i (ci). (9)

Moreover, the union of the connected components of the manifolds J−1(µ) for µ ∈ spanRB
∗

defines a foliation of P .

Proof. It is straightforward to see that, for x ∈ J−1(µ) means that J(x) = ciµ
i(x) which is equiv-

alent to Ji(x) = 〈J(x), ξi(x)〉 = ci for all i = 1, . . . , k, then (9) holds. Let c := (c1, . . . , ck) ∈ R
k

and J := (J1, . . . , Jk) : P → R
k, since {J1, . . . , Jk} are functionally independent, then J −1(c) =

∩iJ−1
i (ci) is a submanifold of codimension k on P that foliates P through the connected compo-

nents of J −1(c) for all c ∈ R
k. The G-invariance of J−1(µ) follows directly from the G-invariance

of {J1, . . . , Jk} by Lemma 2.11.

Since J−1(µ) is an invariant submanifold on P , we denote by Vµ the vertical space of the
induced G-action on J−1(µ) and it is straightforward to see, for each x ∈ J−1(µ), that Vµ|x =
V|x. We also denote by ρµ : J−1(µ) → J−1(µ)/G the orbit projection, which defines a principal
bundle.

Next, we study the (almost) Dirac structure obtained as the backward image of L to the level
set J−1(µ), and subsequently its reduction to the orbit space J−1(µ)/G, which will be again a
(almost) Dirac structure.

Theorem 2.13. Let P be a manifold with a free and proper G-action and let L be a G-invariant
regular (almost) Dirac structure on P satisfying conditions (A1) and (A2). If J : P → g∗S is an
Ad∗-equivariant momentum bundle map of L associated to a global basis of Ad-invariant sections
B = {ξ1, . . . , ξk} of gS , then, for µ = ciµ

i with µi ∈ B∗ and ci constants in R, we have:

(i) The backward image Lµ := ι∗µL of L by the inclusion map ιµ : J−1(µ) → P is a G-invariant
(almost) Dirac structure on J−1(µ).

(ii) The forward image Lµred := (ρµ)∗Lµ of Lµ by the orbit projection ρµ : J−1(µ) → J−1(µ)/G
is a (almost) Dirac structure on J−1(µ)/G:

(J−1(µ), Lµ := ι∗µL)
ιµ

//

ρµ

��

(P,L)

(J−1(µ)/G,Lµred := (ρµ)∗Lµ)

(10)

(iii) If (F, ωL) and (Fµred, ω
µ
red) are the associated pairs of L and Lµred respectively, we obtain that

ι∗µωL |Uρµ
= ρ∗µω

µ
red |Uρµ

,

where Uρµ = {X ∈ F ∩ TJ−1(µ) : (X,α) ∈ Lµ, Tρµ(X) ∈ Fµred, α|Vµ = 0}.
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Proof. (i) In order to see that Lµ is an almost Dirac structure, we need to check the clean
intersection condition (Prop. 2.3). In fact, observe from (9), that Ker((T ιµ)

∗) = (T (J−1(µ)))◦ =
span{dJ1, . . . , dJk}. Hence ({0} ⊕ Ker((T ιµ)

∗)) ∩ (J−1(µ) ×P L) = {0} follows from the fact
that J : P → g∗S is a momentum bundle map and therefore the clean-intersection condition is
verified.

Recall that the G-invariance of L implies that, for g ∈ G, Ψg(L(p)) = Lψg(p) where Ψg : TP →
TP is given by Ψg = (Tψg, ψ

∗
g−1). To see that Lµ isG-invariant, first we denote by ψ

µ
g : J−1(µ) →

J−1(µ) the restriction of the G-action to J−1(µ) and we will show that Ψµ
g ((Lµ)(x) = (Lµ)ψg(x).

In fact, consider (Xx, (ι
∗
µα)x) ∈ (Lµ)x where (Txιµ(Xx), αιµ(x)) ∈ Lιµ(x). Since L is G-invariant,

then (Tιµ(x)ψg ◦ Txιµ(Xx), ψ
∗
g−1αιµ(x)) = (Tψµ

g (x)ιµ ◦ Txψµg (Xx), ψ
∗
g−1αιµ(x)) ∈ Lψg◦ιµ(x). Thus

(Txψ
µ
g (Xx), ι

∗
µψ

∗
g−1αιµ(x)) = (Txψ

µ
g (Xx), (ψ

µ
g−1)

∗(ι∗µα)x) ∈ (Lµ)ψµ
g (x)

.

(ii) The ρµ-invariance of Lµ follows from its G-invariance, and then it remains to prove
the clean-intersection condition for Lµ to show that the Lµred := (ρµ)∗Lµ is a (almost) Dirac
structure on J−1(µ)/G. Since the action is free and proper on J−1(µ), assumption (A1) implies
that Sµ = S|J−1(µ) has constant rank. Finally, since (−(ξi)P , dJi) ∈ L for all i = 1, . . . , k, then
(−(ξi)J−1(µ), 0) ∈ Lµ, which implies Sµ ⊂ KLµ and hence Ker(Tρµ) ∩ KLµ = Sµ has constant
rank as well.

(iii) As we have seen, Sµ ⊂ KLµ , thus the desired result follows directly from Prop. 2.6.

When we say that L ⊂ TP is an (almost) Dirac structure associated to an (almost) Poisson

bracket {·, ·}P means that L = graph(π♯P ), see Remark 2.1.

Corollary 2.14. Let L be a (almost) Dirac structure on P as in Theorem 2.13.

(i) If L is a (almost) Poisson structure {·, ·}P , then L
µ
red is a (almost) Poisson structure {·, ·}µ

on J−1(µ)/G satisfying
{F,G}P ◦ ιµ = {f, g}µ ◦ ρµ (11)

for f, g ∈ C∞(J−1(µ)/G) and F,G ∈ C∞(P ) (G-invariant) extensions of the functions
ρ∗µf and ρ∗µg to P .

(ii) If L corresponds to a (almost) symplectic form Ω on P , then Lµred is a (almost) symplectic
form ω on J−1(µ)/G such that ι∗µΩ = ρ∗µω.

Proof. (i) Let X ∈ K(Lµ
red)

, then there exists Y ∈ Kµ ⊂ T (J−1(µ)) such that Tρµ(Y ) = X.

Since L is the graph of a bivector field πP , there exists a α ∈ T ∗P such that π♯P (α) = T ιµ(Y )
and ι∗µ(α) = 0. Therefore, α ∈ (T (J−1(µ)))◦ = span{dJ1, . . . , dJk} and hence T ιµ(Y ) ∈ S. Since
Tρµ(Y ) = 0 we conclude that X = 0 implying that Lµred is the graph of bivector field. Moreover,
(11) follows from the fact that (X, df) ∈ Lµred if and only if (T ιµY, dF ) ∈ L for Y ∈ TJ−1(µ)
such that Tρµ(Y ) = X and F ∈ C∞(P ) is an extension of the function ρ∗µf .

(ii) Note that Lµ = graph(ι∗µΩ) and, moreover, Kµ = Ker(ι∗µΩ) = Vµ. Then it is straight-
forward to see that Lµred is given by the (almost) symplectic form ω on J−1(µ)/G such that
ι∗µΩ = ρ∗µω.

Remark 2.15. Theorem 2.13 (or more precisely Corolary 2.14) recovers (and generalizes) the
Poisson reduction via a momentum map studied in [42] by Marsden and Ratiu, see Se. 1. ⋄
Example 2.16 (nonholonomic particle). In order to complete Example 2.10, consider the dual
basis B∗ = {µ = 1√

f(y)
(1, 0)} of g∗S → P and the momentum map J : P → g∗S defined by

J(p) =
√
fpx.µ. Then, for each c ∈ R, J−1(cµ) = J−1

ξ (c) = {p ∈ R
5 : px = c

√
1 + y2} is a G-

invariant submanifold. Then, Lµ = span{(−
√
fY, 0), (∂y , dpy), (∂py , dy), (0, dz − ydx)} (observe

that even though the pair (−∂px , dx) is in Lnh, it is not in Lµ since ∂px is not tangent to J−1(cµ)).
Since our starting geometric structure is an almost Poisson bracket π on R

5, following Corollary
2.14, the almost Dirac structure Lcµred on J−1(cµ)/R2, with coordinates (y, py), is associated to
the bivector field πc = ∂y ∧ ∂py (that, in this case, is nondegenerate).
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3 Nonholonomic systems

In this section, we study the reduction of nonholonomic systems via the nonholonomic momen-
tum bundle map, which was originally defined in [10] (however with geometric features not so
clear). First we will recall the geometry underlying nonholonomic systems given by an almost
Poisson bracket, following [8, 10, 11, 25, 28, 35]. If the system is invariant by the action of a
Lie group, the usual scenario for nonholonomic systems is that the vertical distribution does not
necessary belong to the characteristic distribution of such bracket. In this sense, the distribution
S defined in (5) will play a fundamental role.

A nonholonomic mechanical system on a smooth manifold Q is a classical mechanical system
defined by a Lagrangian L : TQ → R and a (constant rank) non-integrable distribution D on
Q representing the permitted velocities. In this article, we consider Lagrangians of mechanical-
type, that is, L = 1

2κ−τ∗TQU , where κ is the kinetic energy metric and U : Q→ R is the potential
energy with τTQ : TQ→ Q the canonical projection, see [11]. Examples of nonholonomic systems
are mainly mechanical systems with rolling constraints, for example solids – as disks, spheres,
ellipsoids, etc – rolling without sliding on different smooth surfaces.

3.1 The nonholonomic bracket

The Legendre transformation Leg = κ♭ : TQ → T ∗Q (which, in this case, is a global dif-
feomorphism linear on the fibers) and the constraint distribution D define the submanifold
M := Leg(D) ⊂ T ∗Q called the constraint manifold. Let us denote by τM := τT∗Q|M : M → Q
the restriction to M of the canonical projection τT∗Q : T ∗Q → Q. Then the distribution D
induces a (constant rank) non-integrable distribution C on M, given at each m ∈ M, by

Cm := {vm ∈ TmM : TτM(vm) ∈ Dq, q = τM(m)} ⊂ TmM.

For ιM : M → T ∗Q the natural inclusion, we denote by ΩM := ι∗MΩQ the pull back of
the canonical symplectic 2-form ΩQ to M and HM := ι∗MH the restriction of the Hamiltonian
function H to M. Due to the nondegenerancy of ΩC := ΩM|C (see [8]), the nonholonomic
bracket πnh on M [35, 41, 49] is defined, at each f ∈ C∞(M), by

π♯nh(df) = −Xf if and only if iXf
ΩC = df |C . (12)

The characteristic distribution of πnh is given by the nonintegrable distribution C. The nonholo-
nomic dynamics is described by the integral curves of the nonholonomic vector field Xnh on M
defined by

π♯nh(dHM) = −Xnh,

and that is why we say that the nonholonomic system is determined by the triple (M, πnh,HM).
In the context of the previous section, we may see a nonholonomic system defined by the triple
(M, Lnh,HM) where Lnh = graph(π♯nh) is an almost Dirac structure (with associated pair given
by (C,ΩC), see (3)) and the dynamics is described by the pair (−Xnh, dHM) ∈ Lnh.

3.2 Symmetries and the nonholonomic momentum bundle map

The action of a Lie group G on the configuration space Q defines a G-symmetry for the non-
holonomic system if it is free and proper and the tangent lift leaves the Lagrangian L and the
constraint distribution D invariant (or equivalently if the cotangent lift leaves the Hamiltonian
H and the constraint manifold M invariant). Therefore, there is a free and proper action
ψ : G ×M → M defined on the manifold M and by construction the nonholonomic bivector
field πnh is G-invariant as well.
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Reduction by symmetries

Since the action on M is free and proper, the orbit projection ρ : M → M/G defines a G-
principal bundle. The nonholonomic vector field Xnh is G-invariant (i.e., g ∈ G,Tψg(Xnh(m)) =
Xnh(ψg(m))) and hence it descends to the quotient manifold M/G defining the reduced non-
holonomic vector field given by Xred := Tρ(Xnh). Moreover, the nonholonomic bivector field
πnh also descends to a reduced bivector field πred on M/G defined, for each f ∈ C∞(M/G), as

π♯red(df) = Tρ(π♯nh(dρ
∗f)) and the reduced nonholonomic vector field is also defined by

π♯red(dHred) = −Xred, (13)

where Hred ∈ C∞(M/G) is the reduced Hamiltonian, ρ∗Hred = HM.
Consider now the G-action on Q and denote by V the vertical distribution on Q given at

each q ∈ Q by Vq := Tq(OrbG(q)). Following [10] we say that the nonholonomic system defined
by the distribution D satisfies the dimension assumption if

TqQ = Dq + Vq, for all q ∈ Q.

The distribution S on Q is given, at each q ∈ Q, by Sq := Dq ∩ Vq and observe that V and S
have constant rank due to the freeness of the action and the dimension assumption.

Equivalently, the dimension assumption can be written on M, that is, for each m ∈ M,
TmM = Cm + Vm where V is the vertical distribution of the G-action on M. Analogously, for
each m ∈ M, we denote by Sm := Cm ∩ Vm and note that rank(S) = rank(S).

Observe that the distribution S coincides with the one defined in (5). In this case, S satisfies
automatically condition (A2), since the null distribution KLnh

= {0}, however condition (A1) is
more subtle.

Conserved quantities induced by symmetries

Following [10] we consider the subbundle gS → Q of the trivial bundle Q× g → Q with fiber, at
q ∈ Q, given by gS|q := {(q, ξ) ∈ Q× g : ξQ(q) ∈ Sq}.

Remark 3.1. Let gS → M be the bundle defined in (6), i.e., for m ∈ M, gS |m = {ξm ∈ g :
(ξm)M(m) ∈ Sm}, for S = C ∩ V. Then a section ξ on gS → Q induces a (basic) section ξ̃
on gS → M given by ξ̃(m) = ξ(τM(m)). Therefore, for a section ξ on gS → Q, we define the
infinitesimal generator ξM ∈ Γ(S) given by ξM(m) := (ξq)M(m) ∈ Sm for τM(m) = q. Since we
work with lifted G-actions, from now on, we consider the bundle gS → Q. ⋄

The link between the reduction using a momentum map and mechanics is Noether theorem:
we need to guarantee that Xnh is tangent to the level sets of the momentum map. That is
why we are interested in conserved quantities of nonholonomic systems and their relation with
a momentum. However, G-invariant nonholonomic systems may not have conserved quantities;
and even if the system admits conserved quantities arising from the symmetries, they may not
be given by an element of the Lie algebra but by sections of the bundle gS → Q, as it was
observed in [7, 29, 31]. More precisely:

Definition 3.2. [7] A function J ∈ C∞(M) is a horizontal gauge momentum of the vector field
Xnh if

(i) J is a conserved quantity of Xnh, i.e., Xnh(J) = 0; and

(ii) there exists ξ ∈ Γ(gS) such that J = iξMΘM,

where ΘM := ι∗MΘQ and ΘQ is the Liouville 1-form in T ∗Q. In this case, the section ξ ∈ Γ(gS)
is a horizontal gauge symmetry and we denote J =: Jξ.
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Following [10], we consider the nonholonomic momentum (bundle) map Jnh : M → g∗S which
is the bundle map covering the identity on Q defined, for each m ∈ M ⊂ T ∗Q and ξ ∈ Γ(gS),
by

〈Jnh(m), ξ(τM(m))〉 := iξMΘM(m) = 〈m, ξQ(τM(m))〉.
Given ξ ∈ Γ(gS), there is an induced function Jξ ∈ C∞(M) given by Jξ(m) := 〈Jnh, ξ〉(m) =
〈Jnh(m), ξ(τM(m))〉. In particular, the nonholonomic momentum map encodes the horizontal
gauge momentum, in the sense that, if Jξ is a horizontal gauge momenta then Jξ = 〈Jnh, ξ〉.
However for any ζ ∈ Γ(gS), the function 〈Jnh, ζ〉 may not be necessarily a horizontal gauge
momentum. As a consequence, we assume the following condition (already considered in [6, 32]):

Conserved quantities assumption: A nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) with aG-symmetry
satisfying the dimension assumption, verifies the conserved quantity assumption if it admits
k = rank(S) horizontal gauge momenta {J1, . . . , Jk} that are G-invariant and functionally inde-
pendent.

Next we observe that the conserved quantity assumption implies condition (A1).

Lemma 3.3. The conserved quantity assumption induces an Ad-invariant basis

BHGS := {ξ1, . . . , ξk} ,

of sections of gS → Q of horizontal gauge symmetries.

Proof. First, let us observe that if the horizontal gauge momenta {J1, . . . , Jk} are functionally
independent, then the corresponding horizontal gauge symmetries {ξ1, . . . , ξk} are linearly in-
dependent (and globally defined). In fact, if fξ1 = ξ2 for f ∈ C∞(Q), then by Def. 3.2(ii),
J1 = (τ∗Mf)J2. Using that Ji are linear on the fibers and that f does only depend on the basis
Q, we see that J1 = (τ∗Mf)J2 contradicts the linear independence of J1 and J2.

In order to prove the Ad-invariance of the sections ξi, recall that Yi = (ξi)Q and Yi = (ξi)M
are the vector fields on Q and M respectively. Using the G-invariance of the Liouville 1-form
ΘM and the function Ji, we have, for g ∈ G and m ∈ M, that

ΘM(ψg(m))(Tψg(Yi(m))) = ΘM(m)(Yi(m)) = Ji(m) = Ji(ψg(m)) = ΘM(ψg(m))(Yi(ψg(m))).

Using the definition of the Liouville 1-form, we obtain, for q = τM(m) ∈ Q that Yi(ψg(q)) =
Tψg(Yi(q)) = (Adg((ξi)q))Q(ψg(q)). Finally we conclude that ξi(q) = Adg((ξi)q) by the freeness
of the G-action.

Lemma 3.3 defines also a G-invariant global basis of S and S given by

S = span{Y1 = (ξ1)Q, . . . , Yk = (ξk)Q} and S = span{Y1 = (ξ1)M, . . . ,Yk = (ξk)M}, (14)

respectively. We also define the dual (global Ad∗-invariant) basis of sections

B∗
HGS :=

{
µ1, . . . , µk

}
, (15)

of the bundle g∗S → Q as in (8).
Following Def. 2.9 we observe that the nonholonomic momentum bundle map is not neces-

sarily a momentum map for πnh associated to the basis BHGS since, as it was observed in [2, 32],

π♯nh(dJi) might not coincide with the infinitesimal generator −(ξi)M (in the context of Sec. 2,

(−(ξi)M, dJi) might not be in Lnh = graph(π♯nh)).
In the next section we will deal with this problem by replacing the nonholonomic bracket by

another almost Poisson bracket following [6, 46].
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3.3 Gauge transformations

In what follows we study a new bivector field πB that describes the dynamics π♯B(dHM) = −Xnh

and for which Jnh : M → g∗S is a momentum map associated to the basis BHGS. In order to
define such bracket we “deform” the nonholonomic bracket by means of a 2-form. We follow [4]
where it was introduced a dynamical gauge transformation of a bivector field by a 2-form, based
in the concept of gauge transformations [47].

First, recall the definition of the nonholonomic bracket πnh given in (12). Now, if B is a 2-
form on M so that (ΩM +B)|C is a nondegenerate 2-section on C, then the gauge transformation
of πnh by B is a new bivector field πB such that

π♯B(α) = X ⇐⇒ iX(ΩM +B)|C = −α|C ,

and we say that πnh and πB are gauge related (by the 2-form B), [47].
In particular, gauge related (almost) Poisson brackets share the characteristic distribution,

which in this case is C for πnh and πB. If B is a semi-basic 2-form with respect to the bundle
τM : M → Q (i.e., iXB = 0 for all X ∈ TM such that TτM(X) = 0), then the 2-section
(ΩM +B)|C is automatically nondegenerated.

Remark 3.4. (i) If (ΩM +B)|C is degenerate, then the remaining structure is a Dirac struc-
ture. However, we will see that in our case of study, we always work with semi-basic
2-forms B.

(ii) If π and π̃ are gauge related bivector fields by a 2-form B with integrable characteristic
distribution, then the corresponding 2-forms on each leaf differ from Bµ, i.e., the restriction
of B to the leaf Oµ. Even though a gauge transformation keeps the characteristic distribu-
tion invariant, gauge related brackets might have different Hamiltonian vector fields, see
[47].

(iii) In general, the (almost) Dirac structures L1 and L2 on P are gauge related by a 2-form B
if L2 = {(X,α+ iXB) ∈ TP : (X,α) ∈ L1}. In this case, if (F, ω) is the associated pair of
L1, then (F, ω +B) is the pair associated to L2.

⋄

Following [4], we say that a gauge transformation of πnh by a 2-form B satisfies the dynamical
condition if

iXnh
B = 0, (16)

and the 2-form B defines a dynamical gauge transformation of πnh. In this case, the gauge related
bivector field πB describes also the nonholonomic dynamics: π♯B(dHM) = −Xnh.

When the nonholonomic system admits a G-symmetry and the 2-form B is G-invariant, then
the gauge related bivector field πB is G-invariant as well, and it descends to the reduced quotient
manifold M/G as a reduced bivector field πB

red defined, at each α ∈ T ∗(M/G), by

(πB
red)

♯(α) := Tρ(π♯B(ρ
∗α)),

where ρ : M → M/G is the orbit projection. When B satisfies the dynamical condition (16)
then (πB

red)
♯(dHred) = −Xred, c.f., (13).

Remark 3.5. It is straightforward to check that the almost Dirac structures Lred = graph(π♯red)
and LB

red = graph((πB
red)

♯) are the forward image by ρ : M → M/G of the almost Dirac structures

Lnh = graph(π♯nh) and LB = graph(π♯B) respectively, see Remark 2.4. ⋄

As it was observed in [4] (also in [46], but with more detail in [6] and [32]), the reduced
bivector fields πred and πB

red might have different properties, for example one might be Poisson
while the other not. In particular, in [6] (see also [32]) it is defined a 2-form B so that πB

red has
an integrable characteristic distribution.
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A particular dynamical gauge transformation

Now, we define the 2-form B presented in [6] and here we will show that Jnh : M → g∗S is a
momentum map on the almost Poisson manifold (M, πB) associated to the basis BHGS.

Let (M, πnh,HM) be a nonholonomic system with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension
and the conserved quantity assumptions. Consider now a G-invariant distribution H ⊂ D on
Q and a G-invariant vertical distribution W ⊂ V on Q – called a vertical complement of the
constraints [1] – so that

TQ = H ⊕ S ⊕W, where D = H ⊕ S and V = S ⊕W. (17)

Remark 3.6. The distributions H and W can be chosen to be H = D ∩ S⊥ and W = V ∩ S⊥.
However, we remark that they do not have to be necessarily chosen in this way [1]. ⋄

We have an analogous splitting on TM given by

TM = H⊕ S ⊕W where C = H⊕ S and V = S ⊕W, (18)

where H = {v ∈ C : TτM(v) ∈ H} and W = {v ∈ V : TτM(v) ∈W}.
Using that TQ = D ⊕W , we denote by PD : TQ → D and PW : TQ → W the projections

to the first and second factor respectively. Then let AW : TQ → g be the map given, at each
vq ∈ TqQ, by AW (vq) = η ∈ g if and only if PW (vq) = ηQ(q) and we define the 2-form KW on
Q so that KW (X,Y ) = dAW (PD(X), PD(Y )), for X,Y ∈ X (Q). Following [1], the W-curvature
KW is the g-valued 2-form on M defined by KW := τ∗MKW . On the other hand, let J : M → g∗

be the restriction of the canonical momentum map of T ∗Q to M. We define the 2-form 〈J,KW〉
on M as the pairing between J(m) ∈ g∗ and KW(Xm, Ym) ∈ g, for m ∈ M, and X,Y ∈ TmM.

Given the conserved quantity assumption, and from (14) we denote by {Y 1, . . . , Y k} the 1-
forms satisfying that Y i(Yj) = δij and Y

i|H = Y i|W = 0, for i = 1, . . . , k. We define the 2-form
B1 on M by

B1 := 〈J,KW〉+ Ji d
CY i, (19)

where Y i = τ∗MY
i, i = 1, . . . , k are 1-forms on M and, for X,Y ∈ TM, dCY i(X,Y ) =

dY i(PC(X), PC(Y )) for PC : C ⊕W → C the corresponding projection.
Next, consider the principal curvature KV associated with the principal connection AV :

TM → g with horizontal space H given in (18). We also define κg as the g∗-valued 1-form on
M given, at each X ∈ TM and η ∈ g, by 〈κg(X), η〉 = κ (TτM(X), ηQ). Finally, we define the
2-form B on M given by

B := −〈J,KV〉 −
1

2
(κg ∧ iPV(Xnh)[KW + dCY i ⊗ ξi])H. (20)

That is, for X,Y ∈ Γ(C),

B(X,Y ) := −〈J,KV〉(X,Y )− 1
2 〈κg(PH(X)), [KW + dCY i ⊗ ξi](PV(Xnh), PH(Y ))〉

+ 1
2 〈κg(PH(Y )), [KW + dCY i ⊗ ξi](PV(Xnh), PH(X))〉.

For more details on the definitions of B1 and B see [6].

Remark 3.7. Consider the 2-forms B1 and B defined in (19) and (20) respectively.

(i) The G-invariance of the horizontal gauge momenta {J1, . . . , Jk} imply the G-invariance of
the 2-forms B1 and B, [6].

(ii) Moreover, B is basic with respect to the principal bundle ρ : M → M/G, that is, there is
a 2-form B̄ on M/G such that ρ∗B̄ = B.

⋄
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By construction, B1 and B are semi-basic with respect to the bundle τM : M → Q and hence

Definition 3.8. [6] Consider the nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) with a G-symmetry sat-
isfying the dimension and the conserved quantity assumptions.

(i) Let π1 be the bivector field on M obtained by the gauge transformation of πnh by the
2-form B1.

(ii) Let πB be the bivector field on M obtained by the gauge transformation of πnh by the
2-form B := B1 + B.

Observe that the bivector fields π1 and πB are gauge related by the 2-form B. However, as
it was proven in [6], only πB is compatible with the dynamics:

π♯B(dHB) = −Xnh, (21)

that is, the 2-form B satisfies the dynamical condition (16).

Proposition 3.9. The nonholonomic momentum bundle map Jnh : M → g∗S is a momentum
bundle map for the bivector fields π1 and πB associated to the basis BHGS.

Proof. It is straightforward to prove this fact for π1 using coordinates: first, using the basis (14),
we define a local basis of sections of TQ adapted to the splitting (17), given by

BTQ = {Xα, Yi := (ξi)Q, Za} with its dual basis BT∗Q = {Xα, Y i, ǫa}, (22)

where {Xα} and and {Za} are G-invariant local basis of H ⊂ D and W ⊂ V respectively, and
the 1-forms ǫa are the constraint 1-forms on Q. If we denote the coordinates on T ∗Q induced by
BT∗Q as (pα, pi, pa), then we can use coordinates (pα, pi) on M, since pa depends linearly on pα
and pi. Therefore, we have a local basis BTM of TM adapted to the splitting TM = H⊕S⊕W
with dual basis BT∗M given by

BTM = {Xα,Yi,Za, ∂pα , ∂pi} and BT∗M = {Xα,Y i, ǫ̃a, dpα, dpi}, (23)

where Xα = τ∗MX
α, Y i = τ∗MY

i and ǫ̃a = τ∗Mǫ
a (in particular, BT∗M is defined first from BT∗Q

and then BTM is defined as the dual basis). Since that Yi = (ξi)M then each horizontal gauge
momenta is given by Ji = pi for i = 1, . . . , k. Using that 〈J,KW〉|C = ı∗M(pa)dǫ̃

a|C , then
(ΩM +B1)|C =

(
Xα ∧ dpα + Y i ∧ dpi − pαdXα

)
|C . (24)

Recall that, if X is an invariant vector field on M and Y ∈ Γ(V), then [X,Y ] ∈ Γ(V) which
implies that dXα|C = −1

2C
α
βγX β ∧ X γ |C , where Cγαβ := Xγ([Xα,Xβ ]) denote the structure

functions relative to the basisBTQ. Thus i(ξi)M(ΩM+B1)|C = dpi|C and hence π♯1(dJi) = −(ξi)M,
for each i = 1, . . . , k.

Finally, since B is basic (Remark 3.7(ii)) with respect to the bundle M → M/G then

i(ξi)M(ΩM +B)|C = dpi|C , concluding that π♯B(dJi) = −(ξi)M for each i = 1, . . . , k.

The previous proposition shows the power of considering the gauge transformation by B1

and B since the nonholonomic momentum map might not be a momentum bundle map for πnh

associated to the basis BHGS, but it is for π1 and πB.
Due to the G-invariance of the bivector fields π1 and πB we can define the reduced bivectors

π1red and πB
red on M/G given respectively, at each α ∈ T ∗(M/G), by

(π1red)
♯(α) = Tρ(π♯1(ρ

∗α)) and (πB
red)

♯(α) = Tρ(π♯B(ρ
∗α)). (25)

As a consequence of (21), the reduced bivector field πB
red is compatible with the reduced dynamics:

(πB
red)

♯(dHred) = −Xred.

Since B is basic then both bivector fields π1red and πB
red are gauge related by the 2-form B̄ defined

on M/G and share the characteristic distribution (see Remark 3.7(ii)). As a consequence of
Prop. 3.9 and the dimension assumption, we obtain:
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Proposition 3.10. The bivector fields π1red and πB
red on M/G have an integrable characteristic

distribution given by the common level sets of the (reduced) horizontal gauge momenta J̄i, for
J̄i the functions on M/G such that ρ∗J̄i = Ji = 〈Jnh, ξi〉 for i = 1, . . . , k.

Proof. From Prop. 3.9, we conclude that π♯1(dJi) = −(ξi)M for each i = 1, . . . , k. Then it is
easily checked that span{dJ̄1, . . . , dJ̄k} = Ker(π1red), since Ker(π1) are the constraint 1-forms
(which are not basic with respect to ρ : M → M/G). Therefore the characteristic distribution
of π1red is given by the common level set the horizontal gauge momenta J̄i. This is also true for
πB

red since it is gauge related to π1red by B̄.

The technique used in the last proofs (Props. 3.9 and 3.10) will be a common strategy in this
paper: first we prove a certain property for π1 or π1red. Second, using that π1 and πB are gauge
related (respectively π1red and πB

red), the property is easily checked to be valid on πB (respectively
on πB

red).

3.4 Nonholonomic momentum reduction

Now we arrive to the main result of this section. After the discussion in Sec. 3.3 (in particular in
Prop. 3.9), we observe that due to the interaction of the conserved quantities and the nonholo-
nomic momentum bundle map, the momentum map reduction –stated in Theorem 2.13– can be
done on (M, π1) and (M, πB) but not on (M, πnh).

Level sets of the nonholonomic momentum map

Let us start with a nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) with a G-symmetry satisfying the di-
mension assumption and the conserved quantity assumption. Denote by {J1, . . . , Jk} the (G-
invariant and functionally independent) horizontal gauge momenta, with associated horizontal
gauge symmetries defining a global basis BHGS = {ξ1, . . . , ξk} of Ad-invariant section of gS → Q.
Let B∗

HGS :=
{
µ1, . . . , µk

}
be the dual Ad∗-invariant basis of sections on g∗S → Q of BHGS given

in (15), and consider µ = ciµ
i ∈ C∞(Q, g∗S), where ci ∈ R are constants. Following Prop. 2.12,

we consider the G-invariant submanifold J−1
nh (µ) ⊂ M given by

J−1
nh (µ) := {m ∈ M : Jnh(m) = µ(τM(m))} =

k⋂

i=1

J−1
i (ci), (26)

and the collection of (connected components of) the manifolds J−1
nh (µ) determines a foliation of

M for µ ∈ spanRB
∗
HGS. Since the functions Ji, for i = 1, . . . , k, are conserved quantities of the

nonholonomic vector field Xnh it is straightforward to see that Xnh is tangent to the manifolds
J−1

nh (µ). Let us denote by Xµ the vector field restricted to J−1
nh (µ), that is,

Xµ := Xnh|J−1
nh (µ) .

By theG-invariance of the horizontal gauge momenta Ji we also have that J
−1
nh (µ)/G = ∩i J̄−1

i (ci),
where, as usual, J̄i ∈ C∞(M/G) are the reduced horizontal gauge momenta (i.e., ρ∗J̄i = Ji) for
i = 1, . . . , k.

The momentum map reduction of π1

Consider the bivector field π1 obtained by the gauge transformation of πnh by the 2-form B1

defined in (19) and recall that the nonholonomic momentum map is a momentum bundle map
associated to BHGS (see Prop. 3.9). Furthermore, observe that conditions (A1) and (A2) remain
satisfied for the bivector field π1.
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Following the ideas of Section 2.3, we define L1
µ ⊂ T(J−1

nh (µ)) the backward image of the

almost Poisson bracket π1 (i.e., of the almost Dirac structure L1 := graph(π♯1)) under the
inclusion map ιµ : J−1

nh (µ) → M, given by

L1
µ := ι∗µ(L1) =

{
(X, ι∗µβ) ∈ T(J−1

nh (µ)) : π♯1(β) = T ιµ(X)
}
. (27)

Since the functions Ji are G-invariant, from Theorem 2.13(i) and Prop. 3.9, L1
µ is a G-invariant

almost Dirac structure on J−1
nh (µ). Moreover, recalling that the associated pair of L1 is (C,Ω1)

where Ω1 = ΩM + B1, then the associated pair of Lµ1 is (Cµ,Ω1
µ) for Cµ = TJ−1

nh (µ) ∩ C and
Ω1
µ = ι∗µΩ1.

Since (T (J−1
nh (µ)))◦ = span{dJ1, . . . , dJk}, and S = span{(ξ1)M, . . . , (ξk)M} we conclude

that:

Lemma 3.11. The null distribution Kµ of the almost Dirac structure L1
µ is the vertical distri-

bution S restricted to J−1
nh (µ), that is, for m ∈ J−1

nh (µ), (Kµ)m = Sm.

From Lemma 3.11 and the fact that Ker(π♯1) are the constraints 1-forms ǫa, it is straightfor-
ward to see that L1

µ is a genuinely almost Dirac structure in the sense that it is not the graph
of a bivector field nor of a 2-form.

Next, denoting by ρµ : J−1
nh (µ) → J−1

nh (µ)/G the orbit projection and following Theo-
rem 2.13(ii) we conclude that

(L1
µ)red := (ρµ)∗L

1
µ =

{
(TρµY, α) ∈ T(J−1

nh (µ)/G) : (Y, ρ∗µα) ∈ L1
µ

}
,

is an almost Dirac structure. Moreover:

Proposition 3.12. The structure (L1
µ)red is the graph of a symplectic 2-form ω1

µ on J−1
nh (µ)/G,

that satisfies
ρ∗µω

1
µ |Cµ = ι∗µ(ΩM +B1)|Cµ . (28)

Proof. First, we prove that the almost Dirac structure (L1
µ)red on J−1

nh (µ)/G is associated to a
2-form. From Corollary 2.14, we know that the structure (L1

µ)red is the graph of a bivector field.
Now, if (0, α) ∈ (L1

µ)red, then there exists Y ∈ Vµ ∩ Cµ such that (Y, ρ∗µ(α)) ∈ L1
µ which, by

Lemma 3.11, means that Y ∈ Kµ. Therefore ρ∗µα = 0, which implies α = 0. Let us denote by
ω1
µ the (non-degenerate) 2-form associated to the almost Dirac structure (L1

µ)red.
Using Prop. 2.6, we have ρ∗µω

1
µ|Uρµ

= Ω1
µ|Uρµ

, where (Cµ,Ω1
µ) is the pair of L1

µ and Uρµ :=

{X ∈ Cµ : (X,α) ∈ L1
µ and α|Sµ = 0}. From Lemma 3.11 we conclude that Uρµ = Cµ since, if

X ∈ Cµ but not in Uρµ , means that there exists Y ∈ Sµ such that the corresponding 1-form α
of X satisfies that α(Y) 6= 0. Then, following the definition of a (almost) Dirac structure we get
that 〈(X,α), (Y, 0)〉 = α(Y) 6= 0 which is a contradiction. Then, we proved (28). In particular,
Tρµ(Cµ) = T (J−1

nh (µ)/G).
Next, we prove that dω1

µ = 0. For each A = 1, 2, 3, let XA ∈ X(J−1
nh (µ)/G) and X̃A ∈ Γ(Cµ)

such that Tρµ(X̃A) = XA. Since TJ
−1
nh (µ) = Cµ ⊕Wµ for Wµ = TJ−1

nh (µ) ∩W, then

dω1
µ(X1,X2,X3) = cyclic

[
X1(ω

1
µ(X2,X3))− ω1

µ([X1,X2],X3)
]

= cyclic
[
X̃1(Ω

1
µ(X̃2, X̃3))− ρ∗µω

1
µ([X̃1, X̃2], X̃3)

]

= cyclic
[
X̃1(Ω

1
µ(X̃2, X̃3))− Ω1

µ(PCµ([X̃1, X̃2]), X̃3)
]
,

where we use that ρ∗µω
1
µ(PWµ

([X̃A, X̃B ]), X̃C) = 0 because W ⊂ V. Now, from (24) and using

that dpi = 0 on J−1
nh (µ), we have that

(ΩM +B1)|Cµ = ι∗µ (Xα ∧ dpα − pαdXα) |Cµ = ι∗µ(d(pαXα))|Cµ .
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Let us denote by θ the closed 2-form on J−1
nh (µ) given by d(ι∗µ(pαXα)). Observe that iZθ = 0 for

Z ∈ Γ(Wµ) since dX̃α|Cµ = −1
2C

α
βγX̃ β ∧ X̃ γ |Cµ . Finally, using that θ|Cµ = Ω1

µ|Cµ , we obtain that

dω1
µ(X1,X2,X3) = cyclic

[
X̃1(θ(X̃2, X̃3))− θ(PCµ([X̃1, X̃2]), X̃3)

]
=

= cyclic
[
X̃1(θ(X̃2, X̃3))− θ([X̃1, X̃2], X̃3)

]
= dθ(X1,X2,X3) = 0.

Remark 3.13. From the last proof, we obtain also that Uρµ = Cµ due to the particular definition
of the nonholonomic bracket. But in general, this is not true. ⋄

From Prop. 3.12, we observe that the almost Poisson manifold (M, π1) is the right scenario
to proceed with the nonholonomic momentum map reduction. In this case, the forward image of
the almost Dirac structure L1

µ is not only an almost Poisson structure as Corollary 2.14 suggest,
but it has a much stronger property: it is a symplectic 2-form.

Moreover, recall that the bivector field π1 on M descends to a bivector field π1red on M/G
as in (25).

Proposition 3.14. The connected components of the symplectic manifolds (J−1
nh (µ)/G, ω1

µ), for
µ ∈ spanRB

∗
HGS, are the leaves of the foliation associated to π1red and hence π1red is Poisson.

Proof. Let α be a 1-form on M/G and let X̄ := (π1red)
♯(α) and X := π♯1(ρ

∗α). It is straightfor-
ward to see thatX and X̄ are tangent to the leaves J−1

nh (µ) and J−1
nh (µ)/G respectively, using that

π♯1(dJi) = −(ξi)M. Since iXΩ1|C = ρ∗α|C then iXµι
∗
µΩ1|Cµ = ι∗µρ

∗α|Cµ , where Xµ is a vector field

on J−1
nh (µ) such that T ιµ(Xµ) = X. Using (28), iXµρ

∗
µω

1
µ|Cµ = ι∗µρ

∗α|Cµ = ρ∗µ(ι
µ
red)

∗α|Cµ , where
ιµred : J−1

nh (µ)/G → M/G is the natural inclusion. Finally, using that Tρµ(Cµ) = T (J−1
nh (µ)/G)

we obtain that iX̄µ
ω1
µ = (ιµred)

∗α, where X̄µ is the vector field on J−1
nh (µ)/G such that T ιµred(X̄µ) =

X̄.

Remark 3.15. The conclusion that the reduced bivector field π1red is Poisson (obtained by
Props. 3.12 and 3.14) recovers one of the main results in [6]. It is worth noticing that the
proof presented here is different from the one in [6], since here we do not use the formulas
characterizing the failure of the Jacobi identity of the bracket but instead we prove it through
the nonholonomic momentum bundle map reduction. ⋄

In order to finish the section, we present following diagram illustrating the ideas (c.f., Diag.
(10))

(J−1
nh (µ), L1

µ)
ιµ

//

ρµ

��

(M, π1)

ρ

��

(J−1
nh (µ)/G, ω1

µ)
ιµred // (M/G, π1red)

(29)

The nonholonomic momentum map reduction of πB

This section is built on the momentum map reduction of π1, using the fact that π1 and πB are
gauge related by the 2-form B defined in (20), see Def. 3.8. Recall, from Remark 3.7(ii), that B
is basic with respect to the principal bundle ρ : M → M/G.

The almost Poisson manifold (M, πB) does not only admit a nonholonomic momentum map
reduction, but also it describes the nonholonomic dynamics. Therefore, the conclusion of this
section enlightens the study of the nonholonomic systems.

From Prop. 3.9, the nonholonomic momentum bundle map is a momentum map for πB

associated to the basis BHGS. Fixing µ = c1µ
1 + · · · + ckµ

k, the submanifold J−1
nh (µ) and the
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bivector field πB are G-invariant, and then the backward image of πB by the inclusion map
ιµ : J−1

nh (µ) → M is the almost Dirac structure on J−1
nh (µ) given by

LB
µ := ι∗µ(LB) =

{
(X, ι∗µβ) ∈ T(J−1

nh (µ)) : π♯B(β) = T ιµ(X)
}
,

where LB := graph(π♯B), c.f., (27). The associated pair of LB
µ is (Cµ,ΩB

µ) but, in this case,
ΩB
µ |Cµ = ι∗µ(ΩM+B)|Cµ . From here it is straightforward to see that L1

µ and LB
µ are gauge related

by the 2-form Bµ := ι∗µB (see Remark 3.4) and that LB
µ is a genuine almost Dirac structure not

given by a 2-form nor a bivector field.

Remark 3.16. Since π♯B(dHM) = −Xnh and due to the conserved quantity assumption, Xnh is
tangent to the submanifold J−1

nh (µ). Therefore LB
µ describes the dynamics: (−Xµ, dHµ) ∈ LB

µ ,
where Hµ := ι∗µHM and Xµ = X|J−1

nh (µ). ⋄

By Theorem 2.13(ii), the forward image of LB
µ by the projection map ρµ : J−1

nh (µ) →
J−1

nh (µ)/G defines now the almost Dirac structure (LB
µ)red := (ρµ)∗(L

B
µ) on J

−1
nh (µ)/G.

Based in the gauge relation of π1 and πB, and by Prop. 3.9 and Theorem 3.12, we conclude:

Theorem 3.17. Consider a nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) with a G-symmetry satis-
fying the dimension assumption and the conserved quantity assumption. Let us denote by
BHGS = {ξ1, . . . , ξk} the Ad-invariant basis of sections of horizontal gauge symmetries and
B∗

HGS = {µ1, . . . , µk} its dual Ad∗-invariant basis. For µ = ciµ
i, where ci (i = 1, . . . , k) are

constants in R, then the manifold J−1
nh (µ) := {m ∈ M : Jnh(m) = µ(τM(m))} is G-invariant

and

(i) (Level set restriction) The nonholonomic momentum bundle map Jnh : M → g∗S is a Ad∗-
equivariant momentum map of πB associated to the basis BHGS and the backward image of
πB to J−1

nh (µ) is the (regular) almost Dirac structure LB
µ .

(ii) (Nonholonomic momentum reduction) The forward image of LB
µ by ρµ : J−1

nh (µ) → J−1
nh (µ)/G

defines an almost Dirac structure (LB
µ)red which is the graph of the nondegenerate 2-form

ωB
µ = ω1

µ + B̄µ,

where B̄µ is the 2-form on J−1
nh (µ)/G such that ρ∗µB̄µ = Bµ := ι∗µB. Moreover,

ρ∗µω
B
µ |Cµ = ι∗µ(ΩM +B)|Cµ .

(iii) (πB
red-relation) The connected components of the almost symplectic manifolds (J−1

nh (µ)/G, ωB
µ )

define the foliation associated to the bivector field πB
red on M/G (showing that πB

red admits
an almost symplectic foliation).

(iv) (Dynamics) The reduced nonholonomic dynamics Xred on M/G is tangent to the subman-
ifolds J−1

nh (µ)/G and Xµ
red := Xred|J−1

nh (µ)/G is the Hamiltonian vector field on the almost

symplectic manifold (J−1
nh (µ)/G, ωB

µ ) associated to the reduced restricted Hamiltonian Hµ
red

to J−1
nh (µ)/G, i.e., the nonholonomic dynamics restricts to the reduced level sets and it is

given by iXµ
red
ωB
µ = dHµ

red.

The following diagram clarifies the results of Theorem 3.17.

(J−1
nh (µ), LB

µ ,Hµ)
ιµ

//

ρµ

��

(M, πB,HM)

ρ

��

(J−1
nh (µ)/G, ωB

µ = ω1
µ + B̄µ,Hµ

red)
ιµred // (M/G, πB

red,Hred)
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Remark 3.18. A bivector field π on P is twisted Poisson if there exists a closed 3-form defined
on P such that 1

2 [π, π] = π♯(φ). Such bivector fields are characterized by the fact that they have
an integrable characteristic distribution endowed with an almost symplectic foliation. In our
case, Theorem 3.17 (ii) and (iii) implies that the bracket πB

red is twisted Poisson by the 3-form
−dB. In the same line as in Remark 3.15, we enforce that Theorem 3.17 not only recovers the
main result in [6] (arriving to it using a different path) but also it enlightens the structure of
the almost symplectic leaves of the reduced bracket πB

red. ⋄

Remark 3.19. If we relax the dimension assumption, the conclusions are weaker (see e.g.,
[25, 32]). More precisely, if the dimension assumption is not satisfied, we can still consider the
dynamical gauge transformation defined by B in (19) and (20). Even though we still have that

π♯B(dJi) = −(ξi)M for each i = 1, . . . , k, this condition is not sufficient to ensure that πB
red (or

π1red) admit an integrable characteristic distribution. Therefore, the reduction by a momentum
map will not give the associated (almost) symplectic foliation. Instead, we may conclude that
the reduction by the nonholonomic momentum map will induce, in the reduced space, an almost
Poisson bracket (in concordance with Corollary 2.14 (i)). ⋄

4 The identification of the leaves with the canonical symplectic

manifold

In this section we are going to identify each almost symplectic leaf (J−1
nh (µ)/G, ωB

µ ), defined

in Theorem 3.17, with (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan + B̂µ), that is, the canonical symplectic manifold plus
the magnetic term B̂µ, obtaining an analogous result as in Hamiltonian systems for symplectic
reduction [45]. The main consequence of such identification is that the reduced bracket πB

red is
foliated by leaves of Chaplygin-type: (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan + B̂µ), showing that these nonholonomic
systems behave as Chaplygin systems on each leaf.

The core of this section resides in showing that the symplectic manifolds (J−1
nh (µ)/G, ω1

µ),
obtained in Prop. 3.12, and (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan) are symplectomorphic. This is done in two steps:
first we study the zero level set of the nonholonomic momentum map, and afterwards –by means
of the shift trick– the µ-level, always having in mind that µ is a section and not a constant element
of the dual of the Lie algebra.

4.1 The leaves (J−1
nh

(µ)/G, ω1
µ) of π1

red

Let us consider a G-invariant nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) satisfying the dimension and
the conserved quantity assumptions. Recall that M := κ♭(D), where κ is the kinetic energy
metric and D is the constraint distribution.

Consider also the 2-form B1 defined in (19) and the reduction Diagram (29).

The identification at the zero-level set of π1
red

Consider the splitting of TQ = H⊕S⊕W given in (17), but, where the distribution H is defined
by H = Hor = D ∩S⊥ for which the orthogonal complement is taken with respect to the kinetic
energy metric. Now, consider the nonholonomic system given by the Lagrangian L but with the
constraint distribution Hor. This new system is G-invariant and, moreover, it is a G-Chaplygin
system since

TQ = Hor ⊕ V. (30)

Let us define the submanifold M0 := κ♭(Hor) ⊂ T ∗Q and observe that, according to [8], the
reduced dynamics on M0/G is described by a 2-form ω0 on M0/G so that

ρ∗0ω0|CHor
= ΩM0 |CHor

,
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where ρ0 : M0 → M0/G is the orbit projection, ΩM0 = ι∗0ΩQ for ι0 : M0 → T ∗Q the inclusion
map and

CHor := {X ∈ TM0;TτM0X ∈ Hor}. (31)

Following [39] there is a diffeomophism φ0 : M0/G→ T ∗(Q/G) such that

φ∗0ωcan = ω0 +B〈J,K0〉, (32)

where B〈J,K0〉 is the 2-form on M0/G such that ρ∗0B〈J,K0〉 = 〈J,K0〉 for J : M0 → g∗ the (pull
back to M0 of) the canonical momentum map and K0 the g-valued 2-form on M0 given by
K0 = τ∗M0

K0 with K0 the curvature associated to the principal connection associated to the
splitting (30).

Remark 4.1. For completeness we give the explicit definition of the diffeomorphism following
[45] with the appropriate modifications: consider the map φ̃0 : M0 → T ∗(Q/G) defined, for
each mq ∈ (M0)q and vq ∈ Dq, by

〈φ̃0(mq), Tρ(vq)〉 := 〈mq, vq〉.

Since φ̃0 : M0 → T ∗(Q/G) is G-invariant, it induces the diffeomorphism φ0 : M0/G→ T ∗(Q/G)
such that φ̃0 = φ0 ◦ ρ0. ⋄

Lemma 4.2. For the nonholonomic momentum bundle map Jnh : M → g∗S, we have that

(i) M0 = J−1
nh (0);

(ii) CHor ⊂ TJ−1
nh (0) ∩ C =: C0; and

(iii) ρ∗0B〈J,K0〉 |CHor
= ι∗0B1 |CHor

.

Proof. (i) For m = κ♭(v) ∈ M, we have 〈Jnh(m), ξ〉 = κ(v, ξQ) for all ξ ∈ gS . Thus m ∈ J−1
nh (0)

if, and only if, v ∈ D ∩ S⊥.
(ii) For m ∈ J−1

nh (0), we have Sm ∩ (CHor)m = {0}, but Sm ⊂ (C0)m.
(iii) Denote by A0 : TQ → g the principal connection associated to the splitting (30) and

recall that V = S ⊕W . For m ∈ J−1
nh (0) and X,Y ∈ (CHor)m, we see that

ρ∗0B〈J,K0〉(m)(X,Y ) = 〈J(m),K0〉(X,Y ) = −〈J,A0([TτM0X,TτM0Y ])〉 =
= −〈J,AW ([TτM0X,TτM0Y ])〉,

where, as usual, τM0 : M0 → Q is the canonical projection. On the other hand, using the
definition of B1 given in (19) and by (ii), we get that ι∗0B1(X,Y ) = ι∗0〈J(m),KW(X,Y )〉 =
−〈J,AW ([TτM0X,TτM0Y ])〉.

From Prop. 3.12, we recall the symplectic manifold (J−1
nh (0)/G, ω1

0) obtained by the nonholo-
nomic momentum bundle map reduction at µ = 0.

Proposition 4.3. The diffeomorphism φ0 : J
−1
nh (0)/G → T ∗(Q/G) satisfies

ω1
0 = φ∗0 ωcan.

Proof. Since CHor ⊂ C0, from (28) we obtain that (ρ∗0 ω
1
0)|CHor

= (ι∗0(ΩM + B1))|CHor
. Using

Lemma 4.2(ii), and also (32) we get that

(ρ∗0ω
1
0)|CHor

= (ΩM0 + ρ∗0 ◦ φ∗0〈J,K0〉)|CHor
= ρ∗0(ω0 + φ∗0〈J,K0〉)|CHor

= (ρ∗0 ◦ φ∗0 ωcan)|CHor
.

Last proposition confirms that the zero-leaf (J−1
nh (0)/G, ω1

0) of the bivector field π1red is sym-
plectomorphic to the canonical symplectic manifold (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan).
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The identification at the µ-level and the Shift-trick

Now, we show that, for all µ = ciµ
i (where µi ∈ B∗

HGS and ci ∈ R for i = 1, . . . , k) the manifolds
(J−1

nh (µ)/G, ω1
µ) –defined in Prop. 3.12 through reduction– and (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan) are symplecto-

morphic. On the one hand, the identification of the manifolds is similar to the Hamiltonian case
using the shift trick [45], but having into account the fact that our starting manifold (M, π1)
is an almost Poisson. On the other hand, in our case, µ is a section of the bundle g∗S and not
just an element of the dual of a Lie algebra. The 2-form B1 plays a fundamental role here in
order to prove that (J−1

nh (µ)/G, ω1
µ) is symplectomorphic to the canonical symplectic manifold

(without any magnetic term).
As usual we start with a G-invariant nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) satisfying the di-

mension and the conserved quantity assumptions. Recall that BHGS and B∗
HGS are the basis

of global sections of horizontal gauge symmetries and its dual basis respectively (as in (15)).
Consider µ = ciµ

i ∈ C∞(Q, g∗S), where µ
i ∈ B∗

HGS and ci are constants in R. Inspired in [45],
let us define the diffeomorphism Shiftµ : T ∗Q→ T ∗Q given, for each αq ∈ T ∗

qQ, by

Shiftµ(αq) = αq − αµq ,

where αµq = 〈µ,AS〉q = 〈µ(q), AS(q)〉 ∈ T ∗
qQ for AS : TQ → gS the bundle map that behaves as

a connection but only counting the S-part of the vertical distribution: AS = Y i ⊗ ξi with Y i

defined in (19) and ξi ∈ BHGS (AS was defined already in the proof of Lemma 4.2).
We consider now the usual splitting of TQ = H ⊕ S ⊕W as in (17) but where

H = D ∩ S⊥ and W = V ∩ S⊥,

where the perpendicular space is taken with respect to the kinetic energy metric.

Lemma 4.4. The bundle map ShiftMµ := Shiftµ|M : M → M is a diffeomorphism that satisfies

(ShiftMµ )∗(ΩM +B1)|C = (ΩM +B1)|C .

Proof. For αq ∈ M, Shiftµ(αq) ∈ M if and only if αµq ∈ M. But this fact is true since using the
definition of H and W , and the corresponding basis (22), we get that αµq = ciY

i = ciκ
♭(κijYj),

proving that αµq ∈ κ♭(D) = M.
Now, as it was observed in [3], for α ∈ M andX ∈ TM, (ShiftMµ )∗ΘM(α)(X) = 〈α, TτM(X)〉−

〈αqµ, T τM(X)〉 = ΘM(X)− ciY i(X), for Y i = τ∗MY
i and where we are using that TShiftMµ (X) =

X. Therefore (ShiftMµ )∗ΩM = ΩM + cidY i. Next, for X,Y ∈ Γ(C), we have

(ShiftMµ )∗B1(X,Y ) = (〈J(ShiftMµ (α)),KW 〉+ Ji(Shift
M
µ (α))dY i))(TShiftMµ (X), TShiftMµ (Y )) =

= 〈J(α),KW 〉(X,Y ) + (Ji(α)− ci)dY i(X,Y ) = B1(X,Y )− cidY i(X,Y ),

where we are using the fact that W = S⊥ ∩ V . Finally, combining the first and second step we
obtain the desired result.

If αq ∈ J−1
nh (µ), then ShiftMµ (αq) ∈ J−1

nh (0) and therefore, we have the following well defined
bundle map

shiftµ := ShiftMµ
∣∣
J−1
nh (µ)

: J−1
nh (µ) → J−1

nh (0).

Lemma 4.5. The diffeomorphism shiftµ : J−1
nh (µ) → J−1

nh (0) is equivariant and therefore it
induces the reduced diffeomorphism

shiftµ : J−1
nh (µ)/G → J−1

nh (0)/G, such that shiftµ ◦ ρµ = ρ0 ◦ shiftµ.
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Proof. The equivariance of shiftµ : J−1
nh (µ) → J−1

nh (0) means that for α ∈ M and g ∈ G,

T ∗ψg(shiftµ(α)) = shiftµ(T
∗ψg(α)),

where ψg : Q → Q is the diffeomorphism associated with the G-action on Q. By the definition
of the map shiftµ it remains to see that T ∗ψg(α

µ
q ) = αµq . But, using that BHGS and B∗

HGS

are Ad and Ad∗-invariant basis respectively, we obtain that T ∗ψg(α
µ
gq) = T ∗ψg(〈µ,AS〉gq) =

〈µ(gq), (AS)gq ◦ Tψg〉 = 〈µ(gq), Adg((AS)q)〉 = 〈Ad∗g−1(µ(gq)), (AS)q〉 = 〈µ,AS〉q.

The following diagram clarifies the maps:

M

ShiftMµ
��

J−1
nh (µ)

ιµ
oo

shiftµ
��

ρµ
// J−1

nh (µ)/G

shiftµ
��

ιµred // M/G

M J−1
nh (0)

ι0oo
ρ0 // J−1

nh (0)/G
ι0red // M/G

(33)

Now we state the main result for this section. For that purpose, recall the G-invariant al-
most Poisson manifold (M, π1) defined in Def. 3.8 and the symplectic manifolds (J−1

nh (µ)/G, ω1
µ)

obtained by the nonholonomic momentum map reduction in Prop. 3.12. Finally from Prop. 4.3
we also recall the diffeomorphism φ0 : J

−1
nh (0)/G → T ∗(Q/G).

Theorem 4.6. For each µ ∈ g∗S given by µ = ciµ
i with ci ∈ R, the symplectic manifolds

(J−1
nh (µ)/G, ω1

µ) are symplectomorphic to (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan). More precisely, the diffeomorphism

φµ := φ0 ◦ shiftµ : J−1
nh (µ)/G → T ∗(Q/G) satisfies

φ∗µ ωcan = ω1
µ.

Proof. Using Prop. 3.12 and due to Diag. (33) and Prop. 4.3 we see that

ρ∗µ ◦ φ∗µ ωcan|Cµ = ρ∗µ ◦ shift
∗
µ ◦ φ∗0 ωcan|Cµ = (shiftµ ◦ ρµ)∗ ω1

0 |Cµ = (ρ0 ◦ shiftµ)∗ ω1
0|Cµ =

= shift∗µ ◦ ι∗0(ΩM +B1)|Cµ = ι∗µ ◦ (ShiftMµ )∗(ΩM +B1)|Cµ = ι∗µ(ΩM +B1)|Cµ .

Remark 4.7. (The canonical nature of π1) Given a nonholonomic system as in Theorem 4.6,
then

(i) the Poisson bivector field π1red has a canonical nature since the symplectic foliation is
(symplectomorphic to) the canonical symplectic manifolds (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan).

(ii) Consider now just the G-invariant almost Poisson bracket (M, πnh) with the dimension
assumption and observe that if the bundle gS is trivial, then for any choice of an Ad-
invariant global basis {ξ1, . . . , ξk} of sections of gS there exists a Poisson bivector field π1red
whose symplectic leaves are given by the common level sets of the functions Ji = 〈Jnh, ξi〉
and which are also symplectomorphic to the canonical symplectic manifold.

⋄

4.2 The leaves (J−1
nh

(µ)/G, ωB
µ ) of πB

red
and the Chaplygin-type foliation

Following the same strategy as in Section 3.4, we use the fact that (M/G, π1red) and (M/G, πB
red)

are gauge related by the 2-form B̄ (Remark 3.7(ii)), and therefore the corresponding leaves
(J−1

nh (µ)/G, ω1
µ) and (J−1

nh (µ)/G, ωB
µ ) differ from the 2-form B̄µ where ρ∗µB̄µ = ι∗µB, see Re-

mark 3.4(ii).
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Theorem 4.8. Consider the nonholonomic system with a G-symmetry, satisfying the dimen-
sion and the conserved quantity assumptions, described by the triple (M, πB,HM). The almost
symplectic leaf (J−1

nh (µ)/G, ωB
µ ) obtained through a momentum map reduction in Theorem 3.17

is diffeomorphic to
(T ∗(Q/G), ωcan + B̂µ),

where B̂µ is the 2-form on T ∗(Q/G) such that φ∗µB̂µ = B̄µ, where φµ : J−1
nh (µ)/G → T ∗(Q/G) is

the diffeomorphism given by φµ := φ0 ◦ shiftµ.
Proof. On the one hand, by Theorem 4.6, we have that φ∗µωcan = ω1

µ and, on the other hand, by
Theorem 3.17, ωB

µ = ω1
µ+B̄µ for ρ∗µB̄µ = ι∗µB. Therefore, we conclude that ωB

µ = φ∗µ ωcan+B̄µ.

The next Corollary shows the Chaplygin nature of nonholonomic systems verifying the di-
mension and conserved quantity assumptions. Note that these nonholonomic systems are not of
Chaplygin-type necessarily.

Corollary 4.9 (The Chaplygin-type foliation). Consider a nonholonomic system with a G-
symmetry, satisfying the dimension and the conserved quantity assumptions.

(i) The leaves of the almost symplectic foliation associated to the bivector field πB
red are diffeo-

morphic to (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan + B̂µ).

(ii) The reduced nonholonomic system is described by the foliation of “Chaplygin-type” given
by (T ∗(Q/G), ωcan + B̂µ), behaving as a Chaplygin system on each leaf.

Remark 4.10. Our procedure generalizes the momentum map reduction proposed in [3] that
treats Chaplygin systems with an extra symmetry, since in the present paper, we do not consider
Chaplygin systems. As a consequence, we are forced to work with the nonholonomic momentum
bundle map Jnh : M → g∗S, which is not the case in [3]. ⋄

Coordinate expression for B̂µ. Next we will study the 2-form B̂µ in coordinates adapted
to the basis (22) and (23) where Hor = S⊥ ∩D and W = S⊥ ∩ V . Therefore, for µ = ciµ

i, on
J−1(µ) for each i = 1, . . . , k, we have that pi = κijv

j = ci and pa = κaαv
α.

Then, on T ∗(Q/G) we consider coordinates pα on T ∗
q̄ (Q/G) (q̄ ∈ Q/G) and using the coor-

dinate expression from [6, Sec.3.4], we obtain that

B̂µ = 1
2

[
vδκδaC

a
αβ + ci(C

i
αβ + κijκαAC

A
jβ)

]
X̄α ∧ X̄ β,

where X̄α = τ∗T∗(Q/G)X̄
α are the 1-forms on T ∗(Q/G), so that X̄α are 1-forms on Q/G such

that ρ∗QX̄
α = Xα for ρQ : Q → Q/G the orbit projection and τT∗(Q/G) : T

∗(Q/G) → Q/G the
canonical projection.

From here, we observe that B̂0 =
1
2

[
vδκδaC

a
αβ

]
X̄α ∧ X̄ β.

5 Almost symplectic structure at the 0-level of linear first inte-
grals

Building on Section 4.1, we study the common 0-level sets of first integrals that are not necessary
horizontal gauge momenta. This section is inspired in the example describing the nonholonomic
system given by a ball rolling on a fixed sphere (studied in e.g., [17, 14, 36, 48]) that has a
linear conserved quantity that is not a horizontal gauge momentum. More precisely, consider a
nonholonomic system with a G-symmetry satisfying the dimension assumption. In this section,
we show that, if the system admits k = rank(S) G-invariant first integrals (linear on the fibers),
the zero-level sets of these functions are also identified with a Chaplygin-type leaf (i.e., with the
canonical symplectic manifold plus a magnetic term).

We start this section with a proper definition of the first integrals that we are interested.
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Definition 5.1. [30] Let (M, πnh,HM) be a nonholonomic system. The function F on M is a
D-momentum if

(i) There exists a non-vanishing vector field X on Q taking values in D (i.e., X ∈ Γ(D)), such
that, for each m ∈ M ⊂ T ∗Q, F (m) = 〈m,X(q)〉 where τM(m) = q, for τM : M → Q.

(ii) F is a first integral of the nonholonomic dynamics: Xnh(F ) = 0.

In this case, the vector field X is called a generator of F .

Remark 5.2. (i) From Definition 5.1, we see that a D-momentum F on M ⊂ T ∗Q is a linear
function on the fibers of the bundle τM : M → Q.

(ii) A D-momentum can be written also as F (m) = iXΘM(m) where X is a τM-projectable
vector field on M taking values in C. In contrast with the definition of a horizontal gauge
momentum, X is not necessarily vertical, i.e., X (m) might not be in Sm.

⋄

Analogously as Lemma 3.3, in this case we have that

Lemma 5.3. Given F1, F2 functionally independent D-momenta of the nonholonomic system
(M, {·, ·}nh,HM) then the associated generators X1 and X2 are independent vector fields on Q.

If the nonholonomic system (M, {·, ·}nh,HM) has {F1, . . . , Fp} functionally independent D-

momenta, then the associated generators {X1, . . . ,Xp} define a (constant rank) distribution S̃
on Q given by

S̃ = span{X1, . . . ,Xp}.
Moreover, we can define the smooth function F := (F1, . . . , Fp) : M → R

p and the common
0-level set of the D-momentum is represented as the smooth submanifold F−1(0) ⊂ M.

Lemma 5.4. Let (M, πnh,HM) be a G-invariant nonholonomic system satisfying the dimension
assumption and having k := rank(S) functionally independent and G-invariant D-momenta. If
S̃⊥∩S = {0} (where the orthogonal complement is taken with respect to the kinetic energy metric
κ), then the constant rank distribution H̃ := D ∩ S̃⊥ satisfies that

TQ = H̃ ⊕ V.

Moreover, F−1(0) = κ♭(H̃) ⊂ M is a G-invariant submanifold.

Proof. By definition of D-momentum, S̃ ⊂ D and therefore, D = S̃ ⊕ H̃ showing that H̃ has
constant rank. Moreover, using that S̃⊥∩S = {0} we can check that H̃ ∩V = {0} which implies
that TQ = H̃ ⊕ V .

Finally, we see that if m ∈ F−1(0) then Fi(m) = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , k, which means that
0 = 〈m,Xi〉 = κ(v,Xi) for m = κ♭(v). Moreover the submanifold F−1(0) ⊂ M is invariant
whenever each of the D-momenta Fi are G-invariant.

Therefore, under the hypothesis of Lemma 5.4, we can consider theG-Chaplygin system given
by the Lagrangian L and the constraint distribution H̃. Following the theory of Chaplygin
systems and Sec. 4.1, for M0 = κ♭(H̃) the reduced system takes place in M0/G which is
diffeomorphic to T ∗(Q/G).

Considering the principal bundle ρ0 : M0 → M0/G, and analogously as in (32), we define
the 2-form B〈J,̃K〉 on M0/G such that

ρ∗0B〈J,̃K〉 = 〈J, K̃〉,
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for J : M0 → g∗ the (pull back to M0) of the canonical momentum map and K̃ the g-valued
2-form on M0 given by K̃ = τ∗M0

K̃ with K̃ the curvature associated to the principal connection

TQ = H̃ ⊕ V .
Let CH̃ be the distribution on M0 given by the vector fields X on M0 such that Tτ0(X) ∈

Γ(H̃), for τ0 : M0 → Q, analogously as in (31).

Theorem 5.5. Consider the nonholonomic system (M, πnh,HM) with a G-symmetry satisfying
the dimension assumption. If the system has k := rank(S) functionally independent, G-invariant
D-momenta such that S ∩ S̃⊥ = {0}, then

(i) the reduced manifold F−1(0)/G ⊂ M/G is given by the common 0-level sets of the reduced
D-momenta F̄i, where ρ

∗
0F̄i = Fi for i = 1, . . . , k.

(ii) There is an almost symplectic 2-form ω̃ on F−1(0)/G so that ρ∗0ω̃|CH̃ = ΩM|C
H̃
, and for

which the restriction X0
red of the reduced nonholonomic vector field Xred to F−1(0)/G is

a Hamiltonian vector field with respect to restricted reduced Hamiltonian function H0
red.

That is, if X0
red = Xred|F−1(0)/G then

iX0
red
ω̃ = dH0

red.

(iii) There is a diffeomorphism φ : F−1(0)/G → T ∗(Q/G) such that ω̃ = φ∗ωcan −B〈J,̃K〉.

Proof. If we consider the nonholonomic system given by the constraint distribution H̃ and the
Lagrangian L, we have a G-Chaplygin system since TQ = H̃⊕V (due to the condition S̃⊥∩S =
{0}). Since F−1(0) = κ♭(H̃), according to [39], the submanifold F−1(0)/G is diffeomorphic
to the cotangent manifold T ∗(Q/G), and the reduced nonholonomic vector field restricted to
F−1(0)/G, denoted by X̃0

red, satisfies that iX̃0
red

(ωcan−B̂〈J,̃K〉) = dH0
red, where H

0
red is the restricted

reduced Hamiltonian and B̂〈J,̃K〉 is the 2-form on T ∗(Q/G) such that φ∗B̂〈J,̃K〉 = B〈J,̃K〉.

In this case, we obtain that, on the zero-level set of the conserved quantities, the dynamics
is described by a almost symplectic manifold (F−1(0)/G, ω̃) which is diffeomorphic to

(T ∗(Q/G), ωcan − B̂〈J,̃K〉),

showing that we have also a Chaplygin leaf. Moreover, the term B̂〈J,̃K〉 is exactly the gyroscopic
term defined in [40] to describe Chaplygin systems.

Remark 5.6. When the first integrals are horizontal gauge momenta (i.e., S̃ = S), then the
horizontal space H̃ is just S⊥ ∩D and then κ♭(H̃) = J−1

nh (0) recovering Sec. 4.1. ⋄

6 Examples

6.1 Examples Revisited

In this section we revisit –very briefly– two examples that were studied in [3] in the context
of Chaplygin systems with an extra symmetry. Now, we deal with these examples using a one
step reduction, that is, our starting point is the almost Poisson manifold (M, πB) and using the
nonholonomic momentum map associated to BHGS we perform a reduction illustrating Sec. 3.
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Chaplygin ball

The Chaplygin ball is the classical example describing a ball rolling without sliding on a plane.
We follow the notation of [34, 6, 5]. The configuration manifold is Q = SO(3) × R

2 with
coordinates (g, (x, y)) where g is a rotation matrix (with α = (α1, α2, α3), β = (β1, β2, β3)
and γ = (γ1, γ2, γ3) its rows) and (x, y) ∈ R

2 represents the center of mass of the ball (that
coincides with the geometric center). The Lagrangian is L((g, x, y), (Ω, ẋ, ẏ)) = 1

2〈IΩ,Ω〉 +
m
2 (ẋ

2 + ẏ2), where Ω = (Ω1,Ω2,Ω3) is the angular velocity in body coordinates, I the inertia
tensor represented as a diagonal matrix and m is the mass of the ball. If λ = (λ1, λ2, λ3) are the
left-invariant Maurer Cartan 1-forms on SO(3), then the constrains 1-forms are ǫx = dx−r〈β, λ〉
and ǫy = dy + r〈α, λ〉 and therefore D = span{Xj = XL

j + Rβj∂x − Rαj∂y}. The system is

invariant by the action of the Lie group G = SO(2)× R
2.

Now following (17), we consider the basis BTQ adapted to the splitting TQ = H ⊕ S ⊕W
given by BTQ = span{X1,X2, Y, ∂x, ∂y} where Xi = Xi − γiY for i = 1, 2, Y = 〈γ,X〉 for
X = (X1,X2,X3). Consider the coordinates (g, x, y,M1,M2,M3, px, py) on T

∗Q associated to the
dual basis BT∗Q = {σ1, σ2, σY , ǫx, ǫy} of T ∗Q, then the constraint manifold M is determined by
the coordinates (g, x, y,M1,M2,M3) (since (px, py) depend linearly on Mi). Since g ≃ R × R

2,
then the section ξ(g, x, y) = (1;−x, y) of the action bundle Q× g → Q generates the subbundle
gS → Q and, moreover, it defines the horizontal gauge momenta Jξ = iξMΘM = M3 (observe
that ξQ = Y ).

Following [6], and the notation in (18), (23), the 2-form B1 = 〈J,KW〉−Jξdǫ̃Y and we obtain
that π1 = X1 ∧ ∂M1 + X2 ∧ ∂M2 − 1

γ3
(M1γ1 −M2γ2)∂M1 ∧ ∂M2 . The nonholonomic momentum

map, given by 〈Jnh(m), ξ(q)〉 = M3 is a momentum bundle map for π1 associated to the basis

BHGS = {ξ} (since π♯1(dM3) = −ξM). The G-invariant submanifold J−1
nh (µ) ⊂ M (for µ = ce1) is

defined byM3 = c, and the almost Dirac structure L1
c = ι∗µ(L1) ⊂ T(J−1

nh (µ)) is not the graph of a
2-form or a bivector field since the elements (0, ǫx) and (−ξM, 0) belong to L1

c . The push-forward
of L1

c to the quotient manifold J−1
nh (µ)/G (with coordinates (γ,M1,M2)) gives the Dirac structure

defined by the symplectic 2-form ω1
c = σ1∧dM1+σ

2∧dM2+
1
γ3
(M1γ1−M2γ2)σ

1∧σ2, illustrating
Prop.3.12. Moreover, using these coordinates, it is straightforward to see that (J−1

nh (µ)/G, ω1
c )

is symplectomorphic to (T ∗S2, ωcan = −d(M1σ
1 +M2σ

2)).
Finally, since B = (mr2〈γ,Ω〉 +M3)γ3σ

1 ∧ σ2, from Theorems 3.17 and 4.8, we conclude
that restricted reduced nonholonomic dynamics Xc

red is a Hamiltonian vector field on the almost
symplectic manifold

(T ∗S2, ωcan = −d(M1σ
1 +M2σ

2) + B̂c), (34)

where B̂c =
(
mr2

Y (γ)〈A−1M,γ〉+ c
Y (γ)

)
γ3 σ

1 ∧ σ2, for Y (γ) = 1 −mr2〈A−1γ, γ〉, A = I +mr2Id

and M = (M1,M2,
−M1γ1−M2γ2

γ3
). Finally we enforce the Chaplygin spirit of (34) and we also

recall that these are the leaves of the bivector field πB
red –that describes the reduced dynamics–.

Solids of revolution rolling on a plane

Consider a solid of revolution that is invariant around the vertical axis and therefore the inertia
matrix I has principal moment of inertia I1 = I2 and I3. Keeping the notation of the previous
example, the orientation of the solid is represented by the rotational matrix g ∈ SO(3) and
by (x, y, z) ∈ R

3 the position of the center of mass. Since the solid rolls on a plane, the
configuration manifold is Q = {(g, x, y, z) : z = −〈γ, s〉} where s : S2 → S is the map from S2

to the surface of the body S given by s(γ) = (̺(γ3)γ1, ̺(γ3)γ2, υ(γ3)) for ̺, υ smooth functions
depending on the shape of the body, see [28, Sec. 6.7.1]. The nonsliding constraints are given
by the constraints 1-forms ǫx = dx− 〈α, s × λ〉 and ǫy = dy − 〈β, s × λ〉 and D is generated by
Xi = XL

i + (α× s)i∂x+ (β× s)i∂y + (γ× s)i∂z, for i = 1, 2, 3. The Lie group G = S1 ×SE(2) is
a symmetry of the nonholonomic system when γ3 6= 1 (since we want free and proper actions),
see [28].
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From [6], we recall that S = span{Ỹ1 = −X3, Ỹ2 = 〈γ,X〉}. Having in mind that g ≃
R×R×R

2, we observe that ζ1 = (1; 0, h1) and ζ2 = (0; 1, h2) are sections generating the bundle
gS → Q, where h1 = h1(g, x, y) = (y+̺β3,−x−̺α3) and h2 = h2(g, x, y) = (y−Rβ3,−x+Rα3),
for R = ̺.γ3−υ, that is, (ζi)Q = Ỹi for i = 1, 2. Associated to the splitting TQ = H⊕S⊕W , we
consider the following basis of TQ defined by BTQ = {X0 = γ1X2−γ2X1, Ỹ1, Ỹ2, ∂x, ∂y} with dual

basis denoted by BT∗Q = {σ0, Ỹ 1, Ỹ 2, ǫx, ǫy}. If (p0, p1, p2, px, py) are the coordinates of T ∗
qQ

associated to our chosen basis, then (g, (x, y), p0, p1, p2) determine the coordinates on M. The
symmetries also induce two horizontal gauge momenta J1, J2 that are given by Ji = f1i p1+ f

2
i p2

for i = 1, 2 and where f ji are smooth functions on Q determined by a ODE (linear) system (see
[5, 28]). Then the horizontal gauge symmetries are given by sections ξ1, ξ2 so that ξi = f1i ζ1+f

2
i ζ2

and then BHGS = {ξ1, ξ2}.
Since rank(H) = 1 then B = B1 and then we observe that π1 = πB = X0 ∧ ∂p0 + Yi ∧ ∂Ji ,

where X0 ∈ Γ(H) as in (23) and Yi = (ξi)M. As Prop. 3.9 guarantees, the nonholonomic
momentum map Jnh : M → g∗S given by Jnh(m) = p1ν

1 + p2ν
2 –where ν1 = (1; 0, 0) and

ν2 = (0; 1, 0) are sections on g∗S → Q dual to the basis {ζ1, ζ2}– is a momentum bundle map

for πB associated to BHGS, since we can check that π♯B(dJi) = −(ξi)M. Now, if µ ∈ g∗S given by
µ = c1µ

1 + c2µ
2 for {µ1, µ2} the dual basis of BHGS then J−1

nh (µ) = {(g, (x, y), p0, p1, p2) ∈ M :
f1i p1 + f2i p2 = ci} is a G-invariant submanifold of M. Moreover, observe now that L1

µ = LB
µ =

span{(∂p0 , σ0), (X0, dp0), (Yi, 0), (0, ǫx), (0, ǫy)} and therefore (LB
µ)red = span{(∂p0 , σ0), (X0, dp0)}

which is clearly the graph of the symplectic 2-form ωB
µ = σ0 ∧ dp0.

Moreover, we can also observe that J−1
nh (µ)/G has coordinates (γ3, p0) and therefore it is

diffeomorphic to T ∗S1 with the canonical symplectic form: ωB
µ = ωcan = −d(p0σ0). From

here we conclude that that the reduced dynamics is described on each leaf by the canonical
symplectic manifold (T ∗S1, ωcan) which are also the leaves of the symplectic foliation associated
to the Poisson bracket πB

red that describes the reduced dynamics.

6.2 The homogeneous ball in a convex surface of revolution

In this section, we study the momentum bundle map reduction process of the nonholonomic
system consisting of a homogeneous sphere rolling without slipping on a convex surface of rev-
olution, [6, 16, 29, 33]. In this section, we follow the approach in [6], where after a gauge
transformation, the reduction by symmetries of the nonholonomic system admits a Poisson de-
scription πB

red with 2-dimensional leaves given by the common level sets of the two horizontal
gauge momenta. As a consequence of Theorem 4.8, we will give a new perspective of these
leaves bringing a canonical symplectic description. This system satisfies the conserved quantity
assumption and following [6], we consider the gauge transformation of a 2-form B and show
that the nonholonomic momentum map is a momentum map for πB. Observe that this example
cannot be studied using the theory developed in [3] since its group of symmetries can not be
decomposed so that the system is Chaplygin with an extra symmetry.

More precisely, consider the nonholonomic system given by a balanced and dynamically
symmetric (homogeneous) sphere of mass m and radius R rolling without slipping and under
the influence of gravity inside a convex surface of revolution Σ ⊂ R

3 (whose vertical axis of
symmetry is parallel to the gravitational force). The sphere being balanced means that its
center of mass C coincides with its geometrical center, and being dynamically symmetric means
that its inertia tensor can be written in the form I = I · Id in an adapted frame, where I > 0 is
constant and Id is the 3× 3 identity matrix.

The configuration manifold Q is R2 × SO(3) with coordinates (x, y, g), where (x, y) denotes
the coordinates of the center of mass C projected onto the plane z = 0, and g denotes the
orthogonal matrix relating the space frame (with origin at O) and the body frame (a moving
orthonormal frame attached to the ball with origin at C). See Figure 1.

The surface Σ is generated by rotating –around the z-axis– the graph of a convex and smooth
function φ : R+ → R. Then the equation characterizing Σ is given by z = φ(x2 + y2). To
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C

O

R

(x, y)

Figure 1: The homogeneous ball in a convex surface of revolution.

guarantee smoothness and convexity of the surface, we assume that φ verifies that φ′(0+) =
0, φ′(s) > 0 and φ′′(s) > 0, when s > 0. Furthermore, to ensure the ball has only one
contact point with the surface, the curvature of φ(s) must not exceed 1/R. Denote by n =
n(x, y) the exterior unit normal vector to Σ at the contact point with coordinates (n1, n2, n3).
Let us denote by ω = (ω1, ω2, ω3) the angular velocity associated to the right invariant frame
{XR

1 ,X
R
2 ,X

R
3 } of TSO(3). Then, if ag denotes the gravity acceleration, the Lagrangian of the

system is L(x, y, g, ẋ, ẏ, ω) = I
2 〈ω, ω〉+ m

2n2
3

{
(1− n22)ẋ

2 + (1− n21)ẏ
2 + 2n1n2ẋẏ

}
−magφ.

The nonholonomic constraints. The nonholonomic constraint equations given by the non-
sliding condition are ẋ = −R(ω2n3 − ω3n2) and ẏ = −R(ω3n1 − ω1n3). Thus the constraint
1-forms are given by

ǫ1 = dx−R(n2ρ3 − n3ρ2) and ǫ2 = dy −R(n3ρ1 − n1ρ3), (35)

where we denote by {ρ1, ρ2, ρ3} the right Maurer-Cartan 1-forms on SO(3) and by {XR
1 ,X

R
2 ,X

R
3 }

its dual basis of right invariant vector fields. Then the constraint distribution D, defined by the
annihilator of ǫ1 and ǫ2, is given by

D = span
{
Yx := ∂x +

1
Rn3

(n2Yn −XR
2 ), Yy := ∂y − 1

Rn3
(n1Yn −XR

1 ), Yn

}
,

where Yn := 〈n,XR〉 = n1X
R
1 + n2X

R
2 + n3X

R
3 for XR = (XR

1 ,X
R
2 ,X

R
3 ).

The symmetries and the splitting of TQ. Consider the action of the Lie group G =
SO(2) × SO(3) on Q given, at each (x, y, g) ∈ Q, by (hθ, h) · (x, y, g) := (hθ(x, y)

T , h̃θgh
T ),

where hθ is the 2 × 2 rotation matrix of angle θ and h̃θ denotes the 3 × 3 rotation matrix of
angle θ with respect to the z-axis. The Lagrangian and the constraints equations are invariant
with respect to the lifted action on TQ. The Lie algebra g of G is isomorphic to R × R

3 with
infinitesimal generators given by

(1,0)Q = −y∂x + x∂y +XR
3 and (0, ei)Q = αiX

R
1 + βiX

R
2 + γiX

R
3 , for i = 1, 2, 3,

where ei denotes the i-th element of the canonical basis of R
3 and α = (α1, α2, α3), β =

(β1, β2, β3) and γ = (γ1, γ2, γ3) the rows of the matrix g ∈ SO(3). In this section we will always
assume that (x, y) 6= (0, 0) so that we have a free and proper action (observe that the action is
free whenever (x, y) 6= (0, 0)).

Following Sec. 4, we consider the splitting TQ = H ⊕ S ⊕W given by

H = span{X0 := xYx + yYy}, S = span{Y := −yYx + xYy, Yn},
W = span{Z1 := 1

Rn3
(XR

2 − n2Yn), Z2 := − 1
Rn3

(XR
1 − n1Yn)}.

(36)

Associated to this adapted basis, we consider the dual basis BT∗Q =
{
X0, αY , ρn, ǫ

1, ǫ2
}
,

where X0 := xdx+ydy
x2+y2

, αY := xdy−ydx
x2+y2

and ρn = 〈n, ρ〉 for ρ = (ρ1, ρ2, ρ3). We denote by

(p0, pY , pn,M1,M2) the associated coordinates in T ∗Q. The constraint manifold M ⊂ T ∗Q is
given by the relations

M1 =
−I

I+mR2

(
xp0−ypY
x2+y2

)
and M2 =

−I
I+mR2

(
xpY +yp0
x2+y2

)
.
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The horizontal gauge momenta. From (36), we may observe that H = D ∩ S⊥ but the
chosen basis of S does not generate the conserved quantities. In fact, this example has two
horizontal gauge momenta (see e.g., [5, 30]) that cannot be explicitly written. More precisely,
it was proven in [5, 30] that the horizontal gauge momenta of the system are the functions J1
and J2 defined on M given, respectively, by

J1 = fY1 pY + fn1 pn and J2 = fY2 pY + fn2 pn,

where fYi , f
n
i , for = 1, 2 are G-invariant functions on Q which are defined as the (two indepen-

dent) solutions of a linear system of ordinary differential equations:

R12f
n
i = X0(f

Y
i ) and R21f

Y
i = X0(f

n
i ), (37)

where R12 and R21 are G-invariant functions on Q. We consider the basis of sections BgS =
{η, ηn} of the bundle gS → Q where ηQ = Y and (ηn)Q = Yn. Following Def. 3.2 and Lemma 3.3,
the associated basis of horizontal gauge symmetries is given by

BHGS =
{
ξ1 := fY1 η + fn1 ηn, ξ2 := fY2 η + fn2 ηn

}
.

For {ν, νn} the basis of section of the bundle g∗S → Q dual of BgS , the nonholonomic momentum
bundle map Jnh : M → g∗S is written, for m = (x, y, g, p0, pY , pn) ∈ M, as

Jnh(m) = pY ν + pnν
n.

Since π♯nh(dJi) 6= −(ξi)M for i = 1, 2, we conclude that Jnh : M → g∗S is not a momentum map
for πnh associated to the basis BHGS.

The gauge transformation and the nonholonomic momentum bundle map. Following
[6], and the formulation (19) we obtain the 2-form B = B1 on M (B = 0 since rank(H) = 1)

B = 〈J,KW〉 − pYR12X 0 ∧ ρn − pnR21X 0 ∧ αY + pndρ̃n,

where BT∗M = {X 0, αY , ρ̃n, ǫ̃
1, ǫ̃2, dp0, dpY , dpn} is a basis of T ∗M given by X 0 = τ∗MX

0, αY =
τ∗MαY , ρ̃n = τ∗Mρn and ǫ̃a = τ∗Mǫ

a. Now, if BTM = {X0,Y,Yn,Z1,Z2, ∂p0 , ∂pY , ∂pn} is the dual
basis of BT∗M, we can write the gauge related bivector field πB as

πB = X0 ∧ ∂p0 + Y ∧ ∂pY + Yn ∧ ∂pn + pnR21∂p0 ∧ ∂pY + pYR12∂p0 ∧ ∂pn . (38)

The bivector field πB not only describes the nonholonomic dynamics (as it was proven in [6]),
but also it is straightforward to check, using (37), that the nonholonomic momentum bundle

map Jnh : M → g∗S is the momentum map of πB associated to BHGS, since π
♯
B(dJi) = −(ξi)M

for i = 1, 2 (in concordance with Prop. 3.9).

The momentum reduction and the Chaplygin foliation. Consider the basis B∗
HGS :=

{µ1, µ2} of g∗S → Q dual basis to BHGS and let µ := c1µ
1 + c2µ

2 where c1, c2 ∈ R. From (26),
we can foliate M by the connected components of the G-invariant submanifolds J−1

nh (µ) ⊂ M
given by J−1

nh (µ) = J−1
1 (c1) ∩ J−1

2 (c2) =
{
(x, y, g, p0, pY , pn) ∈ M; fYi pY + fni pn = ci, i = 1, 2

}
.

Following Section 3.4, the backward image of πB by the inclusion ιµ : J−1
nh (µ) → M defines the

almost Dirac structure

LB
µ = span{(∂p0 ,X 0), (−X0, dp0), (−(ξ1)M, 0), (−(ξ2)M, 0), (0, ǫ

a)} ⊆ T(J−1
nh (µ)),

where we are changing the coordinates so that the bivector field πB is written as πB = X0 ∧
∂p0 + (ξi)M ∧ ∂Ji .

The reduction to the orbit manifold M/G has orbit projection ρM : M → M/G given by
ρM(x, y, g, p0, pY , pn) = (τ, p0, pY , pn), where ρ

∗
Mτ = x2 + y2. Let us observe that TρM(X0) =
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2τ∂τ and also ρ∗M
1
2τ dτ = X 0. Making the change of coordinates τ̃ = −1

2 ln(τ), we explicitly show
the diffeomorphism between the reduced manifolds J−1

nh (µ)/G and T ∗(R). Moreover, the forward
image of LB

µ by the projection ρµ : J−1
nh (µ) → J−1

nh (µ)/G defines the reduced Dirac structure

(LB
µ)red = span{(−∂p0 , dτ̃ ), (∂τ̃ , dp0)} ⊆ T(J−1

nh (µ)/G), which in agreement with Theorem 3.17

(in particular Prop. 3.12), it is a symplectic 2-form. That is (J−1
nh (µ)/G, (LB

µ )red) is diffeomorphic
to (T ∗(R), ωcan) where

ωcan = dτ̃ ∧ dp0.
We finally conclude that the canonical symplectic manifolds (T ∗(R), ωcan) are the symplectic

leaves of the reduced bivector field πB
red, induced by (38). Therefore, we conclude that the reduced

dynamics of the example presented is described by “canonical symplectic leaves”.

6.3 Chaplygin ball over a fixed sphere

In this section, we will study the momentum map reduction process of the example that inspired
Sec. 5: the Chaplygin ball rolling over a sphere [17]. More precisely, consider a sphere with a
inhomogeneous distribution of mass of radius r0 whose geometric center coincides with its center
of mass. Following [12, 14, 15, 48], the ball is allowed to roll without sliding over a fixed sphere
of radius R0 in three possible configurations:

(a) The moving ball, with center C, is inside the fixed sphere, with center O, and necessarily
r0 < R0. This means the contact point is on the exterior of the moving ball but inside the
fixed sphere;

(b) The moving ball is on the exterior of the fixed sphere, meaning the contact point is on the
exterior of both spheres;

(c) The fixed sphere is inside the moving ball (and necessarily R0 < r0), meaning the contact
point is on the interior of the moving sphere and on the exterior of the fixed sphere.

O
R0

C
r0

P

(a) k > 1

O
R0

C
r0

P

(b) 0 < k < 1

C r0

O
R0

P

(c) k < 0

Figure 2: Configurations of Chaplygin ball over a fixed sphere.

Let us define

k := R0
R0−r0

(for cases (a) and (c)) and k := R0
R0+r0

(for the case (b)),

and we observe that for (a) we have that k > 1; for (b) k satisfies that 0 < k < 1; and finally
k < 0 for (c). The limit case where k becomes 1 corresponds to the classical Chaplygin ball on
a plane, see [13, 24].

According to [12, 14, 15], for an arbitrary value of k, it is not possible to guarantee (Euler-
Jacobi) integrability because, even having an invariant measure, the integrability is achieved by
presenting an extra first integral (see a more detailed discussion in [15]). For the particular case
k = −1 (i.e., case (c) with r0 = 2R0), it was shown in [17, 18] the explicit existence of an extra
first integral and hence obtaining integrability.

The case k = −1 was originally studied in [17, 18] and it became known as the Borisov-
Mamaev-Fedorov system. This case is noteworthy because the system is hamiltonizable on
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the zero level set of the aforementioned first integral. In the present paper we show –from
an intrinsic view point and using the techniques form Section 5– that the reduced 0-level set
admits an almost symplectic structure recovering a result in [38] done in coordinates. Moreover,
we put in evidence the Chaplygin character of the (reduced) 0-leaf and we see also how the
hamiltonization is a consequence of this fact.

The dynamics of the system. This system has two types of constraints: the holonomic
constraint which is imposed by the fact that the ball is attached to the surface of the fixed
sphere, and the nonholonomic one which is defined by the non-slipping condition.

As usual we keep the notation of the previous example and in this case the inertia tensor I
has positive entries I1, I2, I3. Denote by g ∈ SO(3) the orthogonal matrix relating both frames

and by r :=
−−→
OC the vector that points the center of mass of the moving sphere. The fact that

the ball is balanced and its motion is attached to the surface of the fixed sphere implies that
the configuration space Q is given by:

Q =
{
(g, r) ∈ SO(3)× R

3, 〈r, r〉 = (R0/k)
2
}
≃ SO(3)× S2.

In what follows, we will use (g, r) as redundant coordinates of Q. The angular velocity of the
ball (in body frame) Ω = (Ω1,Ω2,Ω3) are the coordinates associated to the left invariant frame
of vector fields {XL

1 ,X
L
2 ,X

L
3 } on SO(3). The nonholonomic constraint representing the non-

slipping condition at the contact point P is described as ṙ = (1−k)(gΩ)×r, and the Lagrangian
is just the kinetic energy (even for the case of a spherical potential) L = 1

2〈IΩ,Ω〉 + 1
2m〈ṙ, ṙ〉,

wherem is the total mass of the moving sphere, see e.g., [37]. The normal vector to the surface of
the fixed sphere at the contact point P is given by n = k

R0
gT r. Following [15, 37], the equations

describing the motion of the system are

EnΩ̇ = EnΩ× Ω−mr20n× (Ω× ṅ) and ṅ = −kΩ× n,

where En := I+mr20(Id− n⊗ n).

The geometric setting of the system. Recall that {λ1, λ2, λ3} are the left invariant Maurer-
Cartan 1-forms, and the constraint 1-forms can be written, for i = 1, 2, 3, as

ǫi := dri − (1− k)(cj × r)iλj = dri − (1− k)〈gT ei, λ× gT r〉,

where c1, c2, c3 are the columns of the matrix g. The constraint distribution D on Q is given by

D = span
{
Xi := XL

i + (1− k)〈ci × r, ∂r〉, i = 1, 2, 3
}
.

Consider the following basis of TQ and its dual of T ∗Q given, respectively, by BTQ = {Xi, ∂ri}
and BT∗Q = {λi, ǫi}, with coordinates (Ω, ṙ) of TqQ and (M,p) = (M1,M2,M3; p1, p2, p3) of
T ∗
qQ. Then the constraint manifold M := κ♭(D) ⊂ T ∗Q is given by

M = {(g, r,M,p) ∈ T ∗Q; pj = m(1− k)(gΩ × r)j} ,

with Mj = (IΩ)j +mr20(n× (Ω× n))j .
Let us denote by BT∗M = {λ̃i, ǫ̃i, dMi} for τ∗Mλi = λ̃i and τ

∗
Mǫ

i = ǫ̃i, and its dual basis of
vector fields BTM = {Xi, ∂ri , ∂Mi}. Since ΩC := ΩM|C = λ̃i∧dMi−〈M+kmr20n×(Ω×n), dλ̃〉|C ,
the nonholonomic bivector field πnh on M is given by

πnh = Xi ∧ ∂Mi − cyclic
[
(M+ kmr20(Ω− 〈n,Ω〉n))1∂M2 ∧ ∂M3

]
.

The Hamiltonian function HM := H|
M

= 1
2〈M,Ω〉, determines the nonholonomic vector field

Xnh := −π♯nh(dHM) = 〈Ω,X〉+ 〈M× Ω, ∂M〉,

where X = (X1,X2,X3).
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The BMF-case (k = −1)

Recall that the Borisov-Mamaev-Fedorov case represents the situation (c) with r0 = 2R0.

Reduction by symmetries. Following [37, 38], consider the left diagonal action of the Lie
group G := SO(3) on Q given, at each h ∈ SO(3) and (g, r) ∈ Q, by h · (g, r) = (hg, hr).
The action is proper and free and its tangent lift is given by h · (g, r,Ω, ṙ) = (hg, hr,Ω, hṙ). It
is straightforward to see that the Lagrangian L and D are both G-invariant. The Lie algebra
g := Lie(SO(3)) is isomorphic to R

3, and the infinitesimal generators are given by

Vi := (ei)Q = −(r× ∂r)i + 〈gT ei,X〉 i = 1, 2, 3, (39)

for X = (X1,X2,X3), showing that the dimension assumption is satisfied. Furthermore, note
that the distribution S := D ∩ V is generated by the vector field Y := 〈n,X〉. The cotangent
lift leaves the constraint manifold M invariant and the corresponding orbit projection ρ : M →
M/G is given by ρ(g, r,M) = (n,M) and we also observe that M/G ≃ S2 × R

3.

The conserved quantity. Following [12, 14, 15, 48], we define the function F : M → R

given, at m = (g, r,M) ∈ M, by
F (m) := 〈AM,n〉,

where A is the 3×3 matrix given by A := tr(E)Id−2E and E := I+mr20Id. We can check that F
is a G-invariant conserved quantity of Xnh. Moreover F is a D-momentum since F = i〈An,X〉ΘM

with 〈An,X〉 ∈ Cm, see Def. 5.1. But observe that F is not a horizontal gauge momentum since
〈An,X〉 6∈ Sm.

Remark 6.1. Following [31], a weakly Noetherian function is a function linear on the fibers that

is a first integral of Xnh = −π♯nh(dHM) for any potential energy considered in the Hamiltonian
function HM. Moreover, in [31] it is proven that every G-invariant linear weakly Noetherian
function is, in fact, a horizontal gauge momentum. In our case, F is not a horizontal gauge
momentum, but we also checked that it is not a weakly Noetherian function. ⋄

The almost symplectic structure of the zero-level set of F . Even if we are not under the
conditions of the momentum map reduction procedure described in Sec. 3.4, we can still study
the zero-level set of the conserved quantity F as done in Sec. 5. Using Theorem 5.5, we recover
the almost symplectic structure obtained in [12] from a geometrically intrinsic view-point.

More precisely, we check that S̃ = span{〈An,X〉} satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 5.4, i.e.,
rank(S̃) = rank(S) = 1 and S∩ S̃⊥ = {0}. Therefore the distribution H̃ := S̃⊥∩D ⊂ D satisfies
κ♭(H̃) = F−1(0) ⊂ M and we conclude that TQ = H̃ ⊕ V .

Consider the G-Chaplygin system given by the same Lagrangian L but with constraint
distribution given by H̃. According to [39], the manifold F−1(0)/G is diffeomorphic to the
cotangent manifold T ∗(Q/G) = T ∗(S2), and the reduced dynamics restricted to F−1(0)/G ≃
T ∗(S2), denoted by X0

red, is Hamiltonian with respect to the almost symplectic 2-form, given by

ω̃ = ωcan − B̂〈J,̃K〉,

where ωcan is the canonical symplectic form on T ∗S2 and B̂〈J,̃K〉 is defined in Theorem 5.5(ii)

(see also [39]) as being φ∗B̂〈J,̃K〉 = B〈J,̃K〉. Therefore we conclude here that the 0-level set of the
D-momentum F has also a structure of a Chaplygin leaf.

According to [50], the system has an invariant measure, and since Q/G has dimension 2, by
the Chaplygin’s reducing multiplier Theorem [23], the form ω̃ admits a conformal factor. Then,
the nonholonomic system on F−1(0)/G is symplectic after a time reparametrization.
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For completeness, the reduced nonholonomic bivector πred on M/G is

πred = (n× ∂n)i ∧ ∂Mi − cyclic [ (IΩ)1∂M2 ∧ ∂M3 ] ,

and, moreover, since Hred = 1
2〈M,Ω〉, the reduced nonholonomic vector field Xred is given by

Xred = −〈n× Ω, ∂n〉+ 〈M× Ω, ∂M〉.

Local coordinate approach. Now, we use suitable coordinates to formulate explicitly the
identification of the reduced zero level F−1(0)/G with the canonical symplectic manifold T ∗(S2)
plus a magnetic term. First, define the following functions

g(n) :=
〈IAn,n〉

〈IAn+mr20n× (An× n), An〉 and hj(n) := ((In) × (IAn+mr20n× (An× n)))j ,

and the vector fields U1 := 〈n − g(n)An,X〉 and U2 := 〈h,X〉, where h := (h1, h2, h3).
Second, observe that H̃ = span{U1, U2} and D = H̃ ⊕ S = span{U1, U2, Y }.

Locally, if we consider r3 6= 0, we determine the distribution W ⊂ V , generated by the
vector fields Z1 := −V2/r3 and Z2 := V1/r3 where V1 and V2 are given in (39). Then B̃TQ =
{U1, U2, Y, Z1, Z2} is an adapted basis of the splitting TQ = H̃ ⊕ S ⊕ W , with dual basis
B̃T∗Q =

{
σ1, σ2, σY , ǫ1, ǫ2

}
, where

σ1 := − 〈h, dn〉
g(n)〈h, An × n〉 , σ

2 := − 〈An, dn〉
〈h, An× n〉 , σ

Y :=
〈IAn+mr20n× (An× n), r3λ+ γ × gT ǫ〉

r3〈IAn,n〉
.

We denote by (v1, v2, vY , vz1 , vz2) and (p1, p2, pY , pz1 , pz2) the respective coordinates in TQ and
T ∗Q associated to the bases B̃TQ and B̃T∗Q.

The constraint manifold M is determined by the coordinates (g,n, p1, p2, pY ) where pza =
κ1a
κ11
p1+

κ2a
κ22
p2+

(κya−κ1a)
(κyy−κ11)

(pY −p1), for καa = κ(Uα, Za) and κya = κ(Y,Za); and the Hamiltonian

takes the form

HM(g,n, p1, p2, pY ) =
1

2

(
p21
κ11

+
p22
κ22

+
(pY − p1)

2

κyy − κ11

)
.

The conserved quantity is written as F (g,n, p1, p2, pY ) =
(pY −p1)
g(n) defining a foliation given

by the (G-invariant) leaves Mc := F−1(c) = {(g,n, p1, p2, pY ) ∈ M; pY = p1 + cg(n)}. In
particular, for c = 0 the reduced manifold F−1(0)/G is identified with the coordinates (n, p1, p2)
for n ∈ S2 showing that F−1(0)/G ≃ T ∗(S2) in agreement with Sec. 5.

Moreover, let us denote by σ̃i the 2-forms on F−1(0)/G so that ρ∗Qσ̃
i = σi for i = 1, 2 and

ρQ : Q→ Q/G, and by CY12, C
a
12 (for a = 1, 2), the functions on S2 defined by CY12 := σY ([U1, U2])

and Ca12 := ǫa([U1, U2]). Therefore, the almost symplectic form ω̃ = ωcan − B̂〈J,̃K〉 defining the
reduced dynamics is given, in our chosen basis, by

ωcan := σ̃j ∧ dpj − pjdσ̃
j and B̂〈J,̃K〉 := (pY C

Y
12 + paC

a
12)σ̃

1 ∧ σ̃2, where a = 1, 2,

with Hamiltonian function H0
red(n, p1, p2) =

1
2

(
p21
κ11

+
p22
κ22

)
.
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[34] Hochgerner, S., and Garćıa-Naranjo, L. g-chaplygin systems with internal symmetries, trun-
cation, and an (almost) symplectic view of chaplygin’s ball. Journal of Geometric Mechanics 1, 1
(2009), 35–53.

[35] Ibort, A., de León, M., Marrero, J., and de Diego, D. Dirac brackets in constrained
dynamics. Fortschritte der Physik 47 (1999), 459–492.
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